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l. Linking Smart Growth and Transportation
Smart growth and transportatiérboth priorities for citie8 are most effective when they

are coordinatedThis may be done by increagithe zoned density in areas that hexsting
transportation infrastructure or transit, and by increasing the transportation spending in areas that
are densenyvhich may be consideredore of a priorityintermsofa egi onds economy.
section, ve will predominantly be focusing on the lat€ertain existing state and regional
governments link transportation funding to zoning and smart growth initiatives through a variety
of techniques.Studying the states and regions that do link transportatrating to zoning and
smart growth may give Georgia, and particularly Atlanta, ideas on identifying and implementing
ways in which the two may be efficiently and legally linkeéd.the sections that follow, a brief
history of zoning and smart growth isdussed before delving into the details of several case
studies that are quintessehgaamples of the smart growttansportation link.
1. Zoning and the Emergence of Smart Growth

Zoning, or government land use regulatibaganin the 1920ss aresponséo industrial
development and urbanizatibrQuestions aroseegardingthe constitutionality of zoning,
particularly in regards to the #Amendment. To violate the $4Amendment due process
clause, the zoning would have to be discriminatory and havational basis. INillage of
Euclid v. Ambler Realty Cothe United States Supreme Court found that the zoning ordinance in
guestion did have a rational basis and ruled that zoning is constitutional as long as it is designed
to protect the public héth, welfare and safety of the communtty.

Few states had comprehensive zoning in 1920, but after the U.S. Department of

Commerce issued the 1922 fAStandard State Zoni
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cities had adopted zoning ordinanc&gcatse cities and other local governments possessed no
inherent police power to enact zoning ordinances, the police power fell to the $tatesct

was a model for state legislatures to adopt so that they could then deldigatp@oer to local
governmergwho would then issue zonirg.

The Standard State Zoning Enabling Act gives local governments the authority to adopt a
comprehensive plan and then set forth basic provisions of the standard ordinance to be enacted.
Most states then give the local goveemhpower to delegate administrative authority to an
appointed board or city councihdoption of a zoning ordinance is legislative, usually put into
place by the city council or similar body. Procedurally, the Act allows for a Board of
Adjustment to heaappeals from enforcement of the ordinance, to hear and decide special
permits and give variancés The intent of the Act was to encourage Ideaislative bois to
design a longerm, comprehensive plan for its municipalities and then have thatology
zoning ordinances that implemented the plafowever, very few states actually have
comprehensive plan in plagapst allow the local legislative body to enact zoning ordinances
without a comprehensive plan in place.

However, in the 1990s, thele of the comprehensive plan was strengthesearasult of
the smart growtimovement.According to the Planning Association Policy Guide on Smart
Growth,

Smart growth means using comprehensive planning to guide, design, develop,

revitalize and build ammunities for all that have a unique sense of community

and place, preserve and enhance valuable natural and cultural resources, equitably

distribute the costs and benefits of development, expand the range of

transportation, employment and housing choinesfiscally responsive manner,
value long range, regional considerations of sustainability over short term

% Spranking, John G2000).Undestanding Property Law. P. 592xis Nexis
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incremental geographically isolated actions; and promotes public health and
healthy communitie§.

Between 1999 and 200hea America Planning gsociation conducted a comprehensive
survey of planning reform and smart growth activity in states. The survey confirmed that smart
growth was one of the top political concerns in legislatures across the h&toponents see
smart growth as a way togiect environmental resources, decrease crowding of public facilities
and ease the fast growth rate in Sunbelt statieich includesGeorgia. Opponents to smart
growth believe exclusionary motives, including racial or economic discrimination, arathe re

reasoss for smart growth zoning.

2. State Case Studies: Maryland and Oregon

i. Maryland and the Branding of Smart Growth
Maryland is frequentlgited as the prototypical example of successfully linking smart

growth strategies and transportatiorhe stée of Maryland has a long history of smart growth

initiatives, butits Priority Funding Areas Act of 199itst captured national attentiorits roots

go back to the early 1990swhetar y| anddés governor created a co
st at e 6 mendpatteraslthwopgh 2020. The commission proposed shifting land use control
completely from |l ocal governments to the stat
adamantly opposed the shift and in turn, the proposed changesnexigedlegislative

committee. In 1992, the Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act was ®nacted.
The AGrowth Actodo was | ess contr dorgrongerland, but

® Juergensmeyer & Roberts. (200Band Use Planning and Development Regulatignoting APA Policy Guide
on Smart Growth)41 (Thomson/West 2007)

" www.planning.org/growigsmart/pdf/states2002.pdf
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use reformwithin the 1997 Smart Growth Priority Funding Areas AcReviewingthe early

1990s gubernatorial move for state control of growth management and subsequent opposition,
Governor Parris Glendening, the major proponent for Smart Growth, knew that he had to
preserve local decisieamaking authority at the samente he pushed for the enactment of the
Smart Growth initiative’

The Smart Growth Act of 1997, located in Chapter 759 of the Laws of Maryland of 1997,
required the state to target funding for growhated projectso Priority Funding Areas (PBA
effective October 1998. GrowAtelated projects include programs, such as transportation
initiatives, which encourage growth and development and according to the legislation must be
inside of the PFAs to be eligible for state assistahd@-Asare existing comunities where
local governments wasstate investment to support future grovth.

Thepurpose of th&mart Growth Actwas to direct new growth to existing population
centers and keep new growth out of rural areas that were considered ecologically importan
Rather than a regulatory approach, the Smart Gréwthook an incentivébased approacho
use state financial resources, like transportation funding, as incentives to change development
behavior'®

Thoughstatelegislatureenacted the Smart Grow#ict, Mar yl andds | ocal g

still play major roles in determining development locations. The Smart Growth Act gives

2 Maryland Department d?lanning Websitg(2008).Retrieved April 8, 2008 fromvww.mdp.state.md.us
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counties the authority to designate the PEsisgcriteria found in the Act tdraftboundaries?

The 1997 Priority Funding law ftirer establishethe criteria for creating PFAs. This included

the requirement that a municipalityds PFA cer
capacity of areas available for development and an analysis afnihient of lancheeded to

satisfydemand for development consistent with the density formulated in the comprehensive

plan!” Unlike rigid urban growth boundaries which are mandated by legislation and enforced by
zoning for a specified time periveatlatth®ar yl and?o
countyds discretion with state approval. Ma r
PFAs,providinga strongincentive for counties to develop inside the PFAs.

Maryland legislature designates Smart Growth areas throudtFhéct. Areas
determined to be the traditional core of Mary
are targeted for economic development, are chosen as Smart Growth areas. These areas include:
Municipalities
Baltimore City
Areas inside the Baltiore and Washington, DC Beltways
Neighborhoods designated for revitalization by the Department of Housing and
Community Development

Enterprise and Empowerment Zones
Certified Heritage Areas within countesignated growth areas

The legislation also authiaes counties to designate additional Smart Growth areas, known as

countydesignated Smart Growth areas, but the designiatioot required®

®Maryland DeptoP | anni ng. AKey Planning Legislation from the 2
retrieved April 8, 2008 from: www.mdp.state.md.us/smartgrowth/pdf/PFA.PDF
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Maryl andbdés Smart Growth pr ogr-basedapproakhs bec a
rather than a regulatory pgach. The idea was to use state financial resources, like
transportation funding, as incentives to change development behavior.

There are several aspects of the Maryland PFA program thastiayelded no
observable resultddowever, thereareaany out comes t hat already poi
program haslone welland whaGe or gi a can | earn finemsdlar yl ando
attention Maryland branded the nameell. Smart Growth is catcldyit is easy to recognize and
is usedrequentlyin growth managemen®dditionally, Maryland legislatureorrectly worked
within the given political constraintdt did notattemptto overreaclits boundaries to the point
of interfering too much with local sovereignty, and more importantas fiscdly responsible,
choosing not to overstretch its budgBudgeting is alwaysonsidered an important aspett
the success of a program such as tiiisis kept the plan simple, practical, and achievéatd#
keys to success.

Maryland legislatur@also made smart choice in having a planning process that was very
open and generally encouraged outside inpaiditionally, the input received was actually
utilized within the program.Because Georgia is a home rule state, it could continue to give
powertol@ al governments i f it ¢ hooAsothersucaessfaimul at e
strategy employed was the use of various different state agencies working together to achieve a
goal. This was a relatively simple consensus to achieve, bebéausgand reaked many people
across an array of backgrounds have a lot to gain by smart growth working with transportation.
The poolingof knowledge is valuable because each discipline can bring their particular area of
expertise to the tablerurther incentive basd approaches are easier to get through the

| egi sl ature and are more |ikely to satisfy th



relatively simple to put into action. Perhaps most importdrdlyever Marylandd s pr ogr am
Smart Growtlrather tharNo Growth Georgia is growindpr various reasonand that growth
should not be denieabr discouraged, but plannegtll.
ii. The Oregon Approach

The state of Oregon has always been a leader in planning and smart gcowemntly,
thereare twosmart growtlprogramsbeing implemented Oregon the Urban Growth
Boundary(UGB) program and th®regon Transportation and Growth Managentogram
(TGM).

iii.  Growth Boundaries

Unlike Maryland, Oregon utilized GBsin growth management. An urban growth
boundary separates urbi&mdfrom rural land and controls urban expansion into agricultural or
foresedland® The Oregon Legislature created the Land Conservation and Development
Commissionwhich determins whether locally prepared plans are consistehtivi Or egon o s
overall planning goalsThe LCDCrequires that urban growth boundaries should identify and
s e p a rrizanizblefiamd from rural land®

Urban growth boundaries have not been accepted without controversy. The Fifth
Amendment of the Constition states that private property shall not be taken for public use
without just compensation. In 2004, Measure 37 was enacted and siibeifithe owner of
private real property is entitled to just compensation when a land use regulation is platc@to p
after the owner takes the propeatyd the regulation restricts the use of the property and reduce

its fair market value. If the regulation does restrict the use of the property, then the government

Metro Region Website. AUr ban Gr o wthtp:/ABaovumetcbar v. 0 Retr i e\

region.org/index.cfm/go/by.web/id/277
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can pay the landowner an amount equal to the textuin value of the property or change or
chooseottoappl y the regulation?to the | andowneros
Measure 37 was seen by some as extregardingust compensation and, therefore,

was modified by Measure 49 in 2007. Measure 49 balances euttpr operty owner so

theg o a | of protecting | and. It ensures At hat
burdens while retaining Oregamdstphpeoseatiedss w
resource&??

There are two part® tMeasure 49, the first being an approval for claimants to establish a
specific, but rather small, number of home sites. &bpecbf Measure 49 replaséMeasure
370s r e medilamduserdgulatians or iag apmpensation. The second part of
Measure 49 pertains to the filing of new claims, which may be based on land use regulations
enacted only after January 1, 2007. Measure 49 defines the category of land use regulations that
are eligible for relief more narrowly than defined in Measure@iily those regulations that
limit residential uses of property or that restrict farming or forest practices are included. Also,
theowner must show dimiriion in value to receive relief under Measure?49.

3. Transportation and Growth Management Program (TGM)

One of the clearest examples in the country of linking smart growth and transportation is
the statewide Oregon Transportation &rdwth Management Program (TGM)he stated
mi ssion of TGM is to s upp sportatiocchmwesifarpaopley ef f or

By linking smart land use and transportation planning, TGM works in partnership with local

2L Oregon Secretary of State Website. Retrieved April 8, 2008 fttpt//www.sos.state.or.us/elections/nov22004/
22 Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development Website vRétApril 7, 2008 from:
www.oregon.gov/LCD

% Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development Website. Retrieved April 7, 2008 from:
www.oregon.gov/LCD



governments to create vibrant, livable places in which people can walk, bike, takeotrdnsi
where they want to go%*

TGM is the product o& cooperative effort between the Oregon &#épent of
Transportatiorand the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLITE3)
designed to take a holistic approach to integrate transportation planning with the statewide land
use planning pragm. The TGM program is supported by both state and federal furis.
program uses a variety of avenues to help Oregon communi&sl can be broken down into
four basic components that, used¢ther, have delivered resuliisese are: grants, quick
response, code assistance, and outreach.

Thegrants portiorof the TGM program is the eff@s most basic and most publicized
componentT GMés gr ant program supports the TGM
governments to prepac®nnectedransportabn and land use plan3.he program is primarily
funded by SAFETEALU, the Federal "Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Userpassed in 2005 authorizing $286.4 billion for transportation
projects over the nexbsyears, with additional support and funding provided by the State of
Oregon® This act will be discussed later in this pap€here are essentially two categories of
TGM grants. The first is grants for Transportation Systems Planning (TSPs), anelciredsis
Integrated Land Use and Transportation PfAnghe later arenore pertinentwithin this report
TGM grants also support other planning activities that give Oregonians more smart
transportation choicedn May 2007, TGM awarded new grants taestand counties throughout
Oregon. TGM projects typically integrate land use and t@orgation planning so that lange

patterns and transportation investments support each oft@&k supports the planning, but

% Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Website://www.oregon.gov/LCD/TGM/index.shtml
% |nstitutional Reform Websitehttp://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm32.htm
% Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Websie://www.oregon.gov/LCD/TGM/grants.shtml
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never theactual constructioof projeds. However planning projects often enhance a
communityods prospects for obt ai nHligblgapplicamts t r uct
include cities, counties, Councils of Government on behalf of cities or counties, transportation
districts, trbal governmentghe Metro, and Metropolitan Planning Organizations.

The second component of TGM is the quick response progf&M's Quick Response
program assists local governmeatsl developerwith an immediate need for design assistance
on an immirent development projeéf. This ensures that sloppy, haphazard development
cannot slip though legal crackkocal governments often seek the assistance of the Quick
Response program in response to a development application that, though legal undegrthe cu
| aw, does not truly address the communityds vV
development. Alternatively, a developer may propose an intense development that meets the
communityodés overall goal o fbyuoeghbarigg résidemtdore f f i c i
property ownersor various reasonsThe developer mathencall upon the TGMQuick
Response program to enlist help in dealing with the commutithys scenarig however, is
much rarer In either case, the Quick Responsegrbwould not only address tiparcel
proposed for developmeritwould also incorporate comprehensive planning for matched future
development of any adjacent parceBchool siting is another issue that is often addressed
through the Quick Response gram. New school siting demarid often immediate and harried
and sites a limited. The Quick Response team ensures ploat choices are not made because
of rushed schedulé&8

Design isan important aspect of ti€&M program as a wholeAn underlyingassertion

of TGM6s Quick Response program is that desig

Oregon Transportation and Growth ManagemeiavedABrii ogr am W
4, 2008 fromhttp://159.121.112.22/tgm/quickresponse.htm
% planning for Schools & Liveable Communities: The Oregon School Siting Hand266%)




effort into Iimproving a projectoés design wil/
community, thedeveloper, and the TGM prograrff TGM seeks to ensure that both
transportation and land use decisions are made in a comprehensive process that addresses their
complex relationship and the strong cooperation they need to Baeeific TGM program
objectives that candidates should strive fotude: mixed uses, efficient use of land, vibrant
downtowns, support for all modes of travel (especially those that encourage walking, bicycling
and transit) and better connectivity within local street netwrk§he application process is
simple,makinglocal governments more likely to utilize iBlmost any local jurisdiction can
apply for a Quick Response project with a letegjuesting assistance, describing the project and
detailing how i relates to the TGM objective®rojects are chosen basedtba time frame of
the pending development, and how well the completed project would advance TGM objectives.
There is no application form that must be used, and applications are always being axtapted
continual, sans deadline basiBhe requesting jisdiction does not have to provide any
matching funds, but the project will require major participation from local staff as well as
supportfrom various entitiesIn all, the timeline for astandard Quick Response planning project
is approximatelyhreeto six months.

The third element ddregon TGM is Code Assistance whigtovides help to local
governments in identifying their code issues and updating their comprehensive plan policies and
land use regulationsThe ultimate goal iagainto promote efitient land use and transportation

planning that advances the TGM objectibesthrough codé’ Code Assistancessentiallyjhas

®0Oregon Transportation and Growth Management ARFrogram W
4, 2008 fromhttp://159.121.112.22/tgm/index.htm

% Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Website. Retrieved April 4, 2008 from:
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two parts: the preliminary evaluation of the current comprehensive plan and land development
regulations, and the preparationatternative plan and code amendmeatse offered for
consideration.

The final component of TGM iBducation andutreach. Through Education and
Outreach, TGM works toform citizens why they should be concerned witking smart
growthto transportabn. It encourages the spreading of the TGM objectives, and may encourage
more people to take advantage of the transportation options they have available to@&Mm.
Education andutreach services are normally provided through community workshopie
workshops are customized to meet the needs of individual communities, and they can speak to
any wide variety of transportation and land use issti€M will invite experts on smart growth
and transportation tgpeak tacommunities at no charge to tloedl governmentsin fact, all of
these services are provided at no charge.

The take home lesson®fr e gon 6 s T G WMe guded gffecvemess that a
program like this can have when a range of different types of initiatives work in conjunction with
each other.The plan isholistic, ensuringnfluenceovera range of different developments at
some stage in the development procéasth Maryland and Oregoshare this common theme
Like Maryland, the Oregon program involves two agencies working catipay. Oregon is
providesa good example of effectively taking advantage of available federal funding to drive the
program; this mitigatethe amount ostate spending thatay benecessaryThe education
component islsovital to the success this program Citizens benefit from knowing why they

are supporting this type of program, and in turn, the community befrefitdbeing more

#20Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Website.
from:http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/TGM/outreach.shtml



politically aware Finally, the simple process local governments use to ask for TGM helps to

make it much moraccestle and therefore much moadle to be utilizedhan other programs.

Il. Regional Transportation Planning
Integrating land use and transportation is extremely importuntcessfully integrating

transportation and land use can lead to a reduction in bbities¢ravel times and distances
traveled. It alsoimproves air qualityincreasesevels of transit use, walking and bicycling;
improves neighborhood charactandlends itself taeconomic and community revitalization.
Regional transportation plannipiays a major role ithe integration ofand use and
transportation.Integrating transportation and lange is starting to become a major part of all
regional transportation plafjRTPs)because it is quickly becoming more of a pressing issue.
Politicians, citizensandbusiness owners are beginning to realize both the benefitsvanall
importance of providing well designed transportation systerhe. demand for transportation
options that serve and@lv access to a variety of lamdes within clog proximity is steadily
growing. This section of the paper will provide some helpful information on regional
transportation planning and its role in integrating transportation aneusad his will be
accomplished by discussiggneral egional transpdation planningssues associated with poor
land-use and transportation planning, interesting approaches andRTiBsehat attempt to
integrate landise and transportation.

Regional transportation plamghas beempracticedsince 1962vhen congressgssed a
bill requiring such planningin many ways aRTPis similar toa comprehensive plaihe
traditional @mprehensive plan is a document or series of docurttaattserves as a guide for
making land use changes, prepgrcapital improvement progmas, and th@lanning of the rate,

timing and location of future growthit is based upon establishing leteym goals and



objectives to guide the future growth of a cidn RTPis very similar. In many cases it is
implemented more stringentlyith manymore legal implicationsPortland Oregon identifies
itsRTPas a bl ueprint that guides investments i
congestion, build new sidewalks and bicycle facilities, improve transit service and access to
transit andmaintain freight acces§ Transportation and growth management plans focus on
increasing density in centers, moving people and goods, not jusaedisitegrating land use
and transportation.

In many cases effectively integrating transportation anduaeccan be achieved by
simply establishinghe right standards and making decisions that focus on integrating the two,
rather tharsolely on moving automobile trafficThe Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Organization for Gainesville, Florida was éacwith a funding priority decision to mak&hey
had a problem surrounding the University of Florida campus and they could either widen SW
20" Avenue, or promote alternatives to the automobile and build a system of narrower roads that
support walking amh bicycling. Widening SW 28 Avenuewasthe most feasiblsolution
because it was a major roadway that connects off campus housing to the University.
Unfortunately, in many scenarios, that option would be the one most likely to be implemented.
However after the completion of a community planning charrette, the MTPO came up with a
plan to create a walkable student village instead of adding more lanes to SWe2plan called
for keeping SW 20 a two lane street and adding bicycle lanes, wider sidandlksreased
funding for bus service, interconnecting a series of smaller streets, and installing roundabouts at

key intersectiong?

3 http://www.metreregion.orgindex.cfm/go/by.web/id/137
34|CF Consulting(2005, March)Handbook on Integrating Land Use Considerations into Transportation Projects to
Address hduced Growth.



This exampleserves as a guidekmoverninghow this issue could be addressed in the
preliminary planning stages of aggect. Unfortunatelydecisionsare not usuallynadethis way.
Often there aré&w options available to people who prefer to live in more transit friendly
environments.Individuals wishingo live near their places of employmeartd enjoy leisure
activity all in close proximitycannotecessarily do soA study done by Mineta Transportation
Institute compared two metropolitan areas, Atlanta and Bogiothis study Boston is viewed
as being much more successful than AtlaMéat are the measurementd?successful
metropolitan area is one that most adequately bridges the gap between theitshaicess
make and the preferences of its citiz&uston was successful because people who wanted to
live in transit friendly environments had a 75% peataghance of being able to do so, compared
to just 35% in Atlantd”> Figure 1shows there itatentdemand that is simply not being met.

There are some basic strategies to help improve the coordination of transportation and
land use.Some of these includeccess management, purchase of access, ragitsontext
sensitive design. Access management applies strategic criteria to determine whether and how a
roadway may be accessed by adjacent |&etently access management has been used to
minimize undesable land use impactsAccess management can help control growth and
development sizeHowever,its usecan be confronted with strong political pressutas also
feared that access management will impede economic developAresther interestingtsategy
is purchasing access rights. This is similar to access managénignirchasing access right
allows more strict control over acceskhis method is generally much more expensi@entext
sensitive desigis another commonly used todrhis method integrates and balances

community, aesthetic, and environmental values with traditional transportation safety and

% Mineta, Norman(1991).Land Use and Transportation Alternatives: Constraint of Expansiblousehold
Choice? Minetd ransportation Institute.



performance goalsHowever, unless extremely well designed, this method rarely influences land
use. Its successargelydepends on cadination with local governments and implementation of

designs that complement desired land uses.

Fig. 1: Percent Living in Zones A, B or C vs. Decline in Neighborhood Preference Scale
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Boston, San FranciscBprtlandand Seattlare arrently leaders in effectively
integratingtransportation and land us&hese various jurisdictions implement maay
commonmethods irtheir future transportation plan©ne of the main goalsf their plans is to
effectivelyincrease and encourage development around transit cehtersactual method used
in their implementatiomay vary from region to region btlteir ultimate goal is the same.
Creating mixed usdigh density developments near transit ceriteifse ultimate goalin all of

thesetransportation plansOf coursethere are other goals antethodgo better integrate land



use and transportatiorsome localities have establishateresting and innovative prograras
achieve these goal§wo of these prograsare introduced and discussed in the following
section.
1. Innovative Methods Integrating Transportation and Land Use

Finding effective ways to deal with change can be quite challenging. In terms of cities,
we want to create a functional, comfortable, aiircity that provides for and meets the needs of
all of its citizens. Change in the cities we live in has made linking transportation and land use an
important part of achieving this goal. As cities continue to change and grow, new problems and
issues Aase. Therefore, new innovative methods must be created to effectively address these
issues. The following are a couple examples of the many innovative efforts to effective deal
with linking transportation and land use.

I. The Capital District Transportatio n Committee Community and
Transportation Linkage Planning Program

The Capital District TransportatioBommittee(CDTC) s the designated MPO for the
Albany-Schenectady metropolitan area. TBTC integrates land use and transportation by
providing CDTC saff or private consultant support to the local community planning initiatives.
This program provides fundirdesigned tanake land use planning a realigther than merely a
conceptuaboal The program encourages developments to incorporate a sahads that
was created by the CDTC.h& more program strategies incorporated, the higher the priority
given to the submission. Some of the seven strategies irtlude:

e Supporing urban revitalization and redevelopment of existtagimercial/residential
areas;

« Improving street connectivity and reduce driveway conflicts;
« Enhantng and develop activity centers and town centers;

% Capital District Transportation Committee Comrityrand Transportation Program. (June 2006). Retrieved from:
http://www.cdtcmpo.org/linkage.htm



e Encouragng a greater mix and intensity of land usasd
e Develging bicycle and pedestriainiendly design standards

ii. Blueprint Sacramento MPO

Blueprint is another regional planning process that addresses land use and transportation.
Themain part of this programmvolvesincorporatingcommunityideasinto its strategy
Blueprintallows planners and members of the public to lab&nd evaluate alternative land use
scenarios. This is done through a series of digital maps, data tables, and bar charts. The
centerpiece of the innovative technological program is-fIleACE®s platform. This is an
extensiorof software developed witArcView GIS software.

This programhas receivedn excellent response. Many people came out for the first
round of workshops that utilized this program. People are visual, so this method was extremely
appealing to them because it provided a way fentio visually see how future planning
decisions might affect the built world in the future. "The response has been great," said Gordon
Garry, Manager of Research and Analysis at SACOG. "In fact, we had to turn people away from
some workshop®®’ The Blweprint project has not only generated incredible interest in the
planning process, it has also allowed members of the public to understand the problems that face
their community and subsequently develop informed solutions that can be used to guide the
regional land use plan.

Although the goals are similar and many of the methods resemble each other, certain
scenarios allow different tools and methods to work. San Francisco uses a unique set of tools to
better integrate landse and transportation. Vargparts of San Francisco coordinate with
BART stations to create more vibrant and accessible centers. Rezoning is one of the most

widely used tools in thiarea Rezoning is considered to be an adequate measure to encourage

37 sacramento MPO. Blueprint. Internet Planning fon®aunity Energy, Economic and Environmental
Sustainability (PLACE®s). Retrieved fromhittp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Planning/landuse/sacramentocs.htm



development. Encouraging démement around BART transit stations is vital to producing
developments that are considered to be accessible and transportation friendly. This tool works in
this scenario because market forces were so strong that developers flocked toith greater
allowablefloor-area ratiosKARs) and building heights. Therefore, simply increasing the
maximum allowed FAR and building heights, in areas around transit stations increase the
demand and probability of businessuilding in that areaAccording to an dicle describing
land use development impacts on BARihe Combination of rezoning with redevelopment led
land assembly has created the right condition for stalemelopment. Community facility and
infrastructure improvements have also helped gendeateloper interest and community
supp®drt.o
2. Future Transportation and Land Use Plans

The Metropolitan Transportation Conssion(MTC), the designated planning
organization for the nireounty San Francisco Bay Aredates that the regioniaterest inmore
efficient landuse patterns must be achieved through a system of continued local control over
land-use decisionslt notesfit] he bottom line is that we must better define the roles and
responsibilities of all those with a stake in transportati@hlanduse decisions, agree on a
shared vision for regional growth patterns, and pursue mutually supporting implementation
strat’®gies. o

Currently the MTC has two existing programs designed to allocate funds for projects that
are transportation and lande friendly. These programs are the Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) and Housing Incentive Program (HIP) programs. TLC was created in 1998

and has funded over 130 commuHiy transportation projects. These projects have promoted

3 Cervero, Robert; Kenneth Ricf1995).Land Use Development Impacts in BART @ 20 Series. Berkeley:
University of California Transportation Center
39 Metropolitan Transportation Commission San Francisco Bay Area 2030 Transportation Plan



more tragportation choices and have contributed to urban revitalization throughout the region.
HIP is a program that provides funding for building new housing adjacent to public transit
stations, as an incentive. MTC has been working with these two programsa@mncourage
smart development methods near transit centers. One of the future implementation strategies
|l isted in the 2030 Land use Transportation
funding from the TLC/HIP program for langse planningfforts around existing or future
transit stations and corridors. o

The MTCrepresentsne of the most complete and holistic future faisé and
transportation plan& practice. It providesa number of principle®cusing orgrowth around
transit, proviling community benefitandcreating smarter suburbs and developing strong
partnerships.These methods aextremely importanin creating environments that successfully
integrate both land use and transportation. Developing a large list of goals \hihking
through a valid process of actually implementing those strategies can be quite useless in most
scenarios. However, the MTC does a good job of laying out specific implementation strategies
thathavethe potential to be quite sucsfd. These sategies includeoordinating
transportation/land use issues with regional neighbors, developing joint planning projects with
partner agenciesnd encouraging cities and counties to incorporate general plan policies that
support transibriented developn.

The following sectiortoversa variety of issues and togithat should give some insight
on regional transportation planning and its role in integrating transportation and land use. A
basic understanding of how this aspect of planning functiotisnathe sgtem of transportation

planning as a wholis needed to effectively look at jurisdictions and evaluate their performance.

Pl



Now that this is established, we can begin to look@erspecific cases that reldte

transportation and land use, andre specifically Georgia.

1. Transportation and Land Use History & Landmark Transportation Bills

AThe old convoy had stated me thinking abo
had mademe see the wisdom bfoader ribbons across the land

T Dwight Eisenhower

Throughout history, transportation has intrinsically shaped patterns of land use. From the
creation of footpaths in close proximity to development, to the later development of train
systems, trolley lines and commuter rails, patterns of land use havaeedmandamentally
connected to transportation.

The federal involvement in the creation of roads evolved slowly over frier to the
18" century, transportation projects were largely products of private entitégge corporations
created roads fdheir own transportation needs, sometimes as a government franchise.
However, beginning in the |l ate 17006s, the Un
importance of meeting its citizens transportation needs as central to the further dentlapth
growth of the nation, thus spurring the begin
Erad This periodbetweenl792 until 1845 saw the creation of numerous turnpikes throughout
the United States.

1. The National Road
The first large investent, the National Road or U.S. Route 40, served as the first public

highway built with federal funding. This road was established in 1806 during the Jeffersonian



administration, and closely followed the military road established by George Washington and
General Braddock from 17585 °

The first segment of the road, which was build between 1811 and 1818, began in
Baltimore, MD and was comprised of 131 miles, running from Cumberland to Whé@iing)
This segment cost the government $13,000 per milegwadtihthe initial estimated cost was
$6,000 per mile. The nesegment, which was built between 1825 and 1839, ran from the Ohio
River to Vandalia in lllinois, and was more than four times the length of thedgstent, nearly

600 miles. Theonstructionof this segment ofoad cost $6.8 milliofi*

Fig. 2: Map of the National Road, circa 1840
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Source: http://www.tfhrc.gov/pubrds/06nov/02.htm

The construction allowed for thousands of travelers to begin to venture westward,

resulting in manyf the townsalong the roadrowing and prospering into successful centers of

““National Park Service Website. A0The National Road. o I
http://www.nps.gov/archive/fone/natlroad.htm
“INat i onal Park Service Website. A0The National Road.d R

http://www.nps.gov/archive/fone/natlroad.htm



business.However, by the early J0century technology was rapidly changing travel patterns.

The steam locomotive, and later, the diesel locomotves, gaining popularity and would

ultimately result in the decline in usage of the National Réfmlvever, usage of the road was
revived in the early 2Dcentury with the invention of the automobil€his invention

encouraged the upkeep and revitalization of many former wagon and coaslikedlde

National Road.At this time, the road was paved and transformed into an automobile road.
Eventually, the Federal Highway Act of 1921, which encouraged the states to create a connected

system of highways, allowetie National Road tbe transfamed to the present U.Route 40.

2.192006s: Growth in Highway Construction
The Federal Highway Act of 1916 further strengthened the relationship between land use
and transportation planning in the United StafBEsis congressional apermitted the onsetf
federal funding for the construction of road&he act, signed by Woodrow Wilson on June 11,
1916, marked the first instance of direct federal government involvement in road building
efforts. Funding allocation wakased on a formula thattookintoa ount a st ateds p
land area and road mileagender this act, the government agreed to finance up to 50% of the
cost of construction of highway. &H-ederal Highway Aaerved to discourage the formerly
haphazard method of road constructioat thhas previously prevalent, by requiring states to
establish a highway department and to meet the approval of the Office of Public Eaalls.
statebds highway c¢ommi spepaning plang sondtrictiamd r esponsi b

maintenance and to devdteancial resources toward highway developniént.

“2 National Park Service WebsifEhe National RoadRetrieved April 2, 2008.
http://www.nps.gov/archive/fone/natlroad.htm



The Federal Highway Act of 1921 continued the stipulations of the 1916 act, but also
provided states with more financial aid for highway construction. Both acts account for the
significant growth in highwwja constructi on and I mprovement t ha

At the onset of the Federal Highway Act of 1938, Congress requested the U.S. Bureau of
Public Road¢BPR) to submit a report on the feasibility of creating a toll system of ro&ds.
repot was based on data collected from highway planning surveys that were beginning to be
conducted around the country beginning in 19Bata from the surveys indicated that
transcontinental traffic was limited, atitattraffic was heaviest around citieBased on these
results and the low income of most drivers, toll roads were found to have a repelling result.

These routes would not be able to carry enough traffic in order to successfully generate the

adequate revenue needed to pay off the bonds negéssmance their constructiorinstead,

the BPR recommended creating a network offtek highwaysThei r descri ption o
Pl an for Free Highway Developmento encompasse
become the Interstate systeithe primary justification for its creation was passenger traffic.

When President FrankIlin D. Roosevelt submi
Congress on April 27, 1939, he concluded that their decision emphasized the need of a system of
direct hidhways in order to meet the requirements of national defense as well as meet the needs
of growing traffic’® The Federal Highway Act of 1944 later authorized the designation of a
40,000 mile network of roads, creating the National System of Interstate &ijgtiig. 3)*

and jumpstagdt he Al nterstate Erao which would contir

3 Weingroff, Richard FMoving the Goods: As the Interstate Era Begiis Introduction to Web Site Information
on Freight TransportationdS Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration Website. Retrieved
March 29, 2008. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/inftascture/freight.cfm

“Weingroff, Richard F. Moving the Goodas the Interstate Era Begin&n Introduction to Web Site Information
on Freight TransportationdS Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration Website. Retrieved
March 29, 208. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/freight.cfm



Fig. 3: Eisenhower Interstate System Including All Other Roads

National Highway System (NHS)
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Source: http://www.upa.pdx.edu/IMS/currentprojects/TAHv3/Content/Conservation/JPGS/Natl_Hwy_System.jpg

3. Twentieth Century Landmark Transportation Bills: ISTEA, TEA -21, and
SAFETEA-LU

i. ISTEA
ISTEA, or the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, is fetltsal

law that presented a major change in transportation funding, alléarimgajordevelopments in
transportation planning and policit served as the first U.S. federal legislation accounting for
the post interstate highway system era, presenting an overall intermodal approach to highway
transit funding.This act included collaborat planning requirements, thus resulting in
awardingMPOssignificant power in its effortsThe act was first signed on December 18, 1991

and expired in 1997

%5 Skinner, Samuel K. Thimtermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 29855ummaryNational
Transportation Library. Retrieved April 8, 2008. http://ntl.bts.gov/DOCS/ste.html.



ISTEA places emphasis on broadening participation in transportation planning to involve
stakehdders who have not previously been inxed in transportation planning-hese
stakeholders include members of bwsiness community, members of the public, and
community groups.This involvement can serve to challenge transportation officials because
attempting to engage such a diverse group of interests can be diffitever, this broad
participation seeks to ensure that decisions will be more responsive to local transportation needs.
ISTEA promotes transportation systems that maximize mobildyaacessibility while
simultaneously seeking to minimize transportation related fuel consumption and air pollation.
order to meet these needs, MP@Qust collaborateith transportation providers to develop
transportation plans and progran¥his procas emphasizes the link between improved planning
and better decisions by providing transportation planners with extensive tools for comprehensive
planning. ISTEA defines specific elements that must be included in the transportation planning
in metropolitan areas® ISTEA allocates $123.2 billion on highways, planning and safety, and
$31.5 billion on transit’

i. TEA-21

The Transportation equity act for the®2&ntury, or TEA21 was enacted June 9, 1998
and authorized the Federal surface transportatiorrgmogfor highway, safety and transithis
bill lasted for 6 years from 1998 to 200BEA-21 preserves the basic framework of ISTEA with
a few changesThese changes are mostly aligned with an increase in federal transportation
funding. TEA-21 providesan increase in investments in Federal surface transportation of
approximately 40% more than in the ISTEA bill, providing $177 billion for highways, planning,

and safety which included $41 billion for transtthis funding covers the total funding for

0 Skinner, SamueK. The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1#9$ummaryNational
Transportation Library. Retrieved April 8, 2008. http://ntl.bts.gov/DOCS/ste.html
" The Library of Congress. Retrieved April 8, 2008. http://thomas.loc.gekingidquery/z?d102:HR02950



highways, highway safety, and public transportation programs originally provided under
ISTEA®

TEA-21 requires that seven planning factors be includ&irias The first factor
articulates that the bill must support the economic well being of the metespplénning era,
attempting to enable global competitivesigsroductivityand efficiency. The second factor
encourages an increase in the safety and security of the transportation system, highlighting the
importance of taking into account both motorizedi non motorized users. The third factor
states that there must be an increase in accessibility and mobility options available to both people
and freight. The fourth factor encourages the protection and the enhancement of the
environment, the encoagenent of energy conservati@nd the improvement of the quality of
life. The fifth factor attempts to enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation
system. The sixth factor promotes efficient system management and oper@herseventh
emphasized the importance of the preservation of the existing transportation €ystem.

iii. SAFTEA-LU

SAFETEALU, or the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for All Users, was signed by the president Georgia W. Bush amsALQ, 2005.This
act, which is the most recent transportation act signed, was enacted 22 months after the
expiration ofits precursor TEA1, guaranteein§244.1 billion in fundag for highways,
highway safetyand public transportation. This bill regents the largest transportation

investment in the history of the United StatS®\FETEA-LU builds on ISTEA and TEA1 by

“8 Binder, Susan JMarch/April 2008. The Straight Scoop on SAFTEA. U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration Websit&/ol. 69 - No. 5. Retrieved April 3, 2008.
http://www.tfhrc.gov/pubrds/0O6mar/01.htm

“9Binder, Susan JMarch/April 2009. The Straight Scoop on SAFTEA. U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration Websitéol. 69 - No. 5. Retrieved April 3, 2008.
http://www.tfhrc.gov/pubrds/06mar/01.htm



supplying the funding and refining the programmatic framework for investments that are
necessary to maintain and continue to grownti@naltransportation infrastructure.
SAFETEALU governs thdransportation spending for the federal transportation infrastructure
for the United States through 2010.
SAFETEALU is commonly referred to as a 6 year bill, despite the fact that itsepie
a law covering 5 fiscal years (20@909). While the two previous acts covered 6 year time
frames, SAFETEALUG6s total funding includes the 5 yea
Federalaid highways, but also rescinds $8.5 billion, providingew fund of $193.1 billionThe
act also retainsthe Fedewli d Hi ghway Programbés core project
Program (STP), the National Highway System (NHS), Interstate Maintenance Program, Bridge
Program, and Congestion Mitigation anigt Quality Program, but adds one adaiital program,
the Highway Safgt Improvement Program (HSIPFunding for these core programs encompass
63% of SAFETEALU6s t ot%al funding.
SAFTEA-LU emphasizetargeted investments. Itafety focus emphasizes thew
Highway Safety Prograrandis structured in an effort to progress the reduction of highway
fatalities. Other areas of concern in this programuale work zones, older driveasd
pedestrians (including children walking to and from school).
| t 6 s faeusbuildspn TEAR 1 6 s Mi n iamee pnog@m, avinich ensures that
each state return its share of contributions to the Highway Trust Fund by contributing through

gas taxes and other highway taxes. Its Innovative Finance approach allows for more ease

0 Federal Highway Administrationféice of Legislation and Intergovernmental Affairs

Program Analysis Teard Summary of Highway Provisions in SAFTEA. (2005). U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration. April 25, 2005. Retrieved April 8, 2008.
http://www.fhwa.dotgov/safetealu/summary.htm

*1 Binder, Susan JMarch/April 2008. The Straight Scoop on SAFTEA. U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration Websitéol. 69 - No. 5. Retrieved April 3, 2008..
http://www.tfhrc.gov/pubrds/06mar/01.htm



private sector participation in highway infrastructure projects, allowing for new ideas and
resources to be included in these approachreaddition, this focus stimulates needed private
investment by allowing for additional flexibility in the usetofling as a methotb finance
infrastructure improvementslhe focus on Congestion Relief attempts to take on one of the
most difficult present transportation issud$e bill givesstates greater flexibility in managing
congestion through road pricig well as promoting traffic managemeAmnother focus, on
Mobility and Productivity allows SAFTEA.U to provide investment in infrastructure aid
programs, as well as financial incentives for programs that improve interregional and
international transpaation. These programs attempt to address regional transportation needs,
and fund projects that relate to national and regional transportation, including improved freight
transportation.

The actds focus on ELUDsi pnt yptghwhyséogc asm S AF
LI FE, 0 which seeks to advance | onger | asting
technologies that speed up construction of safe highways and brillge&nvironmental
Stewardship Program provides increasing funds for the environmengaapr® offered under
TEA-21 and adds new programs focused on environmental stewardship including a new
innovative program for nemotorized transportation and safe routes to schios!.
Environmental Streamlining focus attempts to streamline the envirdahpeacesses central to
transportation projectsThis includes a review process for projects that increases the authority

held by transportation agenci&s.

*2 Office of Legislation and Intergovernmental Affairs Program Analysis TeArS8ummary of Highway Provisions
in SAFTEALU. U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. Retrieved April 10, 2008.
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/safetea/hwy_pigions.htm



V. Background on Georgia initiatives

1. Regional State Agencies
The interconnected agencies of théaAta Regional CommissioARC), the City of

Atlanta and the Bureau of Planning, the Department of Community Affairs (D&9rgia

Department of Transportation (GDQThe Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA), and the
Georgia Regional Transportation thority (GRTA) work together to formulate, administer,

regulate and oversee land use and transportation plans at the regional, local or state levels and
within their respective authoritative boundaries where applicable. These agencies also work with
the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) when plans coincide with mass

transit plans. The Transit Planning Board (TRB) is a joint venture between MARTA, ARC and
GRTA to oversee transit planning in the metro area and secure new sources @f flonotamsit
planning and implementation.

ARC>
The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) is one of 16 Regional Development Centers

(RDC) createdbythBoar d of the Department of Community
promote and assist in establishing coortidaand comprehensive planning, to assist local
governments, and promote the essentiaaepublic
planning and development agencies which promote quality growth and development across
multi-county jurisdictims. They servenunicipal and county governments, providing

professional technical assistance to state and federal agencies as well as to local governments.

For instancethe ARC RDC covers 10 counties of the Atlanta metropolitan redRidCs are

involved in a variety of tasks and as it regards to this regoriprehensivelanning, land use

development andoordinaté transportation

“Atl anta Regional Commission. fi
http:// www. atl antaregional . com/h
http://www.atlantaregional.com/html/186_ENU_HTML.htm
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ARC is also theame of theegional planning and intergovernmental coordination
agency for thd 0-county Atlanta areancluding Cherokee, Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb, Douglas,
Fayette, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry and Rockdale coungigesyell as th€ity of Atlantawithin
both Fulton and DeKalb Countie$he Metropolitan Planning Organizationaiso federally
designatedo managd.8 counties of the Atlanta regidor regional transportation planning to
meet federal clean air standards and to implemerRRTtie In addition to the above 10 counties
it includes the additional counties of Coweta, Forsyth, Paulding, and portionsrofvBa
Newton, Spalding, and Walton counties. Thecb8nty area takes into account current and
future predicted urban areas through 2030.

The ARC hagoordinated the planning efforts in the region since 1947, when the first
publicly-supported, multcourty planning agency in the United States was created. At that time,
theMetropolitan Planning Commission (MP€&3rved DeKalb and Fulton counties and the City
of Atlanta. ARC oversight hagrown toaccommodate its curreh® counties and 63
municipalities. ARC is funded through a variety of local, state, federal and private funds.
Georgia law, however, mandates a structure to local funding for the purposes of state and federal
matching funds.

City of Atlanta and the Bureau of Planning

The City of Atlantamanages issuegslated to planningyithin the city limits. The Bureau
of Planning is in charge of the Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP) which sets forth the
social, economic anghysicalgrowth development of the City of Atlanta over the next 25 years.
The most currerplan account$or the years 2004 through 2019. It is updated regularly every

five years but land use plans are updated four times &%ear

%4 City of Atlanta Online. Breau of Planning. http://atlantaga.gov/government/planning/cdp.aspx. See also CDP
references.



The CDP serves as a guide for the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the annual

city budget. The two most important sections pertinenttis teport are the sections on

transportation and landsa. Increasingly, there isarket, social and governmenpaessure to

plan projects as integrated pieces of the regional picitiie.transportation sgonfocuses on

improving the transportation network along the most important netwamkistoexpand and

improve the multiple modes &t | a mahspditation infrastructuré. statesfjclonnecting

these areas well will have the best return on publicv e st ment f or our citi ze

city responds to clean air mandates and market conditions calling for rrtorenriving. This

report notesii[r]ecognizing that trips do not happen for their own sake but rather to connect

places where petgwant to be, the City in all of its transportation priorities has linked its plans

and actions to |land us® and environmental ini
The |l and use el ement of the CDP serves as

and reports on currerdrd use status. Due to the landmark case of Moore vs. Maloney, the land

use plan is updated four times annually. The
ensureéthe | and resources of the Cit ystodccc ommo
resources, communit®hy facilities and housing. o

The Bureau has recognized thgortant ideahat land use, zoning, developmant
transportation are interconnected and affect each another. To this end, transportation and land
use are observed hgyhly correlated and both transportation and land use issues are intertwined

in future planning studies.

DCA

%5 |bid.
%8 |bid.



The Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) was created in 1977 to serve as
an advocate for local governments at the state level. Aogptathe information on their
website DCA operates many programs at the state
lead agency in housing finance and development and solid waste reduction efforts; promulgates
building codes to be adopted by &governments; and provides comprehensive planning,
technical and research assistance to local governménts.

Within the DCA, te Planning and Environmental Management Division under the
domain ofthe Office of Planning and Quality Growthelps to implerant quality growth best
practices within communities across the state to address issues of development and quality of
life. The Officeof Planningencouages "smart growthapproaches for managing local
development itommunities The Georgia Planning AcService Delivery Strategy Act and
Georgia Development Impact Fee Ace also regulated and administered by this affice
Activities associated with these laws include developing minimum planning standards and
procedures for local and regional comprediem plans; providing training and educational
materials to local governments and RDCs on the coordinated planning process; monitoring
developments of regional impact; and reviewing and verifying that local service delivery
strategies comply with state lawOther responsibilities of the Planning and Environmental
Management Division include conductiRiPpC performane auditsand through the Office of
Decision Support Services, assisting in the development and integration of information systems
for the divsion and providing mapping amgographicainformationsystem services

departmentvide.*®

DCA. From ADCA Structureo. Retrieved from: http:// www.
58 i
Ibid.



GDOT
The State Highway Department was created on August 16, 1916 by an act of the

Legislature. Th&eorgiaDepartment of Transportation (GDOT) was created i1y former
Governor Jimmy CarterOver 6,000 employees currently work for GDOWi.thin Georgia,
GDOT plans, constructs, maintains and improves road and bridges; provides planning and
financial support for other modes of transportation such as masg &mad airports; provides
airport and air safety planning; and provides air travel to state depart®»@T also provides
administrative support to the State Road and Tollway Authority and the Georgia Rail Passenger
Authority. >°

A majority of the Deprtment's resources are directed toward maintaining and improving
the state's network of roads and bridges. Proceeds from the state's motor fuel taxes are
constitutionally earmarked solely for use on Georgia's roads and bridgeso&tband bridge
construction projects are supported by a combination of state general faddsal funds and
local funds. The Department is responsible for waterways, includingrtexcoastalVaterway
and the Savannah and Brunswpakts. Additionally, the department issponsible for rail
transit.%

GRPA

The Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA) was created for the purpose of
construction, financing, operation, and development of rail passenger service and other public
transportation projects within and connectinghte state of Georgia.

Plans for utilizing passenger rail on existing freight corridors in Georgia began in the late
1980s. Georgia Railis the rail passenger program for GeordeDOT, GRPAand the Georgia

Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) haverjed forces to complete the planning and

*9 GDOT. About GDOT.Retrieved fran: http://www.dot.state.ga.us/aboutGeorgiadot/Pages/default.aspx
60 ||;
Ibid.



implement a system of commuter and intercity rail passenger service in Georgia over the next 14
years. Athens to Atlanta and Macon to Atlanteould bethe first phase of the Prograrn
addition, extensive studies passenger serviempactson existing freight operations are being
conducted. Agreements with the CSX and Norfolk Southern Railroads will have to be reached
and federal clearances obtaineddre service can be initiated. Several other US cities have
implemented programs similar to what is being proposed Here.

GRTA

In 1998the metro Atlanta Chamber of Commerce recommetigedbrmation ok new
authority with broad powers twork with local governmentdue to both federal road funding
restriciosand nati onal publicity about .Aldntanst ads ai
had been and continue to be ranked high among national drivers in amount of daily distances
traveled. Developmental growth was at that time 50 acres a day and the afrdmevaioped
land far exceeded the rate of population growth indicating low density development throughout
the region and a disconnect between transportation and land use. The summer of 1999 saw a
lawsuit which brought the issue to full light and nedessd the creation of this authority. Crisis
loomed wherfederal funds for new highway projeet®re to beestricted in the 1-8ounty
metro aredecause ofionattainment status undée Clean Air Act®?

The Georgia Regional Transportation AuthofBRTA) was formedn 1999to deal with
regional growtkrelated issues and help combat problems stemming from poorly managed
gr owt h. l'ts creation was one of the centerpi
GRTA was formed to insure that metropolitatlantawould be able tgustain its economic

growth, while maintaining the excellent quality of life thatin@ade the area so attractive to

®1 Georgia Rail Passenger Authority. http://grpa.georgia.gov/01/home/0,2167,1337501,00.html; Also, Georgia Rail
Passenger Program. http://www.garail.com/Pages/Home.html
%2 GRTA. Backgraind & History.Retrieved fromhttp://www.grta.org/about_us/about_us_background.htm



businesses and worker&RTA is charged with combating air pollution, traffic congestion and
poorly planned devepment in the metropolitan Atlanta region, which is currently designated
nonattainment under the federal Clean Air A&t other areas of the state fall out of attainment,
theyalsofall under theoversight of GRTA®

GRTA can issue $1 billion in revealonds and $1 billion in general obligation bonds,
the latter of which must be approved by the General Assen8RTA can assist local
governments in financing transit or other projects to alleviate air pollu@&sil A board
approval is also requiredrftand transportation plans in the regiamd for use of federal or state
funds for transportation projects associated Wi#velopments of Regional Impact (DRI) that
have the potential to affect the metropolitan transportation netwai#litionally, the 15 board
memberofGRTA al so sit as the Governoros Developm
responsible for assuring that local governments meet state requirements for land use pfanning.

2. Atlantic Station as a Project XL Transportation Control Measure

The context behind Atlantic Station has similarities with the formation of GRTA.
Because Atlanta had consistently failed to meet federal Clean Air Act requirements, t@scity
restricted from initiating certain types of transportation constm@rojects however
developmental growth was still pushing ahead. In 1999 Jacoby Development had their sights set
on a 138acre brownfield site occupied by Atlantic Steel, in a location bounded by Interstates 75
and 85, nearby MARTA Arts Center Statiand Northside Drive The Atlantic Station
redevelopment transforda former steel milbrownfield siteinto a 138acre mix of residential,
shopping and commercial usel representsne of the largest urban redevelopment initiatives

in the country

53 |bid.
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To be a successful project, a new bridge would be needed to connect Atlantic Station
with Midtown and the interstates. As a result of being both physically and legally boumeled, t
developers formed a public/private partnership with the local goverrandttie EPA. Through
t he E BjacoX (eRaellence and Leadership) program, developers were granted regulatory
flexibility in exchange fothememploying strategies to test cestectiveways of achieving
environmental and public health goalBhe entie Atlantic Stationsite wasclassifed by the EPA
as a Transportation Control Measure (TCM), a transportptigect that demnstrates an air
guality benefi and reduces emissiofrem transportation sources by reducing vehicle use or
changing traffic paerns. Thenew 17th Street bridge thatosse®ver and provideaccess from
the Interstates part of the TCMand connedtthe site to the neardARTA Arts Center
station. The new bridgénas déicated lanes for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, anditrand
may eventually carriight rail.

As part of Project XLAtlantic Stationdeveloped a comprehensive transportafilam,
the Access+mobility PrograrfASAP+). ASAP+establishes a goal and process for reducing
single occupancyehicletrips by 5% during a five year period throughernative
transportation services, informatioriabls, and incentivesServices offered by th&tlantic
Stationproject include a shuttle linkintpe site with the Arts Center MARTA Station, a van pool
program, a de-sharing assistang@ogram, guaranteed rides througBZARIDEFND, bicycle
storage facilitie®nd special eversthuttles. The Arts Center Shuttle is now has one of the
highest ridership rates in the regidnformational tools include ASAP+ Access iGes,travel
information and kiosks. leernative transportatiomcentivesinclude transit pass discounts,

preferred parking for carpoolshared parking, monthiyrize drawings, discounts for walkers



and bikersand promotions fomovie-goers who use alteative forms of transportatiohi. Figure
# below shows 17 street through Atlantic Station and the new bridge in the far background

which connects it to Midtown.

Figure 4: The Atlantlc Statlon Development Iooklng east towards Midtown

Source: http //wvwv smartgovvthaerlca orgllges/atlantlcstatlon Jpg

EPAOGs Prisanational piltlprogram that allows federal, state and local
governments and businesses to develop innovative strategies for achieving environmental and
public health protectionProject XL was required for the Atlantic Steel redevelopment because
neither the multimodal bridge nor the associated interstate access ramps would be able to
proceed without the regulatory flexibility allowed by EPA under its XL Progre®A used an
innovdive approach to approve the entire Atlantic Steel redevelopment projetCad.a

EPA, in cooperation with several federal, state and local agencies, completed an

Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project as part of compliance with the National

®“The Epsten Group, Inc. (2003). fA171 Seventeetho. Retr.i
www.atlanticstation.com/press/presski#7 1 pdf



Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)The EA considered the impacts of the entire
redevelopment project, including the supporting transportation infrastrud@besEA was
completed with opportunities for public comment and agency coordingEBA Regio has
oversight authority under Project XL and shares oversight authority on the Atlantic Steel TCM
with the State of GeorgiaAnnual monitoring is a requirement to ensure that the project is
meeting the performance targets included in the TQke Projet XL Final Project Agreement
(FPA) includes a requirement that the developer prepare annual reports providing a summary of
environmental performance data and describing progress toward completing the fiogect.
FPA also includes provisions for an anhpablic meeting to be held each yé&&r,

TheEPAannounced the approval of the Atlantic STBEM into the Georgia State
Implementation Plan (SIf August 2000 The SIP is Georgia's plan for meetiad A ldealth
based National Ambient Air Quality StandafNAAQS) for clean air in all areas of tisate. It
is the first TCM in the country to explicitly recognize the air pollution benefits of well designed
smart growthdevelopment’

3. MARTA, Transit Planning Board, The BeltLine and the Georgia Brain

The fir;rrﬂgntion of a new form of transportation wiacussedn two Atlanta
Metropolitan Planning Commission reports from 1950 and 1&Giled Up AheadandNow for
Tomorrow respectively. Although both dealt primarily with the planning of freewthgy,
specifically mentioned rapid transit as @emergingpriority in the coming years. The Atlanta

MPC usedhesestudies as a springboard into two proceeding reports eritieglss to central

66EPA. AAtl antiliopHheee! PRoject 0. 3 December 2007. Retri
http://www.epa.gov/region4/opm/nepa/atlanticsteel.htm
67EPA. (2000, August 24). AEPA announces approval of th

Georgia State | mgirievedf®om:t ati on Pl an. o R
http://lyosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/b1ab9f485b098972852562e7004dc686/
2b1f2702de8937e8852573600072fd31!OpenDocument



AtlantaandCrosstown and bypass expresswayee MPC conclded in both that merely adding
more capacity to existing motorways or constructing new roadways would not be feasible
solutions to future transportation needs. The Georgia Highway Department disagreed with the
conclusions because they were both ingraimigin the inveteracy of the highwayotor lobby

and because they insisted highways were a sufficient solution.

The Atlanta Parking Commission reported in 1953 that Downtown Atlanta was
experiencing a lack of parking and congestion in its streets. Edwaded the overwhelming
majority of people were driving to places of work and leisure as opposed to riding there by bus
or other forms of transportation. It was feared that if a solution was not found, Atlanta would
become one huge angdack bt PBetHeefidokir 195Gs sriviagyand
parking in Atlanta was becoming increasingly more difficult to manage and it was obvious the
city could not continue in this same vein.

The 1960s saw the publication of a number of studies and repatrtaténsified and
gave momentum to the topics of congestion relief and rapid transit. The Atlanta Transit System
publishedR a p i d é Aa 35%nmmltomplan that called for sleek electric trains operating on 16
miles of track enabling suburban to urbamenuting. The plan was backed by members of the
business community but initially garnered little public attenti@onsequently, tven the state
|l ater voted for rapid transit to be one of
transporation agency, the amendment would pass only in Fulton and DeKalb céutitessvo
counties that needed it the most. Rural voters and the trucking association opposed due to a
belief they were being left out in the cold with higher taxes used to pajstem they would
not be using. However, the plan was remarkable because it was the first specific proposal for

rapid transit and because it was headed by Robert Sommervile, president of the busing company

8 0. E. Carson(1983).The Trolley TitansInterurban Press. Glendal@A. p. 159.
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Atlanta Transit System. Followiga p i d é Anad tleeri96@ Atlanta Regional Metropolitan
Planning Commission publicatiowhatyou should know about rapid transiind the 1961
report,Atlanta region comprehensive ptamapid transit,in which was proposed a fiv@unty
wide, 68mile long plan worth $15 million.

The Metropolitan Atlanta Transit Study Commission (MATSC) was formed by the
Georgia House of Representatives to undertake a study and feasibility program for a mass transit
system. In December 1962 MATSC presented its report Atlethn andProgram of Rapid
Transit for the Atlanta Metropolitan Regidinat claimed automobHdominated Atlanta in 1962
was no better than the Atlanta of 1862 when mule carts choked the city streets; in fact, it was
worse. The same is still plausible of Atlantam The proponents to a higipeed electric rail
network claimed that adding more capacity with more expressways or highwaysas and
unfortunately still is the common solution to congesiiamould not solve the problem. The
plan called for 66 miles dfack with 42 stations utilizing feeder buses and fzarttride
stations. The entire-&ounty network would naturally center on Downtown Atlanta.

Also during this time came the spoint plan from Atlanta Chamber of Commerce
president lvan Allen, Jr. I, rapid transit was at the forefront, promising to pull the city out of
its impending miasma of congestion while differentiating it from others in the region. When he
was later elected mayor, rapid transit was a major priority and he helped furthegdubas push
for rapid regional transit.

In March of 1963 MATSC formed the Rapid Transit Committee of 100 for financing
purposes and to inform the public about the importance of rapid transit as was outlined in the

December 1963 report. The following yetiee Committee of 100 was dissolved by state and



replaced by the Georgia State Study Commission which reviewed and approved the previous
MATSC plan.

The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) was formed out of the state
act of the same nanme 1965 but still needed approval in the counties it would operate within. A
referendum passed in all Atlanta regional counties except Cobb, which was opposed by 57% of
the vote. Because it was approved in 4 counties out of 5, MARTA became officialyJh86é.
In November, a successful statewide Constitution amendment allowed the state to pay for 10%
of total transit costs. In 1967 the new agency drew up a new plan that cost $190 million more
than the original. Public outcry about the new cost reguit a failing 1968 referendum. A
variety of reasons contributed to the referen
neighborhoods, failure to guarantee minority employment and attain federal support and poor
involvement on the part of locefficials, among otherS.

The interest in rapid transit was sparked but funding the project was a major obstacle.
The governor signed state tax for rapid transit purposes in 1971 instead of the largely unpopular
property tax increase. Also in 1971, fasf under $13 million, MARTA bought Atlanta Transit
System, the last company surviving the streetcar era into the busing era. The US Department of
Transportation approved of a $30 million federal grant to be used for bus improvements. A
special referendu the same year passed in the city of Atlanta, DeKalb and Fulton but failed in
Clayton and Gwinnett counties. Voters in latter counties disapproved of the only 9 miles of track
laid in both their counties while having to contribute the same taxationkeand Fulton.
Methods of voting were changed for the 1971 referendum which may have contributed to the

failure to pass in those counties. Additionally, fears that MARTA would expedite racial
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integration and that property values would plummet helped ki t he v ot e. MARTA
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critics |Iimited the effectiveness of the syst

helped to define the suburban and urban areas of the region. Because they have retained

representatives on the board, subuitesrunfortunately continue to resist any expansion of

MARTA into suburban territory while all of metro Atlanta suffers from increasing congestion

paired with higher gasoline prices, decreasing quality of life and a deteriorating environment.
Ground broken 1975 for the part of the plan that had pads#t East Line through

Georgia State, Decatur and Avondale Stathoasd opened in 1979 along with the West Line

through Hamilton E. Holmes and Five Points Stations. The line proved to be very successful.

Three years later, the Northouth line opened from Garnett through to North Avenue, and a year

later the line had been expanded north to Arts Center. The section between West End and

LakewoodFort McPherson opened in 1984 and East Point opened in 198&ugh built

originally in 1980 with the construction of H

open until 1988. In 1992, Proctor Creek Branch and Bankhead Stations opened. Kensington and

Indian Creek Stations opened in 1993. The statbiorth Springs and Sandy Springs were

opened in 2000 and served the northernmost part of the region. Today, MARTA operates 38

train stations with approximately 130 bus lines serving metropolitan Atianta.

Transit Planning Board
The Transit Planning Bod(TPB) is a partnership between MARTA, ARC and GRTA to

oversee transit planning in the metro area and secure new sources of funding for transit planning
and implementation. TRB was created by a joint resolution of ARC and its Regional Transit
Institutional Analysis which determined the metro area had a lack of transparent institutional

transit planning and financing.

""MARTA. Retrieved from http/www.itsmarta.com



The TPB Board is comprised of 19 representative board chairs from GDOT, GRTA,
MARTA, local county commissioners from the each of the temtes, the Mayor of Atlanta,

City of Atlanta representatives and gubernatorial appointees.

The responsibilities of TPB include a conducting a-fxear planning phase, developing
a regional transit plan to include a financial structure; coordination afrrelgiransit service,
including fare integration, marketing and customer information; measure system information;
and advocate for increased federal transit funding.

The BeltLine

The Inner Core Feasibility Study was initiated by former Georgia Tech deastualent
Ryan Gravel (1999) and advocated by former Atlanta City Council president Cathy Woolard.
Gravel envisioned a series of parks, green spaces, recreational facilities andiseixed
development tied together with walking and bicycle trails andifguadeway transit. MARTA
initiated the study in early 2003. The main objectives of the study were to identify appropriate
transit investments and determine the feasibility of the BeltLine concept among other alternatives
to adequately address the grogvmeed for mobility concerns within the inner core of central
Atlanta.

Composed of multiple institutional, historic, cultural and medical destinations and
resources, the inner core covers some 29,000 acres or 45 square miles. Over 70% lies within the
incorporated City of Atlanta in Fulton County with the remainder in unincorporated DeKalb
County. Itincludes the heart of Midtown and historic Downtown Atlanta and the surrounding

residential neighborhoods.



Fig. 5: The Proposed BeltLine Route
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Source: MARTA, Inner Core Feasibility Wrap Up Report, 2005

The primary focus of the project stemmed from the growing need to improve system
access, connectivity, mobility and safety while minimizing costs. Additionally, the project
desired to address the growicgncerns with congestion and system efficiency, complement
redevelopment and land use plans with the City of Atlanta, and positively impact environmental
and cultural resources. Lastly, to the highest extent possible, the project needed to distribute
both the benefits and burdens of investment.

Through the public outreach and involvement program outlined by the study, multiple
alternatives were analyzed for the BeltLine concept. The process was inclusive; project
imbedded and continual. It featured miews, workshops and formal public meetings
involving community members, business and city leaders, public officials and appointees.
Dominant concerns of the public included the need for additional transit, exploration of
economic, development and reVization possibilities, and the need to address congestion
Ot her concerns included

concerns. project
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ot her projects and studies (such as the Trust
the ealization of revitalization and development along the totality of the project corridor.
Seven possible transit alignments, including duoidd, arose out of the public meetings.
They were evaluated with regional travel demands, geographic informasiemsyand
conceptual engineering estimates. Additionally, the alternatives were evaluated with criteria
consistent with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) evaluation criteria for Alternatives
Analysis. The criteria measured for:
Mobility and accessihity
Land use and redevelopment
Environmental Effects

Cost effectiveness
Congruency with project goals and objectives

Due to the nature of the project, qualitative measures were used to evaluate the differing
alignments. It was found that transit investrineould improve neighborhood connectivity,
complement with the existing MARTA system, support redevelopment and revitalization and
capture riders in a cost effective manner.

The BeltLine configuration forms a teardrop shape around Midtown and Downtown
Atlanta along rail right of way. The benefits to this alignment include improved neighborhood
connectivity and wide public and city support. Considerations include the current freight and
passenger rail usage along the rail right of way, missing segmenik offill development at
MARTA stations, land ownership transference, and coordination with GDOT commuter rail.

Two major considerations taken into accoun
Greenspace Initiative and the study of the creadfofex Allocation Districts (TAD) sponsored
by the Atlanta Development Authority (ADA). TPL proposed a series of parks and green space

along with transit alternatives tying together neighborhoods and recreational facilities along the



23 mile project cordor. ADA completed a study for the creation of a BeltLine TAD to facilitate
both public and private investment in mixese development, green space and transportation
options within the corridor. The study foresees the BeltLine constructed in segmtnthe

first constructed from MARTA stations. When a TAD was implemented, city bonds would be
issued for improvements along the corridor, with increased tax revenues due to development and
improvements going back to pay for the bonds. Recently, thiepaf TAD funding taken

from public school districts was found to be unconstitutional to use. Up to 50% of TAD money
came directly from school funding.

Funding constraints precipitate a need to be fiscally frugal especially with transportation
planning. Tr adi ti onal approaches to funding could p
and Small Starts Program, the federal governm
transportatiorcapital improvements. Underneath this program, projects must mesh cert
criteria and mussuccessfully completappropriate steps in the major capital investment
planning and project development proclestore receiving funds on a discretionary basis.

Formulation of a finalized version of the project alignment is forthogras well as
financial decisions regarding level of fundiagd identification of funding sources are expected
to be issued within the next few years. Currently, the BeltLine project has run into problems
with land acquisition and the creation of parklan various places, but it is expected the public
interest and mayoral support of the project will allow the project to be completed within the next
20 years.

The Brain Train

The Brain Train, also known as the Athekttanta Connector, is a possible diubn to

the increasing amount of congestion, pollution and lack of transportation options for drivers and



nondrivers in the growing region between Athens and Atlanta, Georgia. This region contains
the growing Atlanta suburban counties of DeKalb, Gwinr@tbnee, and Barrow. According to
the ARD, the traffic volumes in this region, alon@5b are expded to increase by 8.9% by

2025 The Brain Train can also provide the citizens of these communities better access to
employment centers and help meetefed clean air standards.

The Brain Train, as currently proposed, is a 72 mile long passenger rail system
connecting Athens to Atlanta with stops in Bogart, Winder, Cedars Road, Lawrenceville, Reagan
Parkway, Lilburn, Northlake, Tucker, Emory Universiéflantic Station and Multi Modal
Passenger Terminal (Figurg #The majority of the rail line would be composed of the existing
CSX rail track, which is currently utilized for freigff.

The plan was first proposed through GDOT and ARC, GRPA and th@AGR the
late 1990s and early 2000s the Brain Train proposal was in development, with funding sources
becoming apparent. Fourteen years after the
Train still remains as it was, merely an idea. Tamort will look at the path of the Brain Train
development, assess its economic, environmental and social impacts and provide

recommendations on the future development of this idea into a sustainable’feallity.

"l Georgia Rail Consultants. (2003). Environmental Assessment for the Athens to Atlanta Corridor Commuter Rail
Service. US Dept. of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration & GA Dept. of Transportation (Eds.)
72 Wi
Ibid.
" Ibid.



Fig. 6: Proposed Brain Train Route

Source: http://www.garail.com/Pages/pdf/ea23dec03.pdf
4. Livable Centers Initiative (LCI)

TheLivable Centers Initiative (LClijs a program offered by the Atlanta Regional
Commission that encourages local jurisdictions to plan and implement straltedikskt
transportation improvements with land use development strategies to create sustainable, livable
communities consistent with regional development policies. The counties of Acworth,
Alpharetta, Cherokee County, Conyers, Decatur, Fayetteville, @ttiand the City of Atlanta
and Hapeville have LCI developments or currently have them in planning stages. Assistance
organizations include the Atlanta Bicycle Campaign, Atlanta Neighborhood Development
Partnership, Atlanta Regional Health Forum, Georifi@8l, Georgia Conservancy, Georgia
Department of Community Affairs, Georgia Department of Transportati®ioycle and
Pedestrian Program, Livable Communities Coalition, PATH Foundation, Pedestrians Educating

Drivers on Safety, Southface, and the Urban Uasttute Atlanta.



