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More MARTA Overview <

Adamsville @

Roswell Bd

« Paid for by a half-penny sales tax passed in 2016

Northside Dr

« More MARTA intergovernmental agreement (IGA) wit

A Emory/
Virginia- CDg

Highland

 More MARTA sequencing plan
Y

BRT LRT @ Stations/Transit Centers

Dekalb Ave NE

[
ART 1§

MORE MARTA ATLANTA - PHASING marta-o.. P ccgemcon
2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 = Memorial Dr
Streetcar East Extension EI ; .S(. — - T West End
Xistin, reetcar Improvements
Campbellton Rd HCT 7 2 o B Stadium é
Streetcar West Extension Heights g
BeltLine SW LRT £
=

Clifton Corridor LRT™*

BeltLine SE LRT™*

d SE

BeltLine West LRT***
Metropolitan Pkwy ART
Cleveland Ave ART
Peachtree Rd ART

Capitol Ave/Summerhill BRT— = = §

North Ave BRT [

Northside Dr BRT ‘

Greenbriar Transit Center

Moores Mill Transit Center T

Station Enhancements:
Bankhead/Five Points/
Vine City/Others

Local Bus Servicegi

= S Barkhead
| B m e Five Points

***Assumes funding gap closed

As sequenced, some LRT projects
have both capital and O&M funding
gaps that will need to be addressed
as projects advance

I \ine City

I Other Station Enh3ancements

P

Greenbriar

Hartsfield
Jackson Atlanta
1 International Airport

g

GA’%/,, &

Jonesboro
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Previous Discussion Regarding WI
A

- Earlier maps and plans used by the City of Atlanta and marta.

MARTA illustrated LRT for Campbeliton CAMPBELLTON CORRIDOR TRANSIT INITIATIVE /
LINK SOUTHWEST

11 mile high capacity transit corridor

- However, the legal agreement that defines how the City
and MARTA use the More MARTA tax revenue state al
projects are dependent on further analysis and t
availability of federal funds

« Connects Greenbriar Mall with Fort McPherson redevelopment area
* Linkinto the MARTA heavy rail transit system
» Initiating a planning study MARTA to analyze:

o High capacity transit options (BRT or LRT)

o Alignments to include dedicated guideway and/or street running

* 18-24 month study LINK SOUTHWEST
° The need tO explore mu |t| ple alte rn at|Ve * Route 83 on Campbellton Rd was upgraded to Arterial Rapid Transit (ART) A TRANST IITIATIVE

service levels in Feb 2017 as part of the FAST Track Initiative

o Route 83 has 2™ highest daily ridership in MARTA bus system

Campbellton has been continually ¢
early 2018

- Campbellton originally studie
of programming
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Evaluation Framework O

\
Purpose and Goals and Evaluation Performance
Need Objectives Criteria Measures
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- greater mobility for
residents

- - growth in economic
P rOJ e Ct development and jobs
» ——asaatacsqgional transit
&85 Project Need |

WOR

Project’s Purpose and N

Project Purpose

® 00
\4 2
A faster, more reliable Greater
transit solution ' P\ sit demand Growing mobility
(Rt. 83) needs

$
Y ad
SE

Growth in economic Greater regional
development and jobs transit connectivity

” )
Increased need for Constrained economic
safety/access growth
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PrOjeCt GOa|S l ObjeCtives (developed in tandem with community survey
Summer 2020)

— Increase
Access to
High-Capacity

Goal 6 — Maximize

Goal 4 - Promote Goal 5 — Minimize
Transit-Supportive Project Design
Development Impacts

Goal 1 — Improve

Goal 2 — Increase Financial

Resources

Travel Times and
Reliability

Safety for all Users

* Provide a faster - Improve first and * Improve access to * Encourage * Minimize *Provide a
trip to MARTA last mile employment, compact and ’ right-of-way cost-effective
heavy rail connections and residential areas, neighborhood-scal impacts and transit system
safe bicycle and and activity centers ed commercial property
- Provide pedestrian access development acquisition - Maximize federal
auto-competitive to transit stations - Increase access  ” funding/Minimize
transit service for * Encourage * Minimize negative local funding
- Enable safe transit-dependent economic impacts to access
automobile travel residents development and and connectivity - Implement a
job growth project with strong
* Increase transit * Minimize impacts community support
ridership - Promote affordable to cultural, historic,
housing and
‘ preservation and environmentally
production sensitive areas

) 4
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Campbelilton Corridor Alternatives Analysis Timeline

Technical work First phase of Second phase of Both transit Presented
started analysis analysis modes were g nalysis | recommended
Analyzed roadway | Completed mode | €qually p NI ] identified a locally preferred

alignment options | comparison (BRT
vs. LRT)

Shared results
with stakeholdeyg

and commury ’
a N

September November 2020

. July 2021 - July 2021 -
September 2019 2019 - — March/April February 2022
November 2020 ¢ 2021 ' August 2021 February 2022 ry

P & QN

c ‘ drid alternative | alternative (LPA)
o)

Nearly 300 people engaged in person
Over 400 people engaged virtually
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Alighment and Stations

‘ Fort McPherson Oakland City ¢
q Venetian Dr 5
7 Willowbrogle™
e - Fort McPherson
. \, Willis Mill Delowe
] o .
4 < BN Lakewood/Ft. McPherson
1 b2} oY
a 8 Langford Pkwy ‘
Westgate
Ben Hill q v EGEND: ™
Barge Rd
Dedicated
C:reenbr/fzr Transit Lanes
Mall s Mixed Traffic
Streams
O &=0= MARTA Heavy Rail
Parks/Greenspace

K Activity Center /
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BRT/LRT Comparison

Mode Characteristics @ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Q Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Rubber-tire vehicles operating on Steel-wheel vehicles operating on tracks

General Description dedicated transit lanes for faster and embedded within roadway and powered
more reliable service than regular bus by overhead electric cable

i ... . |

- A e 1 v ) e PR
Up to 120 people can fit on each BRT bus Up to 200 people can fit on each LRT train

Frequency @ Every 10 Minutes

Station Spacing O O ® Every Half Mile on Average

. . N .\ - Enhanced Off-Board U
Station Amenities J_'.|! Shelter & ¥ - -~

Real-Time ® ADA
Arrival Accessible
Amenities Collection Information k. Raised Platforms
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Center-Running LRT Alternative at a glance = g &
[ Exclusive Transitway: 23% of corridor 2 ]
N\

Transitway: Center Dedicated Lanes C= = =
Alignment: 5.5 miles and 9 stations GG@”& Yoy Ce, 0/%"’9
. 0. '°¢Z~9@ 4;/// 6, oy, 4 'é; oy

Service: Every 10 minutes weekdays

Vehicle: 80-foot train like Atlanta Streetcar

Travel Time & Property Roadway Cost & Timeline

Reliability Impacts Access Impacts

Needed for .
C truct
dedicated . oo ruc(::lon
I O y
Erom Iane_s and _
MINS Oakland City ACRES stations ge_strlcted — Reduction in MILLION
Station to Barge 2 rveviehe auto s;% 1
Road P&R A |
i ‘ En b Mo On:lrj:tin Costs
New rail bicycle/pedestrian P 9
440 facility 1 2 environment
0 necdedin iy Time to Deliver
riveway
Faster than store and ——
. . A Closures to
current times on maintain
Route 83 trains YEARS

*Cost as of June 2021
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RN\

PROPOSED WIDTH 62.0°
6.0’ 14.0' 6.0°

LRT: Open Ballasted Section

Segment 1 - Segment 3

—
v #

DTTg'H € TRACK (WB/SB) € TRACK (EB/NB) BITCH

1 ‘ 1 - L 1 ‘ 1

.«y;\/ { T 1 I \{z

% 7 // \\—/AL&MAQL

OPEN BALLASTED SECTION (TYP)
BARGE ROAD TO [—-285 AND [-285 TO LANGFORD PARKWAY
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LRT: Exclusive Bridge Section

Segment 1 - Segment 3

PROPOSED WIDTH 33.0°

6.0 14.0'
I -

¥y A
Yy p

€ TRACK (WB/SB) € TRACK (EB/NB)

EXCLUSIVE BRIDGE SECTION (TYP)
BRIDGE OVER |-285 AND BRIDGE OVER LANGFORD PARKWAY
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LRT: Center Dedicated Lanes 0
Segment 4 - Segment 6 \$
Existing: 2-5 Lanes (varies 38’ 49 -

PROPOSED WIDTH 80.0°

€5.0'

1

1

CENTER—RUNNING LRT WITH DEDICATED LANES (TYP)
GILEAD

MT.

RD SW TOC HONEYSUCKLE LN SW

19.5' 19.5'

~——CURB FACE TO CURB FACE— CURB FACE TC CURB FACE

1‘5I 20' 20' 1.5,
GUTTER BUFFER . . ; = GUTTER
L 50 11.0° 60" | 14.0 | 6.0 11.00 BY ERI L 50
BIKE LANE EB TRAVEL LANE . EB TRAVEL LANE BIKE LANE

0 $s i
s N W=
7.0° 0 7.0
SIDEWALK SIDEWALK
€ TRACK (WB/SB) € TRACK (EB/NB)
0.5 J i
—~f=—05 AT 0.5~
——— ﬂ - i - b 9 711
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LRT: Mixed Traffic

Segment 7 - Segment 8 ‘ \$
Existing: 2-4 Lanes (varies 38’ ~7¢) -

PROPOSED WIDTH 49.C

1.5' 1.5
GUTTER T, (" ;' é ' \\/ 41 GUTTER
. 12.0° 12.0' A ,
L —— —_— ?
2.5' 0:5 WB TRAVEL LANE/ EB TRAVEL LANE/ 02 38
AMENITY STREETCAR LANE STREETCAR LANE AMENITY
STRIP STRIP
6.0’ 10.0°
SIDEWALK MULTI-USE PATH
_| € TRACK (WBéSSS) € TRACK (EB/NB) --\~ -
> 3 (IYP.) 4 p 4 ' —
gt [ = b [T\ s
- MIN.
oyrlgh 2—LANE MIXED TRAFFIC CONFIGURATION (TYP) offsiT

HONEYSUCKLE LN SW TO OQAKLAND DR SW
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Curb-Running BRT Alternative at a glance =
- _ = 3
Shared Lanes: 30% of corridor

Transitway: Curb Dedicated Lanes

Alignment: 6 miles and 9 stations

Service: Every 10 minutes weekdays

Vehicle: Battery Electric Articulated Bus

Travel Time & Property Roadway Cost & Timeline
Reliability Impacts Access Impacts
Nee_d LT Construction
dedicated 2 O I b 8 0/ Cost1 O O
1 From Iane_s and I \‘1 Restricted 0
MINS oakland City ACREs Stations , D(rai?/;\lf:aes* — ’ Reduction in MILLION
Station to Barge y auto speed 5
Road P&R Annual
A Enhanced
Existing ‘ bicycle/pedestrian i Operating Costs
3 3 0/ MARTA 2 1 environment
o Garage Driveway Time to Deliver
Faster than current used to store Closures* 5to 7
times on Route 83 and maintain
buses ” YEARS

*Impacts mostly Greenbriar Pkwy

*Cost as of June 2021



BRT: Mixed Traffic

PROPOSED WIDTH VARIES 46’-52'+

EXISTING GRADE

WORKING DRAFT

Segment 8: Oakland City to Veng#an Dr

Existing: 4 Lanes with 53’ average ROW width (v

38'+

VARIES, ; ; ; ; VARIES,

4.0'-7.0'% 6.0 12.0 % 12.0'% 6.0 4.0'-7.0'+

SIDEWALK | |BIKE LANE WB TRAVEL LANE EB TRAVEL LANE BIKE LANE || SIDEWAL

(EXISTING . o (EXISTING
6"+ 1| 1 [T BUFFER BUFFER | [ et
v

(EXISTING

¥

v

&

o

* ?I-:UX|?SBTING)
&0 *Ba

EXISTING GRADE

ption, subject to revision

===

—T— ==
2—LANE MIXED TRAFFIC CONFIGURATION (TYP) .

Wn

Reduce to 2 lanes with bManes in
No additional ROW assumed in typical ns, except at station areas



Segment 7: Venetian Dr to Fort

WORKING DRAFT

Existing: 2 Lanes with 46’ average ROW width (varie
BRT: Mixed Traffic

PROPOSED WIDTH VARIES 30.5'-50.0

VARIES 24.0'-30.0
VARIES VARIES VARIES VARIES

55" = 9.5 12.0'-15.0 12.0'-15.0 0'-9.5’

SIDEWALK WB_MIXED EB_MIXED SIDEWALK

(EXISTING) TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE (EXISTING)

6"+ 6"+
gUrRB. ([ PAY s (wr=vr7e
(EXISTING) w /\| (EXSFNG)

EXSTING GRADE * ‘' oo o
—— === =i e —

2—LANE MIXED TRAFFIC CONFIGURATION (TYP)

- A

Maintain 2 lanes

No additional ROW assumed in typical

EXISTING GRADE

B

m assumption, subject to revision

ns, except at station areas
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Segment 6: Fort Valley Dr to Wi

Existing: 5 Lanes with 79’ average ROW width (vgri
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 79.0'+

55.0°
10.0° 2 12.0° 10.0' 11.0' 10.0° 12.0° 10.0'
IMPROVEMENT AREALC&( WB BAT LANE WB TRAVEL LANE | CENTER TURN LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE EB BAT LANE AREA FOR
FOR STREETSCAPE, STREETSCAPE AND
BIKE, AND PED sng ‘ ONLY PED (EXISTING)
C&G

‘) ﬁ & (EXISTING)

AINO BUS *Baseline assumption, subject to revision
S L] j‘_"T::::::

5—LANE BAT CONFIGURATION (TYP)

« Maintain 5 lanes ‘ ' \ -

- Reduce to 10 travel lanes per COA sta

- Assume current back of sidewalk/width (for ped/bike accommodations)

- No additional ROW assumed except at station areas
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Segment 5: Willis Mill Rd to Do

Existing: 2-3 Lanes with 58’ average ROW width (v
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes 4\

1)

PROPOSED WIDTH 64.0°

48.0'
10.0° 2! 12.0° 10.0° 10.0° 12.0° 2 5.0°
IMPROVEMENT AREAL&Q WE BAT LANE WB TRAVEL LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE EB BAT LANE C&d SIDEWALK
FOR STREETSCAPE,
BIKE, AND PED Sna ONLY

A
<7 &
ATINO BUS ‘

e Y —

— =] — =
4—|ANE BAT CONFIGURATION (TYP)

- Widen to 4 lanes ‘ | ‘ i

impacts

*Baseline assumption, subject to revision

« Multi-use path on one side to minimiz

- Approx. 6’ additional width assumed in typical section
- Additional ROW needed at station areas
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Segment 4: Dodson to Greenbri
Existing: 5 Lanes with 66’ average ROW width (vgri
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 79.0'+ ’
55.0°
10.0° 2’ 12.0° 10.0' 110" 10.0° 12.0' 10.0'+
IMPROVEMENT AREALC&( WB BAT LANE WEB TRAVEL LANE [ CENTER TURN LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE EB BAT LANE AREA FOR
FOR STREETSCAPE, STREETSCAPE AND
PED (EXISTING)

BIKE, AND PED sna ONLY
LA N Y.

—

P & (gﬁgTING)
AINO ﬁ BUS

5—LANE BAT CONFIGURATION (TYP)

Assume current back of sidewalk/widt

*Baseline assumption, subject to revision

— 1

Maintain 5 lanes
ed/bike accommodations)

No additional ROW assumed except at station areas




WORKING DRAFT

Segment 3 BRT: Bridge Over L

Existing: 5 lanes with 64’ back of sidewalk width (va
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 93.0°

2.9
10.0° 2' 11.0° 10.0° 10.0' 10.0° 10.0° 10.0' 1.8 2 6.0’
IMPROVEMENT  |$HLD WB BRT LANE WB TRAVEL LANE | WB TRAVEL LANE | EB TURN LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE EB BRT LANE  $HLD| SIDEWALK

AREA FOR

BIKE AND PED
Bl | 1B
CURB CURB

BUS BUS

CURB—RUNNING BRT (BRIDGE)

*Baseline assumption,
—LU " subject to revision

T—

lanes
ilities

Reconstruct existing bridg‘o acco
and improvements to bike and pedest
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Segments 3 BRT: Greenbriar P

Existing: Greenbriar (segment 3) — 6 lanes (ROW 95
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 94.0'+

61.0°

10.0' 50'€ 12 10.5' 10.0° 10.0° 10.0' 10.0° 10.5’ 2" 40+ 10.0'+
IMPROVEMENT | BUFFER £&d WB BRT LANE WB TRAVEL LANE | WB TRAVEL LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE EB BRT LANE [&GBUFFER IMPROVEMENT
AREA FOR AREA FOR

BIKE AND PED BIKE AND PED ‘

IR 2N L S B

BUS BUS

*Baseline assumption,
6—LANE CURB—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP) subject to revision

A 4

Curb-to-curb remains con%#tent witiQg \
Vary typical buffer and pedestrian area\gu st side to minimize ROW impacts

Additional ROW required at intersections for right-turn lanes
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Segment 2 BRT: Greenbriar Pk

Existing: Greenbriar (segment 2) — 4 lanes (ROW 75
BRT: Curb Dedicated Lanes

PROPOSED WIDTH 77.0'+-82.5'+

44,0'—48.0'
10.0° 5.0'% (2.5 12.0° 10.0'-12.0° 10.0'-12.0" 12.0° 2.5 45+
IMPRCVEMENT BUFFER |C&G WB BRT LANE WB TRAVEL LANE EB TRAVEL LANE EB BRT LANE C&G| BUFFER IMPROVEMENT
AREA FOR AREA FOR
BIKE AND PED BIKE AND PED
Baseline assumption, subject to revision

== B=r—

4—LANE CURB—RUNNING DEDICATED

h 4
Curb-to-curb remains co“t

Western portion of segment doesn’t incltide buffer/ped area on the
southside
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Segment 1 BRT: Barge Rd

Existing: Barge — 2 lanes with 30’ back of sidewalk
BRT: Mixed Traffic

PROPOSED WIDTH VARIES 24.5'-30.5'+

VARIES
12.0+ 12.0% 0—5.6'%
WB_MIXED EB MIXED SIDEWALK
TRAFFIC LANE TRAVEL LANE (EXISTING)
. 6"+ . 6"+
EXISTING GRADE !! EXISTING GRADE - * B 5 g mpRn, subject to revision
- | ’

2—LANE MIXED TRAFFIC CONFIGURATION (TYP)v

No new guideway, roadway®or sidew
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Driveway Access Impacts: Curb BRT vs. Center LRT
y_ 2

Commermal Drlveway ReS|dent|aI Drlveway

e w**

Both BRT and LRT extend from Oakland City
Station to Ben Hill Station. This map represents
the center running segments of each mode and

ars. aalar= Q) () 21ViV= = =

5 Fort McPherson oakiqndicty
T Venetian Dr
. . i .
« Center running transit
difies h 9 hicl LRT on Campbellton Rd 5 Willowbrook
MOodITes NOW VENICIES would modify 144 driveways A
access and operate along to “right-in/right-out” only 7
the corridor r W|II|s M||| == Delowe o FortMcPherson
. . . - . A s s
* Medians restrict driveway 3 Ha"’;& ¥ YMCA £ / Lakewooo/F. MoPregson
access to i 2 : g ?
right-in/right-out” only : . v ek .
« Left turns cannot be < BRT on Greenbriar Pkwy O FC’otentli)aI“tStatigns.d
. . ——LAMpDeliton Corraor
made except at Ben Hill Q WOU{d m_Od’f}_’ 20 dr/veways — Residpential Driveways
signalized intersections Xors @ e o “right-in/ right-out” only —— Commercial Access
Park & Ride === | RT Center Running Transit
=== BRT Center Running Transit
Streams
Can Greenbriar ==

Mall MARTA Heavy Rail /
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Summary of Tier 2 Analysis AR )

Better Lower
Performing Performing

Tier 2 Analysis BRT Curb Running Qﬁﬁg LRT Center Running [ Q Q é3

Travel Times and Reliability

Which provides a faster trip? (one-way) ') 19 minutes 16 minutes

High reliabilit Higher reliabilit
‘ g y ‘/ g y

- - H l?
Which is more reliable? 7 (near term) (near term and long term)

Changes to the Corridor

‘r’n"zl';[; et st el et L 8% reduction (to 24 mph) @) 29% reduction (to 19 mph)
Ho“.’ Ry ectiaccess to 20 driveway restrictions @) 144 driveway restrictions
businesses? /

How much of adjacent properties will

be impacted? @) 2acres ./ 12 acres

Resources Required _ 4 B 5

How much will it cost to build? (2021$) @) $100million ./ $340 million

How much will it cost to operate? (2021$) @) $5 million annually @) $13 million annually

How long will it take to deliver? @) 5-7 years ) 8-10 years
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Delowe LRT Center Station

P -
‘( | b




 RAFT

Delowe BRT Curbside Statlon

\¢ lli |
\

‘
o Ll =k =
I | | IS [
i I e
= f R e — - = T
R = o B | = RRE— | I i
= - i i | 1
\[ o ’ i ‘:'u T (|
(B | o - | i [ 1
i o T B |
I e S8 0 " 0| SR mare Y ;,_J | |
" | @
b &
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Center-Running BRT Alternative at a glance = Q Q =

$ =
Center-Running BRT [ Shared Lanes: 8% of corridor
Transitway: Center-Running Dedicated
Lanes S, , C,Ze,%
QQQQQ// ) S, 4{4{ K
Alignment: 6 miles and 9 stations v ‘90"91,6/?4

Service: Every 10 minutes weekdays

Travel ime&  § Property Roadway e
e Cost & Timeline
Reliability Impacts Access Impacts
Needed for g
Construct
dedicated 2 3 I b 1 30A) & ru%fs|:1 30
1 From - lanes and I \‘1
MINS oakland City ACREs Stations . Con::vrat‘t;:* — ’ Reduction in MILLION
Station to Barge 5/ auto speed 5
Road P&R ‘ Enhanced Annual
isti Operating Costs
EXIStmg bicycle/pedestrian MILLION ©P .
3 5 0/ MARTA environment
o Garage Driveway Time to Deliver
Faster than current used to store Closures* ¢
times on Route 83 and maintain 0
buses ” *Right-in, Right-out conversions YEARS

*Cost as of June 2021
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Segment 8: Oakland City to Veng#an Dr

Existing: 4 Lanes with 53' average ROW width (vgrie
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes o\

PROPOSED WIDTH 74.0'+

62.0'

6.0" 2 5.0 27 10.0° 12.0' 12.0° 10.0" | 2% 5.0" 2' 8.0
SIDEWALK [&d BIKE BUFFER WB WB EB EB BUFFER BIKE p&d SIDEWALK
LANE TRAVEL LANE BRT LANE BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE
e — ——

4—| ANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP)

Widen to 4 lanes ‘ ‘

Single vehicular lane in each direction wi
buffered bicycle lane

W
Approx. 21’ additional width assumed in typical section

Additional ROW needed at station areas
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Segment 7: Venetian Dr to Fort ey Dr

Existing: 2 Lanes with 46’ average ROW width (varie
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes o\

PROPOSED WIDTH 74.0'+

62.0'

6.0" 2 5.0 27 10.0° 12.0' 12.0° 10.0" | 2% 5.0" 2' 8.0
SIDEWALK [&d BIKE BUFFER WB WB EB EB BUFFER BIKE p&d SIDEWALK
LANE TRAVEL LANE BRT LANE BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE
e — ——

4—| ANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP)

Widen to 4 lanes ‘ ‘

Single vehicular lane in each direction wi
buffered bicycle lane

W
Approx. 28 additional width assumed in typical section

Additional ROW needed at station areas
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Segment 6: Fort Valley Dr to Wi

Existing: 5 Lanes with 79’ average ROW width (vgri
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 79.0'+
62.0'
8.5 2, 50 2 10.0" 12.0° 12.0° 10.0° 2, 50 ;2 8.5+
IMPROVEMENT [é&d BIKE BYFFHR WB WB EB EB BUFFER BIKE F&d  AREA FOR
AREA FOR LANE TRAVEL LANE BRT LANE BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE STREETSCAPE
STREETSCAPE 0 0 (EXISTING) 4
é’ I i £2.0'
' C&G
| ,} (EXISTING)
lﬁ_

L ———— *Baseline assumption, subject to revision

4—_ANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP)

. . . v- V
Single vehicular lane in eNectlon ‘

buffered bicycle lane

Reduce to 10’ travel lanes per COA standar

No additional ROW except at station areas




WORKING DRAFT

Segment 5: Willis Mill Rd to Do

Existing: 2-3 Lanes with 58’ average ROW width (v
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ¢ \

PROPOSED WIDTH 74.0'+

62.0'
6.0’ 2 5.0' 2’ 10.0' 12.0' 12.0° 10.0° 12 5.0' 25 8.0°
SIDEWALK P&d BIKE BUFFER WwB wB EB EB BYUFFER BIKE P&d SIDEWALK
LANE TRAVEL LANE ERT LANE BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE
v ' BtS BﬁS f j
—_— 0% ~——— *Baseline assumption, subject to revision

4—| ANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP)

Widen to 4 lanes ‘ ‘

Single vehicular lane in each direction wi
buffered bicycle lane

W
Approx. 16’ additional width assumed in typical section

Additional ROW needed at station areas
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BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes

PROPOSED WIDTH 79.0't

Segment 4: Dodson to Greenbri

Existing: 5 Lanes with 66’ average ROW width (vgri

d\

62.0'

8.5' 2y 50 2

STREETSCAPE Oeo

v

/

v 4

BUS BUS

t

10.0° 12.0° 12.0° 10.0° 2' 5.0' 2 8.5t
IMPROVEMENT [&d BIKE BYFFHR WB WB EB EB BUFFER BIKE L& AREA FOR
AREA FOR LANE TRAVEL LANE BRT LANE BRT LANE TRAVEL LANE LANE STREETSCAPE

oo

lﬁ_

v
Single vehicular lane in eNection :

bicycle lane

(EXISTING)
AL

C&G
(EXISTING)

F

4—_ANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (TYP)

Reduce to 10’ travel lanes per COA standarg

No additional ROW except at station areas

O™

*Baseline assumption, subject to revision
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Segment 3 BRT: Bridge Over L ord Pkwy

Existing: 5 lanes with 64’ back of sidewalk width (va
BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes ' \
A

PROPOSED WIDTH 95.0°
74.0°
10.0’ 2’ 10.0° 10.0° 12.0’ 12.0° 10.0’ 10.0’ 10.0’ 2’ 6.0’
IMPROVEMENT  |$HLID WB TRAVEL LANE [ WB TRAVEL LANE WB BRT LANE EB BRT LANE EB TURN LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE $HLD| SIDEWALK

AREA FOR

+ + BUS BUS ﬁ * *

CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED (BRIDGE)
h 4

Reconstruct existing brichcomm
BRT lanes and improvements to bike anc
pedestrian facilities

*Baseline assumption,
subject to revision
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Segments 2 BRT: Greenbriar Pk

Existing: Greenbriar (segment 2) — 4 lanes (ROW 75

BRT: Center Dedicated Lanes l\

PROPOSED WIDTH 79.0'+-82.5'+
44.0'-48.0'
10.0° 5.0+ 25 10.0°-12.0° 12.0° 12.0° 10.0°-12.0° 257 #5% 10.0'+
IMPROVEMENT | BUFFER |C&G| WB TRAVEL LANE WB BRT LANE EB BRT LANE EB TRAVEL LANE |C&G|BUFFER| IMPROVEMENT
AREA FOR AREA FOR

BIKE AND PED BIKE AND PED

BUS | BUS o | | .
3 Baseline assumption, subject to revision
4—LANE CENTER—RUNNING DEDICATED

\ %

t with

Buffer varies across the 1-mile segment

Curb-to-curb remains cons

Western portion of segment doesn’t includ
buffer/ped area on the southside
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Segments 1-3 BRT: Barge Rd

Existing: Barge — 2 lanes with 30’ back of sidewalk

[ ] [ ]
[ ]
BRT: Mixed Traffic
PROPOSED WIDTH VARIES 24.5'-30.5'+
VARIES
12.0% 12.0+ QY =58k
WB_MIXED EB MIXED SIDEWALK
TRAFFIC LANE TRAVEL LANE (EXISTING)
S et
Qi) A
v | & ’
2 mpRn, subject to revision

EXISTING GRADE 'l EXISTING GRADE  *B (1S4
= i

2—LANE MIXED TRAFFIC CONFIGURATION (TYP)v

No new guideway, roadway, oM8ldewalks
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Driveway Access Impacts
”~.

ReS|dent|aI Drlveway
N BRT extends from Oakland City Station to
e Barge Rd Park & Ride. This map represents

the center running segments and impacts on
Fort McPherson

Venetian Dr

Commermal Drlveway

drivewav access
4

Oakland City

Fort McPherson

BRT on Campbellton Rd
would modify 215 driveways

to “right-in/right-out” only

 Center running transit —
modifies how vehicles
access and operate along ==

the corridor

» Medians restrict driveway
access to
“right-in/right-out” only

o Left turns/U-turns cannot

be made except at
signalized intersections

o (" LEGEND

BRT on Greenbriar Pkwy _ _
Would modify 20 driveways O  Potential Stations
@ssssssw  BRT Center-Running

o “right-in/ right-out” only
Commercial Driveways
Residential Driveways

Dodson Dr

MS pd 2b1eg
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Performance Metrics High
Performing Low ~ Perf
iy
T = i g - - =
Travel Characteristics
Trip Time : .
(Rt# 83 current trip time 28 minutes) . 18 minutes O 19 minutes
Forecasted daily riders O 6,000 O 6,000
Changes to the Corridor
Percentage of dedicated lanes ‘ 92% O 70% O 70%
Pedestrian and bike facilities @ 7 miles of sidewalks @ 7 miles of sidewalks (D 1.6 miles of sidewalks
e @ 5 miles of dedicated bike lanes O 0.4 miles of dedicated bike lanes @ 2.5 miles of dedicated bike lanes
Reduction of speeding ‘ 13% reduction (to 22 mph) O 4% reduction (to 25 mph) ‘ 16% reduction (to 21 mph)
Number of driveway closures ‘ 0 O 21 O 12
__—
Construction cost (2021$) ‘ $130million ‘ $100 million O $340willion *
Operating cost (2021$) ‘ $4.8 million annually ‘ $4.9 million annually O $12.5 million annually
Year of Completion/Operation ‘ 2028 ‘ 2028 O 2031 *
Cost per rider * ’ $2.41 . $2.51 O $6.36

*Does not include cost of VSMF
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Updated Performance Metrics (working draft) W
Illlill“.’
I RELRY err curs Running [EREEY wixed Lar + suectca QLTS
Travel Characteristics
{Sgu'{;rré% current trip time 28 ' 18 minutes O 19 minutes
minutes N
Ea?lsveb%ar:)led daily riders (updated O 8,800 O 6,000

Changes to the Corridor

Percentage of dedicated lanes ‘ 92% O 70% O 70%

Pedestrian and bike facilities @ 6 miles of sidewalks @ 6 miles of sidewalks (D 1.6 miles of sidewalks

e @ 4 miles of dedicated bike lanes O 0.4 miles of dedicated bike lanes @ 2.5 miles of dedicated bike lanes
Reduction of speeding ‘ 13% reduction (to 22 mph) O 4% reduction (to 25 mph) ‘ 16% reduction (to 21 mph)
Number of driveway closures ‘ 0 O 21 O 12

Resources Required

Construction cost (YOES$) ‘ $300+ million . $100+ million Q $450+ million

Operating cost ‘ $4.8 million annually . $4.9 million annually O $12.5 million annually

Year of Completion/Operation ‘ 2028 ‘ 2028 O 2030s

Cost per rider ‘ $2.41 ’ $2.51 O $6.36
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Competing for Federal Funding

streetcars, and bus rapid transit. Federal transit
law requires transit agencies seeking CIG
funding to complete a series of steps over
several years.

FTA's (Federal Transit Administration) Capital
Investment Grants (CIG) discretionary grant
program funds transit capital investments,
including heavy rail, commuter rail, light rail,

CIG I\@Bas roject Justification Criteria
LRT | CenterRunningBRT |
FTA's Capital Investment Grant (ClI

Cost Effectiveness Cost Effectiveness
Medium-Low Medium-High
is assumed to fund one-half of ’ Mobility edium Lo Mobiity ediumLow
and $150 M Of the COSt Of . ‘ mprovements mprovements

. t tb t df Environmental . . Environmental _
projects must be rated ravor Benefits Medium-High S High

criteria in order to be eligible fo inqg. ETEEENETIPEIIE
Medium Medium

The analysis illustrate that BRT will be eligible
for a Capital Investment Grant, even if rates
poorly under the program’s other criteria
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Competing for Federal Funding

LRT

ents and Cost Differences
Even if LRT were to qualify for federal

funding, the local match required for a

$214,153,000 Capital Investment Grant $150,000,000
Capital Investment Grant would be nearly

: Local Match $219,355,000 Local Match $124,700,000
$95 M more than for Center-Running BRT ocal Mate

$433,508,000 Total $274,700,000

< More MARTA Sales Tax Savings $94,655,000

O&M Cost i BRT Cost
‘ y N

Center-Running BRT

LRT

Annual O&M Cost $14,850,000 Annual O&M Cost $5,635,000

20 Year O&M Cost $297,000,000 20 Year O&M Cost $112,700,000

$184,300,000
20 Year O&M Cost Savings
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Competing for Federal Funding

 FTArequires a 20-year commitment of
operations and maintenance funding for “New
Starts” projects like the LRT Alternative

» Construction and operation cost combined for
the Center-Running BRT would save nearly
$280 million in More MARTA revenue over a
20-year period

« If LRT does not rate sufficiently to b
for a federal grant, approximatel
in local funding would be requir
operate, and maintain LRT




WORKING DRAFT

Competing for Federal Funding

(A

Lansing Laker Line

Jacksonville First Coast Flyer East
Kansas City Prospect MAX
Everett Swift ||

Indianapolis Purple Line
Albuguerque Rapid Transit
Minneapolis Orange Line

Reno Virginia Street Extension
Spokane Central City Line
Portland Division Street

Albany River Corridor/Blue Line
Jacksonville Southwest Corridor

El Paso Montana Corridor

St. Petersburg Central Avenue
Miami South Corridor

Milwaukee East-West BRT
Indianapolis Purple Line

Ogden — Weber State Corridor
Vancouver (WA) Mill Plain Corridor
Albany Washington Western
Seattle Madison Street

San Bernadino West Valley Connector
Everett Swift Orange Line
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Competing for Federal Funding

In 2008, nearly one half of FTA's pipeline ‘\

of projects was LRT, and there were

only 7 BRT projects being considered for

funding 2001

As of January 2022, almost two-thirds of

the pipeline is BRT projects. Meanwhile
only 6 light rail projects are under C

development in the US

FTA has funded 23 BRT ggoj
2018

I BRT H LRT i HRT Commute{ Calm.'w:er s Streetcar t O;’ser
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Key Findings

- Stakeholder First o 000 Third _ (Y 1 g  Community

] Engagement public meeting . . public meeting P pop-ups held

q 1aunched in held 11/19/19 3 g held 6/10/21 dh 7/27,7/28, 7/31,

° and 8/21 of 2021
g October 2019 Summary comments: 8 Summary comments:
frll Stakeholder meetings are » Protection from gentrification/ = » Faster travel time BURImaty cempiente;
continual and consist of face-to-face : displacement == : ; : - Wanted to understand difference

% meetings, virtual meetings, - Miciinize iripects and dieruptions o g * Multiuse bike/pedestrian paths and between local bus and BRT

r-#l jurisdictional updates, and s E wider sidewalks High ; e o
g} Profectrelated correspondence . TG onmectivity, - High-capacity transit trade-offs
~ » Incorporate “short-term - Optimum service

8 improvements (bus shelters, etc.) ’— . :

. - Improve safety/security in the area = Hightefay requiements
L (lighting/more visible employees)

—~\

- Posted yard signs along 25 high ridership bus stops in corridor
- Posted yard signs along 10 high traffic intersections in corridor
- Installed 2 A-frames each at Barge Road Park & Ride and Oakland City MARTA Station

Canvassing:

- Visited schools, businesses, apartments, libraries and mall in the corridor and distributed flyers and yard signs

o July 21st, 27t-28%" and 31st
* August 21st - Conducted survey from May 28, 2021 — August 31, 2021

Survey: . Received 621 paper survey results and 317 surveys completed
online.

* May to August
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Review of Most Recent Public Engggement

621 317

1 80 : Surveys§ Paper Survey Online
Responses Survey
Total (of 938 total) Responses

- — Collected at :
IMn petr el * July Pop-up Meetings (0 938 fotal)
eeting * August Pop-up Meetings
Attendees + Council Member Town Hall Meeting
» Apartments, Senior Facilities, Impacted Businesses,
Residences
sidential Flyers Yard Business
utreach Council member ~ Adams Park Slgns Bus Stops Apartments, Outreach
, Town Hall meeting Library Senior
esi er.tial/commer N Eacilit
n-Bparthboises, rai S oaf [==
' ilities, Intersections IMpacted e BB —
. . . Businesses, safeafea| Bysinesses
Greenbriar Apartments, Senior Residences L
Mall Facilities, Impacted ; |
Businesses, Residences Businesses

o July 21st, 27t-28%" and 31
* August 21st

* May to August
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Who Participated in the Survey?

57 %

of the respondents reported
having lived in the study area

for more than a year

The three top survey responders’
categories were responders who are:

o

ol

Employed Commuters
%
- "
Are legacy residents
AND HAVE LIVED IN THE AREA Retirees
WA A VY

Prefer BRT (421 of 939) m‘mm 8 5 0
or about
m ﬁ Prefer LRT @05 of 929

About 10% (98 of 938) prefer other modes

90%

.. P advocated for:

SN

participants,

Wider/better Separated Multiuse bike/ Addressmg
sidewalk bike lane/ pedestrian existing
conditions cycle tracks paths issues
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LOCATION
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What We Heard From You

Improve transit Increase access
travel times to high-capacity
and reliability transit

Public Input Showed Strong Support For

Both BRT and LRT i
Faster project delivery

Transit operating in dedicated lanes

Redevelopment and enhanced pedestrian environment
Greenbriar, Oakland City, and Delowe are priority station areas
Safe transit access for seniors and disabled residents

Minimizing impacts and disruptions to residents and businesses

Promote
transit-supportive
development

W |y~
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Land Use / TOD Opportunities

Key Components : 0

RO R I WL ST, B e
g SN

| LEGEND

& W New Street Grid

 Corridor Assessment evaluated the potential for TOD along
the corridor

é mmmmm Transit Alignment

e Station Area Analysis evaluated barriers and opportunities ;_”’f’: I 2
at each potential station ) T ——— L
£ () Primary Gateway 1
e Land Use Framework established development character > " ) * "I*e““fy“"de
. Potentia
and SCale 2 Development Types
(] Single Family
. . . § Residential
 Market Evaluation studied development opportunities and | Mulifamily
potential to prioritize station development and phasing ! Muldfamily
i
E Commercial
o Station Area Concept Plans identified framework plans for ! Mixed-Use
future TOD development around station areas | g
- reenspace
. . . . i VA Civic/Community o8
» Catalyst Stations identify key stations to focus early { ‘
development along the corridor and catalyze economic i ¥
development, paired with more detailed station plans o

 Implementation Strategies identify necessary policies and
strategies to implement successful TOD along Campbellton
Corridor
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Land Use Barriers — Public Feedback
Keyv Takeaways A rA

* Love that rapid transit will enhance

connactivity PHYSICAL Y MARKET
 Wider, safer sidewalks are a priority CONSTRAII

* Implement rapid transit as

« Stakeholders want to see the Livable
Centers Initiative (LCI) plan visions
come to fruition. Projects should
help build neighborhoods

* Many stakeholders in the ar
are \

e | ARTA Heavy Rail Vacant Parcels

s More Difficult to Develop
Due to Property Constraints

* There should be a range of po
options and collaborative partners

Park / Open Space
<«aun, Fence Along Corridor Limits Land Value: Lower Market Rate
~ 7 Access to South Side of Road Relative to Area Properties.
~ Controlied Access Roadway Improvement Value: Lower Market
Limits Access to Parcels Y Rate Relative to Area Properties

= Land & Improvement Value: Lower
Market Rate Relative to Area Properties

Marta~a. | CAMPBELLTON
— 2040 | CORRIDOR

TRANGFORMING Tnans * | TRANSIT PROJECT

* The community is excited and
optimistic about transit

2400

0 600 1200
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How were Transit Station Locations Identified?

Previous Planning Efforts Existing Conditions along the Corridor

Studied Previous Analyzed Existing &
Plans & studies wture  Zonin :
alongthe @ @ Analyzed \ J
corridor Oygp® Community Lanciig
Me® Feedback & Activity centers

) 4

Connectivity and Mobility Needs in the Corridor Opportunities for Investment

znd highest

MARTA ridership  Focus on stops Underutilized and

m with HI h vacant properties can
@ @

ridership g SUPPOTHIES TO D
© CAMPBELLTONCORRIDOR ~ WORKINGDRAFT ~ [Mara2o40

investment in
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Station Area Performance Measures (working draft)

STATION LOCATION PRIORITIZATION MATRIX

POTENTIAL STATION REGULATORY POPULATION & COMMUNITY SUSCEPTIBILITY CONNECTIVITY COMMUNITY
LOCATIONS

STATION PRIORITIZATION MEASURES

TOTALS

CONDITIONS  JOB DENSITY ASSETS TO CHANGE INPUT

POPULATION & JOB DENSITY PARCEL SIZE

Stations were rated higher if they were
adjacent to higher number of residents or jobs,
or provided access to a high numbers of jobs.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The transit investment is intended to support
existing residents of the community, and
locations that provided greater access to
community facilities such as libraries, parks,
or community and recreation centers received
higher scores.

SUSCEPTIBILITY TO CHANGE

Stations were rated “high” if there were many
parcels that were either vacant or contained
improvements whose value was equivalent to
40% or less than the value of the land itself.

Larger parcels are generally more appealing
for redevelopment, and stations received
higher scores if they were in close proximity to
more large parcels.

CONNECTIVITY

Stations received higher scores if they had
higher levels of connectivity to other parts of
the city. This was based upon through-street
connectivity, sidewalk connections, and transit
links (either bus or rail)

COMMUNITY INPUT

Stations were rated “high” if they received

a large number of comments from the public
indicating a desire for high capacity transit and
redevelopment at the location.

oakera civ | NI | N TR
rnonerson | AN | DO TN [ ||: o
wiiorereok | I | W] N N
S T TR [ TR
Willis Mill Rd IDD II_ ID_ IDD IDD 9
e va | W0 WL TN N DN
worswe | NN | WAL TN TR
creeerir | NN | HAR TN AR
st QNN | WA0 | WAD | ORO | NEO | NEO|

BRI = Hioh suitability ][] = Medium Suitability

IDD = Low Suitability
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Station Area Analsysis Example
FORT MAC STATION ANALYSI

as

gtory Framework

P|-2 Zoning , specific to Fort Mac, supports mix of uses and densities
@ design standards

- Limited pedestrian connectivity to Campbellton Rd.

- Opportunity to integrate with MARTA routes on Venetian Dr. and at
Oakland City

- Barrier at Walker Ave blocks access to the south.
- Perry Studios limits connectivity to the south.

Parcel Conditions

| 4P Main Connectivity Routes

| @ oD opporunity Aveas - Most parcels are relatively small; the Fort McPherson is the largest
g —— redevelopment opportunity in the area.

Feet

A L , - : -
T — - Many parcels fronting Campbellton have buildings with minimal
setbacks

marta
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Transit Station Area Types

9 Station Locations

» Stations are located
approximately every half mile,
with a unique mix of land uses,

activity, and development Fort McPherson Oakiand City

- Stations have been grouped £ Willowbrook g
into four “station types,” with
similar planned levels of Willis Mill o FortMoPherson

density, land uses, and transit

Statlon amenltles :Ué‘ F .L'AKE‘/‘JOOD/FT. McPHERSON
- These station types were — Q ) e )
. . 2 estgate oy,
shared and confirmed with the % S
in ill Greenbriar LRT 2% %, Headlang p;

ublic in June of 2020: Benihil c - -

p . Barge Rd - A LEGEND b
Park & Ride \ Greenbriar BRT @ Potential Stations

@=» LRT Alignment
Greenbriar @am» BRT Alignment
Mall Streams

Neighborhood Residential

Neighborhood Activity Center =0 WATTA ol
(® Community Activity Center Actvity Certer )
(® Regional Activity Center
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Station Area Types

Neighborhood

@) Regional
Residential

~ Act|V|ty Center
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What is Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)?

Four Station area

- A rich mix A great A new
- devel t i
Prlmary Cgr\;epgginaennd ljsense of land public approach
Principles relative to its USES b to paris

Strong Support For : h ;
Transit-oriented development, or “TOD,” means development
around transit stations that is compact, vibrant,

pedestrian-friendly, and seamlessly integrated with transit.

TOD seeks greater density so that more people can live, work,
shop, or go to school within walking distance of a station.

Livable places with a mix of land uses, housing, and affordability
levels

Walkability, with sidewalks, amenities, and a grid of streets

Transit does not mean “no cars,” but it does require less parking
han similar devel ' - it-ori '
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Station Area Framework Plans
Oakland City Station Concept A

Key Concept Features " LEGEND
— - ? mmm—— New Street Grid 3
 Existing MARTA parking can be | mmm mensitaignment |
developed as a combination of . W) StationLocation |3
mixed-use and mU|t|fam|Iy j' w= mm w= New Trail/Multiuse Path ::n.:-
. idewalk Improvements "% .
development 5 Sidewalk Improvements S
P 13 () Primary Gateway E'c i
_— ! % IdentityNod ich
« Buildings and warehouses along | " K B
. Potential L 3 P
! Development Types A T a8
Murphy repurposed as } £ .
mixed-use and creative spaces | Sglefniy 3’ aa&
T esidential 3 g
. Multifamily £3g
» Empty and Industrial lots between ¢ ;es"d;nﬂf;ﬂ | "
] : ultifami /lve - G
Dill Ave and Avon Ave developed ! Relvestmeet g B
as multifamily and parks | S Commerdal Bee
‘5 b ' Mixed-Use
 BeltLine spur and parks - S/ RE
o . # Greenspace
extended along thg rail rlght of P —— ' 4
way to Oakland City Station | o =t i
e i 2"" = Studios ek R
* Reinvestment in existing L el
. . - e T =k
multifamily north of Oakland City e \,ADQ,,.E::._
S Lt

Station
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Station Area Framework Plans
Oakland City Station Concept B

Key Concept Features | LEGEND

? mm— New Street Grid

mmmmm Transit Alignment

W, | Station Location

« Existing MARTA parking can be

R 25

redeveloped as mixed-use : o= :
;* we e ws New Trail/Multiuse Path;
- Empty and industrial lots between §j . =~ Scevkimprovemens
. f O Primary Gateway
Dill Ave, Avon Ave, and Murphy St § 5z dentityNode
redeveloped mostly as a dense, ‘; Potential
mixed-use area around a " Development Types
s Single Family
central green space Residential
Mulgfamil)ll
. H Residentia
 BeltLine Spur and parks .é ]
extended along rail ROW to ie'"ve““?el"t
. . I'y ommercia
Oakland City Station r B e
. c - Office / Flex
* Multifamily developed as a F N
transition between new " W cvicicommunity Sk A
mixed-use and existing single A e “g/g_Pew &
. . —_— " ui‘/‘vo's\-,-} O
family along Sylvan Rd R #5 WM :
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Catalyst STATION AREAS

- Ry
’—

N

a |\ -

- 1
ATLANTA P / 1 - :
- S H [ Stations with the highest short-term development
= ; 2
’f’ 2 4 b 1 potential were identified as Catalyst Stations. Catalyst
”Aﬁ;\vnsw § / % Ll Stations would serve as the first focus areas for new —
f” ,}"‘/\\ H | TOD investments. New tax revenues and development
4 € ot "
’Ssn‘u':ﬂ% BN 3 B =) I | momentum generated by these initial stations would be
w ] aklandlCity £ g . i "
’¢’§, '// \\\‘\ @l SR £ I used to invest elsewhere in the corridor.
2 \ H
g [ @ A :
- 3 /,a"“~\\\ == / A
- ‘E‘J& = %, p l/ A w\‘\*‘"’“‘o .. L I N
NS sEE .
- 2 %/ X ’ S
- 2 / X / H 2% . .
- - R b :’ @ e S 3 Y o : Those stations with a lower short-term development
@» 4 i ! Kihat g % %, . . « . .
’f’ R A 2% / £ o ““’»% I potential are identified as infill stations. Revenues
g 8 // 5 % . .
’I’ 3 L) L @ ] &~ @f‘; < % I generated by developments at Catalytic Stations would be
y.: S
’/’ %% I/ @ \‘I \\\ //’ K Lotovons 2 ! used to fund infrastructure improvements and development
PR T ! 7 Ipsliandivy S H V4 incentives for these stations over the long term.
/’ ’ /’ @‘6‘“‘“ Langford PR - o
s — s ngtord PR, L5
Y -
' 3 g CD""W//,,D' & ”’—
[ S -
HEZaRIie H H -
I 5/ \‘\ Hoadiang py g —”
by £ - . - - s
1 | S i 8 - The Catalyst Stations are focused on the ends of the corridor. While these stations have some
\ ; # 5 —— v
l‘ \‘\ /,’/ :7 & ;,f’ of the best regional connectivity, availability of developable land, and supportive zoning, these
\ i & ”4’ Legend stations also fall within the portions of the corridor that have the strongest market fundamentals
1 % B - PGty A to support TOD. These fundamentals include current redevelopment pressures, income and
3 udy Area : oy : .
\ ’%.‘L ’af (P b education levels, and land values. Focusing investments at the strongest locations provides the
\\ ’f’ EAST POINT pemCnt ROt greatest opportunity for short-term success to catalyze redevelopment, creating strong nodes
~ ,f’ 1 East Point & L from which future development can spread inwards towards the center of the corridor.
b - O o 500 1000 200
(@ CATALYTIC STATIONS (@) INFILL STATIONS ensity

__———"Intensity

Transit
Station
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Connecting to Oakland City via F%McPherson

Vi LLAGE DISTRICT

VERETIAN DRIVE

7 NEVIGHBQRHOODS

CAMPBELLTON TRANSIT CORRIDOR w2

2y

T (0 T,

22222~

gf COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT" |
M L )
i . *
g -
b & g
/ —~ T c{"" /=~ ENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT
Y\_‘ . = ] & ' /& EXTENSION
Loy o 7 ‘
— [
"
| VL
PERKINS —

YTDJAKES EASTMAN .



Development Demand Estimate

10-Year Demand Capture for New Residential Product

Campbelliton Road is projected to generate enough capturable demand to support the development of
1610 units of newly constructed ownership and rental product over the next ten years, with 930 units

captured between Year-5 and -10.

TAKEAWAYS

4+ story multifamily becomes much more
viable in o 10-year outlook and is
recommended for all three segments

Finding the right mix of residential
development at station areas is key for
early-stage projects targeting a variety of
incomes and preferences.

Little of the large quantity of demand for
single-family is likely to be caplured by new
construction produd due 10 the large amount
of existing single-family product in the marker.

WEST

MIDDLE

EAST

WORKING DRAFT

10-Year Total Estimated Capturable Demand
(By Market Segment; Adjusted for Inflation)

TOTAL TOWNMHOME SINGLE FAMILY 2-3 STORY 4+ STORY
:Roou J}::) fb Avg. Purch Avg. Purchase MULTIFAMILY MULTIFAMILY
> Price: Price: Avg. Rent per Avg. Rent per
il $240,000 $320,000 Uni: Unit:
e $1415 $1850
Rounded)
700 130 Units 155 Units 165 Units 145 Units
Households Towrhomes Homes 2-3 Story 4+ Story
850 125 Units 60 Units 165 Units 150 Units 4
Households Townhomes Homes 2-3 Story 4+ Story
1180 130 Units 50 Units 240 Units 400 Units
Households Townhomes Homes 2-3 Story 4+ Story

\ 4

X

Average monthly rent per unit
rovided by HR&A was converted
an equivalent average

urchase price for purposes of
the analysis, based on
rent-to-value ratios:

 Low end value estimate of
$166,000 for 2-3 story MF and
$218,000 for 4+ story MF

» High end value estimate of
$202,000 for 2-3 story MF and
$264,000 for 4+ MF
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Growth Attributable to Transit

O

Based on analysis conducted to date, an
Pr0|eded Total Increase in Households by 2029

estimate of “transit impact” on household
growth by 2029, noting that: l ! Wb potd I |

I Compbellton Transit Impact |
« BRT and LRT demand impact are L :o,, ek A8 G,owﬂ, o
considered equal as proposed service Qi © 9 "7 - Y R e =
quality is equivalent

!
'
!
800 ’
+ 26]
+ 214
AOC . l
0

« BRT will impact the market fas
time frame for implementat\EQ

Approximately 23% of gro
Campbellton corridor would be attribut
to a transit investment

» Factor applied to total estimate of value to Middle
arrive at attrIbUtable Value m Baseline Growth Transit Premiuvm Growth
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Development Value Attributabl

Approximately $97,000,000 to
$110,000,000 in anticipated
development value through 2029
could be considered “attributable to
transit investment.”

-\

Low End Estimate

to Transit

23%

Total Attributable Value

$110,000,000

2-3 story 4+ story
Townhome | Single Family | Multi-Family | Multi-Family Total
West ‘1,200,000 49,600,000, $27,390,000, $31,610,000, $139,800,000
Middle $19,200,000| $27,390,000| $32,700,000, $109,290,000
East 16,000,000| $39,840,000| $87,200,000/ $174,240,000
Total 4,800,000, $94,620,000/ $151,510,000| $423,330,000
23%
| Total Attributable Value  $97,000,000
High End Estimate
2-3 story 4+ story
Townhome | Single Family | Multi-Family | Multi-Family Total
$31,200,000| $49,600,000/ $33,330,000| $38,280,000/ $152,410,000
Middle $30,000,000| $19,200,000| $33,330,000 $39,600,000/ $122,130,000
East $31,200,000] $16,000,000| 548,480,000/ $105,600,000/ $201,280,000
0 Total $92,400,000| $84,800,000| $115,140,000| $183,480,000/ $475,820,000
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Displacement (hidden slide pla

Some displacement resources:

https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/interactive/2022/housinggmXiset m
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/Plan_ Bl Ar&EA2 O\ Housi
ng October 2021.pdf
In with Inclusivity, Out with Exclusivity: Building Equitable Cities, Y e M the
Urban Land Institute, Looks at Cities’ Efforts to Promote G g E bmicWiobility fg
Residents | ULI Americas
Bay Area Equity Atlas
Reference & Resources — Building Industry Assqgg ) Dieg0 (biasandiego?
Porn T b

Measures Matter > PERE > USC Dana and Davi ge of Lette S any
Sciences

Our Platform | East Bay for Everyone
About — Champlain Housing Trust (gl Sh re
Investing in Place >
Transit-Oriented Displacement or N NitY®Pividend
Urban Displacement — The project ai understang
displacement, and exclusion in Americall cities. It foc
communities identify the pressures surrounding them
For Less Displacement, Build More Housing | Planetizen
Bio > USC Equity Research Institute (ERI) > USC Dana and D
Arts and Sciences

METRANS | Research Projects
https://nationalequityatlas.org/

P00ls to help
ore effective action.

avid Dornsife College of Letters,



https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/interactive/2022/housing-market-investors/
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/Plan_Bay_Area_2050_Housing_October_2021.pdf
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/Plan_Bay_Area_2050_Housing_October_2021.pdf
https://americas.uli.org/inclusivity-exclusivity-building-equitable-cities-new-book-urban-land-institute-looks-cities-efforts-promote-greater-economic-mobility-residents/#:~:text=LOS%20ANGELES%20(October%2024%2C%202017,inclusive%2C%20equitable%20environments%20in%20which
https://americas.uli.org/inclusivity-exclusivity-building-equitable-cities-new-book-urban-land-institute-looks-cities-efforts-promote-greater-economic-mobility-residents/#:~:text=LOS%20ANGELES%20(October%2024%2C%202017,inclusive%2C%20equitable%20environments%20in%20which
https://americas.uli.org/inclusivity-exclusivity-building-equitable-cities-new-book-urban-land-institute-looks-cities-efforts-promote-greater-economic-mobility-residents/#:~:text=LOS%20ANGELES%20(October%2024%2C%202017,inclusive%2C%20equitable%20environments%20in%20which
https://bayareaequityatlas.org/
https://www.biasandiego.org/reference-resources/
https://dornsife.usc.edu/pere/measures-matter-la/
https://dornsife.usc.edu/pere/measures-matter-la/
https://eastbayforeveryone.org/about-2/platform/
https://www.getahome.org/about/
https://investinginplace.org/
https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/transit-oriented-displacement-or-community-dividends
https://www.urbandisplacement.org/
https://www.urbandisplacement.org/
https://www.urbandisplacement.org/
https://www.planetizen.com/news/2018/08/100312-less-displacement-build-more-housing
https://dornsife.usc.edu/eri/manuel-pastor/
https://dornsife.usc.edu/eri/manuel-pastor/
https://www.metrans.org/research/residential-moves-into-and-away-from-los-angeles-rail-transit-neighborhoods-adding-insight-to-the-gentrification-and-displacement-debate
https://nationalequityatlas.org/

Concerns We Heard

Will my community
look like anything it
does today?

Will affordable housing Will my taxes increase because of
look cheap? affordable housing?

Will my taxes increase
because of the new
transit project?

Will this project usher in
gentrification?
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Housing Trends

« In 2021, 30% of homes sales in majority of \0

black neighborhoods were to investors Investors have increasingly bought in Black neighborhoods
Compared to 120/0 in other Z|p codes. Share of purchased homes bought by investors

 Regions with the highest share of investor 21P CODES "2 copes
purchases are located in the south. Eish o ;30%

2020 9% @ 25%
A 2015 8% @ 2%

Top 10 metros where investors bought highest share
of purchased homes 2010 7% @ 14%
Many southern and western metros saw newfound investor interest last year.

Atlanta Charlotte Miami Jacksonville Phoenix
25% 25% 24%

'05 10 '15 '20 ’21

22% 22%

L I)

Orlando Detroit Las Vegas Tampa Nashville

19% 19% 18% 18%

'05 "10 '15 '20 ‘21

16%
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Potential Tools to Promote Affordgble Housing

Possible property tax
abatements/exemption
programs

sible creation of
anti-displacement tax fund

4

v

ossible TOD development

} nds providing loans to
developers to hold land for five
years for affordable housing

o<,

Possible land leases helping
preserve affordable housing
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Campbellton Community investment Corridor:

Investment Estimate & Fund SOUIm(working draft)

BRT gold standard with $300M * More MARTA
Greenbriar Superstation » Other local funding sources
* FTA Small Starts
HE Holmes Station Upgrade $40M * More MARTA
Oakland City Station Upgrade $40M  More MARTA
Oakland City Station TOD and $50M * Local MARTA
Affordable Housing « Local Atlanta
Safe Routes to Transit $10M * Local MARTA
« Local Atlanta
Arterial Rapid Transit $30M « More MARTA
* Local MARTA
Infrastructure Upgrades $30M * Local Atlanta
TOTAL SW ATLANTA $500M  Federal, state and local
INVESTMENT
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A Center-Running Gold Standard BRT

1. More Money for More Stuff:

BRT costs a lot less than rail, so there’s money available to
build needed features to make the Campbellton Community
Investment Corridor a Main Street for Southwest Atlanta.

~

4 )

2. Faster:
18 minutes travel time, 35% faster than Route 83 and similar
travel time as rail.

J
v < 4 - N
3. Mobility Choices:
5 miles of curbside dedicated bike lanes along
majority of Campbellton Road and all new
sidewalks, curb and gutter. )

A& W

4. Exceptional Design:
Center-running, gold standard BRT is a premium
transit service, similar to rail.

5. Quick Completion:
Can be delivered much faster than rail because it's
simpler to construct and funding is easier to obtain.
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Path to LPA ”~.

Council Transportation
Committee update

. 1 Roundtable efforts
Friday, May 6, 2022: Tuesday, July 14, 2022:
Announce community
workshop on May 21

Board vote on adoption of LPA

Stakeholder update for Mount
Carmel Baptist Church (evening)

Saturday, May 21, 2022:

Community workshop hosted

by MARTA LPA presented to Planning &
Capital Projects Committee
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Chair Rita Scott info request (hidden slide
placeholder)

Back when the actual BRT/LRT was proposed, what was the projected cost at the time?
Projected in labor, in material, the whole cost of the project.
In 2019 estimated LRT (2018S) Capital costs at $337M and annual Operating costs at
$10.6M
o  Thisincludes a S67M contingency
And now, today, what would the projected cost be based upon the difference in
was at the time the project was proposed and what the cost would be todayZ
like to see the difference.
. In 2021 estimated LRT (2021S) Capital costs at $338.8M and annual Operatin
o does not include vehicle maintenance facility costs
BRT (curb) Capital costs at S100M and annual Operating at S5M
BRT (center) $130M and annual Operating at $5M

it

Of the projected amount that was to be realized from t ti based
upon the pandemic and the loss of realization of tax do uch funds we
assumed and projected that we would receiv eceived at this ti
And I think there’s a difference in that amount. An important thatwe
understand where that difference is.

XS

The following figures are a sum for years 2017-2021
. In 2016, prior to the Referendum estimated collections were to be $265M
. In 2019, forecasted collections were to be $307M
Actual collections are at $304M
o  Actual collections is about 1% less than the 2019 forecast and 15% more than the
2016 estimate
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

* The study area of Southwest Atlanta that

:_a IT(:::::S West Lake As(h)by O
: o o)
surrounds the Campbellton corridor has \e .
many connecting bus routes, but non el

operating at ART level frequenci% ‘ ¥

Campbellton

BRT

~ Southwest
Atlanta Study
Area
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

* Three ART concepts that connect to
Campbellton and serve the surrounding
study area were sketched during an

initial round of brainstorming
 Adams / Cascade
 Adams / Peyton 0
. Ben Hil @ Q

West End

Campbellton
BRT
Adams /

Cascade ART

Adams
O

/Peyton ART
a=m Ben Hill ART
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

« Upon further review, concepts were
refined to better serve high ridership
corridors and important destinations,
and to maximize connection

opportunities
* Revised concepts are: 0
* Lynhurst Drive

« Cascade Road

« Langford Parkway

Campbellton
BRT

@ | ynhurst Drive
e Cascade Road

Langford
Parkway
Initial ART
Suggestions
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

* The Lynhurst Drive ART concept would
provide connections to Therrell High \
School and high ridership stops along

Landrum Drive %
|t provides the fastest cogn @ t
East-West Rail at I;I$ grion,

where there are m nnectio

« Service along a high ridership se
of MLK Jr. Drive is also a positive
concept

t
this

Q
Hamilton Ashby
E.Holmes West Lake > O O
) S (A Ay, J—
"»’ '~Q\ I S O
[ =
H
X
Y;_ y
i_‘ ‘West End
H )
b Joakiand
o Cit Atlanta
i ‘ v‘ﬁ‘ b Y et opolita
X ‘4" ' State Colleg
’til‘ /
) > " .
!’!_ o “,Q»
"‘ 4““"’7" ! Lakewood
PP ,
((.‘-g/ GHORR
4 Campbellton
% BRT
reenbriar ] / ‘
Mall M } Lynhurst Drive
Voo ART
e | Ridership
|| East (Average
T ()Point Weekday
\O Totals)
5orlLess
5-15
16-25
100 +
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

\

28, Greenbriar ﬁ
/ C mpbellton
Mall M
g }1(.(} Y 4 =S BRT

* Like the Lynhurst Concept, the Cascade
ART concept would connect to Therrell
High School, Landrum Drive. It would
also link high-ridership corrldors
Cascade Road and Joseph
Blvd.

* It would provide a de not
West End, but also the anta
Center and both the Blue and Gr
Rail lines at Ashby Station, doubling the B
frequency of connecting rail

Cascade Road
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Potential ART Corridors for Southwest Atlanta

« The Langford Parkway ART concept
would connect the Campbellton Corridor
to Atlanta Metropolitan State College,
the Metropolitan Parkway ART
many high- density reS|den
the Allison Court and Conge
Colony areas.

\\)

* It would provide fast, |i d st
between the future Greenbrlar s
and the Red and Gold Lines at
Lakewood Station.

|

| &
?- 98 Greenbriar .
. Mall W
- {
5.]

Hamilton

~~~~~~~~

aaaaaaaaa

Campbellton

BRT

Ridership
(AWT)
5

Langford
Parkway ART




