U,Dep(]rfmenf Georgia Division 61 Forsyth Street S.W.

of Transportation Suite 17T100
Federal Highwa June 28, 2013 Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Administration 4 404-562-3630
404-562-3703

GA .fhwa@dot.gov

In Reply Refer To:

Mr. Keith Golden, Commissioner HPD-GA

Georgia Department of Transportation
One Georgia Center

600 West Peachtree St, NW

Atlanta, GA 30339

Dear Commissioner Golden:

We are in receipt of your June 27, 2013 request to review the Final Environmental Assessment
(FEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Georgia Department of Transportation
Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157), PI 0009156 and 0009157 (I-75 Express) located in Clayton
and Henry Counties, Georgia. The attached document indicates our approval of the FONSL

If you have any questions or require additional information or assistance, please feel free to
contact Ms. Chetna P. Dixon at (404) 562-3655 or Christy Poon-Atkins at (404) 562.3638.

Sincerely,
' PE

/
Rodney Barty,
7~ Division Administrator



Clayton and Henry Counties
P.I. Numbers 0009156 and 0009157

The proposed project involves construction of a reversible, barrier-separated, managed lane system and Intelligent
Transportation System infrastructure along I-75 in Henry and Clayton Counties. The project begins 2.1 miles south
of SR 155 on I-75 south and ends 2.1 miles north of SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) on I-75 south and 2.1 miles north
of the I-75 interchange along I-675 in Clayton County, with a total length of 17.94 miles. The managed lanes begin
approximately 600 feet south of the I-75 southbound on ramp from SR 138 (Stockbridge Hwy) and at SR 138 on I-
675, and end at the I-75 bridge over SR 155, for a total length of 12.24 miles. From SR 155 to approximately 1 mile
south of Mt. Carmel Road, the managed lane system would consist of one reversible lane transitioning to two
reversible lanes. Additional proposed improvements include: the replacement of the existing Mt. Carmel Road
bridge with a new bridge; a new managed lane only connection 2,000 feet south of Jonesboro Road; addition of a
signal and turn lanes to the intersection of Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road; widening of the existing 1-75
overpass bridge at Flippen Road; and the addition of new single span I-675 bridge over I-75 northbound, to connect
the managed lanes to I-675.
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FOR
GEORGIA PROJECT
Clayton and Henry Counties
P.I. Numbers 0009156 and 0009157
I-75 MANAGED LANES

The proposed project involves construction of a reversible, barrier-separated, managed lane
system and Intelligent Transportation System infrastructure along I-75 in Henry and Clayton
Counties. The project begins 2.1 miles south of SR 155 on I-75 south and ends 2.1 miles north of
SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) on I-75 south and 2.1 miles north of the I-75 interchange along I-
675 in Clayton County, with a total length of 17.94 miles. The managed lanes begin
approximately 600 feet south of the I-75 southbound on ramp from SR 138 (Stockbridge Hwy)
and at SR 138 on I-675, and end at the I-75 bridge over SR 155, for a total length of 12.24 miles.
From SR 155 to approximately 1 mile south of Mt. Carmel Road, the managed lane system would
consist of one reversible lane transitioning to two reversible lanes. Additional proposed
improvements include: the replacement of the existing Mt. Carmel Road bridge with a new
bridge; a new managed lane only connection 2,000 feet south of Jonesboro Road; addition of a
signal and turn lanes to the intersection of Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road; widening of the
existing I-75 overpass bridge at Flippen Road; and the addition of new single span 1-675 bridge
over I-75 northbound, to connect the managed lanes to I-675.

An Environmental Assessment of the referenced project has been prepared by the Georgia
Department of Transportation (GDOT) in consultation with the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). The document was made available for public inspection as announced in a public
notice, and comments were invited from all interested parties. Subsequent to the availability of
the Draft Environmental Assessment and the comment period, a Final Environmental Assessment
was prepared and has been furnished to the FHWA by the GDOT with the recommendation for a
“Finding of No Significant Impact.”

The FHWA, after reviewing the Environmental Assessment, finds that the project will have no
significant impact on the human environment.

The Finding of No Significant Impact is based on the Environmental Assessment, which has been
evaluated by FHWA and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the environmental
issues and effects of the proposed project. The Environmental Assessment also provides
sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an environmental impact statement is not
required. The FHWA takes full responsibility for the y, scope, and content of the attached

Environmental Assessment. 7/%/ A
.

DATE FOR: RODNEY N. BM, P.E.
DIVISION ADMINISTRATOR
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

/2813




Certificate of Compliance

Clayton and Henry Counties
P.I. Numbers 0009156 and 0009157

I hereby certify that the Georgia Department of Transportation has considered the social,

economic and environmental effects of the project and has fulfilled the requirements of 23 USC
128 relating to public hearing requirements.

Georgia Department f Transportation
By: m

Title: State Environmental Admlmstrator

Date: /{ v, é?( oL




ENY]RONMENTAL PI#s: 0009156, 0009157| Counties: Clayton, Henry | Date Updated: 05/23/13| Stage: (FEA) | Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:
COMMITMENTS TABLE March 2013

Review Ig/These commitments are feasible. B/Plans incorporate the commitments. Air/Noise z i Are

(must be checked at all stages) (must be checked to certify for letting)

Project Manager (P. Engineer of Record (EOR) f [(EVig MC ]LW fe Eco m_ Hist

PM Signature/D ‘f’ 1>| EOR Signature/Date Zj/ b)u3 NEPA é'

A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)
Resource Name Additional Information Qensapaare ?f Repcidcy Correctly Shewn’
Transmittal Plan Sheet ERIT
A-1 Historic Horseshoe Farm No Adverse Effect; Refer to Plan Note C-1 Assessment of Effects - August 2011 Yes N/A
: - Historic Resources Survey Report
A2 Rowan House Outside of Area of Potential Effects R T g o1 2p Yes N/A
. . Historic Resources Survey Report

A-3 Brennan Farm Outside of Area of Potential Effects e Rt g Ol;p Yes N/A
A4 Intermittent Stream (IS) la 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A
A-5 IS 1a buffer e - Yes N/A
A-6 Perennial Stream 1b £ & Yes N/A
A-7 PS 1b buffer & o Yes N/A
A-8 Intermittent Stream 1c 3 & Yes N/A
A9 IS 1c buffer - £ Yes N/A
A-10 Ephemeral Stream 1c-1 £ Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
A-11 1c-1 buffer & 5 Yes N/A
A-12 Intermittent Stream 1c-2 = “ Yes N/A
A-13 1c-2 buffer s o Yes N/A
A-14 Intermittent Stream 1d “ Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A
A-15 IS 1d buffer £ = Yes N/A
A-16 WL 1d-1 * Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
A-17 Perennial Stream le . Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A
A-18 PS le buffer ks 8 Yes N/A
A-19 Ephemeral Stream le-1 by Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
A-20 le-1 buffer o = Yes N/A
A-21 Intermittent Stream le-2 b “ Yes N/A
A-22 le-2 buffer & = Yes N/A
A-23 Perennial Stream le-3 e = Yes N/A
A-24 1e-3 buffer “ : = Yes N/A
A-25 Ephemeral Stream le-4 “ = Yes N/A
A-26 le-4 buffer - £ Yes N/A
A-27 Intermittent Stream 1f = Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A




ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE
Resource Name
A-28 IS 1f buffer
A-29 Intermittent Stream 1
A-30 IS 1 buffer
A-31 NBSW 1h
A-32 Detention Basin 1i
A-33 1i buffer
A-34 Intermittent Stream 1°
A-35 IS 1" buffer
A-36 Intermittent Stream 1k
A-37 IS 1k buffer
A-38 Intermittent Stream 11
A-39 IS 11 buffer
A-40 Wetland 1m
A-41 Intermittent Stream In
A-42 IS 1n buffer
A-43 Perennial Stream lo
A-44 PS 1o buffer
A-45 Wetland 1
A-46 Perennial Stream 1
A-47 PS 1 buffer
A-48 Intermittent Stream 2a
A-49 IS 2a buffer
A-50 Wetland 2b
A-51 Wetland 2¢
A-52 Intermittent Stream 2d
A-53 IS 2d buffer
A-54 Wetland 2e
A-55 Wetland 2f
A-56 Perennial Stream 2
A-57 PS 2 buffer
A-58 Wetland 2g
Wetland 2h

A-59

PI#s: 0009156, 0009157 Counties: Clayton, Henry Date Updated: 05 23 2013 Stage: (FEA) Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:

March 2013

Additional Information

0.00 acre of im act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

[

Buffer Variance R uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
Buffer Variance R  uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of im act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
Buffer Variance R  uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of ~  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.23 acre of permanent impact; 0.10 ac of conversion impact; Refer
to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

0.002 ac of permanent impact; 0.006 ac of conversion impact; Refer

to Plan Note C-1 Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
55 linear feet (0.023 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3

Buffer Variance R uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1

0.27 acre of permanent impact; 0.04 of conversion impact; Refer to

Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

2

Name and Date of Report or
Transmittal
Ecolo Addendum October 2012

Ecolo

(13
13
3
£
“

Addendum Ma 2013

13

3
[

3

(3

[13

Ecology Addendum May 2013

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes NA
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A |
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A



ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE
Resource Name

A-60 Intermittent Stream 21
A-61 IS 2i buffer
A-62 Intermittent Stream 2°
A-63 IS 2" buffer
A-64 Wetland 2k
A-65 Perennial Stream 21
A-66 PS 21 buffer
A-67 Perennial Stream 3
A-68 PS 3 buffer
A-69 Wetland 3a
A-70 Intermittent Stream 3b
A-71 IS 3b buffer
A-72 Wetland 3¢
A-73 WL 4
A-74 Intermittent Stream 5
A-75 IS 5 buffer
A-76 Intermittent Stream 6
A-77 IS 6 buffer
A-78 NBSW 7
A-79 Detention Basin 7a
A-80 Intermittent Stream §
A-81 IS 8 buffer
A-82 WL 9
A-83 WL 10
A-84 NBSW 11
A-85 NBSW 11la
A-86 Perennial Stream 12
A-87 PS 12 buffer
A-88 WL 12a

Pl#s: 0009156, 0009157 Counties:
March 2013

Additional Information

3

Buffer Variance R uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of *  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

£

267 linear feet (0.06 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Buffer Variance R - uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
40 linear feet (0.023 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Antici - ated Buffer acts Exe .  ted; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of im : act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

[

3

3

Buffer Variance R  uired Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.001 ac of permanent impact; 0.006 ac of conversion impacts; 0.0
temporary impacts; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and
Miti ation D-3
act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

13

0.00 acre of

105 linear feet (0.06 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti  ation D-3
Antici - ated Buffer acts Exe . - ted; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.30 ac of permanent impact; 0.28 of conversion impact; 0.0
temporary impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and
Miti - ation D-3

Name and Date of Report or
Transmittal
Ecolo Addendum October 2012

Ecolo

Ecolo

13

Addendum Ma 2013

(13

Addendum October 2012

13

Ecology Addendum May 2013

3

ayton, Henry Date Updated: 05 23 2013 Stage: (FEA) Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
N/A

Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A



PI#s: 0009156, 0009157| Counties: Clayton, Henry | Date Updated: 05/23/2013| Stage: (FEA) | Date on Plans Reviewed by QES:

ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE Marcb2oS
Resource Name Additional Information NamelgndlDaie Pf Reporioy Correctly Shown?
Transmittal Plan Sheet ERIT
g : 150 linear feet (0.021 ac) of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit h
A-89 Intermittent Stream 12b D-2, and Mitigation D-3 Yes N/A
A-90 IS 12b buffer Buffer Variance Required; Refer to Plan Note C-1 £ Yes N/A
A-91 Perennial Stream 12c 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A
A-92 PS 12c buffer Anticipated Buffer Impacts Exempted; Refer to Plan Note C-1 5 Yes N/A
A-93 Intermittent Stream 12d 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 - Yes N/A
A-94 IS 12d buffer & s Yes N/A
v : 72 linear feet (0.01 ac) of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit
A-95 Intermittent Stream 12e D-2, and Mitigation D-3 Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
A-96 IS 12¢ buffer Anticipated Buffer Impacts Exempted; Refer to Plan Note C-1 3 Yes N/A
0.44 ac of permanent impact; 0.05 ac of conversion impact; 0.0
A-97 WL 12f temporary impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and e Yes N/A
Mitigation D-3
A-98 PerennisllStcamil2g 140 linear feet (0.039 ac) of pen(l:lfilnent impacts; Refer to Plan Note « Yes ST
A-99 PS 12g buffer Anticipated Buffer Impacts Exempted; Refer to Plan Note C-1 £ Yes N/A
A-100 WL 12h 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 Ecology Addendum — October 2012 Yes N/A
. 0.11 acre of permanent fill impact; 0.03 ac of conversion impact;
A-101 WL 12i Refer to Plan Note C-1 Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
. . 146 linear feet (0.027 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact; =
Acl02) (7 PeremniatSucam 1Y Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Mitigation D-3 e A
A-103 PS 12j buffer Buffer Variance Required; Refer to Plan Note C-1 & Yes N/A
0.001 acre of permanent fill impact; 0.002 ac of conversion impact; n
GO WL 1A Refer to Plan Note C-1 Y Na
A 90 linear feet (0.012 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact; -
R e Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Mitigation D-3 - 2
A-106 IS 121 buffer Anticipated Buffer Impacts Exempted; Refer to Plan Note C-1 “ Yes N/A
A-107 WL 13a 0.004 acre of conversion impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 = Yes N/A
A-108 Perennial Stream 13b 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 o Yes N/A
A-109 PS 13b buffer Buffer Variance Required; Refer to Plan Note C-1 o Yes N/A
A-110 WL 13c 0.00 acre of impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1 = Yes N/A
; 38 linear feet (0.01 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
A-111 Perennial Stream 13 Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Mitigation D-3 Ecology Addendum May 2013 Yes N/A
A-112 PS 13 buffer Buffer Variance Required; Refer to Plan Note C-1 & Yes N/A
0.01 ac of permanent fill impact; 0.002 ac of conversion impact; «
gl R Refer to Plan Note C-1 M b

4




ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE
Resource Name

A-114 Intermittent Stream 13e
A-115 IS 13e buffer
A-116 WL 13f
A-117 Perennial Stream 13
A-118 PS 13 buffer
A-119 E hemeral Stream 13h
A-120 13h buffer
A-121 Intermittent Stream 13i
A-122 IS 13i buffer
A-123 Intermittent Stream 13
A-124 IS 13 buffer
A-125 E hemeral Stream 13k
A-126 13k buffer
A-127 Intermittent Stream 14
A-128 IS 14 buffer
A-129 Perennial Stream 15
A-130 PS 15 buffer
A-131 Wetland 16a
A-132 Perennial Stream 16
A-133 PS 16 buffer
A-134 Intermittent Stream 16b
A-135 IS 16b buffer
A-136 WL 17
A-137 WL 18
A-138 WL 19a
A-139 Intermittent Stream 19
A-140 IS 19 buffer
A-141 E hemeral Stream 19b
A-142 19b buffer
A-143 WL 19¢
A-144 Intermittent Stream 19d

PI#s: 0009156, 0009157 Counties: Clayton, Henry Date Updated: 05 23 2013 Stage: (FEA) Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:

March 2013
Additional Information
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

Buffer Variance R uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

3

46 linear feet (0.049 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact:
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Antici ated Buffer acts Exe ted; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of im - act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

0.023 ac. permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact; Refer to Plan -

Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
0.15 ac permanent impact; 0.04 ac of conversion impacts; 0.0
temporary impact; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2 and
Miti - ation D-3
0.00 acre of " - act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
28 linear feet (0.003 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Buffer Variance R - uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of " - act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

3
(13

Name and Date of Report or

Ecolo
Ecolo

Transmittal

£
3
3

(3

Addendum October 2012

Addendum Ma 2013

(13

Ecology Addendum October 2012

Ecology Addendum May 2013

(13

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes NA
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A



ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE
Resource Name

A-145 IS 19d buffer
A-146 WL 19¢
A-147 Ephemeral Stream 19f
A-148 19f buffer
A-149 Perennial Stream 20a
A-150 PS 20a buffer
A-151 Intermittent Stream 20
A-152 IS 20 buffer
A-153 Perennial Stream 21
A-154 PS 21 buffer
A-155 Intermittent Stream 22
A-156 IS 22 buffer
A-157 Ephemeral Stream 23a
A-158 23a buffer
A-159 Intermittent Stream 23b
A-160 IS 23b buffer
A-161 Perennial Stream 23c
A-162 PS 23c buffer
A-163 Intermittent Stream 23d
A-164 IS 23d buffer
A-165 Intermittent Stream 23e
A-166 IS 23e buffer
A-167 Perennial Stream 23
A-168 PS 23 buffer
A-169 Perennial Stream 23f
A-170 PS 23f buffer
A-171 Intermittent Stream 24
A-172 IS 24 buffer
A-173 NBSW 25
A-174 NBSW 26

PI#s: 0009156, 0009157 Counties: Clayton, Henry Date Updated: 05 23 2013 Stage: (FEA) Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:

March 2013

Additional Information

(13

100 linear feet (0.009 ac) of permanent impact; 0.0 temporary
act; Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
0.00 acre of ©  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
Buffer Variance Re uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of im act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

25 linear feet (0.001 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Antici - ated Buffer acts Exe ted; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of " - act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

Buffer Variance R uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
0.00 acre of im act; Refer to Plan Note C-1
58 linear feet (0.004 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Buffer Variance R  uired; Refer to Plan Note C-1
121 linear feet (0.061 ac) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1, Permit D-2, and Miti ation D-3
Antici - ated Buffer acts Exem ted; Refer to Plan Note C-1,
0.00 acre of * -  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1

[
3
.

20 linear feet (0.001 ac.) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1

70 linear feet (0.010 ac.) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact;
Refer to Plan Note C-1

6

Name and Date of Report or
Transmittal

Ecolo Addendum October 2012

Ecology Addendum - May 2013

[
(3
(3
[13
[

3

Ecology Addendum - May 2013

[
&6
&
[

[

Ecology Addendum October 2012

[

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A
Yes N/A



ENVIRONMENTAL PI#s: 0009156, 0009157 Counties: ayton, Henry Date Updated: 05 23 2013 Stage: (FEA) Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:
COMMITMENTS TABLE March 2013
Resource Name Additional Information Name and Date of Report or Correctly Shown?
Transmittal Plan Sheet ERIT
20 linear feet (0.002 ac.) permanent impact; 0.0 temporary impact; «
A175 NBSW 27 Refzr to Plan Notl:e C-1 mporE TP Yes N/A
A-176 NBSW 27a 0.00 acre of ~  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1 « Yes N/A
A-177 NBSW 27a-1 « « Yes N/A
A-178 E hemeral Channel 27b “ “ Yes N/A
A-179 Detention Basin 27b-1 “ « Yes N/A
A-180  Detention Basin 27b-1 buffer “ « Yes N/A
A-181 NBSW 27¢ « “ Yes N/A
A-182 NBSW 27d « s Yes N/A
A-183 Intermittent Stream 27¢ « “ Yes N/A
A-184 IS 27¢ buffer “ “ Yes N/A
A-185 Water 27e-1 “ Ecolo Addendum - Ma 2013 Yes N/A
A-186 WL 27f « Ecolo Addendum October 2012 Yes N/A
A-187 NBSW 27 « « Yes N/A
A-188 Intermittent Stream 27h « « Yes N/A
A-189 IS 27h buffer “ « Yes N/A
A-190 Intermittent Stream 27i « “ Yes N/A
A-191 IS 27i buffer “ « Yes N/A
A-192 NBSW 27° «“ “ Yes N/A
A-193 Intermittent Stream 27k “ “ Yes N/A
A-194 IS 27k buffer « « Yes N/A
A-195 E hemeral Stream 27k-1 “ Ecolo = Addendum - Ma 2013 Yes N/A
A-196 IS 27k-1 buffer “ “ Yes N/A
A-197 Perennial Stream 271 0.00 acre of *  act; Refer to Plan Note C-1 Ecolo . Addendum October 2012 Yes N/A
A-198 PS buffer 271 « « Yes N/A
A-199 WL 27m «“ “ Yes N/A
A-200 WL 27m-1 « Ecolo Addendum Ma 2013 Yes N/A
A-201 Intermittent Stream 27n “ Ecolo Addendum October 2012 Yes N/A
A-202 IS 27n buffer « “ Yes N/A
A-203 Intermittent Stream 27n-1 « « Yes N/A
A-204 IS 27n-1 buffer “ « Yes NA
A-205 E hemeral Stream 27n-2 «“ Ecolo . Addendum Ma 2013 Yes N/A
A-206 27n-2 buffer “ « Yes N/A
A-207 NBSW 270 « Ecolo Addendum October 2012 Yes N/A
A-208 NBSW 27 “ « Yes N/A



PI#s: 0009156, 0009157| Counties: Clayton, Henry | Date Updated: 05/23/2013| Stage: (FEA) | Date on Plans Reviewed by OES:

ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS TABLE Marciizbe
"t Or vn?
Resource Name Additional Information NamelandiBale ?f Reporol CoecibyShon
Transmittal Plan Sheet ERIT
A-209 NBSW 27q £ & Yes N/A
A-210 NBSW 27t “ 5 Yes N/A
A-211 Intermittent Stream 27s 2 e Yes N/A
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), proposes to construct managed lanes in Henry and Clayton Counties
on Interstate 75 (1-75) south of Atlanta. Henry and Clayton Counties are located on the southern
side of the greater Atlanta metropolitan area and contain a mixture of urban and suburban
development. Managed lanes are highway facilities or a set of lanes where operational strategies
are proactively implemented and managed in response to changing conditions. Managed lanes
seek to optimize efficiency and performance by offering travel time savings and reliability
through the limiting of access to the lanes using either tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements.
The project, including inteligent transportation systems (ITS) infrastructure, begins
approximately two miles north of the [-75 southbound off ramp to SR 138 (Stockbridge
Highway) and approximately two miles north of SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) on [-675 in
Clayton County and ends approximately two miles south of the I-75 bridge over SR 155 for a
total length of approximately 18 miles.

S1 NEED AND PURPOSE

The project is needed to conform with local and regional planning, reduce trave time and
increase mobility, expand travel choices, include congestion pricing to expedite project ddivery,
relieve congestion, and accommodate regional growth and accessibility.

The proposed project is consistent with both regional and local planning efforts. Data on trave
time and level of service indicate that travel times have become unpredictable and congestion
occurs now and would worsen in the future. The general purpose lanes are currently the only
trave choice for users of [-75, including express buses and vanpools/carpools. Higher reliability
of travel times could provide inducements to greater usage of these alternative modes of trave.
The implementation of atolled project would ensure free flow of travel on the managed lanes as
wedl as expedite its construction based on the limited transportation funding available in the
foreseeable future. Henry and Clayton Counties have experienced considerable population and
employment growth, both of which generate pressure on the transportation network. The
proposed project would address these needs.

S.2 ALTERNATIVES
S2.1 Selected Alter native

The Selected Alternative, Alternative 1 as evaluated in the Draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) and identified therein as the Preferred Alternative, includes the construction of reversible,
barrier-separated, express toll lanes (ETL) and ITS infrastructure along 1-75 in Henry County
and Clayton Counties.. The ITS component of the project begins and ends approximately two
miles on ether side of the proposed express toll lanes. In Henry County, the ITS improvements
begin 2.1 miles south of the I-75 bridge over SR 155 and continue north along both 1-75 and I-
675 into Clayton County. Along I-75, the ITS component of the project ends 2.1 miles north of
the 1-75 southbound off-ramp to SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) and along 1-675, it ends 2.1
miles north of SR 138. Thetotal project length including the ITS component is 17.94 miles.

The express toll lanes begin in Henry County at the I-75 bridge over SR 155 and end in Clayton
County approximately 600 feet south of the I-75 southbound on-ramp from SR 138 and at SR
138 on I-675, for atotal length of 12.24 miles. From SR 155 to approximately one mile south of
Mt. Carmel Road, a single express toll lane would be constructed. The single lane would then
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transition to two reversible lanes, which would continue to the northern terminus of the facility,
where they would diverge, providing access to the I-75 general purpose lanes and a direct single-
lane connection to the median of 1-675, where the lane would then connect to the I-675 general
purpose lanes.

The following additional improvements are also proposed as part of the project:

e Replacement of existing Mt. Carmel Road bridge with a new two-lane, two-span bridge
to accommodate the reversible-lanes typical section and the widening of the general-
purpose lanes along I-75;

e A dedicated access ramp that would allow connection to the express toll lanes from
Jonesboro Road at Foster Drive, just east of the Jonesboro interchange with 1-75. The
proposed bridge as a part of this ramp consists of a 43.25-foot wide by 426-foot long
bridge. This was previously proposed as a 320-foot long bridge. The bridge was
lengthened to reduce wetland and stream impacts. Also, an additional span was added to
reduce superstructure cost and complexity. The ramp would require partial acquisition of
three parcels for right-of-way;

e Installation of a traffic signal and a left-turn turn lane along the northbound leg of the
intersection of Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road to meet future demand;

e Widening of the existing 1-75 overpass bridge at Flippen Road to accommodate the
reversible-lanes typical section;

e Addition of a new single span 1-675 bridge over the 1-75 northbound lanes to provide a
dedicated connection to 1-675;

e A dedicated 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound leg of Industrial Boulevard at
SR 20 to reduce the overall delay at the intersection;

e Modification of the southbound right turn movement at the intersection of SR 20 and I-75
southbound ramp to a free flow movement in order to reduce delay at the intersection and
improve the overall LOS of theintersection. The existing right-turn lane along
westbound SR 20 would be restriped and used as the third receiving lane. Thisthird lane
would then become exclusive right-turn lane at the intersection of SR 20 and NEC Drive;

e Addition of a 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound approach of Industrial
Boulevard at its intersection with SR 155. This would reduce the overall delay at the
intersection.

S22 Alter natives No Longer Under Consider ation

Two Alternatives were evaluated in the draft Environmental Assessment and are no longer under
consideration.

Alternative 2 - High Occupancy Toll-3+ (HOT-3+) lanes. These include the same lane
configuration and physical footprint as the express toll lanes in the Selected Alternative. The key
difference between HOT-3+ lanes (Alternative 2) and the Selected Alternative 1 is thetoll policy
and physical operations of the toll collection due to the occupancy requirements of HOT lanes.
Those vehicles that contain three or more passengers are designated as a high occupancy vehicle
(HOV-3+) and are exempt from paying the toll. Single occupant vehicles and HOV-2 vehicles
would be required to pay atoll. Therefore, Alternative 2 is defined as HOT-3+.
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GDOT is currently partnering with SRTA to perform an Investment Grade Traffic and Revenue
study. Results from this study are not yet available. However, based on previous Traffic and
Revenue estimates we anticipate that Alternative 2 could provide 5% less revenue than the
Selected Alternative. The additional revenue and reduced toll collection costs associated with
the Selected Alternative minimize this funding gap. This is the primary difference between the
Selected Alternative and Alternative 2. The Selected Alternative provides a more consistent
revenue stream and lower operations and maintenance costs than Alternative 2. Based on
analysis showing that Alternative 1 would be more effective for meeting the project’s need and
purpose, Alternative 1 has been identified as the Selected Alternative.

Alternative 3 - The no action or No-Build Alternative provides a basdline of conditions against
which to compare the Build Alternatives. Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed
managed lanes are not constructed and [-75 remains in its present configuration with three basic
through lanes in each direction from SR 155 in Henry County to SR 138 in Clayton County plus
auxiliary lanes between the 1-675 interchange and Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge
Road.

Five other alternatives were evaluated during the concept devel opment phase, but were dropped
from further consideration. These alternatives, which are discussed in Chapter 2 were:

Alternative 4 — General Purpose Lanes.
Alternative 5 — High-Occupancy V ehicle Reversible Lanes
Alternative 6 — Concurrent Managed Lanes

Alternative 7 — Shift northbound I-75 (instead of southbound 1-75, as currently proposed in the
Selected Alternative) to make adequate space for the managed lanes facility.

Alternative 8 — Selected Alternative or Alternative 2 with dedicated access to the managed lanes
via Mt. Carme Road.
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S3 ABILITY TOMEET NEEDS

All of the developed alternatives went through a screening process to determine their individual
ability to meet the need and purpose of the project. A summary of the ability of each alternative
to meet the need and purpose is provided here. A detailed examination of the alternatives
appears in Chapter 2.

S31 Consistency with Regional Transportation Planning I nitiatives

The Selected Alternative and Alternatives 2, 7, and 8 are consistent with regional planning.
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are not. Alternative 6 is consistent but was not recommended for further
study at a more preliminary stage.

S3.2 Unreliable Travel Times and Impaired M obility

The Selected Alternative and Alternative 2 maximize travel time savings and mobility .
Alternatives 3 and 4 do not address either need. Alternative 5 addresses this need for transit and
vanpools that would utilize a managed lane system. Alternative 6 does not address peak
direction congestion as well as the Selected Alternative or Alternative 2. Alternative 7 does meet
this need but causes safety issues on other areas of the roadway network. Alternative 8 meets
this need but has potential community impacts.

S.3.3 Lack of Travel Choices

The Sedlected Alternative expands travel choices for transit, vanpools, and emergency vehicles
that can use the managed lanes for free. Others have the option of paying thetoll. Alternative 2
expands travel choices for transit, carpools, vanpools, emergency vehicles, and HOV-3+.
Single-occupant vehicles and HOV -2 vehicles have the option of paying the toll. Alternative 3
does not expand travel choice because no other modes are proposed as a part of the No-Build
condition. Alternative 4 does not expand travel choice because additional general purpose lanes
do not provide an additional travel choice. Alternative 5 expands travel choices for transit,
vanpools, emergency vehicles, and HOV-3+ vehicles. Alternative 6 expands travel choices for
transit, vanpools, emergency vehicles, and HOV-3+ vehicles but with only one lane in each
direction. Alternatives 7 and 8 expand travel choices for carpools, vanpools, and transit.

S34 Tolling for Financing

The Selected Alternative provides revenue for financing the project. Alternative 2 provides 5%
less revenue than the Selected Alternative. This need is inapplicable for Alternative 3.
Alternatives 4 and 5 provide no financing for the project because neither include a tolling
component. Alternative 6 could potentially have higher toll rates to keep a single peak managed
lane functioning at free flow, but would not provide the same amount of revenue as the Selected
Alternative. Alternatives 7 and 8 both provide the same amount of revenue for the project as the
Selected Alternative.

S35 Reduce Congestion by Adding Transportation Capacity

The Selected Alternative and Alternative 2 reduce congestion. Alternative 3 does not reduce
congestion. Alternative 4 may reduce some congestion in the short-term. Alternatives 5, 6, 7
and 8 reduce congestion but the capacity added would not be as efficiently utilized as under the
Selected Alternative or Alternative 2 based on Leve of Service and density analysis.
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S.3.6 Accommodate Regional Growth and Accessibility

The Selected Alternative and Alternative 2, 7 and 8 accommodate regional growth. Alternative 3
does not address this issue. Alternative 4 may accommodate growth, but only in the short-term.
Alternative 5 accommodates growth but not to the same extent as the managed lanes due to HOV
lane capacity ether exceeding or falling short of demand. Alternative 6 accommodates growth
but potentially not to the same extent as the reversible lanes.

S4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Table S1 presents the comparative environmental impacts of the selected and no build
alternatives. Based on analysis in the Draft Environmental Assessment, Alternative 1 has been
identified as the Selected Alternative. In compliance with 23 USC 101(e) for minimization of
paperwork, the Selected Alternative is still referred to as Alternative 1 or ETL in all Special
Studies and Technical Memoranda on file at GDOT' s Office of Environmental Services.
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Table S-1. Summary of Impacts

Alternative 3
Impact Category Selected Alternative (ETL) No-Build
7 acres of right-of-way
Land Use Changes acquisition 0
Economics/Potential Business
Relocations 0 0
Potential Residential Relocations 0 0
Community Cohesion 0 0
Churches and Institutions Affected 0 0
Community Impacts/Environmental Adverse but not
Justice disproportionately high 0
Historic Resources within APE 1 - No Adverse Effect 0
Archaeological Resources within
APE 0 0
Parkslands/Recreations
Areas/Wildlife Refuges/Section
4(f)/Section 6(f) 0 0
Water Quality No Significant Impacts No Significant Impacts
Stream Impacts: Length (linear feet) 1,356
Acres 0.402 0
Wetland Permanent Impacts (acres) 153
Conversion Im pacts (acres) 0.56 0
Floodplains 0 0
Farmlands 0 0
Federal and State Protected Species 1 - No Significant Adverse
Affected Effect 0
Wildlife and Habitat Minimal Effects No Effects
Number of Impacted Receivers 237 193
Number of Impacted Receptors 606 452
Number of Noise Walls Feasible and
Reasonable 9 0
Violations of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards 0 0
UST</Hazardous Waste Sites 0 0

Note: Summary from Environmental Assessment.
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|. NEED AND PURPOSE
A. Introduction

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), proposes to construct managed lanes in Henry and Clayton Counties
on Interstate 75 (1-75) south of Atlanta. Henry and Clayton Counties are located on the southern
side of the greater Atlanta metropolitan area and contain a mixture of urban and suburban
development. Both counties are members of the ten-county Atlanta Regional Commission
(ARC), the designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) in the Atlanta region.

The project, including inteligent transportation systems (ITS) infrastructure, begins
approximately two miles south of the 1-75 bridge over SR 155 and ends approximately two miles
north of the I-75 southbound off ramp to SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) and approximately two
miles north of SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) on 1-675 in Clayton County for a total length of
approximately 18 miles (Figure 1).

Managed lanes are highway facilities or a set of lanes where operational strategies are
proactively implemented and managed in response to changing conditions. Managed lanes seek
to optimize efficiency and performance by offering travel time savings and reliability through the
limiting of access to the lanes using either tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements.

The project is needed to conform with local and regional planning, reduce travel time and
increase mobility, expand travel choices, include congestion pricing to expedite project ddivery,
relieve congestion, and accommodate regional growth and accessibility.

B. Project Need
1. Consistency with Regional Transportation Planning I nitiatives

Like many urban areas, the Atlanta region experiences acute congestion on its transportation
system. The ARC forecasts that 2.3 million more people will move to this region in the next 25
years, further adding to interstate travel demand. The ARC adopted Plan 2040: Blueprint for
the Future of the Atlanta Region and the Plan 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the
18-county Atlanta metropolitan area in July 2011. The RTP addresses current and expected
needs on the region’s transportation system through the year 2040. The RTP is the direct result
of a comprehensive, cooperative, and continuous process conducted by ARC, local governments,
and the GDOT in cooperation with the Federal Highway and Federal Transit Administrations.
These administrations found that Plan 2040 conforms with the transportation requirements of the
Clean Air Act (40 CFR 93) on September 6, 2011.

The ARC and GDOT have further recognized that traditional highway capacity expansion alone
is unlikely to satisfactorily meet the growing interstate travel demand because such expansion
has become increasingly expensive and unaffordable, and the human impacts and physical
constraints in a highly urbanized area make it exceedingly difficult to implement. Traditional
expansion, such as general purpose lanes, is increasingly expensive because of funding issues
within the state governments. In urban areas like Metro Atlanta, the right-of-way costs and
construction costs are high, and environmental and societal impacts also contribute to escalating
costs. As mentioned in the Managed Lanes Primer section of FHWA'’s Freeway Management
and Operations Book, it can be understood that “increasing vehicle miles traveled with limited
roadway expansion has led to serious traffic congestion in the nation's urban centers’. Whileit is
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Figure 1. Project Location



commonly understood that people place a high value on reaching their destinations in a timely
manner, it is also recognized that people place a high value on the ability to reach ther
destinations in a reliable manner. The existing interstates in Metro-Atlanta have become so
congested in recent years that the current system cannot provide reliable travel times in peak
hours.

To address transportation users demand for reliable travel time, the ARC and GDOT have
proposed a system of managed lanes. Managed lanes are restricted by some combination of
eigibility (number of people in the vehicle or type of vehicle) and/or pricing (talls).
Accordingly, on June 21, 2007, the Georgia State Transportation Board adopted policies to:

e Implement new capacity lanes within limited access corridors in Metro-Atlanta as managed
lanes;

e Promote more reliable mobility in the managed lanes; and

e Utilize various management concepts such as eligibility, congestion pricing, and/or
accessibility as appropriate, tailoring each solution to individual corridor needs within the
context of a system-wide plan.

Further, on June 27, 2007, ARC adopted managed lane policies as guidance for decisions in
development of the regional transportation plan and transportation improvement program and in
future planning decisions. Among the policies were the following:

e Congestion management is the primary goal of the managed lane system.
e The managed lane system is intended to provide reliable travel timesto all users.

« Implementation of managed lanes would occur within the context of a regional managed lane
system.

A detailed multi-step evaluation was conducted, starting in 2007 to assess goals, objectives of
managed lanes, the justification and benefits associated with managed lanes, the evaluation
frame work, and to devel op an implementation plan. High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) - 3+ emerged
from this process as the recommended digibility policy for the managed lane system. Under the
HOT-3+ palicy, high-occupancy vehicles with 3 or more occupants are permitted in the managed
lanes at no charge, as are motorcycles, alternative fue vehicles, and emergency vehicles. The
managed lanes can also accommodate 60 buses per hour at no charge. Vehicles with one or two
occupants can access the managed lanes by paying atoll. The recommended tolling strategy is
designed to maximize lane utilization through variable tolling with a targeted speed in the
managed lanes of 45 mph. In addition, the managed lanes are recommended to be separated
from general purpose lanes through barrier or buffer separation, depending on the needs of the
corridor. Another key assumption was that the managed lanes would, for the most part, be
created by either converting existing HOV lanes or through new construction. General purpose
lane conversion was considered only where construction of the recommended number of lanesis
infeasible.

Subsequently, on December 10, 2009, the State Transportation Board approved the Atlanta
Regional Managed Lane System Plan (MLSP) to be used as a guide by GDOT in deve oping
individual managed lane projects within Metro-Atlanta. The MLSP proposed a tiered approach
to provide for a systematic implementation plan for ultimate completion of the regional system
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of managed lanes. Tier 1 projects include the most critical corridors to be implemented earliest
in the devel opment of the overall system.

I-75 south of Atlantais recognized as one of the most traveled highways in the Atlantaregion. |-
75 provides the primary north-south connection between employment centers in the Atlanta
metropolitan area and the fast-growing residential areas in Henry County and areas south of
Henry County. It also servesintercity and interstate travel beyond the Atlanta metropolitan area.
[-75 has three basic through lanes in each direction from SR 155 in Henry County to SR 138 in
Clayton County plus a southbound auxiliary lane between the 1-675 interchange and Eagles
Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road.

This section of 1-75 is among the Tier 1 project corridors identified in the MLSP, and two
projects (GDOT P.I. Numbers 0009156 and 0009157) are included in the conforming Plan 2040
Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRTP) and the FY2012-2017 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP), as adopted by the ARC on August 17, 2012 (AR-ML-630 and AR-
ML-640). The Plan 2040 CLRTP recommends managed lanes to be constructed within the I-75
right-of-way from SR 155 to SR 138. The project is also consistent with the Joint Henry
County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan adopted in 2007. The proposed project is
therefore fully consistent with regional and local planning efforts.

2. Unreliable Travel Timesand Impaired M obility

As the south Atlanta metropolitan area continues to grow, increased travel demands are placed
on the existing roadway network. This trend is evident in the growing traffic volumes on the
interstates. According to the ARC, 36% of the average daily vehicle miles traveled in the MPO
was on interstates and freeways (2010 Transportation Fact Book, ARC, 2010). Travel demand
is projected to increase throughout the southern portion of the Atlanta region as population and
employment opportunities continue to increase over the next twenty years. GDOT historical
(1987-2010) traffic count data was collected for 1-75 and the major cross roads within the
project corridor. Regression analysis indicated that during the period from 1987 to 2006, 1-75
traffic had been growing at an average rate of over approximately 11 percent per year (computed
linearly) and the cross roads traffic had been growing at an average rate of approximatdy 13
percent per year. Beginning in 2007, traffic volumes began to decline, most likely as the
economy slowed down and then entered into a recession in 2008; the average annual traffic
growth decreased from 2006 to 2010 isjust over 1 percent per year. Datain 2010 indicates some
recovery may have begun to occur as 2010 volumes are higher than 2009; however, they still
remain below 2006 data. Existing (2010) average daily traffic for 1-75 from SR 155 to SR 138
ranges from 103,200 to 147,880 vehicles per day. The ARC Plan 2040 model was used to
develop future forecasts. The average projected annual growth on all sections of the corridor
between SR 138 and SR 155 ranges between 1.4% and 2.5% between 2009 and 2015 and
between 1.2% and 1.4% between 2015 and 2035 year. More detail on the traffic analysis can be
found in the Traffic Sudy: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, on file with GDOT’s
Office of Environmental Services.

As increasing traffic volumes approach and exceed the capacity of the roadway, congestion
occurs, which results in reduced speeds and increased travel times. Table 1 shows estimated
peak period travel times and speeds within the limits of the proposed project. Travel times are
substantially higher and travel speeds are substantially lower than could be achieved if travel at
the posted speed limit were possible. However, existing and forecasted future congestion during
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the peak hour does not permit travel at the posted speed limit during the peak hour. Under
existing conditions, average travel times within the limits of the proposed project are 4.7-5.6
minutes higher during the peak hours than travel times at the posted speed limit. By the design
year 2035, the average travel times are expected to be 8.8 to 16.3 minutes higher during the peak
hours than the travel times at the posted speed limit (Table 1).

The No-Build and Build condition include other projects funded for construction in the region
listed in the Plan 2040 CLRTP and the most recent TIP (FY2012-2017) . All of these are
detailed in Chapter 2, however, two projects are of particular note because they occur on this
project corridor: improvements to the I-75 and Jodeco Road interchange (P.I. No. 312160;
expected completion date 4/30/2015) and the 1-75 northbound auxiliary lane between Eagles
Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road and 1-675 (P.I. No. 0010126; expected completion date
12/31/2013). The Jodeco Road interchange improvement includes: three through lanes in each
direction; an additional right turn lane from the southbound 1-75 off-ramp; an additional left turn
lane from eastbound Jodeco Road to northbound 1-75 traffic and a longer two lane section on the
ramp; and an additional left turn lane from the 1-75 northbound off-ramp to westbound Jodeco
Road.

Table1l. Travel Timesand Speeds. Existing and No-Build Conditions

Peak Tr affic Average Travel Travel Time at Average Travel
Y ear/Scenario Dir ection Time Through | Posted Speed of 65 | Speed Through
Project Limits mph Project Limits
- NB (AM) 16.0 min. 11.3 min 49 mph
2010 Existing B (PM) 16.9 min. 113 min 48 mph
. NB (AM) 17.5 min. 11.3 min 45 mph
2015 No-Build B (PM) 19.7 min. 113 min 42 mph
R NB (AM) 20.1 min. 11.3 min 42 mph
2035 No-Build SB (PM) 27.6 min. 11.3min 33 mph

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Note: Travel times and speeds were calculated using VISSIM, a micro-scale traffic flow smulation model based on
roadway parameters and driver behavior. The model outputs the average time that the simulated vehicles take to
travel from one end of a freeway segment to the other — the average isfor al vehicles during the simulation period.

The above discussion and table illustrate the recurring daily congestion resulting from travel
demand exceeding available highway capacity, resulting in slower travel speeds and increased
travel times. However, while the average travel timeis increasing, the variability of trave time
isincreasing as well. As traffic flows approach and exceed capacity, the higher traffic densities
result in vehicles being more closely spaced, increasing the interaction among vehicles and
distractions to drivers. The flow becomes unstable and abrupt stop-and-go traffic movements
occur. Because of the unstable nature of the traffic flow, the exact onset, severity, and frequency
of the congested conditions are difficult to predict and the actual travel time may vary
considerably from the average from one day to the next, especially when crashes or breakdowns
result in lane restrictions or closures. Such non-recurring congestion (non-recurring because it
happens differently every day) increases the unreliability of travel timesin the corridor. Because
of the unreiable travel times, people must allow extra time for travel during more congested
conditions to be sure that they will arrive at their destinations on time. This additional “buffer
time’ is not captured in the measurements and forecasts of average travel times on a section of
roadway.



The Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) each year conducts an assessment of
the performance of Atlanta’'s regional transportation system. One of the categories of
performance is mobility, the ease and rdiability with which an individual vehicle can travel on
the road network. One measure that GRTA uses to assess mobility on a number of freeway
sections in the Atlanta metropolitan area is the buffer time index (BTI), a measure of trip
reliability. The BTI represents the extra time (or buffer) that a traveler needs to add to a
congested trip time to consistently arrive on time 19 out of 20 times. The BTI is expressed as a
percentage of the average congested trip time. For example, for the same 5:00 o' clock evening
trip on a section of [-75 that might take on average about 20 minutes, a traveler may need to
allow for a buffer of 40 percent to be on time 19 out of 20 times. In other words, this traveler
needs to allow about 8 extra minutes for a total of 28 minutes (40 percent more time than 20
minutes), to be sure of arriving on time 19 out of 20 times. A lower BTI percentage (closer to 0)
is better. More information on BTl index and its usefulness can be found in the 2010
Transportation Metropolitan Atlanta Performance Report by GRTA. This document sets
performance measures for tracking the performance of the transportation system in Metropolitan
Atlanta. Measures are organized in six general categories—Mobility, Transit Accessibility, Air
Quality, Safety, Customer Satisfaction, and Transportation System Performance.

The data compiled by GRTA in the 2010 Transportation Metropolitan Atlanta Performance
Report for 2009 conditions do not include a freeway section directly comparable to the section
within the limits of the proposed project. However, they do include a section of [-75 between
Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road and 1-285 to the north. Based on freeway travel
data compiled for that section, travelers along the peak directional flow of 1-75 must allow an
additional 27 percent of their travel time northbound in the AM peak and an additional 67
percent of their travel time southbound in the PM peak as a “buffer” to ensure on-time arrival
during peak trave periods (GRTA, 2010, pp. 16-19).

The breakdown in travel conditions can also be measured by levd of service (LOS), arating that
identifies the degree of congestion on a roadway. LOS for this project was calculated using
Highway Capacity Software (HCS). LOS for individual freeway segments, and merges and
diverges, is based on vehicle density. The LOS scale uses |etter grades ranging from A to F,
with LOS A indicating free flow of traffic at low densities and high speeds, and LOS F
indicating severe congestion and impeded traffic flow at high densities and low speeds.

[-75 within the project limits is classified as an urban principal arterial. LOS A through D are
considered desirable LOS for an urban principal arterial; LOS E and F are considered
undesirable. Due to commuter traffic utilizing the I-75 corridor as one of the main routes into
and out of Atlanta, congestion is more prevalent on I-75 northbound in the morning peak and |-
75 southbound in the afternoon peak. The traffic directional split during the AM peak hour is
65% northbound and 35% southbound and during the PM peak hour is 53% southbound and
47% northbound. The directional flow and its impact on traffic operations are described further
below. The traffic analyses for both the No-Build and Build conditions included the interchange
configuration under construction for 1-75 and Jodeco Road, which is detailed previously.

Tables 2, 3 and 4 show No-Build condition LOS grades for 7 freeway (general purpose lane)
segments along the project corridor in the existing, opening, and design years. Also shown in the
tables are LOS grades for two freeway segments immediately north of the northern project
terminus, one on 1-75 and one on 1-675, and grades for the one freeway segment immediatdy
south of the southern terminus, present on [-75 only. Both am and pm peak periods and
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southbound and northbound directions are shown, bringing the total LOS grades for the project
corridor to 28 and the total grades for beyond the project corridor to 12.

Set apart by bold borders are the 14 grades for the peak hour directions (north in the am and
south in the pm). It isimportant to note a general pattern: all of the undesirable LOS grades in
the three tables occur in the peak hour direction.

The data reveal a reiability and congestion problem in the design year. For the existing and
opening years, all segments operate in the desirable LOS range (Tables 2 and 3). However, by
the design year, four of the peak hour direction movements within the project termini have
degraded to an undesirable level (LOS E or F), and an additional movement beyond the project
termini has degraded to a LOS E (Table 4). It can be seen that that congestion and rdiability
concerns become most acute in the 2035 PM period, during which time three of the seven
southbound segments would operate at an undesirable LOS (Table 4).



Table 2. Freeway Capacity Analysis Summary: Existing Condition 2010

L ocation AM PM
Density Density
From To (pc/mifin) LOS (pc/mifin) LOS
I-75 southbound (SB)
Mt. Zion Rd. SR 138* 9.6 A 16.3 B
SR 138 I-675 11.8 B 15.1 B
1-675 Hudson Br_idge Rd./Eagles 13.7 B 208
Landing Pkwy.

Huason Briage Rd/ Eagles Jodeco Rd. 17.1 B 30.8 D
Landing Pkwy.

Jodeco Rd. Jonesboro Rd. 17.5 B 29.7 D

Jonesboro Rd. SR 20/SR 81 16.1 B 24.4 C

SR 20/SR 81 SR 155 13.0 B 18.4 C

SR 155 South of SR 155* 10.2 A 14.0 B

1-675 SB
North of SR 138 SR 138* 10.8 A 27.6 D
SR 138 South of SR 138 9.5 A 17.7 B
I-75 northbound (NB)

South of SR 155 SR 155* 15.5 B 12.7 B

SR 155 SR 20/SR 81 18.1 C 14.0 B

SR 20/SR 81 Jonesboro Rd. 20.9 C 17.2 B

Jonesboro Rd. Jodeco Rd. 24.6 C 19.6 C

Jodeco Rd. Huason Briage Rd /Eagles 284 D 192 c

Landing Pkwy.
Hudson Br_ldge Rd./Eagles 1-675 302 D 198

Landing Pkwy.

I-675 SR 138 15.4 B 12.7 B

SR 138 Mt. Zion Rd.* 16.4 B 10.8 A

I-675 NB
South of SR 138 SR 138 17.9 B 9.8 A
SR 138 North of SR 138* 21.2 C 10.9 A

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Note: For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 passenger cargmile/lane (pc/mi/ln); LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/ln;
LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/ln; LOS D=26-36 pc/mi/ln; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/In; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/ln.
*Beyond project termini.



Table 3. Freeway Capacity Analysis Summary: No-Build Condition 2015

L ocation AM PM
Density Density
From To (pc/mifin) LOS (pc/mi/in) LOS
I-75 southbound (SB)
Mt. Zion Rd. SR 138* 10.1 A 17.5 B
SR 138 I-675 12.3 B 16.5 B
1-675 Hudson Br?dge Rd./Eagles 14.2 B 216
Landing Pkwy.

Huason Briage Rd /Eagles Jodeco Rd. 17.8 B 336 D
Landing Pkwy.

Jodeco Rd. Jonesboro Rd. 18.1 C 31.7 D

Jonesboro Rd. SR 20/SR 81 16.8 B 26.5 D

SR 20/SR 81 SR 155 13.7 B 19.7 C

SR 155 South of SR 155* 11.1 B 15.3 B

1-675 SB
North of SR 138 SR 138* 113 B 29.6 D
SR 138 South of SR 138 10.0 A 19.4 C
I-75 northbound (NB)

South of SR 155 SR 155* 16.8 B 14.0 B

SR 155 SR 20/SR 81 19.3 C 14.9 B

SR 20/SR 81 Jonesboro Rd. 22.5 C 18.1 C

Jonesboro Rd. Jodeco Rd. 26.1 D 20.2 C

Jodeco Rd. Hudson Bridge Rd/Eagles | 45 ¢ D 20.1 c

Landing Pkwy.

Hudson Br!dge Rd./Eagles 1-675 232 C 15.4 B
Landing Pkwy.

I-675 SR 138 16.8 B 13.5 B

SR 138 Mt. Zion Rd.* 17.6 B 11.6 B

1-675 NB
South of SR 138 SR 138 19.2 C 10.5 A
SR 138 North of SR 138* 22.7 C 11.6 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.
Notes: For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/ln; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/In; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/ln;
LOS D=26-36 pc/mi/ln; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/ln; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/in.
*Beyond project termini.



Table 4. Freeway Capacity Analysis Summary: No-Build Condition 2035

L ocation AM PM
Density Density
From To (pc/mi/in) LOS (pc/mi/in) LOS
I-75 southbound (SB)

Mt. Zion Rd. SR 138* 11.7 B 22.3 C

SR 138 I-675 14.0 B 22.5 C

1-675 Hudson Br?dge Rd./Eagles 165 B 346 D

Landing Pkwy.

Huason Briage Rd /Eagles Jodeco R, 20.9 c 47.4 F
Landing Pkwy.

Jodeco Rd. Jonesboro Rd. 20.7 C 39.9 E

Jonesboro Rd. SR 20/SR 81 19.8 C 36.0 E

SR 20/SR 81 SR 155 16.9 B 25.0 C

SR 155 South of SR 155* 15.0 B 20.7 C

1-675 SB
North of SR 138 SR 138* 13.1 B 38.9 E
SR 138 South of SR 138 11.6 B 27.3 D
[-75 northbound (NB)

South of SR 155 SR 155* 21.9 C 19.4 C

SR 155 SR 20/SR 81 24.8 C 18.6 C

SR 20/SR 81 Jonesboro Rd. 30.0 D 21.9 C

Jonesboro Rd. Jodeco Rd. 33.2 D 224 C

Jodeco Rd. Hudson Bridge Rd/Eagles | 4, g E 237 c

Landing Pkwy.
Hudson Br!dge Rd./Eagles 1-675 332 D 195

Landing Pkwy.

I-675 SR 138 22.9 C 16.7 B

SR 138 Mt. Zion Rd.* 23.1 C 14.7 B

1-675 NB
South of SR 138 SR 138 24.7 C 13.1 B
SR 138 North of SR 138* 29.0 D 14.4 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes: For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/In; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/In; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/In; LOS
D=26-36 pc/mi/In; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/ln; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/ln.
Yellow shading indicates LOS E, while orangeisLOSF.

*Beyond project termini.
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Of the 12 LOS grades for segments beyond the termini in Tables 2-4, one peak hour movement is
undesirable (LOS E) in 2035. This is the southbound movement on 1-675 from north of SR 138
to SR 138 in the pm peak hour. Since this freeway segment is beyond the northern terminus of
the project, it isdiscussed in the Logical Termini section of this document.

It should be noted that during the capacity analysis, there were several roadway sections that
required different analysis than a standard freeway segment. These special cases for freeway
sections were analyzed following Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methods: 1) when
capacity for a basic freeway segment was exceeded, density would not be calculated and the
LOS would be F; 2) for a single lane off-ramp with lane drop, only capacity check would be
performed for the ramp roadway and no density value would be reported; and 3) for a major
merge area, capacity check would be performed for upstream and downstream freeway segments
and ramp roadway, and no density value would be reported. These special cases are represented
as asterisks in the tables and defined in the individual table notes.

The capacity analysis of ramp merge and diverge areas (on-ramps and off-ramps) indicates that
all 60 would operate at LOS D or better during both am and pm peak hours during existing
conditions (Table 5). Under 2015 No-Build Conditions, 58 ramps would operate at LOS D or
better in both peak hours, , and one location in each peak hour would operate at an undesirable
LOS E (Table 6). For the 2035 No-Build Conditions, nine locations would operate at an
undesirable LOS of E or F (Table 7). In general, there is a geographic correspondence between
the locations of LOS E/F freeway segments and LOS E/F ramp locations based on high traffic
demands.
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Table 5. Ramp M erge and Diver ge Capacity Analysis Summary: Existing Condition 2010

AM PM
Type L ocation Density Density
oomiin) | 595 | (pominny | LOS
I-75 southbound (SB)
Capacity not Capacity not
Off-Ramp ToSR 138 * exceeded * exceeded
On-Ramp From SR 138 15.8 B 19.0 B
Capacity not Capacity not

On-Ramp From 1-675 *x exceeded *x exceeded
Off-Ramp To Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles 11.2 B 16.4 B

Landing Pkwy.
On-Ramp From Hudson_Bridge Rd./Eagles 183 B 28.9 D

Landing Pkwy.
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 23.3 C 324 D
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. 21.7 C 30.8 D
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 24.0 C 32.5 D
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 18.4 B 25.5 C
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 23.0 C 30.5 D
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 16.2 B 22.0 C
Off-Ramp To SR 155 17.2 B 235 C
On-Ramp From SR 155 7.5 A 11.8 B

I-675 SB
Off-Ramp To SR 138 16.1 B 34.0 D
On-Ramp From SR 138 14.0 B 23.1 C
I-75 northbound (NB)

Off-Ramp To SR 155 12.6 B 9.4 A
On-Ramp From SR 155 20.6 C 15.9 B
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 23.9 C 19.5 B
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 25.2 C 22.0 C
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 25.8 C 22.4 C
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 28.2 D 23.8 C
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 31.6 D 27.1 C
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. 30.8 D 22.5 C
Off-Ramp To Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles 346 D 270 C

Landing Pkwy.
On-Ramp From Hudson_Bridge Rd./Eagles 133 B 30 A

Landing Pkwy.
Off-Ramp Tol-675 16.6 B 11.8 B
Off-Ramp To SR 138 19.3 B 16.3 B
On-Ramp From SR 138 24.1 C 15.0 B

1-675 NB

Off-Ramp To SR 138 24.9 C 14.8 B
On-Ramp From SR 138 23.6 C 12.7 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes: * Thisisasingle lane off-ramp with lane drop and analyzed asa ramp roadway for capacity check.
** Thisis a maor merge area and capacity check was performed for upstream and downstream freeway
and the ramp.
For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/ln; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/ln; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/ln; LOS
D=26-36 pc/mi/In; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/ln; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/ln.
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Table 6. Ramp Merge and Diver ge Capacity Analysis. No-Build Condition 2015

AM PM
Type L ocation Density Density
ocmiin) | SO | ominny | FOS
I-75 southbound (SB)

Off-Ramp To SR 138 . Capaatty not . Capaatty not
On-Ramp From SR 138 16.3 B 19.9 B
On-Ramp From 1-675 *x ngpgeg"t *x ngpgeg"t
Off-Ramp To Hudson Bri dge Rd./Eagles N Capacity not N Capacity not

Landing Pkwy. exceeded exceeded
On-Ramp From Hudson_Bridge Rd./Eagles 191 B 306 D

Landing Pkwy.
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 22.5 C 33.9 D
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. 21.6 C 32.3 D
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 24.7 C 334 D
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 19.1 B 27.2 C
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 23.7 C 319 D
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 17.0 B 23.2 C
Off-Ramp To SR 155 18.0 B 24.7 C
On-Ramp From SR 155 8.7 A 13.3 B

1-675 SB
Off-Ramp To SR 138 16.7 B 35.5 E
On-Ramp From SR 138 14.5 B 24.9 C
I-75 northbound (NB)

Off-Ramp To SR 155 14.1 B 11.1 B
On-Ramp From SR 155 21.9 C 16.9 B
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 25.1 C 20.6 C
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 26.6 C 23.0 C
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 27.1 C 234 C
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 29.3 D 24.2 C
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 33.0 D 27.6 C
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. 32.6 D 23.6 C
Off-Ramp To Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles 36.3 E 279 C

Landing Pkwy.
On-Ramp From Hudson_Bridge Rd./Eagles o Capacity not o Capacity not

Landing Pkwy. exceeded exceeded
Off-Ramp Tol-675 * Capaatty not * Capaatty not
Off-Ramp To SR 138 20.6 C 17.2 B
On-Ramp From SR 138 18.2 B 12.9 B

1-675 NB

Off-Ramp To SR 138 26.4 C 15.7 B
On-Ramp From SR 138 24.9 C 13.6 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes:

* Thisisasingle lane off-ramp with lane drop and analyzed as a ramp roadway for capacity check.

** Thisis a maor merge area and capacity check was performed for upstream and downstream freeway
and the ramp.
For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/ln; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/ln; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/ln; LOS
D=26-36 pc/mi/ln; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/ln; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/In. Y ellow shading indicates LOS E.

13




Table 7. Ramp Merge and Diver ge Capacity Analysis. No-Build Condition 2035

AM PM
Type L ocation Density Density
oomiin) | 9% | eminny | “OS
I-75 southbound (SB)
Off-Ramp ToSR 138 . ngpgeg"t . ngpgeg"t
On-Ramp From SR 138 18.2 B 25.0 C
On-Ramp From 1-675 *x ngpgeg"t *x ngpgeg"t
Off-Ram To Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles Landing N Capacity not N Capacity not
P Pkwy. exceeded exceeded
On-Ramp From Hudson_Brldge Rd./Eagles 220 C .
Landing Pkwy.
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 27.2 C *xk F
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. 24.8 C *xk F
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 27.1 C *xk F
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 22.0 C 33.3 D
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 26.5 C 36.5 E
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 20.6 C 27.6 D
Off-Ramp To SR 155 21.3 C 28.6 D
On-Ramp From SR 155 13.2 B 19.2 B
1-675 SB
Off-Ramp To SR 138 19.1 B 40.8 F
On-Ramp From SR 138 16.3 B 314 D
I-75 northbound (NB)
Off-Ramp To SR 155 19.2 B 17.3 B
On-Ramp From SR 155 27.2 C 20.7 C
Off-Ramp To SR 20/SR 81 27.8 C 24.5 C
On-Ramp From SR 20/SR 81 319 D 26.4 C
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. 31.8 D 26.9 C
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. 30.8 D 25.7 C
Off-Ramp To Jodeco Rd. 35.3 E 29.1 D
On-Ramp From Jodeco Rd. *x* F 27.5 C
Off-Ramp To Hudson Bndl%le(vF;S./EagI& Landing . = 311 D
On-Ram From Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles o Capacity not o Capacity not
P Landing Pkwy. exceeded exceeded
Off-Ramp Tol-675 * Capacty no * Capacty no
Off-Ramp To SR 138 25.8 C 20.6 C
On-Ramp From SR 138 20.0 C 15.0 B
1-675 NB

Off-Ramp To SR 138 317 D 19.1 B
On-Ramp From SR 138 29.6 D 16.8 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes:

* Thisisasingle lane off-ramp with lane drop and analyzed as aramp roadway for capacity check.

** Thisisamajor merge area and capacity check was performed for upstream and downstream freeway and the ramp.
***  Freeway capacity is exceeded.
For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/ln; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/ln; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/In; LOS D=26-36
pc/mi/In; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/In; LOS F=>45 pc/mi/In. Yellow shading indicates LOS E, orangeis LOS F.
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3. Lack of Travel Choices

Under existing conditions, all vehicles, whether single-occupant vehicles (SOV), high-occupancy
vehicles (HOV), or transit vehicles, traveling on [-75 must utilize the general purpose lanes.
Accordingly, no speed or travel time advantage is gained by ridesharing or using transit. Three
express bus routes are provided in the area by the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority
(http://xpressga.com). Currently, these are the only transit services that regularly utilize the
corridor. Henry County Transit also operates within the county and may utilize I-75, but it isa
demand-responsive provider and routes are not fixed. While express transit services and ride
sharing are currently available in the corridor, they are no more reliable than SOV travel because
they use the same congested general purposetravel lanes. Higher reliability of travel times could
provide inducements to greater usage of transit and ridesharing. In summary, drivers in the
general purpose lanes currently have limited choices available to avoid freeway congestion and
the potential delays in reaching their destination.

4. Expedite Project Delivery through the Use of Tolling For Financing

As described in Section 1, GDOT and ARC have established a plan for completing a network of
managed lanes in the Atlantaregion. Tolling is an integral e ement in the implementation of the
network, both as a tool to accomplish the purposes of the network and as a partial source of
funding. This project isintended to complete alink in that network. The use of tollsis expressly
necessary as a method to manage the new lanes in a way that would achieve the reliable travel
times and expansion of travel choices discussed in Sections 2 and 3. More specifically, varying
toll rates are envisioned in order to maintain free-flowing traffic in those lanes at a minimum
desirable operating speed (45 mph).

The MLSP as awholerdies on tolling to make managed lane improvements financially feasible.
The toll receipts from this project would be used to pay off state revenue bonds issued to help
fund construction, and subsequently would go toward operation and maintenance of the facility.
The operations and maintenance activities and expenditures fall into several categories, including
roadway, lane equipment, reversible lane operations, tolling services, general administration, and
insurance. Without the tolling funds, improvements could be delayed indefinitely. Furthermore,
tolling has been assumed as part of the regional financial forecasting for purposes of developing
the fiscally constrained regional long-range transportation plan (Plan 2040). Appendix M of the
previous regional long-range transportation plan contains detailed Managed Lanes Policies,
including the disposition of toll revenues, adopted by the ARC Board. The ARC adopted a draft
of the new long-range transportation plan, Plan 2040, and the tolled, managed lanes are included
in the plan.

In view of the above, the decision to incorporate tolling has a solid underlying foundation in the
planning process and the timely construction of the project is predicated in part on toll-based
financing. GDOT would implement tolls on the facility under Section 129(a)(1)(B) of the
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) because “the facility has the same
number of toll-free lanes after construction as it did before (excluding HOV lanes and auxiliary
lanes)” (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/guidance/guidetoll.cfm).

In an effort to provide additional funding for transportation, the Georgia General Assembly
passed the Transportation Investment Act of 2010, which implemented a process to identify
regional transportation priorities and fund these priorities through a Transportation Special
Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (T-SPLOST). The sales tax must be approved by voter
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referendum,; the referendum for the T-SPLOST region including Atlanta was not approved by
voters in July 2012. The failure of the legislation further demonstrates the constrained financial
atmosphere for transportation projects.

5. Reduce Congestion by Adding Transportation Capacity

As the south Atlanta metropolitan area continues to grow, especially in Henry County, increased
travel demands are placed on the existing roadway network. This is evident in the growing
traffic volumes and traffic congestion on the interstates. In 2009, interstates and freeways in the
region accommodated 36% of the region’s vehicle miles traveled (2010 Transportation Fact
Book, ARC, 2010). As aresult, traffic congestion is worse during morning and afternoon peak
hour. Travel demand is projected to increase throughout the southern portion of the Atlanta
region as population and employment opportunities continue to increase over the next twenty
years.

As discussed in Section 2, Unrdiable Travel Times and Impaired Mobility, the increasing
congestion results in longer and less reliable travel times. Tables 2 through 7 reflect the
increasing congestion as measured by level of servicee The cause of the congestion is
insufficient capacity to serve the travel demand.

6. Accommodate Regional Growth and Accessibility

Henry County is one of the fastest growing counties in the state and it will continue rapid
growth. The percent change in population between 1990 and 2000 was over 103%, and between
2000 and 2010 the population grew by 70.87% to 203,922 residents (Table 8). By 2030, the
population in Henry County is projected to almost double. Butts and Clayton Counties have also
experienced steady population growth, which is projected to continue in both cases. Spalding
County has experienced steady population growth but not at the same pace as the neighboring
counties. However, total population in Spalding County is projected to grow significantly by
2030.

Table 8. County Population over Time

1990- 2010-
1990 2000 2000 2010 2000-2010 2030 2030

Butts County 15,326 19,522 27.38% 23,655 21.17% 44811 89.44%

Clayton County | 182,052 | 236,517 29.92% 259,424 9.69% 331,028 27.60%
Henry County 58,741 119,341 | 103.16% 203,922 70.87% 407,649 99.90%

Spalding County | 54,457 58,417 7.2T% 64,073 9.68% 96,851 51.16%

Sources. Decennial U.S. Census 1990, 2000, 2010; Georgia Office of Planning and Budget, 2005.

Employment growth and opportunities in Henry County continue to expand as well. Henry

County has undergone a rapid transition from rural to suburban residential and commercial/light
industrial land uses. Employment and residential data were last available from the 2000 U.S.
Census. Even though the data is somewhat dated, it still provides good information on
commuting trends south of Atlanta. At that time, only one-third of Henry County residents
remained within the county to work. Fifty-five percent of the employed population was traveling
northwest to Clayton, Fulton, and DeKalb counties for employment (U.S. Census, 2000). Asthe
population increases in number and density, and traffic volumes and congestion continue to
increase, accessibility to residential and employment centers is hampered by travel delays.
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Henry County is forecast to more than triple its 2000 population by 2040 to lead the 10-county
ARC region. It is forecasted to add 315,000 people in the next 30 years and many “of the areas
close to major employment centers experience a large number of external trips from suburban
communities.” (ARC, 2011b).

Within the ARC region, Plan 2040 forecasts that 1.5 million jobs will be added by 2040 (ARC,
2011a). The economic sectors expected to lead the job growth are healthcare/social assistance,
followed by professional and technical services, and the real estate sector (ARC, 2011a). In
addition, Plan 2040 describes growth in the Atlanta region, “largely on the basis of the several
trends:

» National migration trends to the Southeast

e Federal funding programs that supported highway construction and decentralized growth
e Accessto one of the world’s busiest airports

e Inexpensiveland

e Low cost of living, business costs and wages

e Proximity to magjor ports, substantial opportunity for higher education, homegrown and
new Fortune 500 business headquarters as well as national facilities such as the Centers
for Disease Control (CDC)” (ARC, 2011b).

C. Project Purpose

The purpose of the I-75 project is to provide motorists with the most effective and expeditious
response to increased transportation demand in accordance with the MLSP that would: 1. be
consistent with regional and local planning initiatives; 2. achieve reliable travel times; 3. increase
travel choices; 4. expedite ddivery through the use of talls; 5. improve system management and
operation; and 6. accommodate regional growth and accessibility.

D. Logical Termini

Logical termini are defined as rational end points for a transportation improvement and rational
end points for a review of the environmental impacts (http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/
tdmtermini.asp). The most common termini are points of major traffic generation, especially
intersecting roadways. In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid
commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated, FHWA regulations
(23 CFR 771.111(f)) require that the action evaluated shall:

(1) Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to addr ess environmental matters on
a broad scope. In the highway context, logical termini generally are represented by crossroads,
population centers, major traffic generators, or major breakpoints in traffic volumes. At a
minimum, in order for a project to possess logical termini, the terminus must be at a point where
there is an opportunity for traffic to enter or exit and, preferably, the terminus should be at a
point where No-Build condition LOS is desirable. Desirable LOS for an urban principal arterial
such as 1-675 is LOS grades A through D, whereas LOS E and F are considered undesirable (a
more compl ete discussion of LOS was presented previously in Section 1.B.2.).

Thetermini for the project along 1-75 are just beyond the junction with 1-675 on the northern end
and 2.1 miles south of SR 155 on the southern end. Both [-675 and SR 155 are major traffic
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generators and, as will be examined in Section 2, No-Build condition LOS beyond both termini
is acceptable in the opening and design years.

On the northern end, the project has a second terminus on [-675 at the SR 138 ramps. SR 138 is
a major traffic generator. No-Build condition LOS north of SR 138 is desirable in the opening
and design years with one exception: the PM southbound movement would operate at LOS E in
the design year. 1-675 beyond the northern terminus is a two-lane freeway with a capacity of
approximately 3,260 passenger cars/hour. While LOS analysis demonstrates a future need for
increased capacity in the southbound direction along this section of 1-675, there are no projects
planned to widen 1-675 at this time, and it is not the need and purpose of this project to address
capacity deficiencies along 1-675.

The combined length of the project is eighteen miles, which is sufficient to address
environmental matters on a broad scope. Additional improvements, such as intdligent
transportation systems (ITS) equipment and signage, beyond the actual roadway construction,
would also be taken into consideration in the environmental analyses.

(2) Have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a reasonable
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made.
Determinations regarding independent utility are based on whether a proposed undertaking can
function or operate on its own and is considered usable if no other improvements are made. A
primary concern is whether the proposed project would cause LOS to degrade to undesirable
levels at locations beyond the project termini or outside the project corridor, thus creating a need
for improvements where none previously existed. This can occur when the project would draw
extra traffic to the project corridor, some of which spills over beyond the termini and onto other
intersecting arterials.

Thetraffic analysis for this project predicts that latent demand for increased travel on 1-75 would
exist in the open and design year and that, by accommodating some of this demand, the managed
lanes would draw additional traffic to the corridor. Some of this additional traffic is expected to
spill over onto 1-75 and 1-675 beyond the termini and onto the arterials that have interchanges
with 1-75, thus creating the potential for traffic operations to degrade to the point that
improvements may be needed.

Annual average daily traffic (AADT) volumes for freeway segments are shown in Table 9.
Build condition AADT in 2035 ranges from 2.1% higher to 23.1% higher than the No Build
condition AADT, reflecting the additional traffic that would be generated by the project.
Focusing on the segments beyond the termini, it can be seen that north of the northern terminus
(SR 138), the project would add 5,820 vehicles per day (vpd) to I-75 in 2035 and 3,420 vehicles
per day to 1-675 north of SR 138. On the southern end, the managed lanes would generate an
additional 2,420 vpd south of SR 155 in 2035.
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Table 9. Annual Average Daily

Traffic (AADT) Summary

No- | Build | Build No- Build | Build | No-Build
Segment Existing | Build | (GP) | (ML) | Build (GP) (ML) | toBuild
2010 2015 | 2015 | 2015 2035 2035 2035 2035
1-75 SB towards SR 138 | 62,160 | 65370 | 70,680 : 78240 | 81150 ; 3.7%
-75 SE;'; 13810 52920 | 55460 | 62410 | 7340 | 65650 | 72280 | 8550 23.1%
1-75 SB 1-675 to )
Hudson Bridge Rd +* 73940 | 78110 | 77,500 | 10490 | 94800 | 91,790 | 12,390 9.9%
-75 SB Hudson Bridge | -5 10 | 74820 | 74340 | 10490 | 85690 | 83320 | 12390 | 11.7%
Rd to Jodeco Rd
|-75 SB Jodeco Rd to 70530 | 72.860 | 72,480 | 10490 | 82170 | 80280 | 12390 | 12.8%
Joneshoro Rd
I-75 SBSJlgg%Sbom to 63030 | 65810 | 69420 | 2630 | 76940 | 79550 | 3180 75%
-75 2'; ?2520 to 52030 | 54790 | 56,080 | 2630 | 65840 | 65830 | 3180 4.8%
|75 SB beyond SR 155 | 41430 | 44,770 | 47,010 - 58130 | 59340 - 2.1%
1-675 SB North of SR138 | 27220 | 28.990 | 31620 : 36050 | 37.760 : 4.7%
1-675 SB South of SR 138 ]
After GPIML Spiit 21020 | 22650 | 22430 | 3150 | 29150 | 28060 | 3840 9.4%

Source:  Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes: * Beforethe merge with 1-675 general purpose lanes and the diverge to the managed lane for comparison to

the Build condition. The managed lane diverge volumes are shown for the Build condition.
** Managed lane volumes shown reflect the total after merge with managed lane traffic from 1-675.

At both the I-75 termini, the proposed facility connects to existing lanes capable of receiving or
ddivering the traffic from the new lanes, and therefore the project would not cause LOS at
locations beyond the termini to degrade to undesirable levels (Table 10). On I-675, however, the
project would cause LOS on the freeway segment north of SR 138 to degrade in the afternoon
peak hour direction (southbound) from LOS D to LOS E in 2015 and from LOS E to LOS F in
2035 (Table 10). This is due to diversion from other routes, not latent demand within the
transportation network. In the afternoon peak hour southbound, there are over 500 additional
vehicles on this segment in 2015, and over 300 in 2035 when compared to the No-Build. To
improve these LOS grades, additional improvements could potentially include a full-length
auxiliary lane along 1-675 at least up to the ramps of the SR 42 interchange (the next interchange
north of SR 138) or the widening of the I-675 bridges over SR 138. However, neither of these
improvements is included in Plan 2040 or ARC’'s Unfunded Aspirations Plan Vision (Plan
2041+).
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Table 10. LOS Analysis of Freeway Segments Beyond L imits of Managed L anes

Year, AM PM
L ocation Scenario, Densit Densit

Dir ection (pc/mi/l¥1) LOS (pc/mi/l¥1) LOS
2010 Existing 123 B 290 D
1-675 Southbound Freeway 2021(;312‘;3“”‘1 113 B 296 D
Segment North of SR 138 uild 113 B 381 E
2035 No-Build | 131 B 389 E
2035 Build 133 B F
2010 Existing 233 C 125 B
[-675 Northbound Freeway 2021051lglg-3und 22.7 c 116 B
Segment North of SR 138 uild 280 ¢ 11.7 B
2035 No-Build | 29.0 D 144 B
2035 Build 338 D 145 B
2010 Existing 106 A 178 B
|75 Southbound Freeway | 2015 No-Build | 10.1 A 175 B
Segment Between Mt. ZionRd | 2015 Build 101 A 230 C
and SR 138 2035 No-Build | 117 B 223 C
2035 Build 119 B 256 C
2010 Existing 179 B 11.0 B
[-75 Northbound Freeway 2015 No-Build 17.6 B 116 B
Segment Between SR 138 and | 2015 Build 224 C 116 B
Mt. Zion Rd 2035No-Build | 23.1 C 147 B
2035 Build 265 D 146 B
2010 Existing 114 B 157 B
I-75 Southbound Freeway 2021051lglg-3und 111 B 15.3 B
Segment South of SR 155 uild 111 B 17.7 B
2035 No-Build | 150 B 20.7 C
2035 Build 149 B 225 C
2010 Existing 173 B 142 B
2015 No-Build | 168 B 140 B
'Sggn']\'e‘z?gﬁt‘g‘%f':;f’i’gg 2015 Build 164 B 139 B
2035 No-Build | 219 C 194 C
2035 Build 196 C 190 C

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes: Thisdataalso appearsin Tables2-7, and 10-11.
*** Freeway capacity is exceeded.
For basic freeway segments, LOS A=0-11 pc/mi/ln; LOS B=11-18 pc/mi/ln; LOS C=18-26 pc/mi/ln; LOS
D=26-36 pc/mi/ln; LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/in; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/ln.  Yellow shading indicates LOS E,
orangeisLOSF.
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A capacity analysis was also performed for arterials that have interchanges with the project
corridor to determine whether the additional traffic being drawn to these facilities would create a
need for improvements. The capacity analysis was conducted at the arterial interchanges along
the project corridor and at the first intersection on either side of the interchanges. It was found
that the project would cause operations to degrade on the southbound ramp at the 1-75
interchange with SR 20 and at two arterial intersections: Industrial Boulevard at SR 20
(approximatey 500 feet from the SR 20/SR 81 interchange with 1-75) and Industrial Boulevard
at SR 155 (approximately 1,000 feet from the SR 155 interchange with 1-75) (Table 11).
Improvements to these intersections would include:

e Restriping of the intersection of SR 20/81 and the I-75 southbound ramp to provide a
continuous right turn off the ramp.

e A dedicated 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound leg of Industrial Boulevard at
SR 20 to reduce the overall delay at the intersection; and

e Addition of a 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound approach of Industrial
Boulevard at its intersection with SR 155. This would reduce the overall delay at the
intersection.

These intersection improvements will be constructed as a part of the project.
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Table 11. Intersection Delay Timeand L evel of Service

Year, Scenario AM PM
L ocation Delay Delay
(sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS
2010 Existing 140.8 F 66.0 E
2015 No-Build 156.4 F 85.1 F
2015 Build 199.7 F 122.6 F
2015 Build with
Intersection 126.0 F 96.0 F
SR 20 at Industrial Boulevard Improvements
2035 No-Build 103.6 F 111.2 F
2035 Build 141.1 F 105.7 F
2035 Build with
Intersection 87.8 F 75.4 E
Improvements
2010 Existing 52.0 D 50.1 D
2015 No-Build 499 D 575 E
2015 Build 72.0 E 1141 F
2015 Build with
SR 20 &t 1-75 Southbound Intersection 294 D 48.0 D
Ramp Improvemeqts
2035 No-Build 103.5 F 138.3 F
2035 Build 132.5 F 181.3 F
2035 Build with
Intersection 55.0 D 99.0 F
Improvements
2010 Existing 48.2 D 46.0 D
2015 No-Build 77.3 E 68.2 E
2015 Build 137.1 F 88.0 F
2015 Build with
SR 155 at_ Indu sm a Irlnngﬁr)\s/?tnlg:ts 106.4 F 65.6 E
Boulevard/King Mill Road 2035 No-Build 100.0 F 744 E
2035 Build 119.2 F 69.6 E
2035 Build with
Intersection 84.9 F 59.6 E
Improvements

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Note: The intersections were analyzed for level of service, which is measured differently than LOS for roadway
segments. For intersections, LOS is measured in seconds of delay per vehicle. The intersections were analyzed for
both the No-Build and Build conditions, as well asthe Build including the proposed improvements.

Finaly, it should be noted that even without full implementation of the entire managed lanes
network, this project could function with independent utility as a viable transportation facility,
under the Build Condition, as demonstrated in Table 10. This is examined in more detail in
Section I1.C., The Selected Alternative. The proposed facility individually contributes to
aleviation of identified traffic problems and does not irretrievably commit future resources to
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other potential transportation improvements or limit alternatives available to transportation
agencies.

(3 Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable
transportation improvements. As described in Section 1. Consistency with Regional
Transportation Planning Initiatives, in accordance with the MLSP, managed lanes are being
implemented throughout the Atlanta region in several tiers or stages. The Tier 1 projectsin the
implementation plan include the section of [-75 between the termini established for this project.
The long-range regional transportation plan for the Atlanta region recognizes the same termini.
Advancement of this project is consistent with the overall MLSP, but does not force or preclude
the design or implementation of other e ements of the system.

The proposed project does not preclude consideration of any alternatives of other projects
ongoing in the project corridor. An auxiliary lane on 1-75 between Eagles Landing
Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road and 1-675 is currently under construction. The location of the
managed lanes has not constrained possible avoidance alternatives for the auxiliary lane project.
The Jodeco Road interchange with I-75 is under construction. The location of the managed lanes
has not constrained possible avoidance alternatives for the Jodeco Road interchange project.

Although there are some concerns about southbound traffic operations on 1-675, the project has
logical termini and independent utility. In addition, the project can function on its own if no
other improvements are made, and does not restrict consideration of alternatives for any other
reasonably foreseeabl e transportation improvements.

E. Summary and Conclusions

The proposed project is consistent with both regional and local planning efforts. Data on trave
time and level of service indicate that travel times have become unpredictable and congestion
occurs now and would worsen in the future. The general purpose lanes are currently the only
trave choice for users of [-75, including express buses and vanpools/carpools. Higher reliability
of travel times could provide inducements to greater usage of these alternative modes of trave.
The implementation of atolled project would ensure free flow of travel on the managed lanes as
wedl as expedite its construction based on the limited transportation funding available in the
foreseeable future. Henry and Clayton Counties have experienced considerable population and
employment growth, both of which generate pressure on the transportation network. The
proposed project would address these needs.
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[I. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
A. Introduction

This section describes the alternatives considered and identifies the Selected Alternative,
previously identified as Alternative 1. In compliance with 23 USC 101(e) for minimization of
paperwork, the Selected Alternative is still referred to as Alternative 1 or ETL in all Special
Studies and Technical Memoranda on file at GDOT’s Office of Environmental Services. The
Selected Alternative includes construction of reversible, barrier-separated, express toll lanes
(ETL) within the median of existing 1-75 in Henry County and Clayton County. Two other
Alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EA. Alternative 2 includes construction of reversible,
barrier-separated, High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes within the median of existing 1-75 in Henry
County and Clayton County. The no action or No-Build Alternative is also discussed as it serves
as a baseline for comparison to the Build Alternatives. These are discussed in Section E.
Alternatives No Longer Under Consideration, along with other alternatives that were evaluated
during the concept development phase but have been eliminated from further consideration.

B. Alternatives Development

Alternatives were developed and evaluated to address the need and purpose of the proposed
project. To meet need and purpose, potential alternatives should:

1 Be consistent with regional transportation planning initiatives, as expressed in state and
regional policy statements and regional transportation planning documents;

Provide reliable travel times and mobility;
Improvetravel choices,

Consider tolling as a finance option,
Reduce congestion; and

o g s~ W DN

Accommodate regional growth and accessibility.

Additional factors considered in development of alternatives included design criteria for
interstate highways and managed lane facilities, as well as environmental features along the
corridor. Using aerial photography, topographic maps, wetland inventory maps, soil survey
maps, floodplain maps, and other available data and field surveys, potentially sensitive
ecological, cultural, and human resources were identified. In developing the proposed
alignments, every attempt was made to avoid environmentally sensitive areas, and in the event
that avoidance was not possible, every attempt was made to minimize harm to such resources.
The location of the project mostly within the existing right-of-way not only minimizes impacts
but also constrains the design of the project. Exceptions to highway design guidelines have also
been considered as a part of the alternatives development in order to minimize additional
construction activities, right-of-way acquisition, and potential impacts.

The No-Build and Build Alternatives include the existing roadway network. In addition, Plan
2040 CLRTP and the FY2012-2017 TIP, as adopted by the ARC on August 17, 2012, contain
committed projects funded for construction in the region. These were assumed to be in place by
the design year (2035) and were included in the road network for traffic forecasting efforts of the
future No-Build and Build conditions for this project. Several of these projects connect with I-75
or 1-675 in the project corridor and include the foll owing:
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e AR-431-CWP 0006333: [I-75 South Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS)/
Comm./Survelllance from SR 155 to Hudson Bridge Road/Eagles Landing Parkway (right-
of-way acquisition N/A, construction long range);

e HE-AR-216 —312160: 1-75 South at Jodeco Road Interchange Improvement, GDOT Project
No. 312160 (under construction);

e HE-161A: Rock Quarry Road from Eagles Landing Parkway to Red Oak Road, GDOT
Project No. N/A, (right-of-way acquisition 2014, construction 2015);

e HE-020-A: SR 20/81 from East of 1-75 South to Phillips Drive, GDOT Project No. 321520,
(right-of-way acquisition 2015, construction 2017);

e HE-920B: Metro Arterial Connector — SR 920 (McDonough Road/Jonesboro Road) from
US 19/41 (Tara Boulevard) in Clayton County to I-75 South in Henry County, GDOT Project
No. 342970, (right-of-way acquisition 2016, construction 2018-2030);

e HE-132C: Eagles Landing Parkway from Eagles Pointe Parkway to US 23, GDOT Project
No. N/A, (right-of-way acquisition 2031-2040, construction 2031-2040);

e HE-165B: Patrick Henry Parkway from Jodeco Road to Eagles Landing Parkway, GDOT
Project No. N/A, (right-of-way acquisition 2031-2040, construction 2031-2040);

e HE-113: SR 155 from I-75 South to U.S. 23, GDOT project No. 0007856, (right-of-way
acquisition 2018-2030, construction 2018-2030); and

e AR-949: |I-75 South Auxiliary Lane (northbound direction) from Hudson Bridge
Road/Eagles Landing Parkway to Walt Stephens Road, GDOT project No. 0010126 (right-
of-way acquisition N/A, under construction).

C. Sdlected Alter native

Description. The Selected Alternative includes the construction of reversible, barrier-separated,
express toll lanes (ETL) and ITS infrastructure along 1-75 in Henry County and Clayton
Counties. The ITS component of the project begins and ends approximately two miles on ether
side of the proposed express toll lanes. In Henry County, the ITS improvements begin 2.1 miles
south of the I-75 bridge over SR 155 and continue north along both [-75 and 1-675 into Clayton
County, as shown in Figure 1. Along I-75, the ITS component of the project ends 2.1 miles
north of the I-75 southbound off-ramp to SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) and along 1-675, it ends
2.1 miles north of SR 138.

The express toll lanes begin in Henry County at the I-75 bridge over SR 155 and end in Clayton
County approximately 600 feet south of the I-75 southbound on-ramp from SR 138 and at SR
138 on I-675, for atotal length of 12.24 miles. From SR 155 to approximately one mile south of
Mt. Carmel Road, a single express toll lane would be constructed (Figure 2). The single lane
would then transition to two reversible lanes, which would continue to the northern terminus of
the facility, where they would diverge, providing access to the 1-75 general purpose lanes and a
direct single-lane connection to the median of 1-675, where the lane would then connect to the I-
675 general purpose lanes (Figure 3). The total project length including the ITS component is
17.94 miles.
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Figure 2. Typical One-Lane Cross-Section
[From SR 155 to approximately one mile south of Mt. Carmel Road bridge; Source: Parsons.]

Figure 3. Typical Two-Lane Cross-Section
[From approximately one mile south of Mt. Carmel Road to 1-675 bridge; Source: Parsons.]
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To accommodate the new lanes within the median of 1-75, the southbound general purpose lanes
would be shifted approximately 19 to 31 feet to the west. The new lanes would match existing
asphalt and concrete sections of the corridor and provide paved inside and outside shoulders.
The proposed widening would occur within existing right-of-way, and retaining walls would be
constructed along southbound 1-75 to minimize right-of-way impacts. Existing guardrail and
overhead signs along the corridor would be removed and replaced as necessary along with
construction of noise barriers as determined by noise studies. The project would be constructed
with minimal impact to the traveling public; no detours are anticipated on I-75 and it is expected
that a minimum of three lanes of traffic would be maintained during peak hours.

The following additional improvements are also proposed as part of the project:

e Replacement of existing Mt. Carmel Road bridge with a new two-lane, two-span bridge
to accommodate the reversible-lanes typical section and the widening of the general-
purpose lanes along I-75;

e A dedicated access ramp that would allow connection to the express toll lanes from
Jonesboro Road at Foster Drive, just east of the Jonesboro interchange with 1-75. The
proposed bridge as a part of this ramp consists of a 43.25-foot wide by 426-foot long
bridge. This was previously proposed as a 320-foot long bridge. The bridge was
lengthened to reduce wetland and stream impacts. Also, an additional span was added to
reduce superstructure cost and complexity. The ramp would require partial acquisition of
three parcels for right-of-way;

e Installation of a traffic signal and a left-turn turn lane along the northbound leg of the
intersection of Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road to meet future demand;

e Widening of the existing 1-75 overpass bridge at Flippen Road to accommodate the
reversible-lanes typical section;

e Addition of a new single span 1-675 bridge over the 1-75 northbound lanes to provide a
dedi cated connection to 1-675;

e A dedicated 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound leg of Industrial Boulevard at
SR 20 to reduce the overall delay at the intersection;

e Modification of the southbound right turn movement at the intersection of SR 20 and I-75
southbound ramp to a free flow movement in order to reduce delay at the intersection and
improve the overall LOS of theintersection. The existing right-turn lane along
westbound SR 20 could be restriped and used as the third receiving lane. This third lane
would then become exclusive right-turn lane at the intersection of SR 20 and NEC Drive;

e Addition of a 150-foot right-turn lane along the southbound approach of Industrial
Boulevard at its intersection with SR 155. This would reduce the overall delay at the
intersection.

Mt. Carmed Road would be closed between Avondale Drive and Bridges Road for approximatdy
nine months during construction. Mill Road would be used as an off-site detour during this
period (Figure 4).

Operations. As described in Section |. Need and Purpose, GDOT would implement tolls on the
facility under Section 129(a)(1)(B) of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
(MAP-21) because “the facility has the same number of toll-free lanes after construction asit did
before (excluding HOV lanes and auxiliary lanes)”. All vehicles would pay atoll, except for
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Figure4. Mt. Carmel Road Detour Area Map
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emergency vehicles, maintenance vehicles, military vehicles, registered transit vehicles, and
school buses. Registered transit vehicles include both buses operated by a public transportation
agency within the ARC and registered with the State Road and Tollway Authority (SRTA) and
vanpools certified by a public transportation agency within the ARC and registered with SRTA.

By providing free access for regionally-based transit vehicles and vanpools, the Selected
Alternative addresses the need for more reliable travel times, greater mobility, and improved
travel choices, particularly during peak period operations for commuters using transit and
vanpools within the region. Non-regionally based transit vehicles will not be allowed to use the
facility for free. To use the facility for free, non-regionally based transit vehicles have to be
registered within the 20 county region and with SRTA

Toll rates for the lanes vary according to traffic conditions to regulate demand for the lanes and
keep them congestion-free, even during peak hour periods. When traffic volume increases, tolls
increase with demand. When traffic volume decreases, tolls similarly decrease. A specific
dollar range of tolls has not yet been determined. In other states on similar facilities, tolls
typically range from less than a dollar to $4, with a maximum in some cases of $8. Nevertheless,
the toll amounts need to consider not only the costs of the project (both capital and operating and
mai ntenance expenditures) but also the regulation of travel demand. The lowest minimum speed
of 45 mph would be maintained on the facility in order to regulate demand so that free flow of
traffic is preserved for those that have chosen the express toll lanes. This would also provide
more reliable travel times and greater mobility.

Fully eectronic tolling allows customers to pay tolls automatically, eiminating the need for toll
booths. Electronic signs display toll rates to help drivers decide whether to access the lanes.
Drivers lock in their toll rate when they enter the ETL system. Under provisions of 23 USC
166(d), annual certification must be made that operational performance monitoring programs and
enforcement programs are in place to ensure that the performance of the facility is not degraded
and that the facility is operated in accordance with the restrictions and requirements of 23 USC
166.

The weekday operation of the express toll lanes are proposed to operate northbound in the
morning peak period and southbound in the afternoon peak period. The reversible facility is
expected to be closed for 1% to 2 hours to allow for the reversal of the direction of trave.
Following typical operational patterns, it would be expected that the reversible lanes would
likely operate in a northbound direction from very early in the morning to about mid-day. The
operational flow would change to southbound and continue from mid-day through to the early
hours of the morning. As such, the reversible lanes would be operational all day (with the
exception of the two periods each day when the direction of operation of the lanes is switched),
not just during the peak periods. The direction of travel in the express toll lanes on weekends,
holidays, and special events would be adjusted as needed to maximize the use of the reversible
lanes. GDOT would remain flexible in determining the time of managed lane reversal based on
actual use, traffic patterns, special events, and best management practices from other states with
similar facilities. A concept of operations would be devel oped and updated as the project design,
operations, and maintenance responsibilities between GDOT and SRTA are finalized.

Contra-flow traffic, i.e., morning southbound traffic and evening northbound traffic, would not
be able to use the proposed reversible-lane system. The contra-flow traffic would have to use
existing highway general purpose lanes or alternate arterial roadways. Mechanical arms and/or
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barriers would prevent contra-flow traffic from accessing the managed lane system. These
barriers would be raised and lowered manually and would be observable through real-time video
cameras.

Incident management on barrier-separated managed lanes differs from incident management on
general purpose lanes due to the limited entrances and exits to the facility. In order to preserve
travel time savings, it is essential to have timely and effective clearing of incidents and
breakdowns on a barrier-separated facility. GDOT currently operates the Highway Emergency
Response Operator, or HERO, program on the interstate system to manage incidents. This
program would continue to operate on the general purpose lanes and it is expected that it would
be expanded to include the managed lanes.

D. Ability to M eet Needs
The Selected Alternative satisfies the need and purpose for the following reasons.

Consistency with regional transportation planning initiatives. The proposed express toll
lanes are managed lanes, which is consistent with policies adopted by the Georgia State
Transportation Board and the ARC. The Selected Alternative also is consistent with the regional
Managed Lane System Plan, the Plan 2040 CLRTP, and the FY2012-2017 TIP. The MLSP
Final Report states that HOT-3+ is “the recommended digibility policy for the managed lane
system” (GDOT, 2010b, p. 12). However, the report also notes that thereis a need “to refine the
analysis [for all of the projects] for the purposes of individual project ddivery and financing”
(GDOT, 2010b, p. 30). A refined analysis was completed for this project and incorporated into a
Technical Memorandum in November, 2011. Based on the findings reported in that
memorandum, the Georgia State Transportation Board Chairman and Board Representatives
from the GDOT Districts in which the project is located formally recommended that ETL (the
toll policy of the Selected Alternative) be selected as the toll policy for this project on February
15, 2012. The project is also consistent with the Joint Henry County/Cities Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP). Henry County recognizes I-75 as “a vital transportation asset and
high transportation priority”. A primary goal of the CTP is to enhance mobility in the county
and towns. An objective to reach this goal is to continue to collaborate and coordinate with
GDOT regarding improvements to |-75.

Improvements to reliability of travel times and mobility. To measure the effectiveness of the
Selected Alternative for providing reiable travel times, Build condition LOS analysis was
conducted for the managed lanes, managed lane ramp merges and diverges, and the general
purpose lanes for the opening and design years (2015 and 2035). The results were then
compared to the standards of the LOS grade scale and to the LOS results for the No-Build
Alternative.

The Build condition LOS grades for freeway segments are displayed in Tables 12 and 13. No-
Build condition LOS grades from Tables 3 and 4 are displayed next to the Build condition grades
for the peak hour direction to facilitate a comparison of Build and No-Build conditions.
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Table 12. Freeway Capacity Analysis Summary: Build 2015 (No-Build 2015)

L ocation AM PM
Density Density
From To (pc/mifin) LOS (pc/mi/in) LOS
I-75 southbound (SB) General Purpose Lanes
Mt. Zion Rd. SR 138* 10.1 A (17.5) 23.0 (B)C
SR 138 I-675 18.0 B (16.5) 26.4 (B) C
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
1-675 e ng PRy, g 14.3 B (21.6)223 | (O)C
Fludson 52 23%5%?39'% Jodeco Rd. 18.0 B |@6)322| ®D
Jodeco Rd. Jonesboro Rd. 18.4 C (31.7) 30.6 (D) D
Jonesboro Rd. SR 20/SR 81 17.0 B (26.5) - (D) -
Joneshboro Rd. Sip Ramp - - (-) 25.7 (-)C
Slip Ramp SR 20/SR 81 - - (-) 34.0 (-)D
SR 20/SR 81 SR 155 13.8 B (19.7) 21.4 (©C
SR 155 South of SR 155* 11.1 B (15.3) 17.7 (B) B
I-75 SB Managed L anes
SR 138 1-675 - - (-) 115 (-)A
[-675 Off-Ramp to Jonesboro Rd. - - (-) 16.1 (-)B
Slip Ramp to Generdl -
Off-Ramp to Jonesboro Rd. Do A b - - (-) 16.1 () B
Slip Ramp SR 155 - - (-)7.4 (-)A
1-675 SB General Purpose Lanes
North of SR 138 SR 138* 11.3 B (29.6) 38.1 | (D) E**
SR 138 South of SR 138 10.1 B (19.4) 24.5 (CC
I-75 northbound (NB) General Purpose Lanes
South of SR 155 SR 155* (16.8)195| (B)C 13.9 B
SR 155 SR 20/SR 81 (19.3)21.1 | (C)C 14.9 B
SR 20/SR 81 Jonesboro Rd. (22.5) - (C) - 18.2 C
SR 20/SR 81 Slip Ramp (-) 28.3 (-)D - -
Sip Ramp Jonesboro Rd. (-) 22.0 (-)C - -
Joneshoro Rd. Jodeco Rd. (26.1) 254 | (D) C 20.6 C
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
Jodeco Rd. e ng PRy, g (30.6)29.9 | (D)D 203 C
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
e ng PRy, g 1-675 (232)228 | (O)C 155
[-675 SR 138 (16.8) 24.9 | (B) C** 13.6 B
SR 138 Mt. Zion Rd.* (17.6) 225 | (B)C 11.6 B
I-75 NB Managed Lanes
SR 155 Slip Ramp (-) 7.8 (-)A - -
Slip Ramp from General - On-Ramp from Jonesboro Rd (-) 6.0 ()A - -
Purpose Lanes '
On-Ramp from Jonesboro Rd [-675 (-) 13.8 (-)B - -
I-675 SR 138 (-) 9.4 (-)A - -
1-675 NB General Purpose Lanes
South of SR 138 SR 138 (19.2)245| (C)C 10.5 A
SR 138 North of SR 138* (2270281 | (C)C 11.7 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes:  (XX) indicates No-Build. Not Applicable due to direction of reversible lanes. *Beyond project termini. **The
project degrades LOS on this segment due to volume increases aong the corridor under the Build Condition. For basic freeway
segments, LOS D=26-36 pc/mi/ln, LOS E=36-45 pc/mi/In; LOS F= >45 pc/mi/ln. Y ellow shading indicates LOS E.
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Table 13. Freeway Capacity Analysis Summary: Build 2035 (No-Build 2035)

L ocation AM PM
Density Density
From To (pc/mi/in) LOS (pc/mifin) LOS
I-75 southbound (SB) General Purpose Lanes
Mt. Zion Rd. SR 138* 11.9 B (223)256 | (©)C
SR 138 I-675 14.4 B (225)346 | (C)D
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
1-675 e ng PRy, g 17.0 B (34.6)28.7 | (D)D
Fudson Bl 23%5%_5"‘9'% Jodeco Rd. 214 c |wazes| @E
Jodeco Rd. Jonesboro Rd. 21.8 C (39.9 334 | (E)D
Jonesboro Rd. SR 20/SR 81 20.4 C (36.0) - (E) -
Jonesboro Rd. Sip Ramp - - (-) 30.9 (-)D
Slip Ramp SR 20/SR 81 - - (-) 43.7 (-)E
SR 20/SR 81 SR 155 17.0 B (25.00254 | (C)C
SR 155 South of SR 155* 14.9 B (20.7)225 | (C)C
I-75 SB Managed L anes
SR 138 1-675 - - (-) 13.2 (-)B
[-675 Off-Ramp to Jonesboro Rd - - (-)19.1 (-)C
Off-Ramp to Jonesboro Rd Slip Ramp to GP Lanes - - (-) 119 (-)B
Slip Ramp SR 155 - - (-) 8.8 (-)A
1-675 SB General Purpose Lanes
North of SR 138 SR 138* 13.3 B (38.9) *** | (E) F**
SR 138 South of SR 138 12.1 B (27.3)328 | (D)D
I-75 northbound (NB) General Purpose Lanes
South of SR 155 SR 155* (2199238 | (©C 19.0 C
SR 155 SR 20/SR 81 (24.8) 24.6 (©C 18.8 C
SR 20/SR 81 Jonesboro Rd. (30.0) - (D) -- 22.4 C
SR 20/SR 81 Slip Ramp (-) 354 (-)E - -
Sip Ramp Jonesboro Rd. (-) 26.2 (-)D - -
Joneshboro Rd. Jodeco Rd. (33.2) 28.6 (D) D 24.4 C
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
Jodeco Rd. gk ng PRy, QS | 415362 | (B)E 24.7 C
Hudson Bridge Rd./Eagles
e ng PRy, g 1-675 (33.2)296 | (D)D 19.9
I-675 SR 138 (22.9) 331 | (C) D** 17.0 B
SR 138 Mt. Zion Rd.* (23.1)266 | (C)D 14.6 B
I-75 NB Managed Lanes
SR 155 Slip Ramp (-)9.1 (-)A - -
Slip Ramp from GP Lanes On-Ramp frs(rjn Jonesboro (-) 115 (-)B - -
On-Ramp from Jonesboro Rd [-675 (-) 16.8 (-)B - -
I-675 SR 138 (-) 22.9 (-)C - -
1-675 NB General Purpose Lanes
South of SR 138 SR 138 (24.7) 32.8 (©D 13.3 B
SR 138 North of SR 138* (29.00338 | (D)D 14.5 B

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Notes: (XX) indicates No-Build. Not Applicable due to direction of reversible lanes. *Beyond project termini. **The project
degrades LOS on this segment due to volume increases aong the corridor under the Build Condition. *** Freeway capacity
exceeded. Yellow shading indicates LOSE, orangeis LOSF.
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Tables 12 and 13 are similar to Tables 2 and 3, with one difference: the project corridor is
broken down into eight as opposed to seven segments. This difference is due to the addition of
the slip ramp to and from the managed lanes in the peak direction between the Jonesboro Road
interchange and the SR 20/SR 81 interchange. The addition of the slip ramp divides the
Jonesboro Road to SR 20/ SR 80 segment into two segments for purposes of measuring Build
condition LOS in the peak direction. One of two segments extends from Jonesboro Road to the
dlip ramp and the other from the slip ramp to SR 20/SR 81. It should be noted that in the No-
Build condition, peak direction LOS continues to be measured for the whole Jonesboro Road to
SR 20/SR 81 segment. This makes a direct comparison of Build and No-Build condition LOS
for the Jonesboro Road to SR 20/ SR 80 segment complicated.

When considering reliability, it must be remembered that reliable trip times can be guaranteed
only for users of the managed lanes. Therefore, the reiability analysis necessarily focuses on the
managed lanes, and does not compare general purpose lane performance under the Build and No-
Build conditions. The general purpose lane comparison will be made later in the document when
measuring the project’s effectiveness for achieving congestion relief.

One way to determine the reiability of travel in the managed lane is to compare managed lane
LOS against the standards prescribed by the LOS scale. Based on this comparison, managed
lane trips would be highly reliable; the lanes operate at desirable levels (LOS C or better) in both
2015 and 2035. The MLSP Final Report states that the targeted speed for the managed lanes is
45 mph and does not designate a particular LOS (GDOT, 2010b, p. 12). Asshown in Tables 12
and 13, the managed lanes would tend to operate at the high end of the desirable grade range in
both the opening and design years, with approximatdy two-thirds of the managed lane segments
functioning at LOS A or B rather than at LOS C.

Rédiability can also be measured by contrasting managed lane LOS to general purpose lane LOS
in the peak hour direction. Whereas the managed lanes grades are primarily LOS A and B in
both the opening and design years, the general purpose lane grades are decidedly worse. Under
both the Build and No-Build conditions, general purpose lane LOS in the peak hour direction is
concentrated between LOS C and D in the opening year and LOS D and E in the design year
(Tables 12 and 13). Thus, in the design year, general purpose lane LOS in the peak direction
would be desirable and undesirable, as contrasted with the desirable grades offered by the
managed |anes.

In addition to the LOS grade comparison, the reliability of the managed lanes can be measured
by comparing managed lane travel times to general purpose lane travel times. The results of this
analysis are displayed in Table 14. Focusing on the design year results, it can be seen that the
managed lanes would save between 9.3 minutes (51%) in the am and 12.2 minutes (58%) in the
pm over the general purpose lanes under the No-Build Condition. In the Build condition, the
managed lanes travel time lane savings over the general purpose lanes would be somewhat |ess:
5.8 minutes (40% percent) in the am and 8.8 minutes (49%) in the pm.
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Table 14. Travel Times: No-Build and Build Conditions

(Build Managed lanes vs. Build GP lanes)

2015 No- 2015 2035 No- 2035
Build Build Build Build
Segment (min) (min) (min) (min)
I-75 Northbound AM Peak
I-75 General Purpose lanes (beginning of
managed lane to end of managed lane) (10.33 153 125 181 14.3
miles)
I-75 Managed Lane (10.33 miles) N/A 8.7 N/A 8.8
[-75/1-675 from managed lane split towards |-
675 to 1-675 NB/ SR 138 (1.36 miles) 23 14 24 14
[-75 at 1-675 to 1-675 NB/ SR 138 (Managed
lane) (1.39 miles) N/A 12 N/A 12
I-75 NB from 1-675 (end of managed lane) to
SR 138 (1.92 miles) 3.0 20 29 21
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build GP lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 2.8 (18%) 3.8 (21%)
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build Managed lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 6.6 (43%) 9.3 (51%)
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build Managed lanes vs. Build GP lanes) 3.8 (30%) 5.5 (38%)
I-75 Southbound PM Peak
[-75 from SR 138 to 1-675 (1.73 miles) 2.3 17 6.5 18
[-675 SB SR 138 to I-75 (1.19 miles) 15 12 7.6 35
[-675 SB SR 138 to I-75 (Managed lane
equivalent) (111 miles) N/A 0.9 N/A 0.9
I-75 GP lanes (beginning of managed laneto
end of managed lane) (10.65 miles) 174 144 212 178
[-75 Managed Lane (10.65 miles) N/A 8.6 N/A 9.0
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build GP lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 3.0 (17%) 34 (16%)
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build Managed lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 8.8 (51%) 12.2 (58%)
[-75 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build Managed lanes vs. Build GP lanes) 5.8 (40%) 8.8 (49%)
I-675 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build GP lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 0.3 (20%) 4.5 (59%)
I-675 Travel Time Savings 0 0
(Build Managed lanes vs. No-Build GP lanes) 0.6 (40%) 6.7(88%)
. . 0 . 0
[-675 Travel Time Savings 03 (25% 22 (714

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.

Note:  The speed limits used for analysis are 65 miles per hour; however, the vehicle speeds are based on vehicle
density. These times differ from the travel times presented in Table 1 due to the length of the analyzed segments.
Table 14 analyzes only the length of the actual managed lanes for comparison purposes between the No-Build and
Build conditions. Table 1 analyzes |-75/1-675 from SR 138 to SR 155. The comparable segmentsin Table 14 are

the beginning to end of the managed lanes plusthe 1-75 or I-75/1-675 segmentsto SR 138.




Ramp merge and diverge capacity analysis was also completed for the managed lanes of the
Build condition to measure reliability (Tables 15 and 16). Most of the managed lane ramps
would operate at a desirable LOS. In 2015, one ramp operates at undesirable LOS E in the pm,
southbound, and one operates at LOS E in the am, northbound. By 2035, two operate at
undesirable LOS in the pm, southbound, and one operates at undesirable LOS in the am
northbound. In general, there is a geographic correspondence between the locations of
undesirable LOS freeway segments and undesirable LOS ramp locations based on high traffic
demands. The freeway segments in these locations are operating at undesirable LOS E. Thisis
dueto the fact that these are major merge areas for the managed lanes.

Table 15. Ramp Merge and Diver ge Capacity Analysis
Build Condition 2015

AM PM
Type L ocation Density Density
(pc/mi/ln) LOS | (he/mifin LOS
I-75 southbound (SB)

Off-Ramp | To the beginning of the Managed L anes - - 6.7 A

From the Managed Lanes (Slip ramp East
On-Ramp of Mt.agarmel Ov(erpgss) P i i 36.7 (-)E
On-Ramp From the end of the Managed L anes - - 19.3 B

I-75 SB Managed L anes
On-Ramp From I-675 - - 15.1 B
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. connector - - 17.7 B
To General-Purpose Lanes (Slip ram
Off-Ramp East of Mt. F()Zarmel Ove(rpags) P i i 128
1-675 SB
Off-Ramp | To the Managed Lanes | - | - [ 304 ] (-)D
I-75 northbound (NB)

Off-Ramp | To the beginning of the Managed L anes 25.1 C - -

To the Managed Lanes (Slip ramp East of
Off-Ramp naged Lar Of/ergm P 38.9 () E : :
On-Ramp From the end of the Managed L anes 0.35** - - -

[-75 NB Managed Lanes

From General-Purpose Lanes (Slip ram
On-Ramp East of Mt. Cparmel OverE)asf) P 133 B ; -
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. connector 16.3 B - -
Off-Ramp Tol-675 8.6 A - -

1-675 NB

On-Ramp | From the Managed Lanes [ 215 ] C | - | -

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.
Notes: ** Major merge area; capacity check performed up and downstream freeway and ramp. Yellow shading
indicates LOS E.
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Table 16. Ramp Merge and Diver ge Capacity Analysis
Build Condition 2035

AM PM
Type L ocation Density Density
oominy | “9% | puminny | “O°
I-75 southbound (SB)
Off-Ramp To the beginning of the Managed L anes - - 11.2 B
From the Managed Lanes (Slip ramp East of
On-Ramp Mt.agarmel Ov(erpz?ss) P i i 42.0 (-)E
On-Ramp From the end of the Managed L anes - - 22.8 C
I-75 SB Managed Lanes
On-Ramp From I-675 - - 18.1 B
Off-Ramp To Jonesboro Rd. connector - - 21.1 C
To General-Purpose Lanes (Slip ramp East
Off-Ramp of Mt. F()Zarmel Ove(rpags) P i i 128 B
1-675 SB
Off-Ramp | To the Managed Lanes | - | - [ 360 ] E
I-75 northbound (NB)
Off-Ramp To the beginning of the Managed L anes 27.5 C - -
To the Managed Lanes (Slip ramp East of
Off-Ramp Mt.gCarmeI OE/er;F))ass) P 443 (-)E i i
On-Ramp From the end of the Managed L anes 0.17** - - -
I-75 NB Managed Lanes
From General-Purpose Lanes (Slip ram
On-Ramp East of Mt. Cparmel OverE)asf) P 151 B - -
On-Ramp From Jonesboro Rd. connector 19.6 B - -
Off-Ramp Tol-675 12.3 B - -
I-675 NB
On-Ramp | From the Managed Lanes [ 284 | (D ] - | -

Source: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012.
Notes: ** Major merge area; capacity check performed up and downstream freeway and ramp. Yellow shading
indicates LOS E.

Expands travel choices. The Selected Alternative offers choices to users: to pay a fee (tall) to
achieve more reliable travel times commensurate with the value of time savings; carpooling to
share the toll; to avoid atoll by traveling in the general purpose lanes at no additional charge; or
switching to transit services. Transit and commuting use are discussed in more detail in Section
[11.C.6.d. Transit and Commuting Options. The Selected Alternative would enhance the
desirability of these travel choices. Currently, there are three park and ride lots near the 1-75
corridor within the project limits and three express bus routes are provided in the area by the
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority.

Toalling for Financing. The Selected Alternative provides toll funding for capital, operating, and
maintenance costs. Without this additional source of funding, the project is not financially
feasible at this time based on presently expected levels of federal and state funding. The capital
costs and operation and maintenance costs of managed lanes can vary based on the type of
managed lanes (HOT, ETL, HOV), the location of managed lanes (concurrent or reversible), the
use of tolls (HOV or HOT), and enforcement of occupancy requirements (HOV/HOT or ETL).
The project construction estimate is approximately $175,000,000. A financial plan for the
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project would be completed in the future with additional information on funding source
information, including tolls.

Reduce Congestion by Adding Transportation Capacity. By adding transportation capacity
to the I-75 project corridor, the proposed managed lanes would reduce congestion in the general
purpose lanes. In addition, although the proposed project is not necessarily intended to relieve
congestion at ramp merges and diverges, the addition of the managed lanes would have the effect
of improving operations at many of the ramps by improving through movement along the
mainline of 1-75. Since mainline traffic in the general purpose lanes flows more smoothly, the
traffic coming off the ramps or getting onto the ramps can make an easier merge or diverge due
to relatively less weaving.

The LOS data that was used to measure the reliability of trave times in the managed lanes can
also be used to measure the project’s effectiveness for relieving general purpose lane congestion
(Tables 12, 13, 15, and 16). In 2015, Build condition grades are desirable for all of the peak hour
direction movements (Table 12). One undesirable (E) occurs beyond the project termini. By
2035 along the 1-75 corridor, 13 of the 18 peak direction movements fall in the desirable range
(LOS A-D), while five are undesirable (LOS E/F) (Table 13). Therefore, the project would leave
the general purpose lanes somewhat congested in the design year when judged by standards of
the LOS grade scale. As was true of the No-Build condition, this congestion would be most
severe in the peak hour directions. From Tables 12 and 13, it can be observed that the density and
level of service along the corridor is similar in both No-Build and Build conditions. There are
several sections along the corridor where the Build condition LOS is better than No-Build and at
a few locations beyond the project limits. At the new slip ramps to managed lanes, the LOS is
slightly lower in the Build condition. However, the overall corridor performance is better in the
Build compared to No-Build condition.

Alternatives for improving operations in the general purpose lanes where LOS is undesirable
have been considered. The four undesirable grades are all LOS E, and they occur along two
segments in both the am and pm peak direction: the Hudson Bridge Road to Jodeco Road
segment and the segment between SR 20/SR 81 and the slip ramp. Although a capacity analysis
for a general purpose lane alternative has not been conducted, it is likdly that the only alternative
that could increase capacity enough to provide desirable LOS throughout the project corridor
would be the addition of multiple general purpose lanes. A general purpose lanes alternative is
not consistent with state, regional, and local planning documents, including the current CLRTP
(Plan 2040), and state and ARC managed lanes policies (MLSP), because it does not provide
reliable, long term travel times, provide additional travel choices, reduce congestion,
accommodate regional growth, or provide construction financing. Please see Section I1.E.2. for
additional information on the general purpose lanes alternative.

It should be noted, however, that the relationship between adding general purpose lanes and
reducing congestion is by no means a perfect one. First, experience shows that new general
purpose lanes simply tend to fill up over time; hence, the congestion relief offered by adding
general purpose lanes might be short-term. Moreover, studies and reports like FHWA'’s
Managed Lanes Primer and Freeway Management and Operations Handbook indicate that there
is a limit on how many general purpose lanes can be added to an interstate without reaching a
point of diminishing returns. When a facility reaches five lanes, the operational benefits of
adding capacity can be partially offset by weaving problems. These qualifications aside, a
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general purpose lane alternative (Alternative 4) has been considered and has been ruled out
because it would not adequately address the other needs and purposes of the project. The
deficiencies of the general purpose lane alternative with respect to the various needs and
purposes is discussed in more detail in Section I1.E.

Alternatives that do not involve adding multiple general purpose lanes have been identified for
the 1-75 segment between the slip ramp and SR 20/SR 81. In the northbound direction, the
existing acceleration lane for the SR 20 on-ramp could be extended such that the end of the
acceleration lane is past the dlip ramp to the managed lanes. The lengthening would be
approximately 3,500 feet. In the southbound direction, the existing deceleration lane to SR 20
could be extended northwards, past the slip ramp from the managed lanes. The advantage of
doing such is that most traffic exiting at SR 20 is general purpose lanes traffic. If they werein
the decderation lane prior to the slip ramp, then this would reduce per lane volume in the area
which the slip ramp traffic is merging. Furthermore, a two lane off-ramp could be constructed to
improve diverge operations with the high volume exiting at this location. The lengthening would
be approximately 3,000 feet.

Since none of the above improvements are included in Plan 2040 or the Unfunded Aspirations
Plan Vision (Plan 2041+), they are not reasonable to pursue at this time.

The effectiveness of a project for providing congestion relief can also be measured by comparing
Build and No-Build condition LOS. Such a comparison is somewhat less stringent than
comparing Build condition grades to the standards of the LOS grade scale in that a Build
condition grade that is undesirable may nevertheless represent improvement over the No-Build
alternative. The LOS data in Table 13 shows that the project would offer some improvement in
general purpose lane LOS relative to the No-Build alternative on two segments in the design
year. The improvement occurs in the afternoon peak hour direction between Hudson Bridge
Road/Eagles Landing Pkwy and Jodeco Road and between Jodeco Road and Jonesboro Road. In
the former case, LOS would improve from F to E while in the latter instance it would improve
fromEtoD.

The LOS results that have just been examined measure congestion reief for particular freeway
segments. A measure of congestion relief for the entire corridor has been obtained by comparing
Build and No-Build condition travel times. As shown in Table 14, the project would improve
general purpose lane trave times along the length of the corridor by 3.4 to 3.8 minutes or 16% to
21% compared to the No-Build condition (Table 14). It should be noted that buffer times have
not been considered in the calculation of travel times. Users who expect to use the Selected
Alternative if they encounter congestion in the general purpose lanes do not have to allow for
buffer times, which saves them travel time. The travel time savings afforded by using the
Selected Alternative could therefore be even greater than shown in Table 14 depending on the
buffer time a particular user typically used when traveling in the ETL was not an option.

Although ramp merges and diverges were not a primary focus of the need and purpose, concept
development did anticipate that congestion relief in the general purpose lanes would assist with
merging and diverging movements. The LOS data in Tables 15 and 16 show this to be the case.
Although the Build condition grades in the peak hour direction generally remain in the low range
of desirable LOS, they are frequently one or two grades better when compared to the No-Build
alternative. For example, in 2035, five movements improve from LOS F to LOS D under the
Build condition, and one movement improves from LOS F to LOS E.
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Alternatives for improving LOS have been considered at ramps where the project would cause
merge or diverge LOS to degrade to LOS E in the opening year and/or to LOS F in the design
year. This would occur at the off ramp to SR 20/US 81 in the afternoon peak hour (Tables 15
and 16). As discussed under independent utility, additional improvements have been included at
this ramp. Although these improvements would not eiminate the LOS grade of F, they would
reduce seconds of delay at the ramp by 66.1 seconds in 2015 and by 82.3 seconds in 2035.

Accommodate Regional Growth and Accessibility. The Selected Alternative, by providing
additional capacity, accommodates growing traffic volumes associated with continuing
population and employment growth. The tolling feature of the project provides a means to
maintain optimal usage and reliable travel time and therefore better mobility and accessibility in
the corridor.

During analysis of a transportation network, traffic fluctuates between roadway facilities within
the analyzed network. One reason for such fluctuations is that congestion relief on one route
frequently causes traffic to divert from other paralld routes that may be more congested and/or
which may offer less direct access between origins and destinations. 1n the case of this project,
the analysis found that traffic diverts to I-75 from paralle facilities such as US 19, SR 42, and
SR 155. Build condition volumes increase over No-Build volumes due to traffic diversion by 5
to 25% in 2015 and from 2 to 23% in 2035. The difference between Build condition and No-
Build condition volumes for particular freeway segments is shown in Table 11.

While the diversion of traffic is an imperfect indicator of the project’s ability to accommodate
regional growth and development, it does provide evidence that congestion on I-75 has become
SO severe that motorists are choosing alternate routes. It is reasonable to assume that by allowing
some motorists to return to a more direct and less time consuming route, this project should
accommodate the growth and development that has already occurred. A more detailed
discussion of land use and devel opment appears in Section 111.C.1.

E. Alternatives No Longer Under Consider ation
1. Alternatives Evaluated in Dr aft Environmental Assessment
a. Alternative 2

Alternative 2, High Occupancy Toll-3+ (HOT-3+) lanes, includes the same lane configuration
and physical footprint as the express toll lanes in the Selected Alternative. The key difference
between HOT-3+ lanes (Alternative 2) and ETL (the Selected Alternative) is the toll policy and
physical operations of the toll collection due to the occupancy requirements of HOT lanes.
Those vehicles that contain three or more passengers are designated as a high occupancy vehicle
(HOV-3+) and are exempt from paying the toll. Single occupant vehicles and HOV-2 vehicles
would be required to pay atoll. Therefore, Alternative 2 is defined as HOT-3+.

Operations. As described in Section 1. Need and Purpose, GDOT would implement tolls on the
facility under Section 129(a)(1)(B) of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
(MAP-21) because “the facility has the same number of toll-free lanes after construction asit did
before (excluding HOV lanes and auxiliary lanes)”. All vehicles that are designated as HOV-3
are exempt from paying a toll, as well as emergency vehicles, maintenance vehicles, military
vehicles, registered transit vehicles (as detailed under the Selected Alternative), and school
buses. Toll rates for the single occupant vehicles and HOV-2 vehicles would vary according to
traffic conditions to regulate demand for the lanes and keep them congestion-free, even during
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peak hour periods. When traffic volume increases, tolls increase with demand. When traffic
volume decreases, tolls similarly decrease. Therefore, the daily operations are relatively similar
to those described under the Selected Alternative.

Implementing an HOT system requires more complex system operations than an ETL system.
The transponder mode under the ETL system is universal, except for specifically designated
vehicles, such as transit vehicles, registered vanpools, and emergency vehicles. Transponder
mode under the HOT system is not universal, therefore, the public education for transponder use
for HOT lanes can be more complicated. The drivers must make a choice in declaring their
transponder mode, i.e. switching the mode as to whether a driver isusing it asan SOV or HOV.
An HOT-3+ system is already in place in the Atlanta region on 1-85 north of Atlanta. The tall
operations have already been established through the Peach Pass system. Thetoll mode is either
non-toll (if in a 3+ carpool) or toll (if in a 2+ carpool or driving alone). The toll mode can be
changed on-line at the Peach Pass homepage or using a free application for smart phones. All
changes take at least 15 minutes to process before the customer is able to use the roadway. As
with the Selected Alternative, the tolling is fully electronic, eiminating the need for toll booths.
Electronic signs display toll rates to help drivers decide whether to access the lanes. Drivers lock
in their toll rate when they enter the managed lanes. Under provisions of 23 USC 166(d), annual
certification must be made that operational performance monitoring programs and enforcement
programs are in place to ensure that the performance of the facility is not degraded and that the
facility is operated in accordance with the restrictions and requirements of 23 USC 166.

In addition to driver education, Alternative 2 requires additional enforcement, since occupancy
must be monitored to ensure that the transponder mode of individual vehicles is accurate. In
other words, drivers could declare their transponder mode as HOV -3+ but have only one or two
occupants in the vehicle. Therefore, violation rates are likely to be higher on an HOT system
than an ETL system, where all must pay regardless of occupancy. There is added capital and
operation and maintenance costs with HOT lanes versus ETL lanes due to additional signs and
enforcement.

Alternative 2 satisfies the need and purpose for the following reasons.

Consistency with regional transportation planning initiatives. The proposed HOT-3+ lanes
are managed lanes, which is consistent with policies adopted by the Georgia State Transportation
Board and the ARC. Alternative 2 is also consistent with the regional Managed Lane System
Plan, the PLAN 2040 CLRTP, and the FY2012-2017 TIP. The MLSP Final Report states that
HOT-3+ is “the recommended digibility policy for the managed lane system” (GDOT, 2010b, p.
12). However, the report also notes that there is a need “to refine the analysis [for all of the
projects] for the purposes of individual project ddivery and financing” (GDOT, 2010b, p. 30).
Alternative 2 is aso consistent with the Joint Henry County/Cities Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP). Henry County recognizes I-75 as “a vital transportation asset and
high transportation priority”. A primary goal of the CTP is to enhance mobility in the county
and towns. An objective to reach the goal is to continue to collaborate and coordinate with
GDOT regarding improvements to I-75. Finaly, the presence of an HOT-3+ systemis already in
place in the Atlanta region on 1-85 north of Atlanta

Improvements to reliability of travel times and mobility. The ARC travel demand mode
2040 was run for this Alternative. The projected total traffic volumes for the Selected
Alternative and Alternative 2 are the same. There is a small difference in projected traffic
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volumes between the managed lanes and general purpose lanes of both the Selected Alternative
and Alternative 2. The Selected Alternative is projected to have between 0.1% and 0.25% less
traffic in the express toll lanes than the HOT lanes in Alternative 2 and therefore, 0.1-0.25%
more traffic on the general purpose lanes than the general purpose lanes in Alternative 2.
However, this difference is not enough to affect the capacity analysis, the Level of Service
analysis, and travel times for the managed lanes, general purpose lanes, and the ramp merges and
diverges for Alternative 2 as for the Selected Alternative (Tables 12, 13, 15, and 16). Therefore,
Alternative 2 and the Selected Alternative are equally effective for providing reliable travel times
and mobility.

Expands travel choices. As with the Selected Alternative, Alternative 2 would enhance travel
choices by allowing transit to use the toll lanes for free and by allowing SOV and HOV-2 to use
the lanes by paying a toll. However, Alternative 2 would further enhance travel choices by
allowing HOV-3 to usethetoll lanes for free.

Tolling for Financing. As with the Selected Alternative, Alternative 2 provides toll funding for
capital, operating, and maintenance costs. Without this additional source of funding, Alternative
2 is not financially feasible at this time based on presently expected levels of public
transportation funding. The capital costs and operation and maintenance costs of managed lanes
can vary based on the type of managed lanes (HOT, ETL, HOV), the location of managed lanes
(concurrent or reversible), the use of tolls (HOV or HOT), and enforcement of occupancy
requirements (HOV/HOT or ETL). The project construction estimate is approximatey
$175,000,000.

According to GDOT’s I-75 Express Lanes Level 2 Traffic and Revenue Study (August 2011),
fifty-year accumulated gross revenues for Alternative 2, with trucks prohibited from the
managed lanes, are projected to be $556 million in 2011 dollars GDOT is currently partnering
with SRTA to perform an Investment Grade Traffic and Revenue study. Results from this study
are not yet available. However, based on a 2011 Traffic and Revenue estimates we anticipate
that Alternative 2 could provide 5% less revenue than the Selected Alternative. The Selected
Alternative would generate over $585 million, a 5% increase over Alternative 2, because all
vehicles using the ETL must pay. In spite of these significant projected amounts for fifty-year
accumulated gross revenue, ongoing infrastructure maintenance expenses and customer service
center costs are projected to erode the revenue stream such that net receipts are forecast to be on
the order of 40% of these values. In addition, out-year revenues are heavily discounted, such
that the bonding capacity of the revenue stream is less than the capital cost of the project, leaving
a gap to be covered by other funding sources. The additional revenue and reduced toll collection
costs associated with the Selected Alternative help to minimize this funding gap. This is the
primary difference between the Selected Alternative and Alternative 2. The Selected Alternative
provides a more consistent revenue stream and lower operations and maintenance costs than
Alternative 2.

Reduce Congestion by Adding Transportation Capacity. The quantitative data for the Build
condition has been presented in Tables 12-16 and discussed under the Selected Alternative. The
ability of Alternative 2 to relieve congestion is the same as for the Selected Alternative, and the
LOS gains and travel time savings for the two alternatives have been presented in Section I1.C.,
Sdected Alternative.

41



Accommodate Regional Growth and Accessbility. As with the Selected Alternative,
Alternative 2, by providing additional capacity, accommodates growing traffic volumes
associated with continuing population and employment growth. The tolling feature of the project
provides a means to maintain optimal usage and reliable travel time and therefore better mobility
and accessibility in the corridor.

Impacts. The Selected Alternative and Alternative 2 have the same lane configuration and
physical footprints. Therefore, the direct effects on the Physical Environment, particularly air
and noise, are the same for both Build Alternatives as presented in the Draft EA.

b. Alternative 3

The no action or No-Build Alternative provides a basdine of conditions against which to
compare the Selected Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed managed lanes
are not constructed and I-75 remains in its present configuration with three basic through lanesin
each direction from SR 155 in Henry County to SR 138 in Clayton County plus auxiliary lanes
between the 1-675 interchange and Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road. As noted
previously, the No-Build also includes committed projects funded for construction in the region
as contained in the FY 2012-2017 TIP.

The no action or No-Build Alternative is not consistent with regional transportation planning,
does not improve rdiability of travel times, does not expand travel choices, does not require
tolling for financing, does not reduce congestion, and does not accommodate regional growth
and accessibility. Therefore, Alternative 3 was not identified as the Selected Alternative.

2. Alternatives Evaluated in Concept Development Phase

The following alternatives were evaluated during the concept devel opment phase, but they were
subsequently dropped from further consideration. These alternatives are briefly described bel ow,
along with therationale for eimination.

Before turning attention to the alternatives considered but eiminated, it isimportant to recognize
that a transit alternative was not evaluated as part of this project. The Atlanta region has an
ambitious transit concept, commonly known as “Concept 3", by the ARC. This transformational
strategy includes expansion of fixed-guideway transit in many urban and suburban locations in
theregion. However, the PLAN 2040 document indicates that more assertive policies are needed
to support the establishment of transit centers in the region which are not in place currently in
spite of heavy investment in livable centers and economic centers devel opment (ARC, 2011).

Alter native 4 — Provide two additional general pur pose lanes within the existing right-of-way
of 1-75. This alternative was eiminated because it is not consistent with local and regional
planning, does not provide reliable travel times in the long-term, does not expand travel choices,
does not provide any form of financing for its construction, does not reduce congestion by
adding capacity, and does not accommodate regional growth and accessibility.

A general purpose lanes alternative is not consistent with state, regional, and local planning,
including the current CLRTP (Plan 2040), and state and ARC managed lanes policies (MLSP).

General purpose lanes would not provide reiable travel times. As traffic flows increase and
density intensifies in general purpose lanes, there would be no other option to obtain reliable
travel times. In addition, there is a value that people place on the ability to reach ther
destination in a reliable manner; therefore, implementing a system of managed lanes better
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provides the means to meet transportation consumers demand for reliable trave time, ether
through paying a toll, utilizing transit services that travel on the managed lanes, or by
participating in ridesharing.

A general purpose lane alternative would not expand travel choice to the public. Users already
have the choice of general purpose lanes; additional lanes of the same type do not expand travel
choice.

There is a lack of funding for traditional capacity expansion, and a general purpose lanes
alternative would not be implemented for an indefinite period.

Finally, general purpose lanes allow for more vehicle throughput. Even though atraffic analysis
for this alternative was not conducted, it would be expected to pulls more trips from other
roadway facilities to I-75, and therefore not greatly relieve congestion.

Alternative 5 — Provide two HOV reversible lanes within the existing right-of-way of |-75.
This alternative was eliminated because it is not consistent with regional planning, does not
provide reliable travel times in the long-term, does not provide any form of financing for its
construction, does not reduce congestion by adding capacity, and does not accommodate regional
growth and accessibility. This alternative does expand travel choices, but to a limited degree.
These points are expanded upon in the following paragraphs.

An HOV alternative is a managed lane, as defined in the MLSP. However, the MLSP does note
that there is a desire for system continuity in the Atlanta region and driver expectation on the
roadway network (GDOT, 2010a, pp. 12, 18). Even though the corridors throughout the region
are somewhat unique in their capacity availability, implementing different scenarios within the
overall system (e.g., changing from HOV-only to HOT or varying vehicle occupancy rates on
different sections [1-20, I-75, 1-675, 1-85, 1-285] of the regional system) could be difficult to
operate and to enforce and confusing and burdensome to users. For example, if different types of
managed lanes were implemented on different facilities or even different segments of a facility, a
particular user could have to exit a managed lane because of occupancy requirements. An HOT-
3+ system has already been implemented on 1-85 north of Atlanta. An HOV system on I-75
could cause driver confusion and enforcement issues.

HOV-only lanes would improve mobility by reducing travel time and increasing reliability, but
only for those travelers willing and able to participate in ridesharing either by carpooling or by
utilizing transit services. For those drivers that do not participate in carpooling, extra time for
travel during more congested conditions must be considered to ensure that arrival at a destination
ison time. This additional “buffer time’ is not captured in the measurements and forecasts of
average travel times on a section of roadway. Implementation of tolls to permit the entry of non-
HQV traffic would be a more efficient use of the lanes.

Implementing the new lanes as HOV-only expands travel choices in the corridor by providing a
reliable free-flowing facility to only those eecting to participate in ridesharing, vanpools, or
transit. However, travelers for whom ridesharing is not available or convenient would have only
the general purpose lanes or alternate local routes available on which to complete their trips. A
tolling feature extends additional choice to those willing to pay a premium for greater reliability
in travel times without the restriction of occupancy requirements. In addition, registered transit
and vanpools are permitted to use the managed lanes, are exempt from tolls, and benefit from the
reliable travel time provided by the additional managed lane capacity.
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HOV-only lanes would not provide tolling for financing the project. Tolling provides two vital
benefits, revenue generation and reducing the costs of operations. The revenue generation that
tolling provides makes the I-75 Express Lanes project financially feasible, by providing a
funding source to enable the capital improvements, and fund operation and maintenance costs.
Without the tolling component, the project would not be implemented, therefore not providing
the critical congestion relief needed in the corridor. As with an HOT system, HOV-only lanes
require higher costs of operations due to additional enforcement. Occupancy must be monitored
to ensure that only authorized users (HOV) are utilizing the facility. Violation rates are likely to
be higher on an HOV system than even a HOT or ETL system. Under an HOT or ETL system,
all vehicles must have a transponder to enter the system. Under an HOV system, transponders
are not used, therefore HOV that do not meet the required threshold and SOV can enter the
system in violation of the policy. There is added capital and operation and maintenance costs
with HOV lanes due to additional signs and enforcement.

HOV-only lanes would reduce congestion by adding capacity, but not as efficiently as the
Selected Alternativee.  As a pat of the MLSP, the Corridor Evaluation and Final
Recommendations Report included an analysis to determine capacity on a managed lanes system
when using different managed lane scenarios. The analysis found that implementing managed
lanes with an HOV-2+ tolling policy eventually results in the lanes being unable to meet
capacity. On the other hand, by increasing occupancy to HOV -3+, the lanes are severdy under-
utilized, potentially leading to a perception by the traveling public of empty or wasted lanes.

A more detailed capacity analysis was conducted for HOV lanes for this project corridor to
address their ability to provide reliable travel times, reducing congestion, and accommodating
regional growth. Based on the sketch planning approach presented in National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 414, HOV Systems Manual, the maximum
capacity for HOV-2+ in the design year was set at 1,200-1,500 vehicles per hour per lane
(vphpl). HOV-2+ traffic for the 1-75 corridor in the design year was estimated to range from
1,450 to 1,950 vehicles per hour (vph) with an average of 1,700 vph. Therefore, one HOV -2+
lane would not be able to accommodate the HOV traffic, while two HOV -2+ lanes would suffer
from severe underutilization.

The HOV-3+ analysis assumed a maximum capacity of 400-800 vphpl based on the
recommendation of the NCHRP Report. The difference between the vphpl capacity between
HOV-2 and HOV -3 is primarily due to the number of lanes on the facility and the ability to form
carpools. Inthe case of the latter, it is easier to form two person carpools than three. The HOV
traffic demand on 1-75 for the peak direction would range from 450 to 950 vph with an average
of 700 vph, which is just at the minimum threshold of 400-800 vphpl, so one HOV-3+ lane
would not be used efficiently. Therefore, one HOV lane would not be able to accommodate the
HQV traffic, and two HOV lanes would be needed. However, with two HOV lanes, the capacity
would be much higher than the demand and would not be fully used.

Given the difficulty of balancing capacity and demand in an HOV-only alternative, the
implementation of tolls to permit the entry of non-HOV traffic in the managed lanes would be a
more efficient use of the lanes. With talling, the HOV lang(s) capacity not being used by HOV
traffic could be used by SOV traffic. Dynamic pricing of the tolls then could be used to regulate
the maximum number of vehicles in the lanes so the optimum capacity would be used while also
maintaining continuous high-speed flow.
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Alternative 6 — Provide concurrent managed lanes from the 1-75 bridge over SR 155 to
approximately 600 feet north of the I-75 southbound off ramp to SR 138 at the Henry/Clayton
County Line, for atotal length of 12.24 miles. This alternative includes the construction of two
new managed lanes, one in each direction separated by a barrier, within the existing 1-75 median
and right-of-way. This alternative was eiminated because it is not as effective as the Selected
Alternative for providing reliable travel times, reducing congestion, tolling for financing, and
accommodating regional growth and accessibility. This alternative does expand travel choicesin
both directions.

Alternative 6 was eliminated without a capacity analysis or a time savings analysis being
conducted. These quantitative studies were omitted because the directional traffic split along the
corridor clearly indicated that a concurrent lane alternative would not be as effective as a
reversible lane alternative for providing reliable travel times and congestion relief. Due to
commuter traffic utilizing the 1-75 corridor as one of the main routes into and out of Atlanta,
congestion is more prevalent on I-75 northbound in the morning peak and 1-75 southbound in the
afternoon peak. As described in Section I. Need and Purpose, the traffic directional split during
the AM peak hour is 65% NB/35% SB and during the PM peak hour is 53% SB /47% NB.
These split percentages are for the length of the entire project; some of the sections have a
greater directional split causing more intense congestion. As aresult of this directional split, No-
Build condition LOS is substantially worse in the peak direction of travel than in the non-peak
direction, and this holds true in the existing, opening, and design years (Tables 2-4).

Given the directional split in traffic along this corridor, concurrent managed lanes would not be
as effective for providing reliable travel times and mobility as reversible lanes. The non-peak
direction lane would tend to suffer under-demand and under utilization. Meanwhile, the peak
direction lane would face very high demand, which, in turn, would require setting the toll higher
to control usage and maintain free flow conditions. Hence, compared to reversible managed
lanes, concurrent lanes would offer reliable trave times to fewer users and at a higher cost.

Concurrent managed lanes would also be less effective than reversible lanes for relieving
congestion in the general purpose lanes. Given the congestion that occurs in the peak direction,
the addition of two managed lanes in the peak direction still leaves most general purpose lane
segments operating at the low range of desirable or undesirable LOS in the design year (Table
13). Redirecting one of the two lanes to the non-peak direction would essentially cut the added
capacity in the peak direction in half, thereby making peak direction LOS in the general purpose
lanes even worse.

Problems with enforcement would make concurrent lanes less effective than the reversible lane
alternatives with respect to financing the project. Enforcement is not as burdensome on a
reversible facility because any violators are within the facility’s barrier and easily identified as
violators. During severe congestion and/or accidents on general purpose lanes adjacent to
concurrent lanes, violations increase and overwhelm enforcement personnd. Reversible-barrier
systems, because of their separation from the general purpose lanes, are generally not affected by
daily or accident-related congestion on the general purpose lanes. Another concern of concurrent
systems is that violators weave in and out of the managed lane to avoid the automated toll
collection point. Thisis both a safety and enforcement issue. In addition, potential valid users
could be less likely to use the facility if they fee they are not likely to enjoy the benefits of
paying the toll. Because a reversible system has less ingress and egress points, it tends to have
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higher levels of compliance. In regards to cost, reversible facilities are in general less expensive
than bi-directional concurrent facilities because the former entail the cost of construction of one
facility instead of two separate facilities. In summary, increases in violations and potential loss
of valid users both decrease the amount of funding for the project. In addition, there would only
be one lane being used to capacity while the non-peak lane would be severdy under-utilized,
providing less paying customers.

Concurrent lanes do provide additional capacity, which could accommodate growing traffic
volumes associated with continuing population and employment growth. However, they do not
provide as much capacity as the Selected Alternative.

The concurrent managed lane alternative was therefore dropped in favor of a reversible system
because areversible system offers the following advantages: better serves existing and projected
peak directional travel demand, more efficient system operation, less required enforcement, and
lower operation and maintenance costs.

Alter native 7 — Shift northbound 1-75 (instead of southbound 1-75, as currently proposed in the
Sdected Alternative) to make adequate space for the managed lanes facility. This option does
expand travel choices. This option was eliminated due to intersection sight distance issues at
Flippen Road and Dustin Drive just north of the existing 1-75 bridge over Flippen Road.

Alter native 8 — Construct the Selected Alternative with dedicated access to the managed lanes
via Mt. Carméd Road instead of via Jonesboro Road. This alternative meets the purpose and
need of the project. Transit, vanpools, and emergency vehicles use toll lanes for free; others
have option of paying toll. However, it was diminated because of potential community cohesion
impacts. Due to the need to re-construct the Mt. Carme Road bridge over 1-75, it was decided to
include, as part of the re-construction, direct access to only the express lanes via ramps from the
new bridge. This would provide an additional point of access to the managed lanes from
McDonough via Jonesboro Road and from suburbs to the west of 1-75. However, due to
projected increased traffic on Mill Road and Mt. Carmel Road, this aternative necessitates
potential improvements at the intersections of Mt. Carmel Road and Mill Road, and Mt. Carmel
Road and Jonesboro Road. The traffic effects could cause potential community cohesion
impacts.

Table 17 summarizes how the Alternatives individually address purpose and need.
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Table17. Comparison of Alternatives Ability to Meet Project Need
Selected
Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 7 Alternative 8
Reversible ETL ReversibleHOT- | Alternative Alternative 4 Alternative 6 Alignment ETL or HOT-3+
Need and with Jonesboro 3+ Laneswith 3 General Purpose Alternative5 Concurrent ETL or Shift tothe Laneswith Mt.
Purpose Criteria Access Joneshor o Access No-Build Lanes HOV Lanes HOT-3+ Lanes East Carmel Access
Yes, the MLSP Yes, the MLSP Yes, the MLSP
adopted an adopted an adopted an HOT 3+
Consistency HOT3+ policy HOT3+ policy policy with the
with Regional | with theability to | with the ability to No, HOT policies Yes, but the MLSP ability to
Transportation implement ETL implement ETL have been recommended further implement ETL
Planning based upon based upon implemented inthe |  study to determine based upon
Initiatives funding needs. funding needs. No. No. region. effectiveness. Yes. funding needs.
Y es, maximizes
Y es, maximizes travel time savings
travel time and moblity for
savings and directional peak
moblity for Yes, but two ETL or Yes, but hour traffic
directional peak HOT-3+ lanesina | causessafety | (northbound in am,
Improvementsto hour traffic reversible facility issueson southbound in pm)
Reliabilty of (northbound in would better address | other areas and has potentia
Travel Times am, southbound Yes, for carpools peak directional of roadway community
and Mobility in pm). Yes. No. No. and trangit. congestion. network. impacts.
Yes. Transt, Yes. Transt,
vanpools, vanpools, and
Yes. Transt, emergency emergency
vanpools, and vehicles, and Yes. Transt, vehicles usetoll
emergency HOV-3+ use vanpools, lanes for free
vehicles usetoll lanes for free. emergency others have option
lanes for free SOV and HOV-2 vehicles, and Yes, provides an of paying toll. Has
othershave vehicles have HOV-2+ uselanes | additional choiceto potential
Expands Travel | option of paying | option of paying for free. SOVs usersin both community
Choices toll. toll. No. No. cannot use facility. directions. Yes. impacts
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Selected

Alternative Alternative 2 Alternative 7 Alternative 8
Reversible ETL ReversibleHOT- | Alternative Alternative 4 Alternative 6 Alignment ETL or HOT-3+
Need and with Jonesboro 3+ Laneswith 3 General Purpose Alternative5 Concurrent ETL or Shift tothe Laneswith Mt.
Purpose Criteria Access Joneshor o Access No-Build Lanes HOV Lanes HOT-3+ Lanes East Carmel Access
Yes, but dueto extra
demand, thetoll rate
Yes. Five percent would potentially
less revenue than have to be higher to
Yes. Five ETL and keep a single peak Yes, but has
percent increase enforcement of managed lane potential
Tolling for of revenue over | occupancy status Not functioning at free community
Financing HOT-3+. addsto all costs. | Applicable. No. No. flow. Yes. impacts.
Yes, but the Yes. Thisreduces
Yes, intheshort- | additional capacity | some congestion in
term; traffic would not be both directions, but
anaysiswasnot | efficiently utilized. not to the extent of
Reduce completed due to HOV-3+ would two ETL or HOT-3+
Congestion by lack of funding exceed demand lanesin areversible Yes, but has
Adding for construction while HOV -2+ facility that can better potential
Transportation of non-tolled would not meet address peak community
Capacity Yes. Yes. No. projects. demand. directional traffic. Yes. impacts.
Yes, in the short- Yes, but not to
term; traffic same extent as
anaysiswasnot | managed lanes due
completed due to to HOV lane
Accommodate lack of funding capacity either Yes, but potentially
Regiona for construction exceeding or not to the same extent Yes, but has
Growth and of non-tolled faling short of asreversible managed potential commnity
Accessibility Yes. Yes. No. projects. demand. lanes. Yes. impacts.
Sources: Traffic Study: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155, GDOT, July 2012;

Atlanta Regional Managed Lanes Systems Plan, GDOT, 2010;

Traffic and Revenue Study, GDOT/SRTA, 2011;

Plan 2040 Congtrained Long Range Transportation Plan, ARC;

FY 2012-2017 Transportation Improvement Program, ARC
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[11. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A. Types Of Effects: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508) require that not only
direct impacts, but indirect and cumulative impacts (ICl) also be evaluated. Direct, indirect, and
cumul ative effects are defined as follows:

Direct effectsare caused by, and coincidein time and place with, the action.

I ndir ect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate,
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.

Cumulative effects are the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeabl e future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time.

Because they are not environmental resources, indirect and cumulative effects analyses have not
been included for the following sections. Section 4(f) Applicability; Invasive Species Survey;
U.S. Coast Guard/U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Applicability; Relocations; Construction; and
USTs/Hazardous Waste.

B. Effectsof the No-Build Alter native

The No-Build Alternative (Alternative 3) would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative
environmental effects. Therefore, only the environmental effects of the Selected Alternative are
discussed in the following sections.

C. Effectson the Social Environment
1. Land Use Changes

The dominant land usefland cover type within the proposed project corridor is existing
maintained transportation and utility right-of-way, which accounts for ailmost all of the project
area. The transportation corridors include 1-75, 1-675, and roadways that cross I-75. This land
use type also includes adjacent open areas within the rights-of-way of these corridors, along with
maintained utility rights-of-way. Existing land uses adjacent to the I-75 corridor include medium
density, medium-high density, and high density residential uses, mixed uses, industrial uses,
commercial uses, recreational uses, and forested lands (Figure 5).

Future land use within the project corridor will continue to be maintained transportation and
utility right-of-way. Future land use adjacent to the project corridor is projected to include
medium to high density residential uses, mixed uses, commercial uses, and industrial uses as
detailed in the maps of future land use for Clayton County and in the Henry County/Cities Joint
2030 Comprehensive Plan (Clayton County, 2009; Henry County, 2009). Further land use
changes and devel opment are therefore already expected for the corridor (Figure 6).
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Figure5. Existing Land Use
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Figure 6. FutureLand Use
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Direct Effects. The Selected Alternative iswould be added within the existing right-of-way for
[-75 and [-675. Additional minor amounts of right-of-way (7 acres) are required for
improvements needed as a result of this project. Portions of three parcels required for the
Jonesboro Road access between Jonesboro Road and the Mt. Carmed Road bridge are
undeve oped but zoned for commercial use. The transition of this land use to transportation use
isadirect effect of the project but is an extension of the existing adjacent transportation land use
and is not out of character with the area.

Indirect Effects. For purposes of analyzing potential indirect land use impacts, planners with
Clayton and Henry Counties were contacted to determine whether the proposed managed lanes
are likely to cause substantial land use changes in their areas. Butts and Spalding County
planners were also included in the survey because development in these counties could be
stimulated by the provision of more reliable trip times to and from Atlanta. All phone
memoranda with planners appear in Appendix A (pp. A-1-A-4).

This project occurs in an area where medium and high density development already exist and are
projected to continue by both Clayton and Henry County. Induced development demand is
regulated and controlled by the individual jurisdictions through their zoning and land use and
comprehensive plans. Even though the proposed project would add capacity to an interstate, and
therefore could cause land use changes and additional development, the effects on land use
would not be significant.

The project extends approximately 1,500 feet into Clayton County, to the I-675 interchange with
SR 138. This interchange is currently developed and in commercial use along SR 138 and high
density residential use off of SR 138. The County plans for the land use in the area to remain
commercial and high density residential uses. According to the County, additional devel opment
in the vicinity of 1-675 interchange with SR 138 is not expected, even with construction of the |-
75 express lanes.

In Henry County, the existing and future land use varies throughout the corridor. A large portion
of the land use in the county is low to medium density residential uses with higher density
residential, commercial, and industrial uses occurring along I1-75 and the interchanges with |-75.
According to the Henry County Planning Department, future land use along the corridor is
projected to be the same as existing, with additional mixed use development and suburban/
regional activity centers most prevalent. The regional activity center identified in the current
comprehensive plan near the Jonesboro Road interchange with I-75 is being re-defined by the
county as part of a suburban employment center stretching from Jonesboro Road north to
Hudson Bridge Road and is being planned for corporate office space, high density residential
development, and commercial/retail uses. It is planned as a regional destination that offers
employment, shopping, cultural, and recreational opportunities. These are primarily intensive
land uses. According to the County, any additional devel opment at the interchanges, particularly
the new Jonesboro Road express lanes access to 1-75, is already anticipated and planned for by
the county and is expected regardl ess of whether the |-75 express lanes are constructed.

Butts County has aready begun to experience development pressures from both the Atlanta and
Macon regions due to the location of 1-75 and the county’s proximity to both of these urban
centers. 1-75 is in the extreme southwest corner of the county, and in fact, some of the most
significant growth has not occurred near 1-75 but along US 23, which connects Locust Grove in
Henry County to Jenkinsburg in Butts County. Existing land use along the 1-75 corridor is
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agricultural, residential, vacant, or institutional (Georgia State Prison). Two large areas slated
for development are the 1-75 interchanges with SR 16 and SR 36. The county has classified both
of these interchanges as Highway Activity Center character areas in its Community Plan (2007).
The other character areas along [-75 are rural with expected suburban growth pressure. The
county expects that additional growth and development, particularly suburban devel opment, will
include more demands for services and coordination of land use. According to the County, any
additional development at the I-75 interchanges with SR 16 and SR 36 is already anticipated and
planned for by the county, and is expected regardless of whether the 1-75 express lanes are
constructed.

I-75 traverses a very small portion of the extreme eastern portion of Spalding County. The I-75
interchange with SR 16 provides access to Griffin, which is where the most intensive
development occurs in the county. Access to the Atlanta region from Griffin is also available via
US 19/US 41. The county has experienced slower growth than those counties closer to Atlanta
in the north, which has prepared it for potential future growth. Land use changes in the county
are expected surrounding Griffin, as wel as between Griffin and the Henry County line. In
addition, some changes near 1-75, including shifts to residential and industrial uses are planned
by the county. According to the County, any additional devel opment in the eastern portion of the
county is already anticipated and planned for by the county. The County does not expect any
induced land use changes from the I-75 managed lanes, only from a proposed interchange at
Jenkinsburg Road with 1-75 that has been previously proposed in the County and is not in Plan
2040.

Indirect effects of the project would include the effects of congestion reief on [-75 on
commuters in the region. More efficient and reliable travel could influence development in the
corridor but not beyond what is already planned for by the counties. An examination of the
assessment of other congestion pricing projects and their environmental impacts (including land
use) has already been completed by the FHWA (Synthesis of Congestion Pricing-Related
Environmental Impact Analyses: Final Report, 2010). The assessment identifies a dynamic
where development pressures could shift away from the project corridor. In the short-term, an
individual driver may choose to pay a toll, but in the long-term may choose to move closer to
his’/her place of work, telecommute, or switch modes of transportation. In the case of this
project, if enough people choose the option of moving closer to work, development or
redevel opment pressures would be felt in the urban core rather than in outlying southern counties
such as Henry and Buitts.

The above scenario underscores the difficulty of predicting how a transportation project may
affect land use. In this case, however, planning officials have indicated that future change in
land uses and development, including intensive land development in some cases, is already
planned in the counties and is expected to occur without the proposed project. The
implementation of this project is therefore not expected to induce significant land use changes
beyond what is already planned for by any of the counties.

Cumulative Effects. The project is almost exclusively occurring within the right-of-way and
only converting a minor amount of land (7 acres) at Jonesboro Road to a new land use as a direct
effect. The existing built environment has already caused indirect effects to the social, natural,
and physical resources within the project corridor. Because the proposed project would not have
significant direct or indirect effects on land use, it would not contribute significantly to
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cumulative land use impacts. As noted however, intensive land use impacts due to devel opment
have occurred, are occurring, and are expected to continue to occur in Henry and Clayton
Counties, as wdl as the counties south of the project.

2. Economics

Direct Effects. Due to right-of-way acquisition in the area of Jonesboro Road, between
Jonesboro Road and the Mt. Carme Road bridge (7 acres) by the Selected Alternative, small
losses in property tax revenue would occur, affecting Henry County tax revenues. No business
relocations are required to implement the Selected Alternative. Therefore, no businesses would
be affected by the project. Additional employment to physically operate the managed lanes
would be minimal, but would occur. Temporary construction jobs as a part of construction of the
project may positively affect the local economy. For every $92,000 of government investment,
one job is created for one year (Executive Office of the President, 2009). With an estimated
project construction estimate of approximatey $175,000,000 this equates to approximately 1,630
jobs. The Selected Alternative may have a positive effect on employment.

Indirect Effects. No indirect effects on economics are expected as aresult of this project.

Cumulative Effects. Even though there are potential direct impacts to economics, they would
be minimal contributions to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would
result in cumulative effects.

3. Relocations

Direct Effects. No relocations are expected as a part of the Selected Alternative because it is
located almost exclusively within existing right-of-way. However, additional right-of-way (7
acres) is required for this project. Portions of three parces totaling seven acres are needed to
construct a dedicated access ramp to the express lanes from Jonesboro Road just south of the
existing Jonesboro Road interchange with I-75 and north of the Mt. Carmel Road bridge.

4. Community Cohesion

I-75 is a major connecting corridor for communities south of Atlanta. As a limited-access
roadway, |-75 connects to these communities through designated interchanges. Businesses and
commercial properties have primary access to the local roadway network via these interchanges,
while residential areas have secondary access via connecting roads. Heaviest use of the
interstate and the local transportation network occurs during the peak hour. The communities
adjacent to the I-75 corridor have developed and grown around the existing transportation
network.

Direct Effects. The Selected Alternative would have no relocations and would occur almost
exclusively within the existing right-of-way of the interstate. Other than noise impacts, detailed
in Section I1.F.1., the project would not have any direct effects to communities living adjacent to
the 1-75 corridor or its interchanges. The project does not sever or divide any communities
adjacent to the corridor.

I ndirect Effects. Increases in average daily traffic on Jonesboro Road would occur dueto traffic
accessing the new managed lane interchange. In the design year, the increase would amount to
3,320 vehicles per day (vpd) west of the interchange (from 43,800 vpd to 47,100 vpd) and 1,580
vpd east of the interchange (from 37,820 vpd to 39,400 vpd). These are increases of 7 and 4
percent, respectively. This is due to traffic diverting from other routes to access the managed
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lanes. This increase is not expected to affect the nearby communities because of the minimal
increase in traffic and the presence of commercial land uses along Jonesboro Road. Within one
mile west of the interchange, land uses adjacent to Jonesboro Road are all commercial. Within
one mile east of the interchange, there is a mixture of commercial development and undeve oped
land targeted for additional commercial development along Jonesboro Road. All the
intersections with Jonesboro Road, as well as Jonesboro Road itself, perform at acceptable levels
of service in the future Build and No-Build conditions, as well with the newly added ramp from
the managed lanes. The only improvement to Jonesboro Road with the addition of managed
lanes would be at the intersection of the ramp with Jonesboro Road at Foster Drive. The
intersection is currently a three-legged signalized intersection. A fourth leg (managed lane
access ramp) would be added to this intersection and the signal would be upgraded to
accommodate the fourth leg.

In the residential areas southwest of the Jonesboro Road interchange with 1I-75, there are
extremey minor increases in traffic. On Mt. Carmd Road, there is an increase of 500 vpd in
2015 and an increase of amost 2,000 vpd in 2035. No improvements to these roadways are
required to address the increased traffic. Indirect effects to community cohesion are not
expected.

Cumulative Effects. There are no direct or indirect effects to community cohesion. Therefore,
there are no contributions by this project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeabl e future actions
that would result in cumulative effects.

5. Churches and I nstitutions

There are churches, schools, and community service entities |ocated throughout the communities
on ether side of the |-75 corridor.

Direct Effects. The Selected Alternative is located almost exclusively within the right-of-way.
No impacts to churches or any public institution, either through change of access or effects on
activities would occur.

Indirect Effects. No indirect effects on churches or institutions are expected as a result of this
project.

Cumulative Effects. There are no direct or indirect impacts to churches and institutions.
Therefore, there are no contributions by this project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
future actions that would result in cumulative effects.

6. Community I mpacts/Environmental Justice

This section assesses potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on populations and
communities. Because the project would be utilized by commuters living south of the project
corridor, the study area has been geographically extended southward to include Butts and
Spalding counties. This corresponds to the directional split of traffic identified in Section 1.B.2.
Due to commuter traffic utilizing the I-75 corridor as one of the main routes into and out of
Atlanta, congestion is more prevalent on 1-75 northbound in the morning peak from counties
south of Atlanta and the return southbound on I-75 in the afternoon peak. The study area was
not extended beyond the northern termini, SR 138, because commuters in this area would not use
the managed lanes regularly, dueto its direction of northbound in the morning and southbound in
the afternoon. Becausetolling has been controversial in Georgia and across the nation, the focus
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is not only on geographically identifiable communities, but also on the general population of
potential commuters. Finaly, because tolling is widdy perceived to raise equity issues for low-
income groups, special emphasis is given to the impact of tolling on low-income commuters as
part of the Environmental Justice analysis.

a. Methods

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations’, states that each Federal agency “shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations’. Minority persons
include citizens or lawful permanent residents of the U.S. who are African-American, Hispanic
or Latino, Asian-American, American Indian, or Native Alaskan. Low-income persons are
defined as those whose median household income is below the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) poverty guiddines.

Two other acts are important for mandating equitable treatment and participation of
environmental justice populations in federal actions. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
states that “ No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Title VI bars intentional
discrimination as well as disparate impact discrimination (i.e., a neutral policy or practice that
has an unequal impact on protected groups).

Executive Order 13166 “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency” directs federal agencies to “examine the services they provide, identify any need for
services to those with limited English proficiency (LEP), and devel op and implement a system to
provide those services so LEP persons can have meaningful access to them”. As a part of EO
13166, the Department of Justice issued guidance on implementing the LEP regulations because
of the inherent connection between Title VI barring of discrimination based on national origin
and EO 13166. Through the use of the FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, State
Departments of Transportation had already been complying with Title V1.

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s most recent order on implementing environmental
justice requirements (DOT Order 5610.2a, issued March 3, 2012) states that “it is the policy of
DOT to promote the principles of environmental justice (as embodied in the Executive Order)
through the incorporation of those principlesin al DOT programs, policies, and activities. This
will be done by fully considering environmental justice principles throughout planning and
decision-making processes in the development of programs, policies, and activities, using the
principles of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (Title V1), the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, (URA), the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (Public Law 109-59; SAFETEA-LU) and other
DOT statutes, regulations and guidance that address or affect infrastructure planning and
decision-making.”

The FHWA implemented the DOT order via FHWA Order 6640.23A, “FHWA Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” (June 14,
2012). The order provides methods to comply with existing applicable regulations and
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requirements as well as administering FHWA'’s “governing statues so as to identify and avoid
discrimination and disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations and low-
income populations by:

1. identifying and evaluating environmental, public health, and interrelated social and
economic effects of FHWA programs, policies, and activities;

2. proposing measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately high and
adverse environmental or public health effects and interrelated social and economic
effects, and providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance communities,
neighborhoods, and individuals affected by FHWA programs, policies, and activities,
where permitted by law and consistent with EO 12898;

3. considering alternatives to proposed programs, policies, and activities where such
alternatives would result in avoiding and/or minimizing disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental impacts, where permitted by law and consistent
with EO 12898; and

4. providing public involvement opportunities and considering the results thereof, including
providing meaningful access to public information concerning the human health or
environmental impacts and soliciting input from affected minority populations and low-
income populations in considering alternatives during the planning and development of
alternatives and decisions.”

FHWA guidance provides the above four-step approach to environmental justice analysis. Asa
part of step 1, this analysis determines whether minority and low-income populations and
communities reside in the area of the project’s potential effects and as a part of step 2, if such
populations and communities are identified, ensuring that the project would avoid
disproportionately high and adverse effects on them.

The identification of specific environmental justice communities can be accomplished through a
windshield survey. This effort addresses “small clusters or dispersed populations’ in addition to
the “localized census tract data’ as identified in FHWA’s Memorandum, Guidance on
Environmental Justice and NEPA (FHWA, 2011). In the case of this project, the APE was so
geographically large that a windshield survey was limited to the project corridor (SR 138 to SR
155). No determinate distance was traveled on ether side of I-75. Neighborhoods on adjacent
north-south roadways and neighborhoods surrounding each interchange were assessed. These
neighborhoods are identified under Public Involvement.

b. Identification of Environmental Justice Populations and Communities
|dentification of Environmental Justice Populations

Threetools were used to identify minority and low-income populations that would be affected by
the project: an analysis of census data, windshield surveys, and public involvement. Public
involvement first targeted areas identified as potential locations of environmental justice
populations and then expanded to address additional geographic areas identified during the
outreach process, including individual community groups. In addition, minority communities
were identified in the area of the managed |ane interchange proposed on Mt. Carmel Road under
Alternative 8.
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Analysis of Census Data

In accordance with FHWA guidance, census data was analyzed to identify minority and low-
income populations in the project’s area of potential effects. Because the proposed managed
lanes would be used by commuters who live south of the project corridor, the area of potential
effects (APE) was extended to include not only the 12 census tracts that would be partly
traversed by the project but also six tracts south of the southern terminus. Three of these tracts
are in southern Henry County, one in Butts County, and two in Spalding County. All have direct
connections with 1-75. Tracts located in counties further south, such as Lamar and Monroe
counties were not included in the census analysis because they are beyond the ARC region.
Their omission from the analysis does not raise great concern since the number of drivers
commuting to Atlanta should steadily decline as one moves southward from the project corridor.
Proximity to the I-75 corridor is an influence on the choice of using I-75 by commuters. Thisis
confirmed by analysis of traffic volumes compared to income levels as presented in the
Environmental Justice Technical Memorandum on file with GDOT’s Office of Environmental
Services.

The analysis used total population and minority population data from the 2010 decennial US Census.
The 2006-2010 American Community Survey (ACS) was used for detailed income data because this
data product no longer appears in the decennial census. For the purposes of identifying minority
populations, the definition found in FHWA Order 6640.23A was used and includes:

1. Black: aperson having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa;

2. Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race;

3. Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia or the Indian subcontinent;

4. American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original
people of North America, South America (including Central America), and who
maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or

5. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: a person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa or other Pacific Islands.

For purposes of identifying low-income populations, a household income below $19,090 was
categorized as low-income (HHS, 2012). This is the 2012 HHS poverty guideline for a
family/household of 3. A family/household size of three persons was used because the average
household size in the study area counties ranged from 2.67 to 2.89 in 2010 (US Census 2010,
SF1). In order to have comparable geographic areas for income and race data (US census tracts),
the poverty threshold for the US Census was compared to the HHS poverty guideline. The 2010
US Census poverty threshold for a family of three including one child was $17,552, |ess than the
HHS poverty guiddine (http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/data/threshld/index.html).
Therefore, by using the ACS poverty data, the analysis is over-estimating the number of persons
in poverty. In addition, according to the HHS guidance regarding low-income data, the Census
“thresholds are used mainly for statistical purposes - for instance, preparing estimates of the
number of Americans in poverty each year. (In other words, all official poverty population
figures are calculated using the poverty thresholds, not the guideines)’
(http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/11poverty.shtml). In addition, the USDOT defines a low-income
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population as “any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in geographic
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as
migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT
program, policy or activity” (DOT Order 5610.2a). By using census tract data, the
environmental justice analysis is using data for a “readily identifiable group of low-income
persons who live in geographic proximity” (DOT Order 5610.2a).

For this analysis, the entire APE consists of the 18 census tracts that touch I-75. Twelve of the
tracts are in Henry County, three in Clayton County, two in Spalding County, and one in Butts
County. Sincethe APE is geographically large, it was determined that |ow-income and minority
populations would be identified at the level of the individual census tract. Tracts were identified
as the locus of minority and/or low-income populations if the percentages of their populations
that are minority and/or low-income exceed the aggregate percentages of a multi-county
comparison area. Two comparison areas were identified. The first is the four counties that
comprise the APE (Butts, Clayton, Henry, and Spalding). The second is Butts, Henry, and
Spalding counties, with Clayton County excluded. The reason for designating a comparison area
that excludes Clayton County is that the percentage of minorities in Clayton County is
significantly higher than in the other counties and the low-income percentage is relatively high as
wdl. This means that including Clayton County inflates the percentage for the comparison area
which, in turn, has the effect of excluding four tracts from being designated “minority” and four
tracts from being designated “low-income’. This may not be justifiable in that the project
extends only 0.7 mile into Clayton County. Demographics for the four counties in the APE and
the two comparison study areas are shown in Table 18.

Table 18. Minority and L ow-Income Data for Counties
in the Project’s Area of Potential Effects

L ocation Total Population Minorities L ow-Income
Clayton County 259,424 222,814 (85.89% ) 42,408 (16.74%)
Henry County 203,922 96,839 (47.49%) 15,898 (8.28%)
Butts County 23,655 7,455 (31.52%) 2,610 (12.36%)
Spalding County 64,073 25,087 (39.15%) 13,224 (21.17%)

Comparison Study
Areawith Clayton
County 551,074 352,195 (63.91%) 74,140 (14.01%)
Comparison Study
Areawithout Clayton
County 291,650 129,381 (44.36%) 31,732 (11.51%)

Sources. U.S. Census, 2010 Decennial Census, SF1; U.S. Census, ACS, 2006-2010.
Note: Race data universe = 100 Percent Data. Income data universe = Population for whom poverty is determined.

Table 19 presents the results of the census tracts comparison. Minority and low-income
percentages are listed for the comparison study area with and without Clayton County and for
each of the 18 census tracts. Tract percentages that exceed the comparison area percentage
including Clayton County, thus indicating the presence of a minority or low-income population,
are in bold and italicized font and highlighted green. Additional tracts with percentages that
exceed the comparison area percentage without Clayton County are highlighted in yellow. For
the comparison study area with Clayton County, tracts in Clayton County, the tracts along I-75 in
the northern part of the Henry County, and one tract west of McDonough are the primary
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locations of minority populations. There are two tracts with low-income populations, south and
west of McDonough. It should be noted that Tract 1503 in Butts County contains the Georgia
Diagnostic and Classification State Prison and the institutionalized population in this tract was
2,014 persons in 2010 (US Census, SF1). The institutionalized population is not a part of the
population for whom poverty is determined. The tract west of McDonough is the location of
both minority and low-income populations. The geographic location of these tracts within the
APE isshown on Figure 7.

In the comparison study area without Clayton County in the totals, census tracts with minority
populations are along most of the corridor. There are six tracts with low-income populations:
two in Clayton County, two south and west of McDonough and one each in Butts and Spalding
Counties. The geographic location of these tracts within the APE is shown on Figure 8.

Table 19. Census Data for APE Compared to Study Area

Geographic Area Total Population Total Minorities L ow-Income
Study Area 551,074 352,195 (63.91%) 74,140 (14.01%)
Study Area without
Clayton County 291,650 129,381 (44.36%) 31,732 (11.51%)
Clayton County 259,424 222,814 (85.89% ) 42,408 (16.74%)
Tract 406.15 1,954 1,625 (83.16%) 282 (12.69%)
Tract 406.16 8,429 7,351 (87.21%) 784 (9.81%)
Tract 406.17 1,557 1,184 (76.04%) 198 (12.76%)
Henry County 203,922 96,839 (47.49%) 15,898 (8.28%)
Tract 701.04 13,049 9,136 (70.01%) 639 (5.75%)
Tract 701.11 8,083 6,187 (76.54%) 662 (9.22%)
Tract 701.14 5,043 3,397 (67.36%) 246 (4.75%)
Tract 703.04 11,025 6,877 (62.38%) 1,526 (15.72%)
Tract 703.05 7,928 3,557 (44.87%) 506 (6.74%)
Tract 703.06 9,124 4,873 (53.41%) 853 (10.36%)
Tract 703.09 7,318 4,627 (63.23%) 266 (3.71%)
Tract 703.10 4,382 1,303 (29.74%) 259 (5.34%)
Tract 703.11 10,718 7,696 (71.80%) 1,534 (14.53%)
Tract 704.03 10,136 2,312 (22.81%) 571 (5.79%)
Tract 704.04 6,898 2,783 (40.35%) 612 (9.84%)
Tract 705.02 14,656 6,283 (42.87%) 816 (6.46%)
Butts County 23,655 7,455 (31.52%) 2,610 (12.36%)
Tract 1503* 7,470 2,732 (36.57%) 649 (12.06%)
Spalding County 64,073 25,087 (39.15%) 13,224 (21.17%)
Tract 1602 5,973 1,231 (20.61%) 737 (13.92%)
Tract 1610 5,549 973 (17.53%) 614 (11.25%)

Sources. U.S. Census, 2010 Decennial Census, SF1; U.S. Census, ACS, 2006-2010.

Note: *The ingtitutionalized population in thistract was 2,014 personsin 2010, Tracts higher than total
comparison study areal Tracts higher than comparison study area without Clayton County in the total.
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Figure 7. Potential Environmental Justice Populations
Comparison Study Area with Clayton County
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Figure 8. Potential Environmental Justice Populations
Comparison Study Area without Clayton County




It is difficult to draw firm conclusions from census tract data, but it is possible to make several
broad observations:

1. There are minority and low-income populations at the northern end of the corridor that
would not use the corridor to commute between home and downtown Atlanta.

2. Two minority/low-income tracts - 703.04 and 703.11 - are at or south of Jonesboro Road,
where the new managed lane interchange would be located. Hence, these populations
would have relatively convenient access to the managed lanes, should they choose to use
them.

3. Aswill be discussed below, public outreach, which included surveys to assess all potential
users' views of tolling, occurred along the project corridor itsdf, in Henry County and
Clayton County, which is where these populations are primarily located. The preliminary
conclusion could be that other low-income populations, in Spalding and Butts Counties,
could have been somewhat under-represented in the survey results. However, the overall
public outreach efforts have been extensive in the entire comparison study area and surveys
were returned from respondents in these counties through the public involvement process.

Public Involvement

The public involvement for the project was concentrated in Henry and Clayton counties and
included extensive outreach into the community and surrounding project area. This outreach was
initiated not only to involve the general public but also to involve environmental justice
populations. A centerpiece of the environmental justice outreach was to solicit the opinion of
minority and low-income persons on the perceived impact of tolling.

Through windshield surveys, low-income and minority communities were found in Clayton
County, Henry County, and the City of McDonough. These included the Villas at Overlook off
Bridges Road, City Square off Racetrack Road, Creekwood Station off Hampton Street, the
Villages of Regency Park off Hampton Street, and Audubon Estates off Willow Lane. The
environmental justice outreach efforts, detailed in the following paragraphs, were concentrated in
these areas. The public outreach efforts and dissemination of the public outreach survey have
been extensive, as summarized below. In fact, the public surveys disseminated during both the
targeted environmental justice outreach and the public information open houses were returned
from zip codes throughout Butts, Clayton, Henry, and Spalding counties, and from counties
northwest of the corridor, such as Fulton. Therefore, the public involvement did reach
communities outside of Clayton and Henry County.

Data collection to determine the presence of persons with LEP and public involvement that
includes a process for seeking out and considering the needs of the LEP population has also
occurred as a part of this project.

Communicating and coordinating with groups who work directly with environmental justice
populations is key in the successful dissemination of information and coordination of public
events. Project staff worked with government agencies and social services organizations to
identify environmental justice populations and to publicize information on the project. While
public involvement served a variety of broad purposes, including making environmental justice
populations aware of the project and soliciting their input in project development through the
survey, a common thread running through all of the public involvement activities was an effort to
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measure the opinions of minority and low-income groups toward the project and, in particular, to
determine whether and to what extent these groups perceived tolling as having adverse impacts.

Public involvement activities are detailed in Section V, this section summarizes outreach events
specifically targeted to areas with minority and low-income populations. As noted, a survey was
developed to solicit input on a variety of issues relating to the project, in particular, the tolling
component. This survey was distributed at all outreach events.

Unstaffed kiosks, which involved a project display with a map and brief explanation of the
project, were placed at seven government agencies and social service providers throughout the
study area. The display included a place to distribute and collect surveys. These kiosks werein
place the week of July 11th-18", 2011. Twenty-six surveys were collected through this effort.

Three additional events were staffed for the entire time in order to encourage engagement in the
public involvement process and solicit public input. Twenty-nine surveys were collected
through this effort.

In areas identified as low-income populations through a demographic analysis of ARC data,
project staff went door to door to solicit input on the project in general and the tolling aspect in
particular. Neighborhoods selected for this effort had residential properties listed on the market
for $50,000 or less. According to various lending calculators and anecdotal information from a
local mortgage broker, a person can qualify for a mortgage of up to 2.5 times their annual
income. As such, these neighborhoods can be generalized as low-income because of the 2010
HHS poverty guiddine for a family of 3 of $18,310. Staff assigned to this task worked in pairs,
briefly introduced the project and asked residents to fill out a short project survey. Fifty surveys
were completed. Additionally, a project information sheet was left at the residences where no
one answered the door; 55 were distributed.

In total, 112 surveys were completed. A full report on the survey results can be found in
Appendix A, pp. A-5-A-12. Because opinions on the equity of tolling are particularly important
for evaluating environmental justice impacts, the results for the survey question on tolling are
summarized in the foll owing discussion.

The opinion of tolls by users was tabulated by self-identified race/ethnicity and income leve
(Table 20). Respondents were given a choice of seven opinions on the tolls to choose from:

e A. Evenif | don’t choose to use the lanes, the additional capacity might benefit me by
taking some cars off of the existing lanes.

. 1 support toll lanes.

. | am opposed to toll lanes.

. | liketheincreased reliability for transit trips provided by thetoll lanes.

B
C
e D. Ilikehaving achoicefor ardiabletrip time.
E
F. | support any improvement that addresses congestion and mobility in this corridor.
G

. | think tolls are unfair.



Table 20. Public Survey Responses

Income
Question Greater Than $25,000 L ess Than $25,000
A. Evenif | don't choose to use the lanes, the 42% (27) 23% (10)
additional capacity might benefit me by taking
some cars off of the existing lanes.
B. | support toll lanes. 23% (16) 30% (13)
C. | am opposed to toll lanes. 23% (16) 18% (8)
D. I likehaving achoicefor ardiabletrip 37% (25) 16% (7)
time.
E. I liketheincreased rdiability for transit 16% (11) 1% (4)
trips provided by thetoll lanes.
F. 1 support any improvement that addresses 26% (18) 19% (15)
congestion and mobility in this corridor.
G. | think tolls are unfair. <1% (4) 18% (8)

Source: 1-75 Express EJ Outreach Summary, July 2011.

Totals do not add up to 100 because respondents could choose more than one response. It is
acknowledged that the pool of respondents could be greater.

Of African-Americans (or mixed heritage), 37% support reducing congestion by adding capacity,
35% support better travel choice, 9% like the increased reiability for transit, and 19% oppose
tolls or deem them unfair. Of Latinos (or mixed heritage), 33% support reducing congestion by
adding capacity, 50% support better travel choice, and 17% like the increased reliability for
transit.

Mt. Carmed Outreach

In addition to public outreach efforts to low-income communities, a series of meetings was held
with minority communities in the vicinity of Mt. Carme Road. A community open house was
held on July 12, 2011 at the Southside Christian Fellowship, on Mt. Carme Road in McDonough
to address concerns regarding the managed lanes-only access point proposed at the Mt. Carmel
Road bridge over |-75 as a part of Alternative 8. In order to publicize the open house, a database
was developed of neighborhood residents along Mt. Carme Road and Mill Road. The database
included over 350 residences, and flyers announcing the open house were mailed to the database.
In addition, yard signs announcing the open house were placed at the entrance and exits of each
subdivision along Mt. Carmel Road and Mill Road.

Seventy-eight individuals attended the open house and twenty five comment forms were
submitted. Of thosein attendance, 8% werein favor of a new Mt. Carmel interchange with I-75,
80% were opposed, 8% offered conditional support, and 4% were uncommitted.

Public involvement surveys were distributed at a community open house at the Higher Living
Christian Church, 2455 Mt. Carmel Road in Hampton. Thirty-three surveys were compl eted.
Twenty-eight (85%) of the respondents support or conditionally support the proposed
improvements.

A community open house was also held on September 26, 2011 with the Rowanshyre
Homeowners Association (HOA). The Rowanshyre HOA is made up of residents of the
Legends of Rowanshyre located north and west of the intersection of Mill Road and Mt. Carme
Road, the Gates of Rowanshyre south of Mt. Carme Road and west of 1-75, and the Villages of
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Rowanshyre, north of Mt. Carme Road and west of 1-75. A general description of the project
was presented by the project team, including need and purpose, the federal environmental
process, and public outreach. The Mt. Carmel interchange with I-75 and improvements to the
intersections of Mill Road and Mt. Carme Road, and Jonesboro Road and Mt. Carmel Road
were also discussed. The discussion included: operation of the express lanes, other alternatives
for the interchange, and pedestrian safety.

An additional meeting was held on October 17, 2011 with residents of the Rowanshyre
community. The Rowanshyre residents listed their main concerns as. air quality/pollution/
environmental studies; property devaluation; increased traffic volumes; increased crime; steps to
minimize accidents along Mt. Carme Road; and concerns over the possible widening of Mt.
Carmel Road. The individual concerns were discussed as well as ideas from the Rowanshyre
residents for possible mitigation to these concerns.

Due to the concerns of the communities surrounding Mt. Carme Road and the results of the
December PIOH meetings (detailed in Section V, Coordination and Comments), Alternative 8,
the project with access at Mt. Carmel Road, was eliminated from further consideration.

c. Examination of Regional and National Tolling

In order to assess potential impacts to the population, studies and reports of managed lane
facilities in the Atlanta region and the US were reviewed, as well as other regional commuting
options.

Research and the experience of other states shows that low-income persons do use managed
lanes, but at rates that are lower than for higher income persons. Since the increasing
implementation of congestion pricing strategies, including tolls and managed lanes, on limited-
access roadways throughout the United States, there has been new research and analysis on the
effects of all forms of congestion pricing on environmental justice populations. The FHWA has
devel oped a series of seven primers on congestion pricing in order to explain the rationale behind
congestion pricing and discuss key aspects of it. One primer specifically addresses the issue of
equity in congestion pricing (Income-Based Equity Impacts of Congestion Pricing, FHWA,
2008). Equity issues are examined and their potential impacts discussed, including: general
issues, implementation options; and public outreach. The primer references independent
research and articles on multiple projects throughout the United States. The foll owing discussion
isasummary of that primer as it relates to the Selected Alter native.

The FHWA primer notes that funding transportation infrastructure through “regressive taxes,
such as car-registration fees, sales taxes, and the gas tax” is in fact inequitable. Lower-income
users tend to drive older cars that are less fuel efficient and are therefore buying more fud. The
car registration fees and sales taxes are also inequitable because they are not differentiated based
on income. Using tolls on a managed lanes facility directly charges all of the users of the
facility, regardless of income level or any other socio-economic factor. In order to address any
inequity, some toll facilities have turned over surplus toll revenues for transit or travel demand
management improvements. For this project, net revenues, after outlays for project operation
and maintenance and rehabilitation and replacement expenditures, will be used in accordance
with the flow of funds described in the GDOT-SRTA Intergovernmental Agreement. AsS
described in the primer, public opinion polls in some states (Washington) have shown that a
higher portion of lower-income users are in favor of tolls versus taxes. The reverse was true for
higher-income users, who favored taxes over tolls.
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An overview of projects throughout the country is included in the FHWA primer. Data on users
of the SR-91 express toll lanes in Orange County, California show that users are from all income
levels. In fact, use of the toll lanes by all income groups increased over time (FHWA, 2008).
Users have a wide range of income and use can vary between income sectors. Studies indicate
that approximately half of the users only use managed lanes once per week or less (FHWA,
2008). Useis not just dependent on income but also on adjustments to personal schedules and
availability of alternate routes.

Studies of projects with some form of congestion pricing currently operating in nine other states
show that there has been some reluctance on the part of the public to fully embrace the
congestion pricing concept at the outset, but that within the first year, the perception of the new
facility shifts.

In San Diego, equity concerns were raised when the [-15 HOT lanes were implemented. After
implementation, drivers fdt that tolling was fair and had reduced congestion (FHWA, 2008). In
Denver, no critical concerns from the public arose ether before or after the implementation of
the 1-25/US 36 HOT lanes (FHWA, 2008). In Minneapolis, HOT lanes were proposed for -394
in 1997 and were not implemented due to public opposition. However, by 2005, increased
congestion and decreased transportation funding led to re-examination of the HOT lane concept.
After implementation, survey data by users of 1-394 revealed that tolls were priced appropriatdy
based on the amount of travel time saved (GDOT, 2010c, pp. 3-7). The benefit of reduced travel
time and reliable travel time for all income groups was also key to the implementation of the
project (FHWA, 2008). Surveys conducted of users after the implementation of a managed lane
project in Washington state revealed that the majority of users reported decreased congestion,
increased safety, a higher likelihood of carpooling, and better travel times (WSDOT, 2011).

Priced managed lanes have recently been implemented in the Atlanta region and other managed
lanes projects are in the planning process. The first project to be completed in the Atlanta region
is the 1-85 HOV to HOT Conversion project, which opened October 1, 2011. The opening of
this project has begun to provide information on users’ willingness to pay for travel time savings
and on the socio-economic characteristics of managed lane users. Public outreach occurs
throughout the transportation project development process. The public has been introduced to
the concept of managed lanes on [-85 northeast of Atlanta. It should be noted that the Selected
Alternative differs from the I-85 conversion project becauseit isan ETL facility and becauseit is
new construction, not a conversion from one type of managed lane to another type.

The most important conclusions from other successfully implemented projects appear to be to
establish a determined effort to gather data, to conduct polls/surveys of users, and to disseminate
this information back to the public. This has also proved true in the Atlanta region. The
conversion of HOV lanes to HOT lanes on [-85 has not been without concerns raised by the
public. Usage was low at the outset and public concerns resulted in the maximum toll rate being
reduced. However, GDOT and SRTA have already begun the data gathering and information
management process for the [-85 HOT lanes, with data such as monthly and daily registered trips
and monthly and daly average trip toll available on the SRTA web site
(http://www.georgiatolls.com/programs/i-85-travel-data). For example, the most recent data on
usage, May 2013, shows over 19,500 average weekday trips occurring and average fares of
$1.57.
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Transit and commuting options along and surrounding the 1-75 corridor are available but are
limited by the lack of rapid rail service; the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
(MARTA) rail service does not extend into the project corridor. The commuting options
currently available are park and ride lots and express bus routes. Three park and ride lots are
near the 1-75 corridor within the project limits (Figure 9). The Stockbridge park and ride lot is
located on SR 138 in the northeast quadrant of the I-75 and SR 138 interchange. It contains 337
parking spots. This is at the northern terminus of the project and riders that use this lot would
not be expected to use the managed lanes. The McDonough park and ridelot is located just west
of the SR 20 interchange with 1-75 and has 250 parking spots. The Jodeco park and ride lot is
just east of the northbound I-75 on-ramp on Holloway Road. It currently only has 15 official
parking spots, although additional cars have been observed in the location. Plans to expand this
park and ride lot are currently underway; there is not a date of completion available, due to
GRTA funding issues. Thereis an additional park and ride lot which does facilitate commuting
into Atlanta, but is not located along 1-75. The Atlanta Motor Speedway Park and Ride Lot is
located on Tara Boulevard (US 19), just north of SR 20. It contains 100 parking spots.
Commuters using this lot would access the project using the I-75 and SR 20 interchange. There
are other additional park and ride lots in Clayton and Spalding counties but commuters using
these lots may not be using the I-75 corridor based on the locations of the lots west of [-75
(Figure9).

Express bus routes are provided in the region by the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority.
Three routes serve the project study area (Figure 9). Xpress Routes 431 and 432 access the
Stockbridge park and ride lot at the I-75 and SR 138 interchange and travel to central Atlanta
These are not expected to use the managed lanes. Xpress Route 430 is the McDonough Express
Route and accesses the McDonough Park and Ride and also travels to central Atlanta. Xpress
Route 430 would access the managed lanes at the dip ramps north of SR 20.

There are no park and ride lots in Butts County, nor express bus routes that access Butts County.
Therefore, for a user of 1-75 that resides in this County, the nearest park and ride lot is the
McDonough lot in Henry County, which would also provide access to Xpress Route 430. For
these users, the travel time savings would not be as great as those in Henry County, because they
would still have to trave in their vehicles to the park and ride lot for a greater distance than those
in Henry County.

In addition, there are currently six GRTA vanpools in Henry County along the project corridor
that access major employment destinations in the greater Atlanta region: Lockheed, Delta, and
the State Capitol. Two additional GRTA vanpools in Henry County are south of the project but
would utilize 1-75 based on ther origins and destinations. Five GRTA vanpools in Spalding
County, south of Henry County, would also utilize 1-75 based on their reported origins and
destinations. All of these vanpools would most likely use managed lanes if available because
they would be able to ride for free under the Selected Alternative, and decrease their travel time.
VPSI Inc. and Enterprise Inc. both operate private vanpools throughout the region as well. The
origins and destinations of these vanpools are not publicly available but in 2009 they made up
77% of all vanpools throughout the entire Atlanta region, while GRTA operated 10% of all
vanpools (GRTA, 2010). Because the origins and destinations of all vanpools are not publicly
available, vanpools do not appear on Figure 9. As detailed in Section 11.C., all vehicles would
pay a toll, except for emergency vehicles, maintenance vehicles, military vehicles, registered
transit vehicles, and school buses. Registered transit vehicles includes both buses operated by a
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Figure9. Transit and Commuting Options.
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public transportation agency within the ARC and registered with the SRTA and vanpools
certified by a public transportation agency within the ARC and registered with SRTA.

d. Potential Effects on Environmental Justice Populations

Direct Effects. No direct physical effects on communities or environmental justice populations
are expected as a result of the Selected Alternative. There are no direct right-of-way impacts to
any particular segment of the total population.

Indirect Effects. Potential indirect effects on environmental justice populations are centered on
the effects of tolling on low-income populations. Because of income differences, it appears that
use of atoll facility by higher-income users may be more prevalent than by lower-income users.
Expending federal tax dollars on a facility that appears to benefit one group over another can be
perceived to be inequitable. Tolling all users at the same rate can also appear to be a regressive
tax that would take a larger percentage of disposal income from a low-income user than from a
higher-income user.

In fact, it is anticipated that all trips in the corridor would benefit from added capacity, including
those in the managed lanes, those in the general purpose lanes, and even those along paralld
facilities as a result of additional transportation network capacity. As shown in Table 14
(Section 11.C Sdlected Alternative), there is a travel time savings in the general purpose lanes of
the Build condition when compared to the general purpose lanes of the No-Build condition of
between 2.8 and 4.5 minutes. Because of the projected benefits to all users, tolling has the
potential for adverse but not disproportionately high effects on low-income users.

Drivers on I-75 would still have a choice to remain in the general purpose lanes, join a carpool to
decrease the cost, or use the GRTA express bus services. The crux of managed lane usage is a
driver’'s willingness to pay. The FHWA primer notes that congestion pricing “places
responsibility for travel choices squarely in the hands of the individual traveler, where it can best
be decided and managed” (FHWA, 2008). Thisis afunction of the value of using the managed
lanes relative to the available alternatives. When the value of time savings for a potential user
exceeds the toll charge, that user is benefited by taking the priced alternative. The managed
lanes would experience less congestion and therefore would provide a more reliable travel time
for both vehicles and express buses (Sections | and I1). These results benefit all users regardless
of income level because they provide better access and mobility. The actual use would depend
on the availability of adjustments to other personal choices within a particular commute, such as
joining a carpool and/or “flexibility of time” (working hours or other commitments, such as child
care) (FHWA, 2008). Some users may choose not to pay for managed lane access every day, but
“all income groups value the choice of a reliable trip travel time that is available to them”
(FHWA, 2008). The decision to use a managed lane alternative is based on the value of time at
the point of sale, when the driver must choose between the free or priced alternative, because “all
income groups value the ‘insurance’ of a reliable trip time when they absolutely need it”
(FHWA, 2008).

To help evaluate the equity issues associated with usage of the managed lanes on this project, an
analysis was conducted using ARC’s travel demand modd to determine whether low-income
populations living in Henry, Clayton, and Spalding counties can be expected to use the proposed
managed lanes less frequently than higher-income populations. The analysis focused on 178
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). Butts County was excluded because it is not in the ARC modd.
The analysis found evidence that users from low-income areas are projected to access the express
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lanes at rates that are statistically equivalent to those from high-income areas. This finding was
true of the Selected Alternative. The Environmental Justice Technical Memorandum presenting
this research is on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services and appears as Appendix
E.

The equity concerns associated with tolling are also ameiorated by the fact that toll lanes tend to
enhance transit and other commuting choices. Under the Selected Alternative, low-income
commuters can use express transit or registered vanpools, or share the cost of the toll through
carpools, which are all viable options to ether riding alone in the ETL and paying a toll, or
remaining in the general purpose lanes. Establishing or joining a carpool or vanpool still
depends on the availability of adjustments to other personal commitments and choices within the
user’s individual commute, regardiess of income level. National and metropolitan area data
shows that as income increases, carpool mode share decreases (MIT, 2009). This is not
necessarily the case of the 1-75 corridor. Based on ACS data for the APE, carpooling is not
inversdy related to income. Some of the tracts with the highest proportion of low-income
persons have low proportions of carpoolers and some with low proportions of low-income
persons have high proportions of carpoolers.

Specific express transit and vanpool options available near the 1-75 corridor are detailed in
Section I11.C.6.c. The existing GRTA express transit routes only go as far south as the SR 20
interchange with I-75. Therefore, these options are not currently available as choices to usersin
Butts or Spalding County, unless they commute into Henry County and then switch to transit. In
the case of Spalding County, these users could use ether the 1-75 corridor or the US 19 corridor
express trangit service.

Equity concerns can be mitigated by providing alternatives to the use of cashless technol ogy.
Credit cards or bank accounts have traditionally been the primary sources of funds to set up and
use a transponder toll device. However, these forms of payment may not always be used by
lower-income users. Transponders for the Selected Alternative would be the same as those used
throughout the region, the Peach Pass, which can be opened with cash currently at SRTA in
downtown Atlanta and Department of Driver Services locations in Norcross and Lawrenceville.
They are also available on-line and via telephone service centers with other forms of payment.
More detail on cash-based customers appears in e. Commitment Measures and Appendix A, pp.
A-101-A-103.

Based on the direct and indirect effects discussed above, the Selected Alternative would not
cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority populations, but is anticipated
to cause adverse, but not disproportionately high effects to low-income populations in
accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23A.

Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects are defined as “the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions... [and] can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time’ (40 CFR 1508.7). The Council on
Environmental Quality has written guidance documents for identifying and assessing these
impacts, particularly through an eleven step analytical process (CEQ, 1997). The understanding
of what are past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions is key to the assessment of
these impacts. The affected environment or existing conditions in the study area is the collected
impacts of all past actions, eg., the location of 1-75, the growth of Atlanta as a major
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metropolitan area, and the expansion of the metropolitan area into the surrounding counties.
Reasonably foreseeable future actions are other planned and programmed projects and other
planned development that is likely to occur in the immediate area. These impacts are important
to this assessment if they impact the same resources as those affected by this project.

In the case of environmental justice, particularly low-income users of the Selected Alternative, |-
75 serves them as a means of access to all aspects of life work, school, recreation. The
communities have grown and matured around the 1-75 corridor. The existing general purpose
lanes offered one choice to all users, until express transit and park and ride lots began to serve
thearea. The No-Build Alternative gives all users these same choices. The Selected Alternative
offers additional choices to access the transportation network and enhances the existing choice of
express transit. The Selected Alternative has the potential to promote commuting options. There
are currently no plans to extend express transit further south along 1-75 or construct additional
park and ride lots south of the corridor. However, expansion of commuting options would
enhance the choices available to all 1-75 users, regardless of income,

Based on research of other facilities, the low-income population may not use the facility as
frequently as the higher-income population but they are still expected to use it to obtain areliable
travel time. In addition, the travel time in the general purpose lanes under the Selected
Alternative is an improvement over the travel time in the general purpose lanes under the No-
Build Alternative.

e. Commitment M easur es

In order to address potential indirect effects to low-income users, SRTA is currently
implementing more convenient opportunities to purchase and replenish Peach Passes for cash-
based customers. Pre-paid toll cards and “top-up” (replenishment) cards will be available for
purchase and immediate use in common retail merchant locations by the end of 2013 throughout
theregion. The SRTA’s current business modd distributes the Peach Pass sticker transponders
free to all users (credit card and cash-based). Thereis no charge to reload customer accounts if
the account is backed by a credit card. Thereis no chargeto reload customer accounts in person
at customer service walk-up facilities operated by SRTA for the cash user. Finally, additional
information on use of the managed lanes, including total volumes and surveys of users, would be
gathered and published. Dissemination of this information to the general public and to all
interested persons would occur.

Annual surveys of users over a three-year period will be conducted; dissemination of monitoring
information will be provided on the SRTA and GDOT websites. While the data gathered from
these surveys may not enable near-term mitigation with this particular toll project, it will be
available to assist in making decisions about any future toll-related projects that might be studied
in the future.

The responsible party for this environmental commitment is the GDOT Office of Innovative
Program Délivery. Appendix G contains the full text of this environmental commitment
measure, which includes the following items:

e Survey Purpose and Methodol ogy;
e Schedule
* Responsibilities;
72



e Basdine Household Pand Survey: Travel Behavior and Attitudes;
e Survey Questions during Operations;
e Traffic Performance M easures;
e Tolling Analysis;
e Transit and Transit Analysis;
e Transit User Perceptions;
e Park and Ride Lot Use; and
e Peach Pass Accounts and Transponders.
D. Effectson the Cultural Environment
1. Cultural Resour ces

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and
amendments thereto, the proposed project has been surveyed for archaeological and historic
resources, especially those on or digible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The purpose of the survey was to locate, identify, and evaluate the significance of any
historic and archaeological resources within the project corridor. The survey boundary and
methodol ogy were established using GDOT/FHWA Cultural Resource Survey Guidelines. These
guidelines were established as a result of past interaction with the Georgia State Historic
Preservation Officer (GASHPO) and his staff and were agreed upon by FHWA and the
GASHPO.

The Area of Potential Effect (APE), as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d), is the geographic area or
areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or
use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. Based on this definition, the nature and
the scope of the undertaking, the guidance in the GDOT/FHWA Cultural Resources Survey
Guidelines, and past experience with similar projects, the APE was defined, in consultation with
the GASHPO, as the area within the existing and proposed right-of-way, within which all
construction and ground disturbing activity would be confined, and would include all properties
within the viewshed of the proposed project.

As aresult of research efforts, one historic and no archaeological resources considered digible
NRHP were identified within the proposed project’s area of potential effect (Figure 10). The
GASHPO has concurred with a determination of no adverse effect for the historic resource,
Horseshoe Farm, in a letter dated August 24, 2011 (Appendix A, p. A-27). In 2012, an
addendum to the Historic Resources Survey Report was prepared to assess the proposed
Jonesboro Road access ramp. Two additional NRHP dligible resources were identified within
the project’s APE: the Brannan Farm and the Rowan House. The GASHPO concurred with the
findings of the Historic Resources Survey Report Addendum on February 27, 2012 (Appendix
A, p. A-31). Subsequently, the APE for the proposed project was revised, and it was determined
that the Brannan Farm and the Rowan House were no longer within the APE of the proposed
project. These findings were coordinated with the SHPO in a Reevaluation Memo dated April
25, 2012 (Appendix A, p. A-32). Finally, the proposed project was later revised to include
intersection improvements at SR 20 and I-75 southbound ramp, SR 20 and Industrial Boulevard,
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and SR 155 and Industrial Boulevard. No additional historic resources were found within the
APE, and the findings of the original AOE related to the Horseshoe Farm did not change. These
findings were coordinated with the SHPO in a Reevaluation Memo dated August 16, 2012
(Appendix A, p. A-33).

2. Historic Resour ces

The Department of Natural Resource’'s Henry County and Clayton County surveys for historic
resources was consulted in preliminary identification of historic resources. Lists of current and
pending NRHP properties were checked and aerial photographs along the length of the proposed
project were consulted. In addition to the SHPO, other potential consulting parties were
identified based on the nature of the undertaking and the guidance in the GDOT/FHWA Cultural
Resource Survey Guidelines. The other potential consulting parties invited to participate in the
Section 106 process were the Atlanta Regional Commission; the Clayton County DOT, the
Clayton County Board of Commissioners, the Henry County Board of Commissioners,
McDonough Historic Preservation Commission, Historical Jonesboro/Clayton County, Inc.; and
the following tribal governments: Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Muscogee (Creek)
Nation, Muscogee (Creek) National Council, Poarch Band of Creek Indians, Seminole Nation of
Florida, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, and the United Keetoowah Band of Indians. No
correspondence was received from any tribal governments.

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2, these consulting parties were informed of the efforts to locate
previously identified historic properties and the results of those efforts and were asked to provide
information on any unidentified National Register listed or potentially digible historic properties
located within the APE by a Notification dated January 20, 2010 (Appendix A, pp. A-13-A-15).
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Figure 10. Construction Limitsin the Area of Hor seshoe Farm
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A response was received from the GASHPO by a memorandum dated January 27, 2010
(Appendix A, p. A-16). During the project development process, the project was modified
slightly, which modified the study area. This necessitated a change in the APE, which was
expanded, and therefore required a new notification letter to be sent to the GASHPO on March
17, 2011 (Appendix A, pp. A-21-A-25). A response was received from the GASHPO by a
memorandum dated March 23, 2011 (Appendix A, p. A-26).

The review of existing information on previously identified historic properties revealed that no
National Register listed properties, proposed National Register nominations, National Historic
Landmarks, or bridges determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register in the updated
Georgia Historic Bridge Survey (GHBS) were identified within the proposed project’s APE.

After reviewing any additional information received from consulting parties, field surveys and
background research were conducted within the APE of the proposed project to identify any
historic properties or archaeological sites digible for listing in the National Register. The results
of the field surveys and background research were summarized in a Historic Resources Survey
Report and an Archaeological Assessment. Those reports were provided to consulting parties
participating in the Section 106 process for review and comment.

One digible historic property was identified within the APE of the project: Horseshoe Farm.
The Historic Resources Survey Report was submitted to the GASHPO and FHWA on September
22, 2010 (Appendix A, p. A-17). The Archaeological Assessment was submitted to the
GASHPO and FHWA on October 20, 2010 (Appendix A, pp. A-18-A-20). In accordance with
36 CFR 800.4(c)(2), the Horseshoe Farm was determined eigible for listing in the National
Register by the GASHPO on September 24, 2010, (Appendix A, p. A-17).

Pursuant to 23 CFR 771.111 and 36 CFR 800, public involvement efforts have been undertaken
by GDOT from the earliest stages of project planning. These public involvement efforts include
the following activities: Section 106 Notification letters dated January 20, 2010 and March 17,
2011, and NEPA noatification dated March 31, 2009, as well as Public Information Open Houses
April 26 and 28, 2011, and December 13 and 15, 2011, and Public Hearing Open Houses, April
23 and 25, 2013.

a. Description of Historic Resour ces

The Horseshoe Farm is a former dairy farm. Two residences are associated with the resource.
The first is a side-gabled house of an unrecognized type or style of frame construction with six-
over-six double-hung sash windows, weatherboard siding, one interior-ridge brick chimney, a
gable-roofed front porch with decorative-metal support posts, a gable-roofed side stoop with
decorative-metal support posts and a concrete-block foundation.  Four outbuildings are
associated with thisresidence. Thefirst is a shed-roofed storage shed of frame construction with
wood plank, corrugated metal and plywood siding, exposed rafters, and metal roofing. The
second is a gable-roofed garage of concrete-block construction with metal roofing and exposed
rafters. The third is a gable-roofed outbuilding of frame construction with metal roofing and
metal siding. A small, metal silo islocated next to the outbuilding. The fourth is a gable-roofed
outbuilding of concrete-block construction with a four-light fixed window and exposed rafters.

The second residence is a side-gabled house of an unrecognized type or style of concrete block
construction with six-over-six double-hung sash windows, asbestos siding over the gable ends,
one exterior-end brick chimney, and a concrete-block foundation. Two gabled-wings covered
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with brick veneer with multi-paned picture windows flanked by six-over-six double-hung sash
windows have been added to the south side of the resource. The front entrance has been moved
to the wing on the west side of the house and has a shed-roofed front porch with decorative-
metal support posts. A non-historic, gable-roofed car shelter is associated with this residence.

Therest of the dairy farm consists of agricultural fields and large, gable-roofed stables and barns
of wood and concrete-block construction for housing and milking the cows. Large, metal silos
are located next to the stables. The dairy farm closed in the 1980s but the owner still keeps cows
on the property.

The Horseshoe Farm was evaluated under Criterion A in the area of agriculture and determined
to possess all three of the three criteria identified in Tilling the Earth: Georgia's Historic
Agricultural Heritage — A Context. The property retains its original historic houses and
outbuildings, the original stables, barns and silos and the historic landscape associated with the
dairy farm remains intact and is still used for agricultural purposes. For these reasons, the
property is considered eigible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in the
area of agriculture. The Horseshoe Farm was also found eligible under Criterion C and appears
to possess a local leve of significance in the area of architecture for its collection of historic
barns, stables, and silos.

The digible National Register boundary of the Horseshoe Farm corresponds to the legal property
boundary of parce nos. 031-02017000 (89.72 acres), 032-02010000 (73.83 acres), and 032-
02009000 (6.65 acres) for a total of 170.2 acres. The boundary contains all National Register
qualifying characteristics and features of the property and includes two houses, associated
outbuildings, associated agricultural buildings, and the surrounding fields.

b. Direct Effects

The GASHPO has concurred that there is no adverse effect on Horseshoe Farm (August 24,
2011). In the area of the resource, project implementation would consist of the addition of two
managed lanes within the existing right-of-way of 1-75 in Henry County. To accommodate the
managed lanes, the southbound general purpose lanes would be shifted approximatey 38 feet
towards the Horseshoe Farm. In the area of the resource, all construction and ground disturbing
activity would occur within existing right-of-way and outside the historic boundary.

Physical destruction of or damageto all or part of the property would not occur. No construction
or ground disturbing activity would occur within the digible historic boundary. All work would
be conducted within existing right-of-way. Therefore, no physical destruction or damage to the
property would occur.

Project implementation would not result in a change in the character of the property’s use. There
are no direct or indirect effects anticipated to the Horseshoe Farm that would alter the character
of the continued residential and agricultural use of the property. The existing six lane interstate
located in front of the property would be widened from six to eight lanes utilizing the existing
right-of-way. This action would not affect the future desirability of the property for residential
or agricultural use. 1-75 would still be approximatdy 1,082 feet from the buildings and
structures of the Horseshoe Farm. All work would be done within existing right-of-way.
Therefore, project implementation would not result in a change in the character of the property’s
use.
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Project implementation would not result in a change in the character of the property’s physical
features within the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance. The existing
roadway would be widened, but this widening would occur within the existing right-of-way and
all construction and ground breaking activity would occur within the existing right-of-way and
outside the digible historic boundary. 1-75 would still be approximatey 1,082 feet from the
buildings and structures of the Horseshoe Farm. The proposed edge-of-pavement of [-75 along
the Horseshoe Farm boundary would be approximatey 38 feet closer to the resource but would
still be approximately 40 feet northeast of the digible boundary of the Horseshoe Farm.
Although sections of I-75 are visible from the buildings and structures of the Horseshoe Farm, it
is eevated and approximately 1,120 feet away from the buildings and structures and partially
screened by trees on the property. Therefore, project implementation would not result in a
changein the character of the property’s physical features within the property’s setting.

Project implementation would not result in the introduction of visual e ements that diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic characteristics or features. The existing
transportation facility has been and would continue to be an element of the visual character of the
property. The enlargement of the existing transportation facility would not further compromise
the visual character of the property. The visual character of the surrounding area of the resource
has been compromised by modern commercial and residential development. The enlargement of
the existing transportation facility would not further compromise the visual character of the

property.

Project implementation would not result in the introduction of atmospheric eements that
diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic characteristics or features. This
project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals, including CO,
Ozone, PM 5 (fine particulate matter), and Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis (MSAT) as part of
this assessment. Results indicated that the project is consistent with the State Implementation
Plan for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia and is in compliance with both state and
federal air quality standards.

Project implementation would not audibly affect the Horseshoe Farm. The residences |ocated on
the farm are sited side-by-side and approximatdy 1,345 feet from the edge-of-pavement for 1-75
and are well beyond limits for typical noise modding. At this distance, it is unlikdy that the
proposed project would cause effect to the historic resource because the resource receptor is
located well beyond the traffic noise source. In accordance with GDOT Noise Policy (July
2011), 800 feet is the maximum distance in which FHWA has validated acoustically soft sites.
Noise studies will not be completed beyond 800 feet until it has been shown that an approved
noise modd has validation beyond 800 feet for all common acoustic situations. Therefore, it is
not possible to modd the effect of the Selected alternative because the receptor is located beyond
the limits of the noise modd.

c. Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No change in traffic patterns in its vicinity would result from project implementation. No
additional access to the existing transportation facility would be provided and no existing access
to the facility would be removed. The proposed project would only increase the capacity of the
existing roadway to meet current and anticipated future demand. Since there are no direct or
indirect impacts to Horseshoe Farm, there are no contributions by this project to past, present, or
reasonably foreseeabl e future actions that could result in cumulative effects on this resource.
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3. Archaeological Resour ces

An archaeological survey was conducted within the APE in accordance with GDOT
Archaeological Survey Guidelines developed by the GDOT Staff Archaeologists in consultation
with Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Historic Preservation Section Staff and
concurred with by the FHWA and GASHPO. These guiddines provide general survey
boundaries and methodol ogical approaches to archaeol ogical surveys based on the type/scope of
proposed highway projects and are followed during the initial identification of archaeological
resources. A Phase | survey is typically performed which is primarily an effort to locate and
register sites. Research on known or potential sites is conducted, as wel as evaluation of
individual parcels with the potential for containing archaeol ogical sites.

There have been six previous surveys within the APE. A Phase | and addendum were conducted
under P.I. No. 312150 in 2000. A Phase | was conducted under P.I. No. 312160 in 2003. A
Phase | Archaeological Survey of I-75 Auxiliary Lane Project, Henry County, Georgia was
conducted under P.l. No. 0003167 in 2006.

The current project was originally surveyed under P.I. Nos. 0003167 and 0003436. The Phase |
Archaeological Survey of the 1-75/SR 401 Widening from SR 155 to SR 138, Henry County,
Georgia was conducted in 2009. An Addendum that included changes to Walt Stephens Road
and Flippen Road was conducted under the same P.. numbers. After approval of that
addendum, the project was given revised P.I. numbers and was resubmitted as Phase | Survey of
the Proposed Improvements to 1-75 from SR 155 to SR 138, Henry County, Georgia, P.l. Nos.
0009156 and 0009157. Three addenda were prepared to supplement the current Phase | survey
due to modifications to the proposed project. All addenda were Short Forms of Negative
Findings (October 26, 2010, January 4, 2012, and September 28, 2012 — Appendix A, pp. A-18-
A-20, A-28-A-30, A-34-A-36).

The proposed project includes construction of two new lanes, within the existing I-75 right-of-
way to be operated as managed lanes. The project formerly extended farther west and required
minimal right-of-way acquisition. After these changes, an archaeological addendum for the
project was necessary. The project includes minimal changes within the previously surveyed
areas and no additional work was required. These previous surveys were conducted under the
previous P.I. numbers above. The three addenda to the current survey investigated
improvements to Walt Stephens Road and Flippen Road, an access ramp at Jonesboro Road, ITS
infrastructure along 1-75 and 1-675, and various intersection improvements as described
previously in Section 11.C. Selected Alternative.

There are ten previously recorded archaeological sites within a one kilometer radius of the
project area. One site, Site 9HY 261, was recommended digible for the NRHP. It is a
prehistoric artifact scatter and a historic cemetery (Addendum to Phase | Survey of the Proposed
Improvements to 1-75 from SR 155 to SR 138, Henry County, Georgia on file at GDOT Office of
Environmental Services). It does not lie within the APE. Three previously recorded sites are
located within a one-kilometer radius of the Jonesboro Road access to the managed lanes and 22
previously recorded sites are located within a one-kilometer radius of the ITS portions. No sites
are located in the survey corridor. Three previously unrecorded sites, 9HY 501, 9HY 502, and
9HY 504, were identified in the Mt. Carme Road portion of the project area. None of the sites
would be affected by the project as presently designed. The GDOT Archaeological Short Form
for Negative Findings is provided in Appendix A (pp. A-34-A-36).
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Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects. No archaeological resources were located within the
project APE. Therefore, the Selected Alternative would not affect archaeol ogical resources on or
eigible for inclusion on the NRHP.

4. Parklands/Recreation Areas/Wildlife Refuges

No parklands, recreation areas, or wildlife refuges are affected by the Selected Alternative due to
its location almost exclusively within the existing right-of-way of 1-75.

5. Section 4(f) Applicability

Section 4(f) refers to the temporary and/or permanent use and constructive use of land from a
significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any
significant historic site. Investigation of the project corridor has identified no use of such lands
or sites; therefore, the project would not impact any Section 4(f) resources.

E. Effectson the Natural Environment
1. Water Quality

Direct Effects. The proposed project area is located in the Ocmulgee River Basin. The United
States Geological Survey (USGS) Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) is 03070103. There are no
known water intakes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Streams 21, 23, and 27| are the only
waters in the project area that are listed on the draft 2012 Georgia 305(b)/303(d) list. Further
information on these streams is presented in Section I11.E.1.a-e and the Interstate 75 Managed
Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Addenda dated March
2011, July 2011, April 2012, October 2012, and May 2013. No significant impacts to the water
guality in the project area are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. The proposed
project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces by approximately 118 acres and
therefore the potential to increase roadway runoff in the future. The proposed bridge as a part of
the dedicated access ramp to the managed lanes consists of a 43.25-foot wide by 426-foot long
bridge. This was previously proposed as a 320-foot long bridge. Due to this change, the length
of time that had passed since the majority of the field surveys were completed, and the drought
that was ongoing when some of the original field work was performed, the project corridor was
re-surveyed for state and federal waters.

Provisions in the construction contract would require the contractor to exercise every reasonable
precaution during construction to prevent the pollution of streams in the project vicinity. Where
possible, early re-vegetation of disturbed areas would be accomplished to hold soil movement to
a minimum. Dumping of chemicals, fuds, lubricants, bitumen, raw sewage, or other harmful
wastes into or alongside of streams or impoundments, or natural or manmade channels leading
thereto, would be prohibited.

Additional contract provisions would require the use of temporary erosion control measures as
shown on the construction plans or as deemed necessary during construction. These temporary
measures may include the use of berms, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, netting, grave,
mulches, grasses, slope drains, and other erosion control devices or methods, as applicable.
These provisions are to be coordinated with the permanent erosion control features insofar as
practical to assure economical, effective, and continuous erosion control throughout the
construction and post-construction periods and are in accordance with the 23 CFR 650, Subpart
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B. The project is also providing stormwater treatment per the EPA’s Stormwater Discharges
from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (M $4s) requirements.

Indirect Effects. The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces by
approximately 118 acres and therefore the potential to increase roadway runoff in the future.
This increase in runoff could affect the water quality of the Ocmulgee River Basin. However,
the M$4 storm water management program is in place to address storm water quality issues. As
discussed in Section [11.C.1., future changes in land use and development, including intensive
land development in some cases, is already planned in the counties and is expected to occur
without the proposed project. The implementation of this project is not expected to induce
significant land use changes beyond what is aready planned for by any of the counties.
Nevertheless, any additional development of land could result in an increase in impervious
surfaces, leading to an increase in the amount of storm water runoff and associated non-point
source pollution. Area development would be required to comply with the Georgia Department
of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division (GAEPD) programs to protect water
quality, including the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act, which requires a 25-foot
buffer along all streams to minimize soil erosion reaching waterways. Although these protective
measures are in place, the direct and indirect increase in impervious surfaces would contribute to
the cumulative impacts to water quality within the Ocmulgee River Basin.

Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects to water quality are probable. The named and un-
named streams and their tributaries discussed in Section Il1.E.1 are in a highly developed
suburban area of the southern Atlanta metropolitan region. Generally, residential, commercial,
and industrial development - past, present, and future — have affected and will continue to affect
the water quality of these streams and thelir tributaries through runoff from impervious surfaces
aswell as nutrient loading from residential lawn runoff.

a. Jurisdictional Water s of the U.S.

Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are defined by 33 CFR Part 328.3(b) and are protected by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344), which is administered and enforced by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). An assessment of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. that
would be impacted by the proposed project was performed using USGS topographic maps,
National Wetland Inventory maps, county soil survey maps, and then refined during field
investigations. Wetland locations were determined using the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual. The multi-parameter approach requires positive evidence of three criteria:
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. .

Areas were considered jurisdictional wetlands if they exhibited evidence of all three of the above
wetland parameters. Areas were considered jurisdictional intermittent or perennial streams if
they exhibited a definite channel, wrested vegetation, and showed evidence of water flow at
times other than major storm events. Additional information is in the Interstate 75 Managed
Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Addenda dated March
2011, July 2011, April 2012, October 2012, and May 2013 on file at the GDOT Office of
Environmental Services.

b. Non-Jurisdictional Waters

Sites were considered ephemeral streams if they exhibited wrested vegetation and evidence of
flow only during and immediately after storm events. In addition, ephemeral streams do not
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have hydric soils or base flow as in intermittent and perennial streams. Therefore, ephemeral
streams are non-jurisdictional waters. Ephemeral streams were considered to be non-
jurisdictional if they did not provide a significant nexus between two separate Waters of the U.S.
Additional information is in the Interstate 75 Managed Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and
Assessment of Effects Report and Addenda dated March 2011, July 2011, April 2012, October
2012, and May 2013 on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.

Direct Effects. During field surveys, twenty-three jurisdictional perennial streams, forty-four
jurisdictional intermittent streams, thirty-three jurisdictional wetlands, two jurisdictional open
waters (detention basin), eeven jurisdictional ephemeral streams, and eighteen non-
jurisdictional, non-buffered state waters (NBSW) were observed within the project corridor
(Figure 11). Of these, nine jurisdictional perennial streams, five jurisdictional intermittent
streams, two ephemeral jurisdictional streams, twelve jurisdictional wetlands, and three NBSW
would be impacted by the Selected Alternative (Tables 21 and 22). The Selected Alternative
would impact 1,356 linear feet (0.402 acre) of jurisdictional streams, 2.09 acres of jurisdictional
wetlands, and 110 linear feet (0.013 acre) of NBSWs. No jurisdictional open waters would be
impacted by the Selected Alternative.

Table 21. Impacted Streams within the Project Corridor

Stream Buffer
Variance Stream
Required/ I mpacts Stream
Stream # 303(d) Existing Stream FWCA Stream (Linear I mpacts
(Name) Status | Condition Type Coordination | Impact Type Feet) (Acre)
Stream 2 Somewhat Culvert
(Birch Creek) None Impaired Perennial Yes/No Extension 55 0.023
Stream 2|
(Unnamed
tributary of Birch Fully
Creek) None Impaired Perennial Yes/Yes Fill 267 0.06
Stream 3
(Unnamed
tributary of Birch Somewhat Culvert
Creek) None Impaired Perennial No/No Extension 40 0.023
Stream 12 Somewhat Culvert
(Crittle Creek) None Impaired Perennial No/Y es Extension 105 0.06
Stream 12b
(Unnamed
tributary of Crittle Somewhat
Creek) None Impaired Intermittent Yes/Yes Fill 150 0.021
Stream 12¢
(Unnamed
tributary of Crittle Somewhat
Creek) None Impaired Intermittent No/Y es Fill 72 0.01
Stream 12g Fully
(Crittle Creek) None Impaired Perennial No/Y es New Culvert 140 0.039
Stream 12j
(Unnamed
tributary of Crittle Somewhat
Creek) None Impaired Perennial Yes/Yes Fill 146 0.027
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Stream Buffer

Variance Stream
Required/ I mpacts Stream
Stream # 303(d) Existing Stream FWCA Stream (Linear I mpacts
(Name) Status | Condition Type Coordination | Impact Type Feet) (Acre)
Stream 12|
(Unnamed Culvert
tributary of Somewhat Extension/
Wetland 12a) None Impaired Intermittent No/No Rip-Rap 90 0.012
Stream 13 Somewhat Culvert
(Walnut Creek) None Impaired Perennial Yes/No Extension 38 0.01
Stream 16 Fully Culvert
(Pates Creek) None | Functional Perennial No/No Extension 46 0.049
Stream 19
(Unnamed
tributary of Pates Somewhat Culvert
Creek) None Impaired Intermittent Yes/No Extension 28 0.003
Stream 19f
(Unnamed
tributary of Ephemera -
Wetland 19e) None -- Jurisdictional No/No Fill 100 0.009
Stream 23a
(Unnamed
tributary of Ephemera -
Reeves Creek) None -- Jurisdictional No/No Fill 25 0.001
Stream 23e
(Unnamed
tributary of Fully Morphologic
Reeves Creek) None Impaired Intermittent Yes/Yes Change 58 0.004
Stream 23 Somewhat Culvert
(Reeves Creek) Listed Impaired Perennial No/Y es Extension 121 0.061
Tota Perennial and Intermittent Streams Impacts 1,356 0.402

Source:  Addendum to Approved Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Subsequent
Addenda, GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157) Henry and Clayton Counties; 1-75 Managed Lanes, October
2012 and May 2013.
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Figure1l. Watersof theUS

Figure 11A
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Twelve jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted by the Selected Alternatives: Wetland 2c,
Wetland 2f, Wetland 2g, Wetland 9, Wetland 12a, Wetland 12f, Wetland 12i, Wetland 12K,
Wetland 13a, Wetland 13d, Wetland 17, and Wetland 18 (Table 22). The estimated wetland
acreage impacts are 2.09 acres of permanent and conversion impacts. None of the wetlands
provide a habitat for protected species. No jurisdictional open waters would be impacted by the
Sdected Alternative.

Table 22. Impacted Wetlands within the Project Corridor

Estimated Wetland Area
I mpacted (Acreage)
Wetland # | Cowardin Water Existing Wetland/Open | Permanent | Temporary
(HUQC) Class Regime Condition Water Value Fill/Clear Clear

Wetland 2c Artifically

(03070103) PFO Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.33 0
Wetland 2f Seasonally

(03070103) | PFO/PEM Flooded Class 4 Low 0.008 0
Wetland 2g Artifically

(03070103) PFO Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.31 0

Wetland 9 Seasonally

(03070103) PFO1C Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.007 0
Wetland 12a Intermittently

(03070103) PFO1J Flooded Class 2 Medium 0.58 0
Wetland 12f Intermittently

(03070103) PFO1J Flooded Class 2 Medium 0.49 0
Wetland 12i Intermittently

(03070103) PFO Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.14 0
Wetland 12k Intermittently

(03070103) | PFO/PEM Flooded Class 2 Medium 0.003 0
Wetland 13a Artifically

(03070103) PFO Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.004 0
Wetland 13d Seasonally

(03070103) PFO Flooded Class 2 Medium 0.012 0
Wetland 17 Intermittently

(03070103) PFO1J Flooded Class3 Medium 0.02 0
Wetland 18 Intermittently

(03070103) PFO1J Flooded Class 3 Medium 0.19 0

Tota Jurisdictional Wetlands Impacts 2.09 0

Source:  Addendum to Approved Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Subsequent
Addenda, GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157) Henry and Clayton Counties; 1-75 Managed Lanes, October
2012, and May 2013.

c. State Watersof Georgia

The Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Rules, 391-3-7, promulgated under the Georgia
Erosion and Sedimentation Act (O.C.G.A. 12-7) defines state waters as “any and all rivers,
streams, creeks, branches, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, drainage systems, springs, wells and other
bodies of surface or subsurface water, natural or artificial, lying within or forming a part of the
boundaries of the State, which are not entirdy confined and retained completely upon the
property of a single individual, partnership, or corporation.” These include jurisdictional and
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non-jurisdictional waters. The differenceis that even though ephemeral streams are state waters,
they do not have a protective buffer requirement. Warm-water intermittent and perennial
streams are given a 25-foot state buffer on either side of the channd from the point of wrested
vegetation. Open waters that have inflow or outflow also receive a 25-foot buffer from the point
of wrested vegetation. Any impacts to the state mandated vegetative buffer may be regulated by
the Georgia Department of Environmental Protection Division (GAEPD) and may require a state
stream buffer variance.

The proposed project is not located within a designated trout watershed. No land within 25 feet
of an open water would be encroached upon by the Selected Alternative. The project would
encroach upon the 25-foot vegetated buffer of sixteen streams not included within the exemption
area allowed for roadway drainage structures. Therefore, based on the requirements outlined in
391-3-7.05 under the GADNR Environmental Protection Division, Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Branch, buffer variances would be required for project construction. The bases under
which the variances shall be considered are criterion 2a and 2h in 391-3-7.05 (2) of the O.C.G.A.
Additional detail appears in Interstate 75 Managed Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and
Assessment of Effects Report and Addenda dated March 2011, July 2011, April 2012, October
2012, and May 2013 on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.

d. Avoidance and Minimization

In accordance with Section 404(b)(1) guiddines, alternatives were considered in order to avoid
and minimize wetland and stream impacts, however, NEPA and other regulations require that a
number of environmental factors be taken into account during project planning. During the
development phase of the project concept, basic data on the proposed project corridor were
gathered and studied. Data for this project included, at a minimum, USGS topographic maps,
aerial photography, traffic data (existing and projected), previous studies, National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) maps, soil survey maps, floodplain maps, and Georgia Department of Natural
Resources historic resource survey maps.

Using these data and information gathered on field surveys of the project corridor, any existing
wetland areas, floodplains, parks and recreational facilities, known or suspected historical and
archaeological sites, rights-of-way, possible underground storage tank (UST)/landfill/hazardous
waste sites, and areas of possible endangered species habitat were identified. Also noted were
other constraints such as homes, churches, cemeteries, schools, hospitals, and other sensitive
Sites.

M easures Taken During Planning

Permanent walls (concrete or mechanically stabilized earth) would be implemented to minimize
or avoid impacts to wetlands and streams. Proposed impacts to the following resources would be
either minimized or avoided by the construction of walls. Stream 1, Stream 8, Wetland 9,
Wetland 10, Stream 12, Wetland 12f, Stream 12g, Wetland 12i, Stream 12}, Wetland 12k,
Stream 14, Stream 15, Stream 24, Ephemeral Stream 25, Ephemeral Stream 26, and Ephemeral
Stream 27. Impacts to Wetland 2c, Wetland 2f, Stream 21, Stream 12b, Stream 12g, and Stream
23 were minimized through the use of 2:1 slopes and guardrails.

Ephemeral Streams 25, 26, and 27 are non-jurisdictional and therefore do not require avoidance
alternatives. Streams 2, 3, 12I, 13, 16, 19, 19f, 23¢, and 23 and Wetlands 29, 13a, and 13d, are
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linear resources that cross the proposed alignment perpendicularly or paralle the corridor, and
therefore have no avoidance alternatives.

Wetland 9 is located southeast of Mt. Carmel Road and west of I-75. Approximately 0.007 acres
of Wetland 9 would be permanently impacted due to the placement of fill material by the
proposed project. The placement of fill material is necessary for the re-construction of the Mt.
Carmel Road bridge. The proposed impacts to Wetland 9 could be avoided by shifting the
proposed construction along Mt. Carmel Road to the northwest. However, shifting the proposed
construction along Mt. Carme Road to the northwest would result in an equivalent impact to
Wetland 10. Shifting the proposed construction along Mt. Carmel Road to the northwest could
also introduce dangerous horizontal road curvature. The currently proposed alignment
minimizes impacts to all resources considered (jurisdictional wetlands and public safety).

Wetland 12a is located south of Jonesboro Road and east of 1-75. Approximatdy 0.58 acres of
Wetland 12a would be permanently impacted due to the required clearing of forest vegetation to
allow for bridge construction. This type of clearing represents a morphological change from a
forested wetland to a scrub-shrub wetland and is considered to be a permanent impact. A bridge
is being utilized to prevent impacts to Streams 12c and 12e, as well as fill related impacts to
Wetland 12a. The proposed impacts to Wetland 12a could not be avoided by shifting the
proposed construction to the north, due to the linear nature of the wetland along the streams and
a potential connection with Wetland 12f. A shift to the north would also be constrained by the
existing 1-75 northbound off-ramp location. A shift substantially to the south may avoid impacts
to Wetland 12a; however, a substantial increase in the new location roadway would be required
(increasing the length of the on-ramp at Jonesboro Road from approximatey 1,820 linear feet to
greater than 2,600 linear feet). This would increase construction cost to a minimum of one
million dollars. The currently proposed alignment minimizes impacts to all resources considered
(Jurisdictional wetlands, cost, right-of-way, and public safety).

Streams 12c and 12e are located south of Jonesboro Road and east of I-75. Impacts to these
resources would be minimized due to the use of a clear-span bridge.

Wetland 12f is located south of Jonesboro Road and east of 1-75. Approximately 0.49 acres of
Wetland 12f would be permanently impacted due to the placement of fill material by the
proposed project. The placement of fill material is necessary for the construction of a new
location ramp providing access to the managed lanes from SR 920/Jonesboro Road. The
proposed impacts to Wetland 12f could be avoided by shifting the new location alignment and tie
in location further east and away from Foster Drive. However, shifting the proposed
construction further east would potentially create an off-set intersection at SR 920/Jonesboro
Road, with safety issues, and would require an increase in project length for the Selected
Alternative to accommodate a shift. Shifting the proposed construction to the west could also
potentially avoid impacts to Wetland 12f; however, it would similarly introduce safety issues at
thetie-in to SR 920/Jonesboro Road. The currently proposed alignment minimizes impacts to all
resources considered (jurisdictional wetlands and public safety).

Wetland 17 is located entirely within the vegetated median of 1-75. Approximately 0.023 acres
of Wetland 17 would be permanently impacted due to the placement of fill material by the
proposed project. The placement of fill material is necessary for construction of the managed
lane to the inside, rather than to the outside, of the existing travel lanes. No avoidance
alternative exists in the vicinity of Wetland 17. Constructing the project to the outside of the
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existing 1-75 northbound alignment, along the east side of the highway, is not possible because
of the proximity of Wetland 17 to the I-75 northbound off ramp for Eagles Landing Parkway.
Constructing the project to the outside of the existing 1-75 northbound alignment at this location
would require the redesign and relocation of the existing Eagles Landing exit ramp, causing
additional impacts to devel oped property and possible safety issues that may result from locating
the faster moving managed lane traffic in close proximity to the slower moving traffic trying to
exit the interstate. The currently proposed alignment minimizes impacts to all resources
considered (jurisdictional wetlands, design constraints, and public safety).

Wetland 18 is located entirely within the vegetated median of 1-75. Approximately 0.19 acres of
Wetland 18 would be permanently impacted due to the placement of fill material by the proposed
project. The placement of fill material is necessary for construction. No avoidance alternative
exists in the vicinity of Wetland 18. Constructing the project to the outside of the existing 1-75
northbound alignment, along the east side of the highway, is not possible because of the
proximity of Wetland 18 to the I-75 northbound off ramp for Eagles Landing Parkway.
Constructing the project to the outside of the existing 1-75 northbound alignment at this location
would result in undesirable weaving and merging conditions. The currently proposed alignment
minimizes impacts to all resources considered (jurisdictional wetlands, design constraints, and
public safety).

As required under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA), consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has been initiated in regard to the proposed impacts to
Streams 21, 12, 12b, 12e, 12g, 12j, 23, and 23e. Stream 2| would be impacted for 267 linear feet
(0.06 acre) due to the placement of fill material. A new stream channel would be constructed at
the toe of the proposed fill slope. Stream 12 would be impacted for 105 linear feet (0.06 acre)
dueto aculvert extension. Stream 12b would be impacted for 150 linear feet (0.021 acre) due to
the placement of fill material. The new channel would be slightly longer than the existing
channel and would be located at the toe of the proposed fill slope. Stream 12e would be
impacted for 72 linear feet (0.01 acre) due to the placement of fill material. A new channe
would form at the toe of the proposed fill, resulting in a new 97 linear foot flow path. Stream
12g would be impacted as a result of 140 linear feet of permanent impact (0.039 acre) from the
addition of a culvert. The culvert would be required to be embedded a minimum of 20 percent of
the diameter of the culvert to accommodate fish passage. Stream 12j would be impacted 146
linear feet (0.027 acre) due to the placement of fill. A new stream channe would be constructed
at the toe slope of the proposed fill. Stream 23 would be impacted 121 linear feet (0.061 acre)
due to a culvert extension. Stream 23e would be impacted 58 linear feet (0.004 acre) due to a
morphological change (re-grading/dredging of the stream channel).  The basis under which the
variances for these streams shall be considered is criteria 2a and 2h in 391-3-7.05 (2) of the
O.C.G.AA. The USFWS has concurred with the determination that impacts to streams are
unavoidable and necessary to implement the proposed project (see correspondence dated July 1,
2011, June 15, 2012, and June 6, 2013 in Appendix A, pp. A-38, A-60, and A-68). The
mitigation proposal satisfies the GDOT’s responsibilities under the FWCA for Streams 2|, 12,
12b, 12e, 129, 12j, 23, and 23e.

M easures Taken During Construction

This project would be expected to produce some increased siltation within the wetland and
stream crossings during the construction phase. Standard construction erosion and sedimentation
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control devices would minimize environmental harm. Measures to minimize harm to wetlands,
water quality, wildlife, and fish and game habitat include:

e Preservation of roadside vegetation beyond the limits of construction where possible;
e Early re-vegetation of disturbed areas to hold soil movement to a minimum;

e The use of oversized drains, detention/retention structures, surface, subsurface and cross
drains designed as appropriate or needed so that discharge would occur in locations and
in such a manner that surface and subsurface water quality would not be affected, the
outlets may require aprons, bank protection, silt basins and energy dissipaters;

e Inclusion of features for the control of predicted erosion and water pollution in the
construction plans, specifications and contract pay items (Georgia Standard
Specifications-1993, Sections 161 through 171 and 700 through 715 identify the pollution
control measures which may be used);

e The dumping of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumen, raw sewage, or other harmful
waste into or alongside of streams or impoundments, or into natural or manmade
channels leading thereto, would be prohibited; and

e Compliance with terms of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination system (NPDES)
permit for construction activities to include preparation and submittal of project Notice
Of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Termination (NOT). The NPDES permit also requires
preparation and implementation of an Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan
(ESPCP) and a Comprehensive Monitoring Program. Best management practices
outlined in the ESPCP must be consistent with, and no less stringent than, practices set
forth in the Manual for Erosion and Sedimentation Control in Georgia.

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, based on the above considerations,
it is determined that there are no practi cable alternatives to the proposed construction in wetland
areas, and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.

e. Compensatory Mitigation
Wetland, Open Water, and Ephemeral Stream Mitigation

No open waters would be impacted as a result of the Selected Alternative. Approximately 2.09
acres of twelve jurisdictional wetlands and 125 linear feet (0.01 acre) of two jurisdictional
ephemeral streams would be impacted by the Sdected Alternative. There would be no
temporary impacts to jurisdictional wetlands. The total amount of compensatory wetland
mitigation that would be required for construction of the proposed project is 16.2 credits
(Appendix B). Mitigation credits would be purchased from a USACE-approved commercial
mitigation bank servicing HUC 03070103.

Perennial and Intermittent Stream Mitigation

Approximately 958 linear feet (0.352 acre) of nine perennial streams would be impacted by the
Sdected Alternative. Approximately 398 linear feet (0.05 acre) of five intermittent streams
would be impacted by the Selected Alternative. The total amount of impacts to perennial and
intermittent streams along the proposed project corridor would be approximately 1,356 linear
feet (0.402 acre). Thetotal amount of compensatory perennial and intermittent stream mitigation
that would be required for construction of the proposed project is 6095.9 credits (Appendix B).
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Mitigation credits would be purchased from a USACE-approved commercial mitigation bank
servicing HUC 03070103.

Indirect Effects. In addition to the direct effects of the project on wetlands and streams, this
project would result in new impervious surfaces to the environment, thus increasing stormwater
run-off. Approximately 119 acres of new impervious surface would be associated with proposed
project. Thisincreasein runoff would result in indirect adverse effects to water quality. Erosion
control practices would be used during construction and vegetation would be re-established in
disturbed areas. Erosion control devices would be used and then inspected and maintained until
vegetation re-stabilizes the soil. Avoidance, minimization of impacts, and mitigation have all
been considered as a part of the project process. Finally, because the implementation of this
project is not expected to induce significant land use changes, additional indirect effects to water
resources from land use changes would not occur.

Cumulative Effects. Even though thereis the potential for indirect effects on water quality due
to an increase in impervious surface, these are not expected to contribute significantly to past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would result in cumulative effects.

2. Floodplains

Direct Effects. A survey of the project corridor for floodplains as required by the provisions of
Executive Order 11988 has identified no crossings of the 100-year floodplain and therefore no
impacts to floodplains.

Indirect Effects. No indirect effects on floodplains are expected as a result of the project.

Cumulative Effects. Since there are no impacts to floodplains, there are no contributions by this
project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would result in cumulative
effects.

3. Farmlands

Direct Effects. Early coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCYS)
determined that the project is exempt from the Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 CFR Part 658)
process because it does not convert farmland to another use (Appendix A, pp. A-69-A-70). In
addition, there are no NRCS watershed dams downstream or in the vicinity of the project.
Finaly, there are no Wetland Reserve Program or Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program
easements within the vicinity of the proposed project that would be impacted.

Indirect Effects. No indirect effects on farmlands are expected as a result of the project.

Cumulative Effects. Since there are no impacts to farmlands, there are no contributions by this
project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would result in cumulative
effects.

4. Federal and State Protected Species

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWYS) is responsible for listing, protecting, and managing
federally listed Threatened and Endangered Species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
as amended. The USFWS defines an endangered species as one that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or in a significant portion of its range. A threatened speciesis onethat islikely to
become endangered in the foreseeable future. For purposes of this report, the phrase “federally
protected” refersto all species listed by the USFWS for protection under the Endangered Species
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Act; candidate species are included, if applicable. The phrase “state protected” refers to all
species listed by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GADNR) for protection under
state laws.

Correspondence with the GADNR - Nongame Conservation Section (NCS) confirmed that
according to GADNR’s records, there are no Natural Heritage Database occurrences within a
three-mile radius of the proposed project site (Appendix A, pp. A-71-A-72). Additiona
information is in the Interstate 75 Managed Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of
Effects Report and Addenda dated March 2011, July 2011, April 2012, October 2012, and May
2013 on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.

Background information regarding known occurrences and potential occurrences of federal and
state protected species was obtained from both the USFWS and the GADNR-NCS websites. The
project is located in the McDonough, GA SE, McDonough, GA SW, McDonough, GA NW,
Stockbridge, GA SW, and Jonesboro, GA SE quarter quadrangles. The GADNR Nongame
Conservation Section website listed no known occurrences of state or federally listed species for
these quadrangles. The websites listed the following federally threatened, endangered, or
candidate species in Henry and Clayton Counties (Table 23). Early coordination with USFWS
and GADNR-NCS confirmed that there are no records for federally protected species nor
occurrence records within three miles of the Selected Alternative. The project is within the
predicted range of the federally endangered Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), athough there
are no nearby records for the species.

Table 23. Protected Species Known to Occur in Henry and Clayton Counties

Project Effect on
Scientific Name | Common Name | Federal Status State Status Species
Mycteria
americana Wood Stork Endangered Endangered No effect
Pleurobema Oval pigtoe
pyriforme mussel Endangered Endangered No effect.
Rhus michauxii Michaux’ s sumac Endangered Endangered No effect
Amphianthus
pusillus Pool Sprite Threatened Threatened No effect
I soetes Black-spored
melanspora quillwort Endangered Endangered No effect
Trillium reliquum Relict trillium Endangered Endangered No effect
Moxostoma
robustum Robust redhorse -- Endangered No effect
Cyprinedla No significant
xaenura Altamaha shiner -- Threatened adverse effect
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus Bald Eagle -- Threatened No effect
Etheostoma
pravipinne Goldstripe Darter -- Rare No effect
Percina crypta Halloween Darter -- Threatened No effect
Notropis
hypsilepis Highscale Shiner -- Rare No effect

Source:  Addendum to Approved Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of Effects Report and Subsequent
Addenda, GDOT Project CSNHS-0009-00(156)(157) Henry and Clayton Counties; 1-75 Managed Lanes, October
2012 and May 2013.
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Note: Theinitial Aquatic Survey (2011) did not include the Halloween Darter and Highscale Shiner. These species
were addressed in the Aquatic Survey (2013) and have been added to Final EA since the approval of the Draft EA. |
would add that these species were added because GDOT protocol changed to include specieslisted in the HUC-8.

a. Wood Stork — Federally Endangered and State Endangered

The wood stork (Mycteria americana) is alarge, long-legged wading bird about 33-44 inches tall
with a wingspan of 59-65 inches, and a large bill. The plumage is mostly white, but the wing-
tips, trailing edge of the wings, and tail are black with a greenish sheen. The neck is not
feathered and the skin is black with a scale-like appearance; the bill color is grayish black. The
wood stork inhabits forested wetlands (swamps) in the coastal plainin Georgia usually nesting in
cypress swamps and feeding in shallow freshwater or brackish isolated pools. Wood storks
inhabit both inland and coastal regions of Georgia throughout the year and are known to travel
great distances (60-70 miles) to forage. The birds are colonial nesters (10-500+ nests per
colony), with several nests commonly occupying the sametree. Nests are usually constructed in
trees located on small islands or in trees whose bases are submerged by standing or slow moving
water.

The range of the wood stork extends from southern Georgia and the coastal plain to South
Carolina and North Carolina south to southern Florida. According to GADNR records, the
closest known occurrence of the wood stork is approximatdy 124 miles south of the proposed
project sitein the Acree, Georgia (NW) quarter-quadrangle (Worth County).

The proposed project was surveyed on August 31, 2010, January 20, 2011, January 24, 2011, and
February 2, 2011 for the wood stork and associated habitat. No wood storks were observed
during the field survey, and no potential habitat for this species exists along the project corridor.
There were a few forested wetland areas with shallow standing and slowly moving water
observed along the proposed project alignment. However, these areas were located either within
the median of 1-75 or adjacent to I-75 in the vicinity of Mt. Carmel Road. All of the forested
wetland areas are small in size and noisy due to habitat fragmentation and proximity to the
highway. In addition, the wetlands found along the proposed alignment have dense, closed
canopies. Wood storks are not likely to be found foraging or nesting in these conditions. Dueto
the lack of potential habitat along the proposed alignment, the proposed project would have no
effect on the wood stork.

b. Oval Pigtoe — Federally Endanger ed and State Endangered

The oval pigtoe musse (Pleurobema pyriforme) is highly variable, but shel size usually
measures 3.3 — 5.5 centimeters (1.3 — 2.2 inches) in length. Individuals range from having a
compressed shell, low umbo, and yellow periostracum, to having an inflated shell, higher umbo,
and dark periostracum. Young individuals may have faint green rays. There is usually a
prominent posterior ridge on the shell surface. The nacre ranges in color from white to salmon.
This species inhabits medium-sized creeks to small rivers with slow to moderate current. It is
found in sand, silty sand, gravel, clay and rock substrates.

The oval pigtoe was originally described from a specimen collected in the Chattahoochee River
near Columbus, Georgia. The species had a range that included the Chattahoochee, Flint, and
Ochlockonee Riversin Georgia. The species also occurred in the rivers of the Florida panhandle
and southeast Alabama. Present distribution is limited to the Flint River and lower
Chattahoochee River systems (mostly tributaries) in Georgia, the Ochlockonee River in Georgia
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and Florida, and the Chipola and Santa Fe Riversin Florida. According to GADNR records, the
closest known occurrence of the oval pigtoeis approximately 15 miles southwest of the proposed
project sitein the Brooks, Georgia (SE) quarter-quadrangle (Fayette County).

The proposed project was surveyed on August 31, 2010, January 20, 2011, January 24, 2011, and
February 2, 2011 for potential oval pigtoe habitat. No oval pigtoe mussels were observed during
the general ecology survey, and no potential habitat for this species exists along the project
corridor. The proposed project is located in the Ocmulgee River drainage, while the oval pigtoe
is limited to the Flint River, Ochlockonee River, and lower Chattahoochee River systems in
Georgia. Due to the proposed project alignment being located in the Ocmulgee River drainage,
the proposed project would have no effect on the oval pigtoe.

c. Michaux’s (dwarf) Sumac — Feder ally Endangered and State Endanger ed

The Michaux’s (dwarf) sumac (Rhus michauxii) is a state and federally endangered colonial
shrub with erect stems growing from one to three feet tall. The best time to search for this
species is during the growing season, since leaves are essential for identification. This speciesis
readily distinguished by the combination of densely hairy twigs and leaves, coarsely and evenly
toothed margins of leaflets, and dwarf stature. The dwarf sumac is found on the Piedmont
Plateau of Georgia, South Carolina (where possible extirpated), North Carolina, and adjacent
Virginia, in rocky open woods, especially in soils high in magnesium, perhaps also on sandhills
of the Inner Coastal Plain. The dwarf sumac is rare throughout its range and has sustained
significant habitat loss, at least in part due to fire suppression.

Habitat within the survey corridor was predominantly maintained transportation and utility right-
of-way, mixed pine and hardwood forestland, hardwood forestland, or residential properties,
which would not be suitable habitat for dwarf sumac. No suitable habitat for dwarf sumac was
observed, and no individual dwarf sumac plants were found during field surveys. Dueto the lack
of potential habitat along the proposed alignment, the proposed project would have no effect on
dwarf sumac.

d. Pool Sprite—Federally Threatened and State Thr eatened

The pool sprite (Amphianthus pusillus), commonly known as snorklewort, is an annual herb. It
has both floating and submerged leaves. The floating leaves are paired, ovate, 0.16 to 0.32 inch
long, 0.12 to 0.2 inch wide, and attached to the submerged plant base by threadlike stems. The
submerged leaves are clustered atop a short (0.24 inch or less) stem, lanceolate, and less than 0.4
inch long. The flowers are small, inconspicuous, white to pale violet, and found both among the
submerged leaves and between the floating surface leaves. The best time to search for these
plants is during flowering and fruiting production, from March to May. The habitat is restricted
to shallow, flat-bottomed depressions on granitic outcrops, where water collects after a rain.
These depressions are | ess than one foot in depth, are entirely rock-rimmed, and usually contain
soil at least one inch deep. The depressions may be dry much of the summer, except during
rainy periods.

The pool spriterangeis in the Piedmont Plateau from Alabama to South Carolina. It is recorded
in seventeen counties in Georgia. The closest known occurrence of the pool sprite is in the
Stockbridge, GA NE quarter-quadrangle, approximately 5 miles northeast of the proposed
project site. The proposed project was surveyed on August 31, 2010, January 20, 2011, January
24, 2011, and February 2, 2011 for the pool sprite and associated habitat. No pool sprites were

112



observed during the field survey, and no potential habitat for this species exists along the project
corridor. No shallow, flat-bottomed depressions on granitic outcrops, where water collects after
arain, were observed within or directly adjacent to the proposed project limits. Due to the lack
of potential habitat along the proposed alignment, the proposed project would have no effect on
the pool sprite.

e. Black-spored Quillwort — Federally Endanger ed and State Endanger ed

Suitable habitat for the black-spored quillwort (Isoetes melanspora) is restricted to shallow, flat-
bottomed depressions on granite outcrops, where water collects after a rain. These depressions
are less than one foot in depth, and are entirdly rock-rimmed, and usually contain soil at least 1
inch deep. They may be dry much of the summer, except during rainy periods. The range of the
species is in the Piedmont Physiographic Region of Georgia. It has been recorded in six counties
in Georgia. The best time to search for these plants is during spore production, early May to
June.

Habitat within the survey corridor was predominantly maintained transportation and utility right-
of-way, mixed pine and hardwood forestland, hardwood forestland, or residential properties,
which would not be suitable habitat for black-spored quillwort. No suitable habitat for black-
spored quillwort was observed, and no individual black-spored quillwort plants were found
during field surveys. Due to the lack of potential habitat along the proposed alignment, the
proposed project would have no effect on the black-spored quillwort.

f. Relict Trillium — Federally Endangered and State Endanger ed

Relict trillium (Trillium reliquum) occurs primarily in hardwood forests along the Coastal
Plain/Piedmont Fall Line. In the Coastal Plain, these forests often have boulders or ledges with
soft limestone; in the Piedmont, they are found in hardwood forests with deep loamy soilsin rich
ravines or adjacent alluvial terraces with other spring flowering herbs. The range of the rdict
trillium includes the coastal plain of southeastern Alabama and adjacent southwestern Georgia;
near the Fall Line on both the Coastal Plain and the Piedmont Plateau in west central Georgia;
and disjunct just above the Fall Line along the Savannah River in Georgia and adjacent South
Carolina. The reict trillium can be identified only during flowering, from March to April, since
features of the flower are needed for positive identification.

Habitat within the survey corridor was predominantly maintained transportation and utility right-
of-way, mixed pine and hardwood forestland, hardwood forestland, or residential properties,
which would not be suitable habitat for reict trillium. No suitable habitat for relict trillium was
observed, and no individual relict trillium plants were found during field surveys. Due to the
lack of potential habitat along the proposed alignment, the proposed project would have no effect
on therdict trillium.

g. Robust Redhorse— State Endangered

The robust redhorse (Moxostoma robustum) is a large, heavy bodied sucker, with a total length
exceeding 70 centimeters (30 inches). It is recognized by large molar-like pharyngeal teeth;
bronze coloration on its back and sides, and adults will also have faint stripes along the sides.
Juveniles will have intense red coloration in the caudal fin. During breeding season adult males
will develop large prominent tubercles on the snout, head, anal and caudal fins. Historically the
robust redhorse occurred in southeastern Atlantic slope river drainages, from the Altamaha in
Georgia northward to the Pee Dee of North and South Carolina. Presently the largest population
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occurs in a 55-mile stretch of the Oconee River from Milledgeville south to above Dublin,
Georgia and asmall population occurs in the Augusta Shoals of the Savannah River. Monitoring
studies are being conducted to follow the success of the re-introduction of the robust redhorse
into the Broad River system, atributary of the Savannah River, and the Ogeechee River. Robust
redhorse feed on Asian clams, and a variety of aquatic insects. Adults in the Oconee have been
found around tree snags, often in deeper water. Spawning occurs from late April through early
June, in both shallow and deep waters over coarse gravel. The species is only listed within the
Ocmulgee River upper watershed (HUC: 03070103). A perennial stream, Crittle Creek, was
surveyed on November 24, 2011 for the robust redhorse and associated habitat. The field
surveys reveal ed that the habitat within Crittle Creek was not suitable for the robust redhorse due
to heavy sedimentation, stagnant flow, and stream size. The proposed project would have no
effect on the robust redhorse.

h. Altamaha Shiner — State Threatened

The Altamaha shiner (Cyprinella xaenura) has a pointed snout and a terminal to subterminal
mouth. This species of shiner reaches a maximum length of 11 centimeters (4.3 inches).
Coloration characteristics include dusky olive coloration dorsally, a dark dorsal stripe, and a
lateral stripe on the posterior half of the body that can expand to form a spot at the base of the
caudal fin. Breeding males are recognizable by a blue coloration on the sides and yellow to
orange dorsal, caudal, and anal fins. Altamaha shiners inhabit small tributaries and rivers. They
are most often found in small pools with rocky to sandy substrate. Their diet consists of aguatic
insects and terrestrial insects captured from stream drift. Altamaha shiners are endemic to the
upper Altamaha River watershed of north central Georgia. Specimens have been collected from
the North Oconee, Middle Oconee, Oconee, Ocmulgee, Altamaha, Apalachee, and Little River
systems. The GADNR (2010a) lists this species as occurring in Henry County and in the
Ocmulgee River upper watershed (HUC: 03070103). A perennial stream, Crittle Creek, was
surveyed on November 24, 2011 for Altamaha shiner and associated habitat. The field surveys
revealed that the habitat within Crittle Creek was not suitable for the Altamaha shiner due to
heavy sedimentation, stagnant flow, and stream size. Additional field surveys were completed in
April 2013. During these fidld surveys, Altamaha shiners were collected in Stream 16 (Pates
Creek) and potentially suitable habitat was identified in Streams 13, 16, 21, 23f, and 23. The
proposed project would have no significant adverse effect on the Altamaha shiner.

i. Goldstripe Darter — State Rare

The goldstripe darter (Etheostoma parvipinne) reaches a maximum length of 7.5 centimeters (3.0
inches) and is characterized by a light-colored stripe along the lateral line. Two to four small
black spots vertically align the base of the caudal fin and a dark suborbital teardrop is present on
the head. The goldstripe darter spawns from March to May. The goldstripe darter generally
inhabits small streams and spring seeps in areas with slow current and is often associated with
aguatic vegetation or woody debris. This fish species extends from the Brazos River in Texas to
Altamaha River watershed in Georgia. In Georgia, this species has a spotty distribution and is
known only below the Fall Line in the Chattahoochee, Flint, Ocmulgee, and Oconee Rivers. The
species is only listed within the Ocmulgee River upper watershed (HUC: 03070103). A
perennial stream, Crittle Creek, was surveyed on November 24, 2011 for the goldstripe darter
and associated habitat. The field surveys revealed that the habitat within Crittle Creek was not
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suitable for the goldstripe darter due to heavy sedimentation, stagnant flow, and stream size. The
proposed project would have no effect on the goldstripe darter.

j. Halloween Darter — State Threatened

The Halloween darter is a large darter marked with 7-13 dark lateral bars, 7 closdy spaced
rectangular dorsal saddles, and a broad bar under the eye. The Halloween darter inhabits riffles
or shoals in the Flint and Chattahoochee river mainstems and larger tributaries to these rivers.
This species almost exclusively occurs in shallow, swift-flowing habitats over cobble, gravd,
and bedrock, and often in association with the aquatic plant, riverweed (Podostemum
ceratophyllum). Adults and juveniles occupy similar habitats; nuptial individual have also been
observed in swiftly flowing riffle habitats, where spawning most likely occurs. The Halloween
darter is endemic to the Apalachicola River drainage in Georgia and Alabama. Halloween
darters are not known to occur within the upper Ocmulgee River watershed (HUC 03070103).
The proposed project would have no effect on the Halloween darter.

k. Highscale Shiner - State Rare

The Highscale shiner is a slender, compressed minnow, characterized by large eyes set up high
on the head, a small subterminal mouth, and a blunt snout. Its dorsum is pale yellow, with the
uppermost scales darkly outlined. They spawn in late spring/early summer. Highscale shiners
are found in tributary streams, near confluences with larger rivers. They inhabit runs and pools
over sand and bedrock substrates. Highscale shiners occur in the Chattahoochee and Flint River
systems of Georgia and Alabama, from the headwaters of these systems to just below the Fall
Line. They are also found in a tributary of the upper Tallulah River (Savannah River drainage).
Highscale shiners are not known to occur within the upper Ocmulgee River watershed (HUC
03070103). The proposed project would have no effect on the Highscale shiner.

Direct Effects. The protected species survey included an assessment of constraints to the
presence of the above listed species including Crittle Creek. An aquatic survey was performed
for this perennial stream for federally and state protected fish in the vicinity of the proposed
project (300 feet upstream and 900 feet downstream of each crossing). Over 200 fish (4 species)
were collected in Crittle Creek. The fish diversity collected within Crittle Creek was poor and
species collected during the survey were comprised of tolerant species. No federally or state
protected fish were collected during the survey. No suitable habitat was present in Crittle Creek
for the Altamaha shiner, goldstripe darter, and robust redhorse due to the heavy sedimentation,
stagnant flow, and stream size. An additional protected aquatic species survey was conducted in
April 2013. During these fidld surveys, Altamaha shiners were collected in Stream 16 (Pates
Creek) and potentially suitable habitat was identified in Streams 13, 16, 21, 23f, and 23. The
proposed project would have no significant adverse effect on the Altamaha shiner. FHWA
determined on June 5, 2013, that the proposed action would have no effect on federally listed or
candidate species (Black-spored Quillwort, Dwarf Sumac, Pool Sprite, Relict Trillium) or critical
habitat located in Clayton and Henry Counties. The proposed action would have no significant
adverse effect on the Altamaha shiner, Goldstripe darter, Halloween darter, Highscale Shiner, and
Robust Redhorse. In addition, the proposed project would not result in a take of the bald eagle
(Appendix A, page A-78).

As aresult of the consultation with GADNR Special Provision 107.23G has been included to
emphasi ze the use of BMPs to protect these fish. Email correspondence from GADNR staff is
included in Appendix A.
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Indirect Effects. Even though one protected species and potential habitat for that species were
found within the project corridor, no indirect effects on protected species are expected as a result
of the project. The standard best management practices currently utilized by GDOT in the
vicinity of stream reaches are sufficient for the protection of protected species habitat and no
further protections are required. In addition, because the implementation of this project is not
expected to induce substantial land use changes, additional indirect effects to federal and state
protected species from land use changes would not occur.

Cumulative Effects. Since there are no impacts to protected species or their suitable habitats,
there are no contributions by this project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeabl e future actions
that would result in cumulative effects.

5. Wildlife and Habitat

As directed under Executive Order 13186, actions must be taken to avoid or minimize impacts to
migratory bird resources and to prevent or abate the detrimental alteration of the environment for
the benefit of migratory birds, as practicable. GDOT assesses potential impacts to migratory
birds that may result from conversion of habitat that is considered suitable for nesting. GDOT
conducts surveys under bridges and within large culverts that would be reconstructed or removed
as a part of a proposed project. Demoalition or reconstruction of any bridge or culvert that is
considered to be suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds, such as the barn swallow (Hirundo
rustica), cliff swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota), or Eastern Phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), would be
scheduled to take place at a time outside the breeding season of migratory birds. Additional
information is in the Interstate 75 Managed Lanes Ecology Resource Survey and Assessment of
Effects Report and Addenda dated March 2011, July 2011, April 2012, October 2012, and May
2013 on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.

Direct Effects. The Seected Alternative is located in an area of significant suburban
development. The landscape has been greatly fragmented by road building activities and
residential and commercial development. The project would not significantly alter the
composition of the communities adjacent to the proposed work. The narrow forested corridors
located within the highway median provide suitable, low quality foraging and nesting habitat for
neotropical/migratory bird species. The proposed project would impact these forested areas, but
the effects to these areas would be kept to a minimum by constructing the proposed managed
lanes as close to the existing cleared and maintained right-of-way as possible without
compromising the safety of motorists.

The project would have a minimal effect on migratory bird species utilizing the communities
surrounding the project corridor due to the limited quantity of land that would be impacted and
the existing disturbance to the adjacent communities. The Jonesboro Road connection of the
Sdected Alternative would bisect a relatively large (approximately 85 acres) contiguous forested
area which could potentially provide habitat for interior dwelling neotropical/migratory bird
species. The predominant impacts from the implementation of the proposed project would likely
be to edge dweling neotropical/migratory bird species, due to the significant amount of this
habitat available along the length of the project corridor.

Field activities included surveying for nesting bird habitat beneath existing bridges and inside
existing culvert structures. No migratory birds or migratory bird nests were observed to be
associated with the 1-75 overpasses and underpasses at SR 155 (McDonough Road), SR 20/SR
81 (Hampton Road), Mt. Carmel Road, Jonesboro Road, SR 351 (Jodeco Road), Hudson Bridge
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Road/Eagles Landing Parkway, Flippen Road, Walt Stephens Road, 1-675 (SR 413), SR 138, and
Fielder Road. No migratory birds or migratory bird nests were observed to be associated with
the 1-75 and 1-675 overpasses and underpasses at SR 138 (Stockbridge Highway) and US 23/SR
42 (Macon Highway). Migratory bird nests were observed within the box culverts where Camp
Creek (Stream 1), Birch Creek (Stream 2), Crittle Creek (Stream 12), Walnut Creek (Stream 13),
Pates Creek (Stream 16), Rum Creek (Stream 21), Reeves Creek (Stream 23), and Panther Creek
(Stream 271) cross the project corridor. Construction of the project would result in culvert
extensions for all of these structures except for the culvert at Rum Creek (Stream 13), Crittle
Creek (Stream 12g), and Panther Creek (Stream 271). During the construction phase of the
proposed project, GDOT would implement Special Provision 107.23G (Appendix C). The
culvert extensions would be restricted to a period outside of the nesting season (April 1st through
August 31%) unless excluder devices are installed. Construction of the proposed project would
have minimal effect on neotropical/ migratory bird species.

Indirect Effects. Indirect effects on neotropical/migratory bird species are expected as a result
of the project. In addition, because the implementation of this project is not expected to induce
significant land use changes, additional indirect effects to wildlife and habitat from land use
changes would be minimal.

Cumulative Effects. Since the proposed project would have minimal direct effects and indirect
effects on neotropical/migratory bird species, the proposed project would contribute to past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would result in cumulative effects.
However, when put in the context of the disturbance that has already occurred over the entire
corridor due to past activities, the contribution to cumulative effects would be minimal.

6. Invasive Species

In accordance with Executive Order 13112, a survey for populations of invasive species that may
be spread during construction was conducted for this project. Theinvasive species for which the
survey was conducted are those which have been identified by GDOT as having the highest
priority due to environmental and economic impacts. Both the selected species and the
management practices would be re-evaluated and revised as more information is obtained.

Six invasive plant species were found within the project’s right-of-way: Japanese honeysuckle,
sericea lespedeza, English ivy, mimosa, kudzu, and Chinese privet. These species were found
scattered throughout the survey corridor, usually occurring in disturbed areas and at the edges of
plant communities.

During the construction process, GDOT would take measures to prevent or minimize the spread
of these species as appropriate for the time of the year. These measures would include removal
and disposal of vegetative parts in the soil that may reproduce by root raking, burning on site any
such parts and aboveground parts that bear fruit, controlling or eradicating infestations prior to
construction, and cleaning of vehicles and other equipment prior to leaving the infested site. The
measures used would be those which are appropriate for the particular species and the specific
site conditions which exist on the project, as described in Georgia Standard Specifications
Section 201, Clearing and Grubbing of Right-Of-Way.
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F. Effectson the Physical Environment
1. Noise
a. Introduction

In compliance with 23 USC 109 (h) and (i), the FHWA established guidelines for the assessment
of highway traffic-generated noise. These guidelines, published as part of 23 CFR 772, provide
procedures to be followed in conducting noise analyses that would protect the public health and
welfare. Based upon guidance provided in the GDOT Noise Abatement Policy, effective July
13, 2011, a Noise Impact Assessment was prepared in compliance with 23 CFR 772 and is
summarized here. Additional information is in the Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed
Lanes dated December, 2012, on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services. The noise
analysis has been compl eted in order to:

1. Provide basdine noiseleves that would be used in determining project impact;
2. Predict the effects that the proposed project would have on the noise environment;

3. ldentify impacted |ocations where noise abatement is feasible and reasonable and likely
to be included in the project and locations where impacts would occur and abatement is
not feasible and reasonable.

The proposed project would be a Type | project as defined by “Highway Traffic Noise Policy
and Guidance’ as re-issued by FHWA in July 2010 (revised January 2011) because it includes
the addition of athrough traffic-lane. Typel projects are defined as:

1. The construction of a highway on new location; or,

2. the physical alteration of an existing highway where there is either:

a. Substantial Horizontal Alteration. A project that halves the distance between the
traffic noise source and the closest receptor between the existing condition to the
future build condition; or,

b. Substantial Vertical Alteration. A project that removes shielding therefore
exposing the line-of-sight between the receptor and the traffic noise source. This
is done by either altering the vertical alignment of the highway or by altering the
topography between the highway traffic noise source and the receptor; or,

3. the addition of a through-traffic lane(s). This includes the addition of a through-traffic
lane that functions as an high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane, High-Occupancy Toll
(HOT) lane, bus lane, or truck climbing lane; or,

4. the addition of an auxiliary lane, except for when the auxiliary lane isaturn lane; or,

5. the addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps added to a quadrant to complete
an existing partial interchange; or,

6. restriping existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through-traffic or an auxiliary
lane, except for when the auxiliary lane isaturn lane; or,

7. the addition of a new or substantial alteration of a weigh station, rest stop, ride-share lot,
or toll plaza.
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b. Existing Noise Environment

Noise considerations are part of the planning, design, and construction of all Federal-aid projects.
Based upon guidance provided in the GDOT Noise Abatement Policy, effective July 13, 2011, a
Noise Impact Assessment was prepared in compliance with 23 CFR 772 and is summarized here.
As defined in 23 CFR 772, traffic noise impacts “occur when the future predicted traffic noise
levels approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), or when the future predicted
traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels.” The NAC are defined in 23
CFR 772 for various activity categories (Table 24).

The model used to calculate existing noise levels and predict future noise levels for this project
was the FHWA Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM) (released April, 2004). Hourly A-
weighted equivalent sound levels (Le;) Were used to predict noise levels for this project, and are
identified here as dBA (e.g., 50 dBA).

A recelver is a discrete point modeed in the TNM program where as a receptor is adefined asa
representative location of a noise sensitive area for various land uses. In areas where thereis a
common noise environment, one modeled TNM receiver can be considered representative of
many receptors. This occurs in places such as multi-family buildings where noise level estimates
at one modeled TNM receiver on a given floor may be representative of noise conditions for all
the receptors on that floor. For this project, 708 receivers, representing 2,343 receptors, were
model ed.

The FHWA has developed regulations for the mitigation of highway traffic noise in federally
aided highway projects. The regulation contains traffic noise-level criteria for various land use
activities. The FHWA regulations contain NAC, which if approached or exceeded on Type |
roadway improvement projects require consideration for noise abatement. In addition to these
absolute limits, noise impacts can occur if there is a substantial increase in future build noise
levels over comparable existing noise levels. The GDOT defines a substantial noise leve
increase as 15 dBA or greater. The regulations do not require that the NAC be met in every
instance. Rather, the regulations require noise abatement where impacts occur and abatement is
determined feasible and reasonable in accordance with 23 CFR Part 772.13 and the GDOT noise
policy.

Table 24 provides a summary of the FHWA traffic NAC for each type of land use activity
category based on the noisiest hourly Leq value. The GDOT defines a noise impact as occurring
when design-year build noise levels approach or exceed the NAC thresholds listed in Table 24 or
when predicted design-year build noise levels result in a substantial noise level increase over
existing noise levels. The GDOT considers approach levels as 1 dBA less than the noise levels
shown in Table 24 and defines a substantial noise level increase as being 15 dBA or greater. For
example, the approach noise leve for Category B land use activities is 66 dBA. The approach
noise levels for all NAC categories represent absolute noise impact thresholds, which exceeded
constitutes an impact. For example, for NAC land use Category B, anoise level of 65.9 dBA at
residential property is not considered an impact, but a noise level of 66.0 dBA or greater is
considered a noise impact.
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Table 24. FHWA NAC Hourly A-Weighted Sound L evel (dBA)

Activity
Category L & (hour) Activity Category
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and
serve an important public need, and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended
A 57 (Exterior) purpose.
B 67 (Exterior) Residential.

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries,
day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic
areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or
non-profit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios,
recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television studios, trails, and

C 67 (Exterior) trail crossings.

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities,
places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or non-profit institutional
structures, radio studios, recording studios, schools, and television

D 52 (Interior) studios.
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurantg/bars, and other developed lands,
E 72 (Exterior) properties, or activities not included in A-D or F.

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging,
maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities,
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and

F - warehousing.

G - Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

Source: 23 CFR 772.

For purposes of noise analysis modeling, study area noise receptors were assigned one of seven
different land use or activity category identified in Table 24 and described as follows.

Activity Category A: This category includes exterior activities and relates to lands, as stated in
23 CFR Part 772, “on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an
important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is essential for the area to
continue to serve its intended purpose.” Some examples of land uses designated as Activity
Category A include the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier, a monastery, and an amphitheater. There
are no recelvers of this activity category located within the study area.

Activity Category B: This category includes exterior activities for single-family and multi-
family residences. Consistent with regulatory guidance, the TNM modeling completed for
residential properties assumed the following:

1. A single-family residence was generally considered a single TNM receiver. As
previously explained, a receiver is a discrete point modeled in the TNM program where
as a receptor is a defined as a representative location of a noise sensitive area for any of
the land uses listed in Table 24.

2. A single TNM modeling receiver can represent many equivalent receptors or dwelings.
For example, each floor of a multi-family building was model ed using one TNM receiver
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point per floor, but each floor consisted of multiple receptors. Each residential unit of a
multi-family dwelling (e.g., apartment building, condo) was considered a single receptor.
Noise impacts identified at the one TNM modeling receiver point were assumed to occur
at all receptors on that floor that shared a common noise environment.

3. It was assumed that each floor of the multi-family dweling facing the proposed roadway
improvements share a common noise environment. Therefore, one TNM receiver would
be representative of future noise conditions of multiple receptors. A common noise
environment consists of receptors that front the same roadway exposures.

4. In the case of multi-family buildings, exterior balconies of these dwellings were
considered the primary noise sensitive area.

There are 534 receivers, representing 1,167 receptors, of this activity category located within the
study area.

Activity Category C: This category includes exterior activities for non-residential public and
private facilities that tolerate less noise (e.g., recording studios, amphitheaters, libraries) than
Activity Category E (see below). Each structure generally was considered one receptor site for
discrete areas of frequent human use such as hospitals, libraries, and public meeting rooms.

For cemeteries, parks, and other expansive Category C activities, the number of required
receptors shall be determined as follows: 1) determine the typical linear highway frontage of
residences in the surrounding community; and 2) divide the proposed highway frontage length of
the Category C site by the amount determined in step 1 above with any remainder counting as an
additional receptor. One Activity Category C Recelver, Recelver 303, is a common outdoor
space that represents a common shared noise environment for the guests of an RV park. Using
the method outlined above, it was determined that Recelver 303 represented a total of 50
receptors.

There are three receivers, representing 52 receptors, of this activity category located within the
study area.

Activity Category D: This category includes interior impacts for Activity Category C facilities
that may have a noise-sensitive interior use. An indoor analysis is typically done only after
exhausting all outdoor analysis options. In situations where no exterior activities would be
affected by the traffic noise, or where the exterior activities are far from or physically shielded
from the roadway in a manner that prevents an impact on exterior activities, Activity Category D
is typically used as the basis of determining noise impacts. As a result of the detailed analysis
provided in the Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes, it was determined that there are
no recelvers of this activity category associated with this project.

Activity Category E: This category includes exterior activities for certain commercial and
developed lands (e.g., restaurants, offices, and hotels) that are less sensitive to highway noise.
Each structure generally was considered one receptor for the purpose of disclosure. For
receptors in this category that contain residential units (e.g., hotels), each room where sleep
occurs that has a balcony or ground-level patio was considered one receptor. Multiple receivers
for each floor were placed around the hotels to accurately assess noise levels as the receiver
distance from the roadway varied. It was assumed each hotel room on each floor of the hote
shares a common noise environment. In the case of hotels or motels, exterior balconies of rented
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rooms were considered the primary noise sensitive area. There are 116 receivers, representing
1,069 receptors, of this activity category located within the study area.

Activity Category F: This category includes land use activities that are generally not sensitive to
highway noise. No noise analysis is required for this activity category. There are 55 receivers,
representing 55 receptors, of this activity category located within the study area. Sound level
results for these receiver locations were provided for disclosure to the property owners.

Activity Category G: This category addresses future noise levels on undevel oped lands without
a building permit and undeveloped lands with a building permit. For permitted, undevel oped
land, the site would be evaluated based on the Activity Category that is consistent with the
permitted land. A review of available on-line Geographic Information System (GIS) databases
provided by the Clayton and Henry County Planning and Zoning Departments was undertaken to
identify any parcels within the corridor that are currently vacant/undevel oped but permitted for
future development. Thereview of GIS databases confirmed that no permitted devel opments are
located along the project corridor’s vacant/undevel oped parcels. Additionally, coordination with
the Henry County Environmental Compliance and Plan Review Office confirmed that no parcels
within the corridor are permitted for future development. Therefore, none of the receivers
analyzed for this assessment represent vacant/undeveloped parcels that are permitted for
devel opment.

For undevel oped lands without a building permit, noise contours were devel oped on vacant lands
using the TNM. In accordance with 23 CFR Part 772 (772.17) and as outlined in the GDOT
Noise Abatement Policy, information is to be provided to local officials “that can help them to be
aware of incompatible land uses near state highways.” Large undeveloped lands without
permitted/anticipated future development along the project corridor were modeled at 50-foot
intervals from the nearest edge of pavement.

Seven large undevel oped sites (Study Area A through Study Area G) where noise conditions are
anticipated to change were identified along the corridor. The detailed results of this analysis are
provided in the Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes.

Existing noise levels were calculated using TNM for the major roadways located within the
proposed project area. Fidd measurements were collected on October 10, 2012 from five
locations within the study area. These noise monitoring sites are along the entire length of the
project corridor and are depicted on Figures 12A through 12P. Noise measurement sites
included residential dwellings, a church, and hotds. They were considered representative of
typical land uses within the study area and were selected based on a review of the proposed
transportation improvements. Copies of the fiedld measurement data sheets are provided in the
Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes on file at GDOT Office of Environmental
Services. These field measurements were recorded to determine ambient noise levels and
confirm the applicability of the noise modd for this analysis. In accordance with 23 CFR
772.9(d), the use of traffic characteristics that would yield the worst traffic noise impact for the
design year is required. The noise analysis uses LOS C traffic conditions for the purpose of
satisfying this requirement. This represents a scenario where high volumes of traffic are able to
freely flow at or above posted speeds. There is no standard for LOS C traffic volumes for
intersections; therefore, peak hour traffic data wasinput into the model at these locations.
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Figure 12. Noise Wall Locations and | mpacted Receivers
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Noise measurements for each site were performed in accordance with procedures described in
Measurement of Highway-Related Noise (FHWA, 1996). The measurements were recorded
using a laboratory calibrated Bruel & Kjaer Modd 2238 sound level meter. All measurements
were performed under acceptable weather and street surface conditions consistent with GDOT
policy guiddines. These measurements were taken for 15 minutes at each location. Field
measurements indicate existing noise levels between 55.9 and 68.9 dBA. The locations of field
measurements and the observed sound levels are provided in Table 25.

Table 25. FHWA NAC Hourly A-Weighted Sound L evel (dBA)

Field Field Receiver Figure Field TNM
M easur ement L ocation Location | Measurement | Measurement | Difference

1 Receiver 89 (Sngle- | 12D 68.9 68.8 0.1
family residence)

2 Receiver 300 (Single- | 121 63.1 653 22
family residence)

Receiver 304 12J

3 (Church) 68.0 65.3 2.7

4 Receiver 460 (Hotel) 120 67.6 705 29

5 Receiver 482 (Hotel) 12P 55.9 58.9 3.0

Source: Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes, December 2012.

Field measurements were compared with TNM-mode ed noise levels to confirm the applicability
of the modd for this analysis. Traffic counts were taken along the project corridor during each
field measurement using video recording. Total traffic counts were then gathered from the video
and input to TNM to validate the model. The comparisons of field measurements to modeled
levels are shown in Table 25. The TNM modeled results for the fiedld measurements indicated
existing noise levels between 58.9 and 70.5 dBA.

A difference of approximately three decibels is generally considered acceptable. Because each
of the fidd measurements were within the accepted three-decibel range of the modd, the
modeled results are considered applicable for use in analysis of noise levels within the study
area. Therefore, existing noise levels for the receivers within the study area were calculated with
TNM for comparison with the Build and No-Build conditions.

In accordance with 23 CFR 772.9(d), the use of traffic characteristics that would yield the worst
traffic noise impact for the design year is required. This analysis uses LOS C traffic conditions
for the purpose of satisfying this requirement. This represents a scenario where high volumes of
traffic are able to freely flow at or above posted speeds. Thereis no standard for LOS C traffic
volumes for intersections; therefore, peak hour traffic data was input into the mode at these
locations. Truck percentages (%) were based on traffic provided in the Traffic Sudy: [-75
Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR 155. As a result, existing truck percentages of 9% (3%
medium truck, 6% heavy truck) were used along 1-75. The distribution of this truck percentage
for medium and heavy trucks was based or rigure12p  Naissance of the project corridor.

c. Noise Impact Assessment M ethods

The methodology for predicting future noise levels used the FHWA TNM Version 2.5. The
TNM modd incorporates sound emission and sound propagation algorithms for each vehicle
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type category that are based on well-established theory and accepted international standards. In
general, sound propagation beyond the travel lanes takes place over acoustically “soft” ground
conditions, such as a lawn or other types of vegetation surfaces. For the purposes of this study,
the type of ground surface used throughout the study area was lawn. The model also addresses
ground terrain physical features, roadway geometry, receptor distance, vehicle volumes, and
vehicle operating speeds.

Major roadways and sensitive receivers were modded in TNM by importing roadway design
files into GIS files and then importing the roadway and recelver data into the TNM program.
Each travel lane within the project corridor was modeed as an individual roadway. Inside and
outside shoulders were also individually mode ed as roadways with no traffic. Elevations for the
TNM modd runs were established from Henry County’s digital eevation modd. Lastly, the
number of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks and their associated travel speeds for
each modeled roadway segment were input into the model. Vehicles permitted in the managed
lanes include cars, emergency vehicles, maintenance vehicles, military vehicles, registered transit
vehicles —including vanpools, and school buses. 1n accordance with 23 CFR 772.9(d), the use of
traffic characteristics that would yied the worst traffic noise impact for the design year is
required. This analysis uses LOS C traffic conditions for the purpose of satisfying this
requirement. This represents a scenario where high volumes of traffic are able to freely flow at
or above posted speeds. There is no standard for LOS C traffic volumes for intersections,
therefore, peak hour traffic data was input into the model at these locations. Truck percentages
(%) were based on traffic provided in the Traffic Sudy: |-75 Managed Lanes from SR 138 to SR
155. As aresult, future condition truck percentages were modeled at 10% (3% medium truck,
7% heavy truck).

At three locations within the corridor, two TNM modeling runs were prepared for the same
location. These two runs were prepared to account for variation in the AM and PM peak traffic
operations in close proximity to adjacent recelvers. For example, at the proposed interchange of
the project with 1-675 and 1-75, the managed lane would contain a split that provides access to
the northbound or southbound general purpose lanes, depending on the time of day. LOS C
traffic was placed on the northbound ramp to reflect AM peak operating conditions to accurately
reflect the sound levels at thislocation. Conversely, LOS C traffic was placed on the travel lanes
of the southbound ramp to reflect travel conditions during the PM peak. At locations that would
be affected by these conditions, the higher of the two noise results (the “worst case” condition)
was presented as the Build condition result. Similar modeling was employed at the project’s
access ramp to Jonesboro Road and at the southern terminus where vehicles access/exit the
managed |ane system.

Four noise walls currently exist along the project corridor. Three of these noise walls would
remain under the Selected Alternative. One of the walls that would remain is located along the
west side of I-75 just south of the Walt Stephens Road overpass. The other two walls are |ocated
directly across from each other, just north of the Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge
interchange. All existing walls are shown on Figures 12A through 12P.

All four existing walls were included in the TNM models to evaluate ther effectiveness;
however, the existing noise wall located north of Walt Stephens Road on the west side of 1-75
would be removed to provide adequate space for the managed lanes. Therefore, this noise wall
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was removed from the modeing associated with the Build condition. Noise wall #2 is proposed
to replace this noise wall.

Three of the existing noise walls were constructed as abatement measures for previously
completed GDOT projects. The fourth wall, located along the east side of 1-75 just north of the
Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge interchange, was constructed by a private devel oper.
As detailed in a further section, this wall does not provide sufficient abatement to the receivers
located behind it. Noisewall #6 is proposed to provide abatement to these receivers.

Additionally, GDOT Project PI 0010126, which consists of the addition of a northbound
auxiliary lane between Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge and Walt Stephens Road, is
scheduled to be completed by December 2013. Noise modeling for this project has resulted in
construction of a noise wall located along the east side of 1-75 at Flippen Road. Because this
noise wall is currently under construction, the dimensions of this wall have been included as an
existing noise wall in both the build and no build TNM modeling.

d. Noise Impact Assessment

The FHWA regulations identify NAC leves at which noise impact occurs and abatement must
be considered for feasibility and reasonableness. Under these regulations, the proposed project
would result in noise impacts if the future noise levels approach or exceed the NAC thresholds
for the appropriate Activity Category (Table 25).

Furthermore, FHWA regulations indicate that, “noise impacts occur when the predicted traffic
noise levels approach or exceed the NAC leves, or when the predicted design year traffic noise
levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels.” As such, GDOT has determined that
substantial noise leve increases (15 dBA or more) constitute noise impacts of equal weight as
those impacts identified from NAC exceedances. For example, a residential property with
existing peak-hour noise levels of 50 dBA projected to increase by 15 dBA is considered
impacted, even though the absolute predicted build noise level of 65 dBA is bedow 66 dBA
NAC.

At locations where noise impacts were identified, GDOT traffic noise policy guidelines were
used to evaluate and determine the feasibility and reasonableness of noise mitigation measures.

Noise leves in the No-Build Alternative would be higher than the Selected Alternative at 96
receiver locations. The reversible lanes would be constructed along the existing southbound
travel lanes in some locations and along the existing northbound travel lanes at others.
Therefore, the proposed project would move some traffic away from receiver locations in the
Build condition, which would result in decreased noise levels. Predicted future noise levels for
the No-Build Alternative range from 55.9 dBA to 75.4 dBA. Predicted future noise levels for the
Sdected Alternative range from 55.3 dBA to 75.5 dBA.

There are 237 receivers, representing 606 receptors, along the project corridor predicted to be
impacted by the Selected Alternative based on the NAC established by 23 CFR Part 772. The
recelvers that would experience such impacts are identified in Table 26 and highlighted in yellow
on Figures 12A through 12P.

Direct Effects. For the Selected Alternative, there are 237 receivers, representing 606 receptors,
along the project corridor predicted to be impacted based on the NAC established by 23 CFR 772
(Table 26).
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For Alternative 3, the No-Build Alternative, there are 193 receivers, representing 452 receptors,
along the project corridor predicted to exceed the NAC established by 23 CFR 772 (Table 26).
Receptors are identified with an asterisk in Table 26 if the No-Build noise level exceeds that of
the Selected Alternative.

Receptors identified in bold for each of the Alternatives experience noise levels that exceed or
approach the NAC.

No sites along the project corridor would experience noise leve increases of greater than 15
dBA. Therefore, no sites are considered impacted by the Selected Alternative based on the
substantial increase criteria.
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
1* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 55.9 56.2 0.3 55.3 -0.6
2* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 62.0 62.3 0.3 59.8 -2.2
3* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 60.7 61.0 0.3 59.7 -1.0
4* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 59.0 59.4 0.4 58.4 -0.6
5* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 57.1 57.4 0.3 56.3 -0.8
6* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 58.6 58.9 0.3 57.9 -0.7
7 12A 1 Hotel/71 E 60.2 60.5 0.3 61.0 0.8
8 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 61.9 62.2 0.3 62.2 0.3
9* 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 59.0 59.4 0.4 59.1 0.1
10 12A 1 Commercial/71 F 61.9 62.0 0.1 62.1 0.2
11* 12A 1 Hotel/71 E 66.5 66.7 0.2 66.4 -0.1
12* 12A 1 Commercial/71 E 68.9 69.1 0.2 68.2 -0.7
13+ Sound Sound Sound
12A 15 Hotel/71 E 71.9 L evel 72.2 0.3 L evel 717 -0.2 L evel
14* 12A 1 Commercial/71 E 66.3 66.6 0.3 65.2 -1.1
15 12A 1 Commercial/71 E 62.2 62.6 0.4 62.6 0.4
16* 12A 1 Single Family/67 E 57.2 57.5 0.3 57.2 0.0
17 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 Multi Family/67 B 70.3 L evel 70.5 0.2 L evel 70.8 0.5 L evel
18 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12B 4 Multi Family/67 B 71.9 L evel 72.1 0.2 L evel 72.8 0.9 L evel
19* 12A 5 Multi Family/67 B 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.0 0.2
20 12B 5 Multi Family/67 B 63.8 64.1 0.3 64.1 0.3
21* 12A 5 Multi Family/67 B 60.6 60.9 0.3 60.5 -0.1
22 12B 5 Multi Family/67 B 65.4 65.6 0.2 65.8 0.4
23 12B 4 Multi Family/67 B 62.1 62.4 0.3 62.5 0.4
24 12B 4 Multi Family/67 B 60.7 61.0 0.3 61.0 0.3
25 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 59.6 59.9 0.3 61.4 1.8
26 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 60.3 60.4 0.1 61.7 14
27 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 61.0 61.2 0.2 63.1 2.1
28 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 62.0 62.2 0.2 64.5 2.5
29 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 62.6 0.5 64.0 1.9
30 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 63.6 63.9 0.3 65.7 2.1
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

31 _ _ Sound
12C 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 64.8 0.3 66.4 19 L evel

2 _ _ Sound Sound
12C 1 Single Family/67 B 65.7 66.0 0.3 L evel 68.1 24 L evel

13 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12C 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 L evel 67.7 0.3 L evel 71.3 3.9 L evel

3 Sound Sound Sound
12C 1 Single Family/67 B 66.5 L evel 66.8 0.3 L evel 68.6 2.1 L evel
35 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 57.4 57.8 0.4 58.5 11
36 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 55.8 56.2 0.4 56.8 1.0
37 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 57.7 57.8 0.1 58.2 0.5
38 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 61.8 62.1 0.3 62.9 11
39 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 63.4 63.7 0.3 64.5 11
40 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 62.6 62.9 0.3 63.4 0.8
41 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.3 0.2 61.8 0.7
42 12C 1 Single Family/67 B 59.7 60.0 0.3 61.0 1.3
43 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.1 0.2 62.1 1.2
44 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 63.6 63.9 0.3 65.8 2.2

5 _ _ Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 66.1 2.0 L evel

16 _ _ Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.4 64.7 0.3 66.3 19 L evel

47 Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 65.2 65.5 0.3 67.3 2.1 L evel

48 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.0 L evel 67.3 0.3 L evel 69.5 25 L evel

49 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.8 L evel 68.2 04 L evel 69.9 21 L evel

50 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.6 L evel 68.9 0.3 L evel 70.0 14 L evel

51 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.6 L evel 70.8 0.2 L evel 72.5 19 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
50 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.2 L evel 71.4 0.2 L evel 73.1 1.9 L evel
53 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.6 L evel 71.9 0.3 L evel 73.5 1.9 L evel
54 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.3 L evel 71.4 0.1 L evel 72.9 1.6 L evel
55 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.1 L evel 71.3 0.2 L evel 72.2 1.1 L evel
56 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.5 L evel 70.8 0.3 L evel 71.6 1.1 L evel
57 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.5 L evel 69.8 0.3 L evel 70.7 1.2 L evel
58 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.1 L evel 68.4 0.3 L evel 69.4 1.3 L evel
59 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.4 L evel 68.6 0.2 L evel 69.3 0.9 L evel
60 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.2 L evel 69.6 0.4 L evel 70.2 1.0 L evel
61 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.6 L evel 70.9 0.3 L evel 71.4 0.8 L evel
62 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.2 L evel 71.6 0.4 L evel 72.0 0.8 L evel
63 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.3 L evel 70.5 0.2 L evel 71.0 0.7 L evel
64 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.6 L evel 68.8 0.2 L evel 69.5 0.9 L evel
65 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 66.8 L evel 67.1 0.3 L evel 67.9 1.1 L evel
66 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.0 L evel 67.3 0.3 L evel 68.1 1.1 L evel
67 Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 66.2 0.3 L evel 67.1 1.2 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

68 _ _ Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.8 65.1 0.3 66.2 14 L evel
69 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 62.9 63.3 0.4 64.6 1.7
70 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.6 65.0 0.4 65.9 1.3

7 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 66.3 L evel 66.6 0.3 L evel 67.2 0.9 L evel

72 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.7 L evel 68.9 0.2 L evel 69.1 0.4 L evel

73 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.3 L evel 70.5 0.2 L evel 70.4 0.1 L evel

74 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.3 L evel 71.5 0.2 L evel 71.4 0.1 L evel

75 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.4 L evel 72.7 0.3 L evel 72.5 0.1 L evel

76¢ _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 73.2 L evel 73.4 0.2 L evel 73.1 -0.1 L evel

77% _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.8 L evel 73.1 0.3 L evel 72.8 0.0 L evel

78 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 717 L evel 72.0 0.3 L evel 72.1 04 L evel

79 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.6 L evel 70.8 0.2 L evel 70.9 0.3 L evel

80 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.4 L evel 69.7 0.3 L evel 69.9 0.5 L evel

81 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.0 L evel 68.3 0.3 L evel 68.4 0.4 L evel

82 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 L evel 67.7 0.3 L evel 68.1 0.7 L evel

83 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.3 L evel 69.5 0.2 L evel 70.0 0.7 L evel

84 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.7 L evel 69.9 0.2 L evel 70.7 1.0 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
85 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.6 L evel 69.8 0.2 L evel 70.6 1.0 L evel
86 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.3 L evel 69.6 0.3 L evel 70.5 1.2 L evel
87 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.0 L evel 69.3 0.3 L evel 70.2 1.2 L evel
88 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.9 L evel 69.2 0.3 L evel 70.1 1.2 L evel
89 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.1 L evel 70.4 0.3 L evel 71.4 1.3 L evel
%0 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.7 L evel 70.0 0.3 L evel 70.9 1.2 L evel
o1 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.4 L evel 70.6 0.2 L evel 71.3 0.9 L evel
9 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.7 L evel 71.9 0.2 L evel 72.5 0.8 L evel
93 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.0 L evel 72.1 0.1 L evel 72.5 0.5 L evel
o _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.0 L evel 72.1 0.1 L evel 72.8 0.8 L evel
%5 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.2 L evel 72.3 0.1 L evel 73.0 0.8 L evel
% Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.3 L evel 72.5 0.2 L evel 73.2 0.9 L evel
97 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 72.0 L evel 72.2 0.2 L evel 73.0 1.0 L evel
98 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 71.1 L evel 71.4 0.3 L evel 71.8 0.7 L evel
99 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.2 L evel 69.4 0.2 L evel 70.1 0.9 L evel
100 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.6 L evel 69.8 0.2 L evel 70.2 0.6 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

101 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.1 L evel 68.4 0.3 L evel 68.8 0.7 L evel

100 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.5 L evel 70.6 0.1 L evel 71.0 0.5 L evel

103 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 69.6 L evel 69.8 0.2 L evel 70.2 0.6 L evel

104 Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.8 L evel 69.1 0.3 L evel 69.2 0.4 L evel

105 _ Sound Sound
12D 1 Recreation Areal/67 C 65.9 66.1 0.2 L evel 73.6 7.7 L evel
106 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 59.5 59.9 0.4 63.6 4.1
107 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.5 0.4 64.4 4.3
108 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 62.6 0.5 65.8 3.7

109 Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 62.7 63.3 0.6 66.8 4.1 L evel
110 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.7 62.3 0.6 65.5 3.8
111 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.3 0.5 63.3 3.5
112 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 59.3 59.7 0.4 62.5 3.2
113 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 59.4 59.9 0.5 62.9 3.5
114 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.4 0.3 65.1 4.0
115 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 61.6 0.3 65.6 4.3
116 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.2 0.3 65.8 49
117 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.2 0.3 65.1 4.2
118 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.6 61.0 0.4 64.5 3.9
119 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.4 60.8 0.4 64.2 3.8
120 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.4 0.3 63.9 3.8
121 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 63.1 63.3 0.2 64.0 0.9
122 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 63.2 63.9 0.7 64.3 11
123 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 63.8 64.2 0.4 64.7 0.9
124 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.3 64.9 0.6 65.5 1.2

195 _ _ Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.5 0.7 L evel 67.2 14 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

196 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 66.8 L evel 67.3 0.5 L evel 68.2 14 L evel

197 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.8 L evel 68.5 0.7 L evel 69.4 16 L evel

128 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.5 L evel 69.3 0.8 L evel 70.3 18 L evel

129 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 68.3 L evel 69.1 0.8 L evel 70.0 17 L evel

130 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 67.7 L evel 68.3 0.6 L evel 69.4 17 L evel

131 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 L evel 67.2 0.6 L evel 68.0 14 L evel

130 _ _ Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 65.5 66.2 0.7 L evel 66.9 14 L evel
133 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 65.1 0.6 65.8 13

134 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 70.9 L evel 72.3 14 L evel 72.9 2.0 L evel
135* 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 63.6 15 63.2 11
136 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.8 62.3 0.5 65.5 3.7

137 . . Sound
12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 62.0 0.7 66.8 55 L evel
138 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.4 62.0 0.6 65.3 3.9
139 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.8 0.7 63.8 2.7
140 12D 1 Single Family/67 B 60.8 61.4 0.6 63.0 2.2
141 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.4 61.1 0.7 62.2 1.8
142 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.2 60.9 0.7 61.7 15
143 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.0 60.7 0.7 61.4 14
144 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.8 0.7 61.5 14
145 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.9 60.5 0.6 61.3 14
146 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.5 0.7 61.3 15
147 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.5 0.7 61.3 15
148 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.3 61.0 0.7 61.8 15
149 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.7 61.4 0.7 62.2 15
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
150 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 62.0 0.7 62.7 14
151 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.5 62.2 0.7 62.9 14
152 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 62.0 62.7 0.7 63.4 14
153 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 62.8 0.7 63.5 14
154 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.9 62.6 0.7 63.3 14
155 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.6 62.3 0.7 63.2 1.6
156 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.2 61.9 0.7 62.6 14
157 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.8 61.5 0.7 62.3 15
158 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.2 60.9 0.7 61.8 1.6
159 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.9 60.6 0.7 61.4 15
160 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.7 60.4 0.7 61.3 1.6
161 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.6 60.3 0.7 61.3 1.7
162 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.7 60.4 0.7 61.4 1.7
163 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.4 0.6 61.7 1.9
164 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.5 0.7 62.2 24
165 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.3 61.0 0.7 62.3 2.0
166 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.7 61.4 0.7 62.7 2.0
167 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.6 0.7 63.0 2.1
168 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.8 0.7 63.3 2.2
169 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.8 0.7 63.3 2.2
170 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.6 0.7 63.1 2.2
171 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.5 61.2 0.7 62.9 24
172 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.4 61.0 0.6 62.2 1.8
173 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.7 61.2 0.5 62.3 1.6
174 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.2 60.7 0.5 61.6 14
175 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 58.7 59.5 0.8 60.3 1.6
176 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.6 61.0 0.4 62.8 2.2
177 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.7 0.6 63.5 2.4
178 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.8 61.4 0.6 63.1 2.3
179 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.7 0.6 62.3 2.2
180 _ _ Sound Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 67.4 15 L evel 69.3 34 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

181 _ _ Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 64.4 65.5 11 68.0 3.6 L evel

180 _ _ Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 62.8 63.7 0.9 66.3 3.5 L evel

183 Sound Sound Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 67.9 L evel 69.6 17 L evel 73.0 51 L evel

184 Sound Sound Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 66.0 L evel 67.0 1.0 L evel 70.2 4.2 L evel

185 _ _ Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.4 65.8 0.4 68.9 3.5 L evel
186 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 61.6 61.6 0.0 64.0 2.4

187 Sound Sound Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 67.6 L evel 68.2 0.6 L evel 68.8 12 L evel

188 Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.0 65.5 0.5 66.1 11 L evel
189 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.0 63.8 -1.2 65.4 0.4
190 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 62.9 -1.6 64.7 0.2
191 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 64.2 -1.7 65.8 -0.1
192 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 65.4 63.4 -2.0 65.1 -0.3
193 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 64.7 62.6 -2.1 64.6 -0.1
194 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 64.3 62.2 -2.1 64.1 -0.2
195 12E 1 Single Family/67 B 63.7 61.7 -2.0 63.6 -0.1
196 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 63.2 61.2 -2.0 63.2 0.0

197 _ _ Sound

12E 1 Single Family/67 B 66.7 Level 63.3 -3.4 64.8 -1.9
198 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 62.8 -3.1 64.4 -1.5
199 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.3 62.2 -3.1 64.0 -1.3
200 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.9 61.9 -3.0 63.9 -1.0
201 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.2 61.5 -2.7 63.3 -0.9
202 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 63.8 61.3 -2.5 63.1 -0.7
203 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 63.4 60.9 -2.5 62.8 -0.6
204 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 63.0 60.7 -2.3 62.6 -0.4
205 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 62.5 60.3 -2.2 62.1 -0.4
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
206 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 60.1 -2.0 61.9 -0.2
207 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12E 1 Single Family/67 B 71.9 L evel 68.1 -3.8 L evel 68.6 -3.3 L evel
208 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 68.5 Level 64.1 -4.4 65.3 -3.2
209 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.9 Level 62.9 -4.0 64.6 -2.3
210 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 Level 62.7 -4.7 64.4 -3.0
211 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 68.1 Level 62.9 -5.2 64.3 -3.8
212 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 69.7 Level 63.2 -6.5 64.5 -5.2
213 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 71.0 Level 63.9 -7.1 65.2 -5.8
214 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 71.1 Level 63.9 -7.2 65.3 -5.8
215 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 68.7 Level 63.1 -5.6 64.3 -4.4
216 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.6 Level 62.6 -5.0 64.2 -3.4
217 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.1 Level 63.1 -4.0 64.1 -3.0
218 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.3 Level 62.4 -3.9 64.0 -2.3
219 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.4 62.0 -3.4 63.9 -1.5
220 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.2 61.3 -2.9 63.2 -1.0
221 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.6 61.5 -3.1 63.2 -1.4
222 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.1 61.6 -3.5 63.3 -1.8
223 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.6 61.9 -3.7 63.5 -2.1
224 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.1 Level 62.1 -4.0 63.8 -2.3
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
205 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 Level 62.7 -4.7 64.1 -3.3
296 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 69.1 Level 62.8 -6.3 64.0 -5.1
297 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 68.8 Level 62.9 -5.9 64.1 -4.7
278 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.8 Level 62.5 -5.3 64.2 -3.6
229 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 Level 62.2 -4.4 63.8 -2.8
230 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.8 Level 62.7 -4.1 64.1 -2.7
231 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 67.2 Level 62.9 -4.3 64.6 -2.6
230 _ _ Sound
12F 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 Level 62.9 -3.7 64.3 -2.3
233 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.7 62.2 -3.5 63.8 -1.9
234 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.9 62.0 -2.9 63.4 -1.5
235 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.6 61.5 -3.1 63.2 -1.4
236 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 61.2 -2.9 63.1 -1.0
237 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 60.8 -2.5 62.7 -0.6
238 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.4 62.8 -2.6 64.5 -0.9
239 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 65.3 62.6 -2.7 64.3 -1.0
240 12F 1 Single Family/67 B 61.9 60.0 -1.9 61.8 -0.1
241 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 59.1 59.7 0.6 61.0 1.9
242 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 59.5 60.1 0.6 61.7 2.2
243 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 61.3 61.9 0.6 63.1 1.8
244 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 60.1 60.7 0.6 61.4 1.3
245 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 59.4 59.9 0.5 60.7 1.3
246 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 61.9 61.6 -0.3 64.8 2.9
247 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 61.4 61.1 -0.3 63.7 2.3
248 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 60.0 59.8 -0.2 62.5 2.5
249 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 60.2 60.1 -0.1 61.9 1.7
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
250 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 61.0 61.0 0.0 62.2 1.2
251 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 60.8 60.8 0.0 62.0 1.2
252 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 60.6 60.6 0.0 62.1 15
253 12F 12 Multi Family/67 B 60.5 60.6 0.1 61.9 14
254 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 57.6 58.3 0.7 59.2 1.6
255 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 58.8 59.2 0.4 60.3 15
256 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 57.3 57.9 0.6 59.0 1.7
257 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 59.8 60.2 0.4 61.4 1.6
258 12F 8 Multi Family/67 B 58.2 58.7 0.5 60.1 1.9
259 12F 1 Commercial/71 E 61.4 61.6 0.2 62.0 0.6
260 12G 1 Commercial/71 E 63.9 64.2 0.3 64.8 0.9
261 12G 1 Hotel/71 E 66.8 67.0 0.2 68.0 1.2
262 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 58.6 59.1 0.5 60.4 1.8
263 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 67.0 67.2 0.2 68.4 14
264 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 63.5 63.7 0.2 64.0 0.5
265 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 59.9 60.2 0.3 60.7 0.8
266 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 64.2 64.4 0.2 65.5 1.3
267 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 66.0 66.3 0.3 67.4 14
268 12G 23 Hotel/71 E 58.8 59.2 0.4 59.8 1.0
269 12G 1 Commercial/71 E 55.5 55.9 0.4 57.2 1.7
270 12G 1 Commercial/71 F 64.6 64.8 0.2 65.9 1.3
271 12H 1 Single Family/67 B 59.9 60.2 0.3 61.4 15
272 12H 1 Commercial/71 E 57.2 57.5 0.3 59.3 2.1
273 12H 1 Commercial/71 E 59.8 60.1 0.3 61.6 1.8
274* 12H 1 Commercial/71 E 60.0 60.3 0.3 59.3 -0.7
275* 12H 1 Commercial/71 E 59.9 60.1 0.2 59.1 -0.8
276 121 1 Commercial/71 F 60.2 60.5 0.3 62.7 2.5
277 121 1 Commercial/71 F 59.4 59.7 0.3 61.6 2.2
278 121 1 Commercial/71 F 64.2 64.5 0.3 65.7 15
279 121 1 Commercial/71 F 61.8 62.1 0.3 63.5 1.7
280 121 1 Commercial/71 F 60.0 60.2 0.2 62.0 2.0
281 121 1 Single Family/67 B 64.2 64.4 0.2 65.1 0.9
282 121 1 Single Family/67 B 64.9 65.2 0.3 65.8 0.9
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
283 _ _ Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.1 0.3 L evel 66.6 0.8 L evel
284 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.7 L evel 66.9 0.2 L evel 67.6 0.9 L evel
285 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.9 L evel 67.1 0.2 L evel 67.4 0.5 L evel
286 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 L evel 67.6 0.2 L evel 67.7 0.3 L evel
087 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 67.6 L evel 67.8 0.2 L evel 68.0 0.4 L evel
2883 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 68.0 L evel 68.2 0.2 L evel 68.2 0.2 L evel
289 12I 1 Single Family/67 B 63.9 64.1 0.2 65.0 1.1
290 12I 1 Single Family/67 B 63.0 63.2 0.2 64.2 1.2
291 12I 1 Single Family/67 B 62.8 63.0 0.2 64.0 1.2
292 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.3 L evel 66.5 0.2 L evel 67.1 0.8 L evel
203 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 L evel 66.8 0.2 L evel 67.3 0.7 L evel
204 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.6 0.2 L evel 67.4 1.0 L evel
205 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.7 0.3 L evel 67.6 1.2 L evel
206 Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 66.8 L evel 67.1 0.3 L evel 68.7 1.9 L evel
297 _ _ Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 64.8 0.3 67.0 25 L evel
208 _ _ Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.3 0.2 66.3 2.2 L evel
299 _ _ Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 64.7 65.0 0.3 66.8 2.1 L evel
300 _ _ Sound
12| 1 Single Family/67 B 65.2 65.4 0.2 66.9 1.7 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

301 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.7 0.3 L evel 68.5 21 L evel

302 _ _ Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 66.2 0.3 L evel 68.3 24 L evel

303 . Sound
12J 50 Recreation Areal/67 C 65.3 65.6 0.3 67.9 2.6 L evel
304 12] 1 Church/67 C 64.4 64.7 0.3 65.7 13
305* 12] 1 Commercial/71 E 67.5 67.8 0.3 67.7 0.2
306 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 65.9 66.2 0.3 67.6 1.7
307 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 68.2 68.5 0.3 70.0 1.8
308 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 71.2 71.4 0.2 73.5 2.3
309 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 63.0 63.3 0.3 65.6 2.6
310 12K 1 Commercial/71 E 60.4 60.7 0.3 61.6 1.2
311 12K 1 Single Family/67 B 61.6 61.9 0.3 62.5 0.9
312 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 60.0 60.4 0.4 62.2 2.2
313 12] 1 Commercial/71 F 58.8 59.1 0.3 60.4 1.6
314 12K 1 Commercial/71 E 58.2 58.5 0.3 59.0 0.8
315 12K 1 Commercial/71 F 64.6 64.8 0.2 65.0 0.4
316 12K 1 Commercial/71 F 59.2 59.6 0.4 61.4 2.2
317 12K 1 Commercial/71 F 57.6 58.0 0.4 59.2 1.6
318 12K 1 Commercial/71 F 60.1 60.4 0.3 62.1 2.0
319 12K 1 Commercial/71 F 62.6 62.9 0.3 64.3 1.7

320 _ _ Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.1 0.3 L evel 67.4 1.6 L evel

301 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 67.6 L evel 67.9 0.3 L evel 69.4 18 L evel

322 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 69.0 L evel 69.3 0.3 L evel 71.2 2.2 L evel

33 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 70.6 L evel 71.0 04 L evel 73.0 24 L evel

324 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 68.4 L evel 68.6 0.2 L evel 70.0 1.6 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
305 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.4 L evel 68.7 0.3 L evel 70.2 18 L evel

226 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.0 L evel 68.3 0.3 L evel 69.8 18 L evel

307 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 66.5 L evel 66.9 0.4 L evel 68.2 17 L evel

208 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 69.0 L evel 69.2 0.2 L evel 70.6 16 L evel

329 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 68.1 L evel 68.3 0.2 L evel 69.7 16 L evel

330 Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 67.0 L evel 67.2 0.2 L evel 68.6 16 L evel

131 Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 66.2 0.3 L evel 67.7 18 L evel

332 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.1 65.4 0.3 66.7 1.6 L evel
333 121 1 Single Family/67 B 64.0 64.2 0.2 65.5 15
334 Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.4 65.7 0.3 67.1 17 L evel
335 12L 1 Commercial/71 F 73.9 74.1 0.2 75.5 1.6
336 12L 1 Commercial/71 F 72.4 72.6 0.2 74.2 1.8
337 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 60.3 60.5 0.2 62.3 2.0
338 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.2 0.3 63.0 2.1
339 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 61.6 61.9 0.3 63.6 2.0
340 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 62.3 62.5 0.2 64.4 2.1
341 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 63.5 63.8 0.3 65.7 2.2
342 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 63.6 0.3 65.7 24
343 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 62.4 0.3 64.3 2.2
344 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.3 0.2 63.3 2.2
345 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.4 0.3 62.3 2.2
346 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 62.5 62.6 0.1 64.6 21
347 12L 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 61.6 0.3 63.6 2.3
348 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.3 60.6 0.3 62.6 2.3
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
349 121 1 Single Family/67 B 59.6 59.9 0.3 61.8 2.2
350 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.6 60.9 0.3 62.8 2.2
351 121 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 61.6 0.3 63.5 2.2
352 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.1 62.4 0.3 64.3 2.2
353 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.5 60.7 0.2 62.7 2.2
354 121 1 Single Family/67 B 61.2 61.5 0.3 63.4 2.2
355 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.2 62.5 0.3 64.4 2.2
356 121 1 Single Family/67 B 63.5 63.7 0.2 65.9 2.4
357 121 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 63.6 0.3 65.7 2.4
358 121 1 Single Family/67 B 63.4 63.6 0.2 65.8 2.4
359 121 1 Single Fami12Ly/67 B 63.4 63.6 0.2 65.8 2.4
360 121 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 63.6 0.3 65.9 2.6

361 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 63.8 64.1 0.3 66.3 25 L evel

362 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 66.6 25 L evel
363 121 1 Single Family/67 B 59.8 60.0 0.2 62.0 2.2
364 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.6 60.9 0.3 62.8 2.2
365 121 1 Single Family/67 B 61.6 61.9 0.3 63.7 2.1
366 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.4 62.7 0.3 64.7 2.3
367 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.6 62.9 0.3 65.0 24
368 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.4 62.7 0.3 64.8 24
369 121 1 Single Family/67 B 61.3 61.7 0.4 63.7 24
370 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.4 60.6 0.2 62.6 2.2
371 121 1 Single Family/67 B 59.2 59.5 0.3 61.5 2.3

372 Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 66.7 L evel 66.9 0.2 L evel 68.8 2.1 L evel

373 Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.7 0.3 L evel 68.7 2.3 L evel

374 Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.3 64.5 0.2 66.8 25 L evel

375 Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 63.7 64.0 0.3 66.2 25 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
376 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.9 63.2 0.3 65.6 2.7
377 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.3 62.6 0.3 64.9 2.6
378 121 1 Single Family/67 B 61.4 61.7 0.3 64.0 2.6
379 121 1 Single Family/67 B 60.5 60.9 0.4 63.1 2.6
380 121 1 Single Family/67 B 62.6 62.9 0.3 64.9 2.3
381* 1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 62.0 62.4 0.4 62.2 0.2
382* 1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 63.9 64.3 0.4 64.1 0.2

383 _ _ Sound

1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 65.6 66.0 0.4 Level 65.9 0.3

384 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 67.9 L evel 68.2 0.3 L evel 68.4 0.5 L evel

385 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 69.5 L evel 69.9 0.4 L evel 70.0 0.5 L evel

386 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 67.4 L evel 67.7 0.3 L evel 68.2 0.8 L evel
387* 1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 63.8 64.2 0.4 63.9 0.1
388* 1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 61.4 61.6 0.2 60.9 -0.5
389* 1IN 1 Single Family/67 B 59.9 60.3 0.4 59.5 -0.4
390* 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 59.0 59.4 0.4 58.8 -0.2
391 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 59.1 59.4 0.3 60.0 0.9
392 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 61.0 61.4 0.4 61.6 0.6
393* 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 63.8 64.2 0.4 64.0 0.2
394 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 65.3 65.7 0.4 65.7 0.4

305% _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 L evel 66.9 0.3 L evel 66.7 0.1 L evel

396* _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 68.6 L evel 68.8 0.2 L evel 68.6 0.0 L evel

397 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 67.8 L evel 68.1 0.3 L evel 67.8 0.0 L evel

308 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 67.8 L evel 68.1 0.3 L evel 67.7 -0.1 L evel
399* 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 61.5 61.9 0.4 61.7 0.2

159




Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

400 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12N 1 Single Family/67 B 66.3 L evel 66.5 0.2 L evel 66.7 0.4 L evel

401 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 67.3 L evel 67.5 0.2 L evel 67.4 0.1 L evel

402 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12N 1 Single Family/67 B 66.2 L evel 66.4 0.2 L evel 66.5 0.3 L evel

403* _ _ Sound

12N 1 Single Family/67 B 65.7 66.0 0.3 Level 65.8 0.1
404 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 65.1 65.5 0.4 65.6 0.5
405 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.6 64.9 0.3 64.9 0.3
406 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.4 64.8 0.4 64.9 0.5
407 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.0 64.4 0.4 64.7 0.7
408* 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 63.9 64.2 0.3 64.0 0.1
409* 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.3 64.5 0.2 64.3 0.0
410 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.3 64.6 0.3 64.6 0.3
411 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 64.7 0.2 64.9 0.4
412* 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 65.1 65.3 0.2 65.2 0.1
413* 12N 1 Single Family/67 B 65.2 65.5 0.3 65.4 0.2

a14% _ _ Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.1 0.3 L evel 66.0 0.2 L evel

415¢ _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 66.1 L evel 66.4 0.3 L evel 66.2 0.1 L evel

216 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 70.5 L evel 70.8 0.3 L evel 71.4 0.9 L evel

217 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 67.1 L evel 67.5 0.4 L evel 68.2 11 L evel
418 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 65.0 0.9
419 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 62.2 62.6 0.4 63.2 1.0
420 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 61.2 61.6 0.4 61.9 0.7
421 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 61.7 62.0 0.3 62.0 0.3
422* 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 61.4 61.7 0.3 61.6 0.2
423 12N 4 Multi Family/67 B 60.9 61.2 0.3 61.4 0.5
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
404 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 67.1 Level 67.4 0.3 Level 67.2 0.1 Level
405 Sound Sound Sound
12M 1 Single Family/67 B 66.5 Level 66.8 0.3 Level 66.6 0.1 Level
426 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 64.4 0.3
427 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 61.4 61.8 0.4 61.8 04
428 12M 1 Single Family/67 B 59.9 60.2 0.3 60.6 0.7
429 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.0 67.3 0.3 68.5 15
430 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 59.5 59.8 0.3 60.4 0.9
431 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 69.2 69.4 0.2 70.1 0.9
432 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 61.2 61.5 0.3 62.6 14
433 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 59.7 60.0 0.3 60.9 1.2
434 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 59.2 59.5 0.3 60.3 1.1
435 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 64.8 65.0 0.2 65.9 1.1
436 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 68.3 68.6 0.3 69.8 15
437 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 65.2 65.7 0.5 66.0 0.8
438 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.1 63.5 0.4 63.9 0.8
439 12N 30 Hotel/71 E 66.5 66.9 0.4 67.5 1.0
440 12N 1 Hotel/71 E 69.0 69.5 0.5 70.1 1.1
441 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.8 68.4 0.6 69.2 14
442 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.9 68.6 0.7 69.2 1.3
443 12N 24 Hotel/71 E 65.8 66.1 0.3 66.6 0.8
444 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 62.8 63.3 0.5 63.3 0.5
445 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.9 68.3 0.4 68.9 1.0
446 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.9 64.3 0.4 64.7 0.8
447 12N 60 Hotel/71 E 66.6 67.1 0.5 67.9 1.3
448 12N 20 Hotel/71 E 66.6 67.4 0.8 67.9 1.3
449 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 69.0 70.3 1.3 70.5 15
450 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.4 69.2 1.8 69.4 2.0
451 12N 1 Hotel/71 E 65.6 67.5 1.9 67.7 21
452 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 66.2 66.6 0.4 67.9 1.7
453 12N 1 Commercial/71 F 63.4 63.9 0.5 65.4 2.0
454 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 68.2 68.7 0.5 68.9 0.7
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
455 12N 11 Hotel/71 E 68.8 69.2 0.4 69.5 0.7
456 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 62.4 62.8 0.4 63.3 0.9
457 Sound Sound Sound
12N 9 Hotel/71 E 71.4 L evel 71.8 0.4 L evel 71.8 0.4 L evel
458 120 1 Commercial/71 E 67.5 67.7 0.2 68.1 0.6
459 120 1 Commercial/71 E 67.6 67.7 0.1 67.7 0.1
460* 120 1 Hotel/71 B 70.5 70.8 0.3 69.3 -1.2
461* 120 1 Commercial/71 E 65.8 66.2 0.4 65.6 -0.2
462* 120 1 Commercial/71 E 70.3 70.5 0.2 70.3 0.0
463 120 1 Commercial/71 E 70.5 70.7 0.2 70.7 0.2
464 120 1 Single Family/67 B 62.9 63.3 0.4 64.3 14
465 120 1 Commercial/71 F 69.7 70.0 0.3 71.1 14
466 120 1 Commercial/71 E 67.7 68.0 0.3 68.1 0.4
467 120 1 Commercial/71 F 67.0 67.5 0.5 68.2 1.2
468 120 1 Commercial/71 F 68.3 68.4 0.1 68.4 0.1
469 120 1 Commercial/71 E 67.8 68.1 0.3 68.2 0.4
470* 120 1 Commercial/71 F 67.9 68.3 0.4 67.8 -0.1
471 120 1 Commercial/71 E 68.0 68.2 0.2 68.2 0.2
472* 120 1 Commercial/71 E 67.3 67.6 0.3 67.1 -0.2
473 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 68.9 69.1 0.2 70.2 1.3
474* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 63.3 63.5 0.2 62.9 -0.4
475* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 61.5 61.9 0.4 61.4 -0.1
476* 12P 20 Hotel/71 E 63.2 63.9 0.7 62.8 -0.4
477* 12P 1 Commercial/71 F 63.7 64.3 0.6 63.0 -0.7
478* 12P 30 Hotel/71 E 62.2 63.6 14 63.3 11
479* 12P 1 Commercial/71 F 62.5 63.7 1.2 63.2 0.7
480* 12P 1 Commercial/71 F 69.4 69.6 0.2 67.9 -1.5
481* 12P 1 Commercial/71 F 61.8 62.0 0.2 60.9 -0.9
482* 12P 45 Hotel/71 E 58.7 59.0 0.3 58.4 -0.3
483* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 56.7 57.0 0.3 55.4 -1.3
484* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 59.0 59.4 0.4 56.1 -2.9
485* 12B 5 Multi Family/67 B 58.8 59.1 0.3 58.8 0.0
486* 12B 5 Multi Family/67 B 59.2 59.6 0.4 59.4 0.2
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
487* 12B 44 Hotel/71 E 63.4 63.8 0.4 63.6 0.2
488* 12B 1 Hotel/71 E 63.0 63.4 0.4 63.2 0.2
489* 12B 1 Commercial/71 E 58.6 58.9 0.3 58.6 0.0
490* 12B 1 Commercial/71 F 61.6 61.9 0.3 61.4 -0.2
491* 12B 1 Commercial/71 F 59.2 59.4 0.2 58.7 -0.5
492* 12B 1 Commercial/71 F 60.4 60.8 0.4 59.1 -1.3
493 12B 1 Commercial/71 E 65.0 65.3 0.3 66.1 11
494 12B 1 Commercial/71 E 64.4 64.7 0.3 65.2 0.8
495 12B 1 Commercial/71 E 63.8 64.0 0.2 64.0 0.2
496* 12B 1 Commercial/71 F 58.2 58.5 0.3 57.2 -1.0
497* 12B 1 Commercial/71 E 61.8 62.1 0.3 61.7 -0.1
498 12B 6 Hotel/71 E 62.9 63.1 0.2 63.1 0.2

499 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 67.5 L evel 67.7 0.2 L evel 69.2 17 L evel

500 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.3 L evel 68.5 0.2 L evel 69.6 13 L evel

501 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.6 L evel 68.8 0.2 L evel 69.5 0.9 L evel

502 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.5 L evel 68.8 0.3 L evel 69.1 0.6 L evel

503 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 68.0 L evel 68.3 0.3 L evel 68.5 0.5 L evel

504 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 66.3 L evel 66.5 0.2 L evel 67.6 13 L evel

505 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 66.0 L evel 66.3 0.3 L evel 67.3 13 L evel

506 _ _ Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 65.6 65.9 0.3 67.2 1.6 L evel

507 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 66.1 L evel 66.3 0.2 L evel 66.9 0.8 L evel

508 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.5 0.1 L evel 67.0 0.6 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
509 _ _ Sound Sound
121 1 Single Family/67 B 65.9 66.2 0.3 L evel 66.7 0.8 L evel
510 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.4 61.7 0.3 63.2 1.8
511 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.1 61.4 0.3 62.7 1.6
512 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.6 60.9 0.3 62.3 1.7
513 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.4 0.3 62.0 1.9
514 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.0 60.3 0.3 61.7 1.7
515 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.6 62.9 0.3 64.4 1.8
516 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.0 63.3 0.3 64.7 1.7
517 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.4 63.7 0.3 65.0 1.6
518 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.0 64.1 0.1 65.5 15
519 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 65.6 15
520 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.7 64.0 0.3 65.6 1.9
521 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.2 63.5 0.3 65.1 1.9
522 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.5 62.8 0.3 64.5 2.0
523 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.9 62.1 0.2 63.9 2.0
524 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.0 61.3 0.3 63.3 2.3
525 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.5 60.9 0.4 62.7 2.2
526 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.0 60.3 0.3 62.2 2.2
527 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.4 62.7 0.3 64.2 1.8
528 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.4 62.7 0.3 63.9 15
529 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.5 61.9 0.4 63.2 1.7
530 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.2 0.3 62.7 1.8
531 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.4 60.6 0.2 62.2 1.8
532 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.9 61.3 0.4 62.9 2.0
533 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 60.1 60.4 0.3 62.3 2.2
534 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 59.5 59.8 0.3 61.8 2.3
535 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 69.9 L evel 70.2 0.3 L evel 71.2 1.3 L evel
536¢ _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 72.4 L evel 72.7 0.3 L evel 72.6 0.2 L evel
537 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 72.6 L evel 72.7 0.1 L evel 72.8 0.2 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
538 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 72.6 L evel 72.7 0.1 L evel 72.7 0.1 L evel
530 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 72.5 L evel 72.7 0.2 L evel 72.6 0.1 L evel
540 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 72.1 L evel 72.3 0.2 L evel 72.4 0.3 L evel
541 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 71.6 L evel 71.8 0.2 L evel 72.1 0.5 L evel
542 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 71.4 L evel 71.6 0.2 L evel 71.8 0.4 L evel
543 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 71.1 L evel 71.3 0.2 L evel 71.7 0.6 L evel
544 Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 70.5 L evel 70.7 0.2 L evel 70.9 0.4 L evel
545 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 68.1 L evel 68.3 0.2 L evel 69.2 1.1 L evel
546 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 66.4 L evel 66.7 0.3 L evel 67.6 1.2 L evel
547 _ _ Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 65.3 65.5 0.2 66.6 1.3 L evel
548 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 65.8 1.7
549 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.1 63.4 0.3 65.1 2.0
550 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 68.3 L evel 68.5 0.2 L evel 69.5 1.2 L evel
551 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 67.9 L evel 68.1 0.2 L evel 68.9 1.0 L evel
550 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 69.5 L evel 69.7 0.2 L evel 70.0 0.5 L evel
553 Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 69.5 L evel 69.7 0.2 L evel 70.1 0.6 L evel
554 Sound Sound Sound
12] 1 Single Family/67 B 69.5 L evel 69.8 0.3 L evel 70.0 0.5 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

555 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 69.3 L evel 69.6 0.3 L evel 69.9 0.6 L evel

556 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 69.2 L evel 69.4 0.2 L evel 69.9 0.7 L evel

557 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 68.5 L evel 68.8 0.3 L evel 69.3 0.8 L evel

558 Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 67.7 L evel 67.9 0.2 L evel 68.8 11 L evel

559 Sound Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 66.6 L evel 66.8 0.2 L evel 67.8 12 L evel

560 Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.0 0.2 L evel 67.1 1.3 L evel

561 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.0 65.3 0.3 66.4 14 L evel
562 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 64.0 64.4 0.4 65.6 1.6
563 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 63.6 0.3 65.1 1.8
564 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.1 63.4 0.3 64.6 15
565 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.0 63.3 0.3 64.5 15
566 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.1 63.4 0.3 64.7 1.6
567 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.3 63.6 0.3 65.0 1.7
568 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 63.2 63.5 0.3 64.9 1.7
569 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.7 63.1 0.4 64.3 1.6
570 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.9 62.3 0.4 63.6 1.7

571 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 64.1 64.4 0.3 66.8 2.7 L evel

572 . . Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 64.8 65.1 0.3 67.4 2.6 L evel

573 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.3 65.6 0.3 68.0 2.7 L evel

574 Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.6 65.9 0.3 68.1 25 L evel

575 Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.8 66.2 0.4 L evel 68.1 2.3 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)

| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise

(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact

>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

576 _ _ Sound Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.6 66.0 0.4 L evel 68.1 25 L evel

577 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.1 65.5 0.4 67.4 2.3 L evel

578 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 65.0 65.3 0.3 67.9 2.9 L evel

579 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 64.7 65.0 0.3 67.4 2.7 L evel

580 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 64.2 64.5 0.3 66.9 2.7 L evel

581 _ _ Sound
12J 1 Single Family/67 B 63.5 63.8 0.3 66.3 2.8 L evel
582 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 62.9 63.2 0.3 65.7 2.8
583 12] 1 Single Family/67 B 61.8 62.1 0.3 64.5 2.7

584 Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 71.0 L evel 71.2 0.2 L evel 73.1 21 L evel

585 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 70.6 L evel 71.0 0.4 L evel 72.5 19 L evel

586 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 70.2 L evel 70.4 0.2 L evel 71.9 17 L evel

587 _ _ Sound Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 69.7 L evel 69.9 0.2 L evel 71.4 17 L evel

588 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 64.8 0.3 66.9 24 L evel

589 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.4 64.7 0.3 66.9 25 L evel

590 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.5 64.8 0.3 66.9 24 L evel

591 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 64.7 65.0 0.3 67.1 24 L evel

592 _ _ Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.0 65.3 0.3 67.3 2.3 L evel
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
503 Sound Sound
12L 1 Single Family/67 B 65.7 66.0 0.3 Level 68.1 24 Level
504 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound Sound
12A 15 Floor) E 73.3 Level 735 0.2 Level 73.2 -0.1 Level
505 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 (2nd Floor) B 72.3 Level 72.5 0.2 Level 73.0 0.7 Level
596 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
nd Floor . ev . . ev . . ev
12B 4 (2nd Floor) B 73.1 Level 73.3 0.2 Level 74.2 11 Level
597 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
nd Floor . ev . . ev . . ev
12A 5 (2nd Floor) B 67.6 Level 67.9 0.3 Level 68.1 0.5 Level
508 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 (2nd Floor) B 67.2 Level 67.5 0.3 Level 67.7 0.5 Level
599 Multi Family/67
nd Floor . . ) . .
12A 5 (2nd Floor) B 64.1 64.4 0.3 64.5 0.4
600 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 (2nd Floor) B 68.7 Level 68.9 0.2 Level 69.7 1.0 Level
601 Multi Family/67
nd Floor . . . . .
12B 4 (2nd Floor) B 65.2 65.5 0.3 65.6 0.4
602 Multi Family/67
nd Floor . . ) . .
12B 4 (2nd Floor) B 63.3 63.6 0.3 63.8 0.5
603 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 (3rd Floor) B 73.2 Level 73.3 0.1 Level 73.8 0.6 Level
604 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
rd Floor . ev . . ev . . ev
12B 4 3rd Fl B 74.1 Level 74.2 0.1 Level 74.9 0.8 Level
605 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
rd Floor . ev . . ev . . ev
12A 5 (3rd Floor) B 69.3 Level 69.5 0.2 Level 69.7 0.4 Level
606 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
rd Floor . ev . . ev . . ev
12B 5 (3rd Floor) B 69.1 Level 69.3 0.2 Level 69.6 0.5 Level
607 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12A 5 (3rd Floor) B 66.3 Level 66.5 0.2 Level 66.6 0.3 Level
608 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 5 (3rd Floor) B 70.9 Level 71.1 0.2 Level 71.7 0.8 Level
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
609 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 4 (3rd Floor) B 69.5 L evel 69.8 0.3 L evel 70.2 0.7 L evel
610 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12B 4 (3rd Floor) B 66.8 L evel 67.0 0.2 L evel 67.4 0.6 L evel
611 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 62.0 62.6 0.6 63.5 15
612 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 62.8 63.3 0.5 64.4 1.6
613 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 63.6 64.1 0.5 65.3 17
614 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 62.0 62.5 0.5 63.4 14
615 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 61.1 61.6 0.5 62.5 14
616 Multi Family/67 Sound
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 64.5 64.6 0.1 67.7 3.2 L evel
617 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 63.7 63.2 -0.5 65.5 18
618 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 62.5 62.4 -0.1 65.0 2.5
619 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 62.0 61.9 -0.1 63.7 17
620 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 63.5 63.5 0.0 64.8 1.3
621 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 63.4 63.6 0.2 64.6 12
622 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 62.8 62.8 0.0 64.2 14
623 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (2nd Floor) B 62.8 62.9 0.1 64.2 14
624 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 60.1 60.6 0.5 61.4 13
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
625 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 60.4 60.8 0.4 62.3 19
626 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 59.4 59.9 0.5 62.0 2.6
627 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 62.1 62.6 0.5 65.0 2.9
628 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (2nd Floor) B 60.4 60.8 0.4 63.2 2.8
629 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 63.0 63.5 0.5 64.4 14
630 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 63.6 64.1 0.5 65.2 1.6
631 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 64.4 64.9 0.5 65.9 15
632 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 63.1 63.6 0.5 64.3 12
633 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 62.3 62.8 0.5 63.5 12
634 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 66.2 L evel 66.2 0.0 L evel 68.9 2.7 L evel
635 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 66.5 L evel 66.3 -0.2 L evel 68.0 15 L evel
636 Multi Family/67 Sound
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 64.2 64.1 -0.1 66.3 21 L evel
637 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 64.2 64.1 -0.1 65.7 15
638 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 66.7 L evel 66.8 0.1 L evel 68.0 1.3 L evel
639 Multi Family/67 Sound
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 65.7 65.9 0.2 67.0 1.3 L evel
640 Multi Family/67 Sound
rd Floor : . . . . ev
12F 12 3rd Fl B 64.7 64.8 0.1 66.1 14 L evel

170




Table 26

. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
641 Multi Family/67
12F 12 (3rd Floor) B 64.9 65.0 0.1 65.9 1.0
642 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 61.2 61.7 0.5 62.5 13
643 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 61.8 62.2 0.4 63.4 1.6
644 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 61.0 61.4 0.4 62.8 18
645 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 64.2 64.6 0.4 65.8 1.6
646 Multi Family/67
12F 8 (3rd Floor) B 62.0 62.3 0.3 64.6 2.6
647* 12G 23 Hotel/71 E 62.6 62.9 0.3 62.6 0.0
648 12N 30 Hotel/71 E 69.7 70.0 0.3 70.6 0.9
649* Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 75.2 L evel 75.4 0.2 L evel 75.3 0.1 L evel
650 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 717 L evel 71.9 0.2 L evel 72.0 0.3 L evel
651 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 69.3 L evel 69.6 0.3 L evel 69.7 04 L evel
652 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 66.7 L evel 67.1 0.4 L evel 67.4 0.7 L evel
653 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 65.9 66.1 0.2 L evel 66.0 0.1 L evel
654 Multi Family/67 Sound
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 65.7 65.9 0.2 66.1 0.4 L evel
655 Multi Family/67
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 65.5 65.8 0.3 65.9 0.4
656 Multi Family/67
12N 4 (2nd Floor) B 64.6 64.9 0.3 65.3 0.7
657 12N 24 Hotel/71 E 69.9 70.1 0.2 70.8 0.9
658* 12N 60 Hotel/71 E 70.1 70.6 0.5 70.4 0.3
659 12N 20 Hotel/71 E 70.0 70.9 0.9 70.9 0.9
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Table 26. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)
660 Sound Sound
12N 11 Hotel/71 E 70.8 71.0 0.2 L evel 71.4 0.6 L evel
661 Sound Sound Sound
12N 9 Hotel/71 E 72.5 L evel 72.8 0.3 L evel 73.1 0.6 L evel
662* 12P 20 Hotel/71 E 67.0 67.5 0.5 66.7 -0.3
663* 12P 30 Hotel/71 E 64.8 66.1 1.3 65.7 0.9
664* 12P 45 Hotel/71 E 62.9 63.0 0.1 61.9 -1.0
665 Multi Family/67 Sound Sound
12B 5 (2nd Floor) B 65.7 66.0 0.3 L evel 66.4 0.7 L evel
666 Multi Family/67
12B 5 (2nd Floor) B 63.9 64.3 0.4 64.7 0.8
667 12B 44 Hotel/71 E 67.3 67.5 0.2 67.5 0.2
668 Multi Family/67
12B 5 (3rd Floor) B 68.8 69.0 0.2 69.6 0.8
669 Multi Family/67
12B 5 (3rd Floor) B 66.5 66.7 0.2 67.2 0.7
670 12B 44 Hotel/71 E 68.9 69.0 0.1 69.5 0.6
671* 12B 10 Hotel/71 E 67.6 67.9 0.3 67.4 -0.2
672* 12B 10 Hotel/71 E 68.6 68.8 0.2 68.7 0.1
673 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 64.8 66.5 1.7 66.8 2.0
674 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.7 65.5 1.8 65.6 1.9
675 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 62.5 64.2 1.7 64.2 1.7
676 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.5 65.5 2.0 65.6 2.1
677 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 65.5 67.7 2.2 67.8 2.3
678 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 67.7 69.9 2.2 69.9 2.2
679 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 61.2 62.3 11 62.7 15
680 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.0 65.0 2.0 65.1 2.1
681 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 63.5 65.7 2.2 65.8 2.3
682 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 65.6 68.0 2.4 68.0 2.4
683 12N 1 Commercial/71 E 61.7 63.9 2.2 63.9 2.2
684* 12P 1 Hotel/71 E 67.4 69.9 2.5 69.8 2.4
685* 12P 29 Commercial/71 E 67.5 69.9 24 69.8 2.3
686 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 67.2 69.8 2.6 69.8 2.6
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Table 26

. Noise Impact Assessment Results by Receiver L ocation

Recaiver Number Existing (2010) No Build (2035) Selected Alter native (2035)
| D# of Noise Difference | Noise Difference | Noise
(*=No Build Dwelling NAC I mpact from I mpact Leg from I mpact
>Build) Figure Units Land Use/NAC Category | LeqdBA | (Type) | LegdBA | existing (Type) dBA Existing | (Type)

687 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 65.1 67.3 2.2 67.3 2.2

688* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 63.2 65.1 1.9 65.0 1.8

689* 12P 1 Commercial/71 E 61.4 63.1 1.7 62.9 15
690 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound

12P 30 Floor) E 69.0 71.4 24 L evel 71.4 24 L evel

691* 12A 14 Hotel/71 E 68.8 69.0 0.2 68.2 -0.6

692 Sound

12A 14 Hotel/71 (2nd Floor) E 70.8 71.0 0.2 Level 69.9 -0.9

693* 12A 14 Hotel/71 E 67.0 67.3 0.3 66.6 -0.4

694* 12A 14 Hotel/71 (2nd Floor) E 69.6 69.9 0.3 69.1 -0.5

695* 12A 14 Hotel/71 E 69.3 69.6 0.3 69.3 0.0
696* Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound Sound

12A 14 Floor) E 717 L evel 71.9 0.2 L evel 71.4 -0.3 L evel
697 Sound Sound Sound

12N 8 Hotel/71 E 71.2 L evel 71.4 0.2 L evel 71.5 0.3 L evel
698 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound Sound

12N 8 Floor) E 72.6 L evel 72.7 0.1 L evel 72.9 0.3 L evel

699 12N 8 Hotel/71 E 69.1 69.3 0.2 69.5 0.4
200 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound

12N 8 Floor) E 70.6 70.9 0.3 71.1 0.5 L evel

701 12N 8 Hotel/71 E 69.2 69.6 0.4 70.0 0.8
702 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound

12N 8 Floor) E 70.6 70.9 0.3 71.4 0.8 L evel

703 12N 13 Hotel/71 E 69.9 70.1 0.2 70.2 0.3
204 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound Sound

12N 13 Floor) E 71.4 L evel 71.5 0.1 L evel 71.6 0.2 L evel

705 12N 13 Hotel/71 E 69.4 69.5 0.1 70.1 0.7
206* Hotel/71 (2nd Sound Sound Sound

12N 13 Floor) E 71.2 L evel 71.4 0.2 L evel 71.3 0.1 L evel

707 12N 13 Hotel/71 E 68.1 68.4 0.3 68.9 0.8
708 Hotel/71 (2nd Sound

12N 13 Floor) E 70.3 70.7 0.4 71.2 0.9 L evel

Source: Noise Technical Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes, December, 2012. Notes: * No-Build noise level exceeds Build noiselevel (96 receivers). Receptorsin bold exceed or approach the NAC.
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e. Noise Abatement

Based on the analysis in the previous section and in accordance with GDOT and FHWA Noise
Policy, it is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would result in traffic-related
noise impacts to 237 receivers, representing 606 receptors, all predicted to be impacted based on
the NAC established by 23 CFR Part 772. Therefore, in accordance with 23 CFR Part 772, noise
abatement measures must be considered for reducing or eiminating noise impacts to the
impacted receiver locations. The following narrative details the abatement options considered.

Land Use and Zoning.

One noise abatement measure is the application of land use controls to minimize impacts to
future development. In particular, land use controls can be used to create buffer zones.
Although GDOT is typically not able to acquire land to create buffer zones, it is sometimes
possible to relocate an impacted property outside of the potential noise impact zone. This
approach is sometimes applied to mobile home parks where rel ocation of the homes to a location
outside the impact zoneis possible. Typically, this approach would be made in consultation with
the owner of the mobile home. However, none of the receivers to be impacted are of the type
that such relocation is practical. Therefore, such action is not appropriate for consideration for
this project.

Traffic Management.

Traffic management techniques such as the restriction of truck traffic, use by only certain types
of vehicles, restricting use to certain times of the day, traffic calming devices, and reduction in
operating speeds were considered for noise abatement measures to the impacted receivers.
Given that the noise source is I-75, traffic control devices and prohibition of certain types of
vehicles would not be consistent with the interstate system’s intended purpose.

Alignment Alternatives.

A change in alignment was considered to reduce noise impacts. Based on the leve of
development along 1-75, an alignment shift to reduce impacts to these receivers would likely
result in additional impacts to other receivers. In addition, a shift significant enough to achieve a
required reduction level in noise impacts could result in displacements. The proposed alignment
utilizes the existing right-of-way along the inside shoulder of [-75 in order to avoid
displacements necessary to construct the improvements. Therefore, a shift in alignment is not
considered a reasonabl e noi se abatement measure.

Structural Barriers.

The use of structural barriers (freestanding walls) was considered for impacted receivers. The
optimum situation for the use of freestanding noise wall exists when a dense concentration of
impacted sites is located directly adjacent to (and paralld with) the highway right-of-way. In
these instances, one wall can protect many residences at a relatively low cost per impacted site.
Guiddines adopted by GDOT to ensure that the maximum number of persons benefit from each
dollar spent on noise abatement limit the cost of barriers to $55,000 per benefited receptor based
on a $20 per square foot construction cost. A benefited receptor is defined as the recipient of an
abatement measure that receives a noise reduction at or above the minimum threshold of 5 dBA.
Where cost per unit for an effective noise barrier (one that would reduce noise levels by at least
seven decibels) would exceed this amount, the wall is not considered a reasonable use of public
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funds and no abatement is proposed. For impacted receiver 690, driveway access to SR 155
would reduce barrier effectiveness. Noise walls are not considered feasible for receptors where
driveway access must be maintained. Therefore, a noise wall would not be a feasible abatement
measure at thislocation.

A study for the remaining impacted receivers based on the standard evaluation criteria for
feasibility and reasonableness described in GDOT Noise Policy has been completed. The results
of this study are provided below.

Feasibility
The first step for evaluating the benefit of a noise wall is feasibility. The criteria below are
considered for each noise abatement measure to evaluate feasibility:

1. Noise reduction: a calculated noise reduction of at least 5 dBA must be achievable for a
minimum of one impacted receptor. Each noise receptor which receives a 5 dBA
reduction (whether classified as impacted or not) is considered to be a benefited receptor,

2. Constructability: a noise abatement measure must be able to be constructed using reliable
and common engineering practices,

3. Safety and maintainability: an exterior noise abatement measure should conform to the
AASHTO Green Book and Roadside Design Guide and should be accessible to
maintenance personnel and not prevent access to other highway appurtenances (e.g.,
drainage structures). The maximum barrier height that can feasibly be maintained is 30
feet, and

4. Access. an abatement measure must allow sufficient access to adjacent properties.

Table 27 includes information related to wall design, the location of impacted recelvers protected
by the wall, and a feasibility determination. Locations of these walls appear on Figures 12A
through 12P. Each noise wall location would achieve a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA for a
minimum of one impacted receptor. No walls would exceed the maximum barrier height of 30
feet, and the walls could be constructed using reliable and common engineering practices.
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Table 27. Selected Alter native Noise Barrier Design

Wall Wall Decibel
wall Figure Length Height Reduction
ID# Location | Impacted Receivers (feet) (feet) (Maximum) Feasibility

13, 17, 18, 594-598,

1 12B 600, 603-610, 665,696 3,204 18t0 30 95 Yes

31-34, 45-68, 71-105,

2 12D 109, 137 5,010 18t028 119 Yes

3 12D 125-132, 134 1,392 30 6.9 Yes

4 12E 180'1852’01787’ 188, 2,069 12t0 28 9.6 Yes

5 12F 616, 634-636, 638-640 | 1,783 180 30 7.0 Yes
283-288, 292-302,

6 121,12 499-509, 536-561, 4,198 16t0 28 9.2 Yes

571-581

7 12J 303 1,451 12t018 7.0 Yes

8 12K 320-332,334,584-587 | 1,423 221028 10.6 Yes
361, 362, 372-375,

9 121 588.593 1,795 16t0 20 72 Yes
384-386, 395-398,

10 12N 400-402, 414-417, 2,193 20t0 30 135 Yes
424, 425, 649-654
457, 660, 661, 697,

11 12N 698, 700, 702, 704, 1,003 20t0 30 7.8 Yes

706, 708

Source: |1-75 Managed Lanes Noise Impact Assessment, December 2012.

Reasonableness

A reasonableness study is performed for any noise abatement measure considered to be feasible.
Based on the feasibility criteria above, eleven noise walls should be assessed for reasonableness
using the criteria below. The first two must be satisfied before contacting property owners and
residents.

1.

Noise reduction: at least one benefited receptor must receive a minimum noise level
reduction of 7 dBA —i.e., the noise reduction design goal,

Cost effectiveness: using a $20 per sguare foot cost for the required noise wall, the total
cost must not exceed a $55,000 average allowance per benefited receptor, and

Property owners and residents: the decision to provide abatement would be made in
collaboration with the property owner and tenants of a benefited receptor. The outreach
strategy would be customized for maximum effectiveness on each project. The minimum
outreach method shall be a certified |etter survey provided to both property owners and
tenants whose facility or home is identified as a benefited receptor. A noise wall would
only be constructed if at a minimum 50% plus one of the respondents vote in favor of
noise abatement. Both property owners and dwellers get a vote and their vote must be
returned within 30 days to receive consideration. Property owners would receive one
vote per unit owned and an additional vote if they reside in the unit, and tenants would
receive one vote for the benefited unit they occupy. For some projects, individual
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meetings, community meetings or other outreach efforts may also be utilized to
determine a majority consensus.

The final abatement measures cannot be determined until the design plans have sufficiently
progressed to a point where the wall analysis can be conducted; after which, the outreach above
can be completed. GDOT would strive for a decision on abatement as soon as possible after this
information is available, but no later than the final environmental document that is required for
construction authorization.

As shown in Table 28, a total of 10 wall locations would achieve a noise reduction goal of at
least 7 dBA for a minimum of one receptor. The noise reduction goal was not satisfied for any
receptor in the area of noise wall #3. The required access break associated with the Walt
Stephens Bridge over 1-75 limits extending the wall further south. In attempting to attain a 7
dBA reduction, the maximum wall height allowed by GDOT Noise Policy was used (30 feet).
Finally, extending wall #3 further north than the current length would increase the overall wall
cost (currently $835,348), which with the current design significantly exceeds the reasonable
cost ($330,000). Therefore, 10 proposed noise wall locations would satisfy the noise reduction
criterion for reasonableness.

The second criterion for reasonableness, cost-effectiveness, is based on the number of dwelling
units receiving a minimum 5 dBA reduction multiplied by $55,000, beyond which thewall is not
considered a reasonable use of public funds. Table 28 presents the cost-effectiveness summary.

Table 28. Selected Alter native Cost Effectiveness Summary

Number of Benefited | Reasonableness
Wall ID # Receptors Cost Construction Cost Reasonable
1 155 $8,525,000 $1,801,634 Yes
2 77 $4,235,000 $2,442,256 Yes
3 6 $330,000 $835,348 No
4 10 $550,000 $948,823 No
5 48 $2,640,000 $976,669 Yes
6 71 $3,905,000 $1,860,954 Yes
7 50 $2,750,000 $486,621 Yes
8 15 $825,000 $715,467 Yes
9 16 $880,000 $700,137 Yes
10 74 $4,070,000 $1,214,082 Yes
11 166 $9,130,000 $526,507 Yes

Source: 1-75 Managed Lanes Noise Impact Assessment, December 2012.

Based on the results, nine noise walls would be reasonable and feasible to construct under each
the Selected Alternative. Their locations are shown on Figures 12A through 12P.

f. Statement of Likeihood

Four barrier walls currently exist along the project corridor. Three of these walls would remain
under the Selected Alternative. One of the walls that would remain is located along the western
side of I-75 just south of the Walt Stephens Road. The other two walls are located directly
across from each other just north of the Eagles Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge interchange..
The wall, located north of Walt Stephens Road on the west side of |-75, would be removed to
provide adequate space for the managed lanes; therefore this noise wall was removed from the
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Build condition. This wall would be replaced by proposed noise wall #2. Additionally, the
barrier wall associated with GDOT Project P.l. 0010126, scheduled to be completed in
December 2013, was included in the 2035 Build and No-Build scenarios. No sites along the
project corridor would experience noise level increases of greater than 15 dBA. Therefore, no
sites are considered impacted by the Selected Alternative based on the substantial increase
criteria.

Noise abatement for the impacted receiver sites was considered. Based on the results of the
abatement analysis, noise walls would be considered a feasible and reasonable abatement
measures. The locations of these walls include:

1.

Proposed noise wall #1 would be constructed in the northwest quadrant of the 1-75 and |-
675 merge. The wall would follow the existing tree line and the location would range
between 14 and 44 feet from the existing edge of pavement. The wall would be
approximately 3,204 feet in length,

Proposed noise wall #2 would begin at the Walt Stephens Road overpass and extend
north along the western side of 1-75 for approximately 5,010 feet. The wall placement
would range between 20 and 53 feet from the edge of pavement,

Proposed noise wall #5 would begin approximately 2,100 feet north of the Eagles
Landing Parkway/Hudson Bridge Road overpass and continue north along the eastern
side of 1-75 for approximately 1,783 feet. The wall placement would range between 22
and 35 feet from the edge of pavement,

Proposed noise wall #6 would begin approximately 4,450 feet south of the Jodeco Road
overpass and extend north along the eastern side of 1-75 and up the I-75 northbound off-
ramp to Jodeco Road for a total length of approximately 4,198 feet. The wall placement
would range between 12 and 57 feet from the edge of pavement,

Proposed noise wall #7 would begin approximately 1,630 feet south of the Jodeco Road
overpass and extend south along the western side of 1-75 for approximately 1,451 feet.
The wall placement would range between 8 and 12 feet from the edge of pavement,

Proposed noise wall #8 would begin approximately 60 feet north of the Mt. Carme Road
overpass and continue north along the western side of 1-75 for approximately 1,423 feet.
The wall placement would be approximately 8 feet from the edge of pavement.

Proposed noise wall #9 would begin approximatey 540 feet south of the Mt. Carmd
Road overpass and continue south along the western side of 1-75 for approximately 1,795
feet. Thewall placement would range between 6 and 15 feet from the edge of pavement.

Proposed noise wall #10 would begin approximatey 2,250 feet north of the SR 20
overpass and continue north along the eastern side of 1-75 for approximately 2,193 feet.
The wall placement would range between 50 and 80 feet from the edge of pavement.

Proposed noise wall #11 would begin approximately 1,250 feet south of the SR 20
overpass and continue north along the eastern side of 1-75 and up the 1-75 northbound
off-ramp to SR 20 for a total length of approximately 1,003 feet. The wall placement
would range between 20 and 50 feet from the edge of pavement.
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Two locations were evaluated for noise abatement but determined not to be reasonable. Noise
wall #3 was evaluated for impacted receivers 125-132, and 134 along the eastern side of [-75 just
north of the Walt Stephens Road overpass. The required noise reduction goal of 7 dBA was not
satisfied for any receiver located in the vicinity of noise wall #3. Noise wall #4 was evaluated
for impacted receivers 180-185, 187, and 207 along the eastern side of 1-75 just north of the I-75
bridge over Flippen Road. The construction cost of noise wall #4 would exceed the cost per
benefited receptor. Therefore, no noise wall is proposed at these locations. For impacted
receiver 690, driveway access to SR 155 would reduce noise wall effectiveness and, therefore, a
noise wall would not be a feasible abatement measure.

A re-evaluation of the noise analysis may occur during final design, if changes to the project
warrant a re-evaluation. If, during final design, it has been determined that conditions have
changed such that noise abatement is not feasible and reasonable, the abatement measures might
not be provided. The final decision on the installation of any abatement measures(s) would be
made upon compl etion of the project’s final design and the public invol vement processes.

Indirect Effects. There are noise impacts to receptors,; these would be mitigated by the
proposed noise walls. With the implementation of managed lanes, traffic volumes are expected
to increase slightly, 0.3% (Section E.2.d.). For the Selected Alternative, there are 237 receivers,
representing 606 receptors, along the project corridor predicted to be impacted based on the
NAC established by 23 CFR 772. For Alternative 3, the No-Build Alternative, there are 193
receivers, representing 452 receptors, along the project corridor predicted to exceed the NAC
established by 23 CFR 772. This project is not expected to induce any new development that is
not already planned for by the counties causing more noise impacts. Therefore, there are no
indirect effects asa result of this project.

Cumulative Effects. The noise impacts to the receptors are mitigated by the proposed noise
walls. Even with the slight increase in traffic volumes, this project presents little to no
contributions to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions that would result in
cumul ative effects.

2. Air

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 and the Final Conformity Rule (40 CFR Parts
51 and 93) direct the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to implement
environmental policies and regulations that will ensure acceptable levels of air quality. These
regulations apply to proposed transportation projects. Title 1, Section 176(c)2 of the CAAA
states “ No federal agency may approve, accept, or fund any transportation plan, program, or
project unless such plan, program, or project has been found to conform to any applicable State
Implementation Plan (SIP) in effect under this act.”

The Final Conformity Rule defines conformity as consistency with the SIP's purpose to
eliminate or reduce the severity and number of violations of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and to achieve expeditious attainment of such standards. Conformity to the
SIP means that transportation activities will not cause or contribute to any new violations of the
NAAQS, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS, or deay
timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other
milestonesin any area. In complying with these guidelines, GDOT has completed an analysis on
the effects of the proposed project on air quality.
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a. National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

The NAAQS have been established for air pollutants that have been identified by the EPA as
being of concern nationwide. These air pollutants, referred to as criteria pollutants, are carbon
monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, ozone, and sulfur dioxide (Table 29). The
sources of these pollutants, effects on human health and the nation’s welfare, and occurrence in
the atmosphere vary considerably.

The NAAQS protect the public health and welfare. The primary NAAQS are established at
levels intended to protect public health, including sensitive population groups, with an adequate
margin of safety. Secondary NAAQS are set at levels designed to protect the public by
accounting for the effects of air pollution on vegetation, soil, materials, and e ements of the
environment that affect general welfare. The standards presented in Table 29 represent the
official ambient air quality standards for the state of Georgia. Within Georgia, EPA has
designated nonattainment areas for the pollutants ozone and particulate matter (PM25). Henry
and Clayton counties are located within the designated nonattainment areas for ozone and PM 5.
A discussion of these criteria pollutants and project-related carbon monoxide (CO) and Mobile
Source Air Toxins (MSAT) is presented below.

b. Ozone

The project is in an area that is in non-attainment for ozone. This project is located in an area
where the SIP contains transportation control measures. The CAA requires Transportation Plans
and Transportation Improvement Programs (T1P) in areas not meeting the NAAQS to conform to
the emissions budget of the SIP for air quality. The FY 2012-2017 TIP is the current adopted
plan for the Atlanta region showing the region’s highest transportation priorities. It was adopted
by the ARC board on July 27, 2011 and was approved by the USDOT on September 6, 2011.
This project isidentified in the FY 2012-2017 TIP, AR-ML-630 and AR-ML-640.

c. Particulate Matter (PM )

On March 10, 2006, EPA issued a final rule regarding the localized or “hot-spot” analysis of
PM2s (40 CFR Part 93). This rule requires that PM,s hotspot analysis be performed for
transportation projects with significant diesd traffic in areas not meeting PM,s air quality
standards

The EPA designated a 24-county metro Atlanta non-attainment area for PM2s. Metropolitan
PM 5 non-attainment areas are required to have a TIP and long-range transportation plan (LRTP)
that conforms to the PM ;5 standard.

The proposed project was evaluated by an interagency group consisting of FHWA, EPA, the
Environmental Protection Division (GAEPD) of the Air Protection Branch of the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the ARC prior to the final approval of the
environmental document. FHWA distributed the PM 2.5 Determination sheet for this project to
the interagency group on May 14, 2013 (Appendix A, pp. A-86-A-91). FHWA has determined
that the project is NOT of air quality concern and requested consensus from the Interagency
Consultation Group (Appendix A, p. A-92). Concurrence was received from the Interagency
Consultation Group on May 23, 2013. The public notice for this action was advertised on June
7, 2013 (Appendix A, pp. A-93-A-98).
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Table 29. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Primary Standards Secondary Standards
Level Averaging Time Level | Averaging Time
9 ppm i 1
Carbon (10 mg/m’) &-hour None
Monoxide 35 ppm 1-hour -
(40 mg/m°)
| ead 0.15ug/m>®@ | Rolling 3-Month Average Same as Primary
15 pg/m° Quarterly Average Same as Primary
0.053 pp”; Annual (Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary
: . (100 pg/m°)
Nitrogen Dioxide 0.053 ppm Annua
3 .
0.100 ppm 1-hour (100 ug/m®) | (Arithmetic Mean)
Partlc(%?f I;/Iatter 150 pg/m® 24-hour * Same as Primary
10,
Particulate 12.0 pg/m’ Annual® (Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary
Matter (PM.s) 35 pg/m® 24-hour ° Same as Primary
0.075 ppm 7 i
(2008 std) 8-hour Same as Primary
Ozone 0.08 ppm 8 .
(1997 std) 8-hour Same as Primary
0.12 ppm 1-hour ° Same as Primary
Sulfur Dioxide 0.03 ppm Annual (Arithmetic Mean) (1396(5) F:Lg/mms) 3-hour *

Source: EPA, 2011.
Notes: 1. Not to be exceeded more than once per year.
2. Find rule signed October 15, 2008.
3. Toattain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within
an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010).
4. Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.
5. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM,5s concentrations from single or multiple
community-oriented monitors must not exceed 12.0 pg/m®.
6. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population oriented monitor
within an area must not exceed 35 png/m?® (effective December 17, 2006).
7. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm. (effective May 27, 2008).
8. (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations
measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.

(b) The 1997 standard, and the implementation rules for that standard, will remain in place for implementation purposes
as EPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 ozone standard to the 2008 ozone standard.

(c) EPA isin the process of reconsidering these standards (set in March 2008).
9. (a) EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in dl areas, although some areas have continuing obligations under that
standard (“anti-backdiding”).

(b) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per cdendar year with maximum hourly average
concentrations above 0.12 ppmis< 1.
Abbreviations: ppm = parts per million, pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter.
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d. Mobile Source Air Toxics
Source of Emissions

Pollutants that can be traced principally to motor vehicles are relevant to the evaluation of the
project impacts. The potential Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) impacts are both regional and
local. Through the issuance of EPA’s Final Rule regarding emission control of Hazardous Air
Pollutants from Mobile Sources (66 FR 17229), it was determined that many existing and newly
promulgated mobile source emission control programs would result in a reduction of MSAT.
The EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control
programs, including its reformulated gasoline program, its national low-emission vehicle
standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements,
and its proposed heavy-duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesd fuel
requirements. Future emissions likely would be lower than present levels as a result of the
EPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 72 percent
from 1999 to 2050 even if vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increases by 145 percent.

On February 9, 2007 and under authority of CAA Section 202(l), EPA signed a Final Rule,
Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources, which sets standards to control
MSAT from motor vehicles. Under this rule, EPA is setting standards on fuel compasition,
vehicle exhaust emissions, and evaporative |osses from portable containers. The new standards
are estimated to reduce total emissions of MSAT by 330,000 tons in 2030, including 61,000 tons
of benzene. Concurrently, total emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) will be reduced
by over 1.1 million tons in 2030 as a result of adopting these standards.

On February 3, 2006, the FHWA rdeased “Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents.” This guidance was superseded on December 6, 2012 by FHWA'’s “Interim
Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.” The purpose of FHWA'’S
guidance is to advise on when and how to analyze MSAT in the NEPA process for highways.
This guidance is interim because MSAT science is still evolving. As the science progresses,
FHWA will update the guidance.

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences
among MSAT emissions, if any, from the Selected and No-Build alternatives. The qualitative
assessment presented here is derived in part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled “A
Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project
Alternatives’, found at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air _toxics /research
and_analysis'/methodol ogy/methodol ogy00.cfm.

The FHWA's Interim Guidance groups projects into the following tier categories. no analysis
for projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT effects; qualitative analysis for projects with
low potential MSAT effects; and quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects
with higher potential MSAT effects.

Based on FHWA'’s recommended tiering approach, the project falls within the Tier 3 approach
(i.e, for projects with higher potential for MSAT effects). In accordance with FHWA'’s
recommendation, the FHWA Easy Mobile Inventory Tool (EMIT) model was used to calculate
annual average MSAT pollutant emission rates for each study year. The EMIT model
incorporates EPA’s MOBILE6.2 emission factor algorithm (User’s Guide to MOBILESG.2,
Mobile Source Emission Factor Model, Ann Arbor, Michigan, EPA420-R-02-028, October 2002)
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along with components for forecasting congested vehicle speeds and entering vehicle miles of
travel as a function of area and road type. The EMIT model does not have the capability to
estimate all of the MSAT under study, and therefore the MOBILE6.2 program was used directly
for some pollutants. The new modd to calculate MSAT pollution emission rates, MOVES, was
not used in this analysis, because the analysis for this project was begun prior to December 20,
2012, the date after which use of the modd is required (Interim Guidance Update on Mobile
Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA, December 6, 2012: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/
air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance). In accordance with FHWA'’s recommendations, all
roadway links within the study area that demonstrated a five percent or more change in traffic
volume under the Selected Alternative, as compared to the No-Build Alternative, were included
in the MSAT modding analysis. MOBILEG.2 input parameters recommended by the DNR and
FHWA were used along with traffic volumes, speeds, and travel characteristics forecasted with
the ARC travel demand mode.

Summer and winter parameters were input into the MOBILE 6.2 portion of EMIT to obtain an
accurate annual pollutant burden estimate. The current version of EMIT has not yet been
updated to reflect al the MSAT of concern listed in EPA’s February 2007 rule. For the air
toxics not evaluated within EMIT (Naphthalene and Polycyclic Organic Matter [POM]),
MOBILE6.2 was run directly for each roadway functional class and associated speed. The
calculated emission rates were then multiplied by the VMT, resulting in the emission burden.
The POM is not one single MSAT but rather a broad class of compounds (listed below) for
which air toxics emission rates were independently calculated with MOBILE6.2 and combined:

e Acenaphthene,

Acenaphthylene,

e Anthracene,

e Benzo(a)anthracene,

e Benzo(a)pyrene,

e Benzo(b)fluoranthene,
e Benzo(ghi)perylene,

e Benzo(k)fluoranthene,
e Chrysene,

e Dibenz(ah)anthracene,
e Fluoranthene,

e Fluorene,

e Indeno(123cd)pyrene,
e Napthalene,

e Phenanthrene, and

e Pyrene
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Assessment

The emission rates calculated with EMIT and MOBILE6.2 were applied to the forecasted
vehicular traffic on the affected network of the project. The basic tool used for the analysisisthe
Atlanta region’s travel demand model that was developed and is maintained by the ARC. The
mode was coded to include projects within the financially constrained | ong-range transportation
plan (for the No-Build) and then with improvements to reflect the Build scenario (the Selected
Alternative).

Comparisons between the No-Build and Build scenarios were made for al links in the ARC
moded and links where daily traffic volumes differed between the two scenarios by five percent
or more were flagged (the five percent threshold is suggested by the FHWA as a general
guideline in defining the affected network). The percent difference provides a relatively easy
metric, but one consequence of using percentages is that, on low volume roadway links, small
differencesin actual traffic volumes can result in alink being flagged. Figure 13 highlights all of
the links in the ARC network where daily traffic volumes are projected to change by +/- 5
percent between the No-Build and Build scenario. The wide scatter of links highlights the
sensitivity of the model and the cascading effect that changes to key links such as regional
freeways can have on traffic assignments (i.e., the improvement shifts traffic from one link to
another which frees up capacity on links that is then available to traffic on other links). Some of
these secondary shifts show up on links where the volume is low so the resultant threshold to the
five percent mark is also quite low. Additional detail related to the MSAT Affected Network can
be found in the Air Quality Analysis Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes on file at the GDOT Office of
Environmental Services.

All future calculated MSAT emission burdens, as shown in Table 30 are predicted to decrease as
compared to the existing scenario, even with increases in VMT. The Selected Alternative, in
both 2015 and 2035, is predicted to demonstrate similar VMT to the No-Build Alternative, and
consequently there would be no significant difference in the MSAT burdens between these
alternatives.
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Figure 13. MSAT Affected Network.
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Table 30. Projected Annual Production of MSAT on Affected Network

) 9 o X
c ) § = > o % x
< 5 3 = g s 2 b
Scenario S N = -g 3 < 2 K
g g z g : E & 5
Daily < a 5 = > =
VMT* - o
Existing | 2010 Totals 8,533,000 1.07 88.21 7.60 44.50 21.32 2.23 2.46 165.16
Totals 9,735,000 0.96 68.94 6.25 19.68 19.63 2.02 2.24 117.70
2015 | Vs Existing +14.1% -10.3% -21.8% -17.8% -55.8% -7.9% -9.4% -8.9% -28.7%
Selected vs. 2015 No
Alt. Build +1.5% +1.1% +0.8% +1.0% +1.5% +0.6% +1.0% +0.9% +0.9%
ETL Totals 12,850,000 0.84 50.89 4.89 6.39 17.95 2.19 2.45 83.41
Build 2035 | Vs Existing +50.6% -21.5% -42.3% -35.7% -85.6% -15.8% -1.8% -0.4% -49.5%
vs. 2035 No
Build +1.5% 0.0% +0.8% +0.8% +1.4% +0.6% +1.4% +1.2% +0.8%
2015 Totals 9,593,000 0.95 68.36 6.19 19.39 19.51 2.00 2.22 116.62
A,\'Ité 3 vs. Existing +12.4% -11.2% -22.5% -18.6% -56.4% -8.5% -10.3% -9.8% -29.4%
Build 2035 Totals 12,663,000 0.84 50.49 4.85 6.30 17.84 2.16 2.42 82.74
vs. Existing +48.4% -21.5% -42.8% -36.2% -85.8% -16.3% -3.1% -1.6% -49.9%

Source: 1-75 Managed Lanes Air Impact Assessment, January 2013.
Note: *VMT = volume multiplied by distance for each link in the affected network (grouped by speed). ** Polycyclic organic matter isagroup of pollutants which includes:
Acenaphthene, Acenaphthylene, Anthracene, Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Benzo(b)fluoranthene, Benzo(ghi)perylene, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Chrysene, Dibenz(ah)anthracene,
Fluoranthene, Fluorene, Indeno(123cd)pyrene, Napthalene, Phenanthrene and Pyrene. *** Thetotal pollutant output excludes the value shown for Naphthalene sinceiit is already
included as one of the components of polycyclic organic matter.
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In summary, it is projected that there would be no appreciable changes in MSAT emissions in
the immediate area of the project under the Selected Alternative, relative to the No-Build
Alternative, as aresult of the VMT changes associated with the project. The MSAT levels could
be higher in some locations than others, such as the I-75 mainline, but current tools and science
are not adequate to quantify them. Regardless, on a regional basis, EPA’s vehicle and fud
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in
almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT leve s to be significantly lower than today.

Incompl ete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

In the FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced
more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather
than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure
associated with a proposed action.

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and wefare from any known or
anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the CAA and
its amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants
and MSAT. The EPA isin the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures,
and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS),
which is “a compilation of eectronic reports on specific substances found in the environment
and their potential to cause human health effects’ (EPA http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris). Each
report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds
and gquantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with
uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of
MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Among the adverse health effects linked to
MSAT compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings, cancer in
animals, and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less
obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental
concentrations or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease. More details on these
studies appear in the Air Quality Analysis Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes on file at GDOT's
Office of Environmental Services.

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in the
process building on the mode predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by
technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for
lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have
to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. The results produced by the
EPA’s MOBILE6.2 mode, the California EPA’s Emfac2007 mode, and the EPA’s
DraftMOVES2009 mode in forecasting MSAT emissions are highly inconsistent. Indications
from the development of the MOVES modd are that MOBILE6.2 significantly underestimates
diesd particulate matter emissions and significantly overestimates benzene emissions.
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Regarding air dispersion modeling, an extensive evaluation of EPA’s guideline CAL3QHC
model was conducted in an National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) study,
which documents poor model performance at ten sites across the country - three where intensive
monitoring was conducted plus an additional seven with less intensive monitoring
(Www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersion_alt.htm#hyroad). The study indicates a bias of the
CAL3QHC modd to overestimate concentrations near highly congested intersections and
underestimate concentrations near uncongested intersections. The consequence of this is a
tendency to overstate the air quality benefits of mitigating congestion at intersections. Such poor
modd performance is less difficult to manage for demonstrating compliance with NAAQS for
relatively short time frames than it is for forecasting individual exposure over an entire lifetime,
especially given that some information needed for estimating 70-year lifetime exposure is
unavailable. It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast MSAT exposure near roadways, and to
determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific | ocation.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational
exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php2d=282). As a result, there is no national consensus on
air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds,
and in particular for diesd PM. The EPA and the HEI have not established a basis for
guantitative risk assessment of diesd PM in ambient settings (http://www.epa.gov/risk/
basi cinformation.htm#g and http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfil e.php?u=395).

Thereis also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable leve of risk. The current context
is the process used by the EPA as provided by the CAA to determine whether more stringent
controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to
prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum
achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The
decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine a “ safe” or
“acceptable’ levd of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than
approximately 100 in amillion. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than one in a million due to emissions
from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks
from exposure to air toxics are less than one in a million; in some cases, the residual risk
determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately
100 inamillion. In aJune 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework.
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects
would result in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the
uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.
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e. Microscale Carbon Monoxide (CO) Air Quality

One separate “ hot-spot” analysis was conducted for the Selected Alternative and aso included
the proposed interchange at Jonesboro Road.

The microscale model used to assess CO levels was CAL3QHC, developed by the California
Department of Transportation. CAL3QHC combines the California Line Source Model
(CALINE3) developed by the California Department of Transportation with an algorithm for
estimating queue lengths at signalized intersections. Software used to run the models was
CALQVIEW2®, a Windows-based software that incorporates CAL3QHC. This model is
accepted by the EPA and FHWA as a technique for assessing the air quality impact resulting
from the operation of highways. Inputs into the model were such that it would provide a worst-
case analysis. CO concentrations predicted by these modd s are then compared to the NAAQS.

Microscale Modd |nput Parameters

The emission factors used in the model were calculated using MOBILEG. Meteorological inputs
into the mode were those that would provide the worst-case CO concentrations. Thewind angle
to the roadway was placed at 10°, with a wind speed of one meter per second. A stability Class
D was used as the worst-case stability condition for the one-hour analysis. A mixing cel height
of 1,000 meters and a surface roughness factor of 108 centimeters were used. Through an
agreement with the EPD, background CO concentration is considered to be only a small portion
of the total input to the microscale analysis. A background of 1.0 part per million (ppm) was
input in the modd.

The existing interchange of Jonesboro Road and I-75 was modded in the existing (2010)
condition and the proposed managed lane ramp was added in the build (2015 and 2035)
condition. Free flow speed limits were mode ed as 45 miles per hour (mph) on Jonesboro Road
and 65 mph on I-75. Traffic data was provided by GDOT's Office of Planning and its
consultants. Morning and afternoon (AM/PM) peak hour volumes were provided. Afternoon
peak hour volumes were used for all three years mode ed.

Receptors were placed at the existing and proposed right-of-way limits. Twenty receptors were
used for the existing (2010) condition as well as the 2015 Build (first year of operation) and 2035
Build (design year) condition. The locations of receptors for each year modeled are shown in
Figures 14 and 15. Input and output data, as well as roadway geometry, are provided in Air
Quality Analysis Report: 1-75 Managed Lanes from SR 155 to SR 138 on file at the GDOT OES.
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Figure 14 Figure 15

CO Receptor Locations, Existing CO Receptor Locations, Build 2015/2035
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Source: |1-75 Managed Lanes Air Impact Assessment, January 2013.

Modd Results

The State of Georgia and the federal government set the maximum acceptable CO concentration
at 9 ppm averaged over a continuous eight-hour period, or 35 ppm for a maximum one-hour
averaging time. The maximum one-hour concentration under the existing condition (2010) was
2.1 ppm. The maximum one-hour concentration for the first year of operation (2015) was 2.0
ppm and for the design year (2035) was 2.0 ppm. These results are in compliance with state and
federal standards.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors, defined as hospitals, nursing homes, schools and institutional facilities, were
not identified within the project area.

f. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

To date, no national standards have been established regarding greenhouse gases (GHG), nor has
the EPA established criteria or thresholds for GHG emissions. On April 2, 2007, the Supreme
Court issued a decision in Massachusetts et al v. Environmental Protection Agency et al that the
EPA does have authority under the CAA to establish motor vehicle emissions standards for CO,
emissions. The EPA is currently determining the implications to national policies and programs
as aresult of the Supreme Court decision. However, the Court’s decision did not have any direct
implications on requirements for devel oping transportation projects.
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Recognizing these concerns, FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the
Department of Transportation Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to
devel op strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gases — particularly CO,
emissions — and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate changes.

Because climate change is a global issue and the emissions changes due to project alternatives
are very small compared to global totals, GHG emissions were not calculated for the Selected
Alternative. However, because GHGs are directly related to energy use, the changes in GHG
would be similar to the changes in energy consumption. Therefore, an analysis of energy
consumption associated with the proposed project was conducted.

Energy is commonly measured in terms of British thermal units, or Btus. A Btu is defined as the
amount of heat required to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one degree Fahrenheit.
For transportation projects, energy usage is predominantly influenced by the amount of fue
used. The average Btu content of fuels is the heat value (or energy content) per quantity of fuel
as determined from tests of fuel samples.

Transportation accounts for a major portion of the energy consumed in the United States.
Transportation is the second largest source of energy consumption in the United States. In
Georgia, the transportation sector is the largest source of energy consumption. Georgiais ranked
as the ninth highest state in terms of transportation energy consumption in the United States.

Transportation energy is generally discussed in terms of direct and indirect energy. Direct
energy involves all energy consumed by vehicle propulsion. This energy is a function of traffic
characteristics such as volume, speed, distance traveled, vehicle mix, and thermal value of the
fud being used. Indirect energy consumption involves the non-recoverable, one-time energy
expenditure involved in constructing the physical infrastructure associated with the project. At
this stage of analysis, detailed construction information is currently unavailable; therefore, an
analysis of indirect energy has not been conducted. However, direct energy estimates were
calculated based on energy consumption rates for transportation modes developed by the US
Department of Energy, published in the Transportation Energy Data Book, Edition 29 (US
Department of Energy, June 2010).

An analysis, based on VMT estimates of the affected network, was conducted for the No-Build
and the Sdected Alternative. The Selected Alternative is expected to increase direct energy
requirements by 1.5 to 1.6 percent. Such differences would result in no measurable impact on
energy demands. As such, the Selected Alternative is predicted to have a minimal effect on
regional energy requirements.

g. Construction

All phases of construction operations would temporarily contribute to air pollution. Particulates
would increase slightly in the corridor as fugitive dust from construction collects in the air
surrounding the project. The construction equipment would also produce slight amounts of
exhaust emissions. The Rules and Regulations for Air Quality Control outlined in Chapter 391-
3-1, Rules of GAEPD, would be followed during the construction of the project. These include
covering earth-moving trucks to keep dust levels down, watering haul roads, and refraining from
open burning, except as may be permitted by local regulations.

Direct Effects. This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality
goals, including ozone, PM,s, and CO as part of this assessment. Results indicated that the
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project is consistent with the SIP for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia and is in
compliance with both state and federal air quality standards.

This project is listed in the FY 2012-2017 TIP. As such, the project is part of an approved,
conforming TIP, and the regional effects of the project have already been considered. However,
the project may increase localized pollutant concentrations and microscale analyses were
conducted that demonstrate that it would not cause or exacerbate a violation of the NAAQS.

The areais classified as a nonattainment area for PM, s and a PM, s analysis has been conducted.
The project has undergone interagency coordination to determine if it is a project of air quality
concern. This interagency coordination group consisting of representatives from USEPA,
FHWA, EPD, and ARC have determined the project is not of air quality concern.

The quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions determined that the project is not anticipated to
have an appreciable impact on regional MSAT levels. Also, it is estimated that over the next 20
years all levels of MSAT will be going down regardiess of the alternative chosen. It is
acknowledged that the project may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain
locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of
this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be reliably determined.

A microscale CO analysis was conducted to determine if the project has the potential to cause or
exacerbate a violation of the applicable CO standards. Following USEPA’s Guideine for
Modding Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections (USEPA, 1992a), the project is not
predicted to cause or exacerbate a violation of the NAAQS for CO.

Construction-related effects of the project would be limited to short-term localized increased
fugitive dust and mobile-source emissions during construction. State and local regulations
regarding dust control and other air quality emission reduction controls shall be followed.

Therefore, based on the analyses summarized above, there are no significant direct effects by this
project to air quality.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects. Traffic volumes along |-75 are expected to increase slightly,
0.3% (Section E.2.d.). Even with this slight increase in traffic volume, there are little to no
contributions by this project to past, present, or reasonably foreseeabl e future actions that would
result in cumulative effects.

3. Energy/Mineral Resour ces

The construction of the proposed project would consume energy and mineral resources that once
used are no longer available for other uses. Energy is required for the construction of the project
itself as well as the fabrication of materials used as part of the construction and for equipment
used in construction. Natural gas, gasoline, and e ectricity would be used in these processes, and
it is the use of non-renewable energy sources such as fossil fuels that cause the greatest concern.
Once expended for this project, these resources cannot be used for something else. However, the
implementation of this project is expected to save energy in the long-term by decreasing
congestion and by providing incentives to drivers to change to a higher-occupancy vehicle.
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4. Construction/Utilities

Construction of the proposed project would create unavoidable inconveniences to motorists, but
construction activities would be conducted in a manner that would maintain access and minimize
conflicts with traffic. The safety and convenience of the general public and residents of the area
would be provided for at all times.

The replacement of the Mt. Carme Road bridge over 1-75 would occur as a part of the Sdlected
Alternative. Mt. Carme Road would be closed between Avondale Drive and Bridges Road for
approximately nine months. A temporary detour would allow motorists to continue to access Mt.
Carmel Road on ether side of I-75 (Figure 4). The detour would utilize Mill Road between Mt.
Carmd and Jonesboro Road and Jonesboro Road between Mill Road and Mt. Carmel Road.
Bridges Road would continue to provide access between Mt. Carmel Road and Jonesboro Road.

Any necessary relocation of utilities, e.g. water, sewer, telephone, would be accomplished with
no long term interruption of services. All other required construction functions would be
accomplished in atimely and orderly fashion to keep disruptions minimal, for short duration and
to not compromise safety.

5. USTs/Hazar dous Waste Sites

Direct Effects. A survey for sites which may contain hazardous materials, including soil and/or
water contaminated by leaking underground storage tanks, has been conducted for this project.
No sites were found.

G. Permits/Variances
1. Section 404

The placement of fill material in waters of the U.S. requires a permit from the USACE under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). There are three leves of this permit, and
the determination of the appropriate one is based primarily on the type of fill activity and the
amount and location of fill involved.

The proposed project would permanently impact approximately 1,356 linear feet (0.402 acre) of
jurisdictional streams and permanently impact approximately 2.09 acre of jurisdictional
wetlands. A Regional General Permit 01 would be required for impacts associated with the
proposed projects.
2. Stream Buffer Variance

The project would encroach upon the 25-foot vegetated buffer of sixteen streams. 10, 1, 2a, 2,
2i, 21, 8, 12b, 12}, 13b, 13, 14, 19, 20a, 23c, and 23e. Based on the requirements outlined in
391-3-7.05 under the GADNR Environmental Protection Division, Erosion and Sedimentation

Control Branch, a buffer variance would be required for project construction. The bases under
which the variance shall be considered are criterion 2aand 2h in 391-3-7.05 (2) of the O.C.G.A.

H. Summary of Environmental Consequences

The environmental consequences of the alternatives carried forward, as detailed in this
document, have been summarized in Table 31. Alternative 3, the No-Build, provides a basdine
to which the Selected Alternative can be compared.
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Table 31. Summary of Impacts

Alternative 3
I mpact Category Selected Alternative (ETL) No-Build
7 acres of right-of-way
Land Use Changes acquisition 0
Economics/Potential Business
Relocations 0 0
Potential Residential Relocations 0 0
Community Cohesion 0 0
Churches and Institutions Affected 0 0
Community Impacts/Environmental Adverse but not
Justice disproportionately high 0
Historic Resources within APE 1 - No Adverse Effect 0
Archaeological Resources within
APE 0 0
Parkslands/Recreations
Areas/Wildlife Refuges/Section
4(f)/Section 6(f) 0 0
Water Quality No Significant Impacts No Significant Impacts
Stream Impacts: Length (linear feet) 1,356
Acres 0.402 0
Wetland Permanent Impacts (acres) 153
Conversion Impacts (acres) 0.56 0
Floodplains 0 0
Farmlands 0 0
Federal and State Protected Species 1 - No Significant Adverse
Affected Effect 0
Wildlife and Habitat Minimal Effects No Effects
Number of Impacted Receivers 237 193
Number of Impacted Receptors 606 452
Number of Noise Walls Feasible and
Reasonable 9 0
Violations of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards 0 0
UST</Hazardous Waste Sites 0 0

Note: Summary from Environmental Assessment.

Based on analysis showing that Alternative 1 would be more effective for meeting the project’s
need and purpose, Alternative 1 has been identified as the Selected Alternative.

V. SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified as 49 USC 303 (c),
applies to use of public parks, recreation areas, pubic wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and
properties that are on or digible for listing on the NRHP. The proposed project would not
impact any 4(f) resources.

V. COORDINATION AND COMMENTS
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The public involvement for the 1-75 managed lanes project in Henry and Clayton counties
included extensive outreach into the community and surrounding project area. During the early
project development, a number of agencies, including local governments and local planning
agencies, were contacted to request comments on the proposed action. Copies of comments
received from the responding agencies are included in Appendix A. A variety of outreach events
were planned to introduce the project to the public, solicit input from the public regarding
alternatives, and solicit input from the public regarding the environmental assessment.

A. Public Open Houses

Public information open house (PIOH) meetings were held on the following dates at the given
locations to introduce the project to the public:

e Tuesday, April 26, 2011, Eagles Landing High School Commons (Cafeteria), 301 Tunis
Road, McDonough, GA 30253, from 5-8 pm, and

e Thursday, April 28, 2011, Quality Inn & Suites Conference Center, 930 Highway 155
South, McDonough, GA 30253, from 4-7 pm.

The public was notified of the PIOH meetings through legal advertisements in the local
newspapers as well as flyers, emails, and the GDOT project website. Displays at the meetings
showed the major design features of the project on aerial-photo base mapping. A continuously
running video described the project and the study process. Informational brochures and
comment sheets were distributed to all attendees. The information provided at the PIOH was
also posted on the project website. Attendance at the April 26, 2011meeting was 120 and at the
April 28, 2011meeting was 46.

The comments received at these meetings can be grouped into the following categories:

e Nine comments were related to the number and locations of access points in Henry
County,

e Tweve comments were reated to the tolling and operations aspects of the project,

e Three comments did not think the project would work, or was too expensive,

e Two comments wanted the project |engthened,

e One comment was concerned about delay during construction,

e One comment wanted to see mobility improved in the corridor, and

e One comment was concerned that the project did not appear to address tractor trailers.

When asked if they supported the project, 53% of respondents were supportive, 16% offered
conditional support, 8% were uncommitted, and 23% were in opposition to the project. Full
responses to the comments can be found in Appendix D.

A virtual PIOH on the GDOT web site has been available since the face-to-face PIOH detailed
above. The proposed project has its own web site (http://www.dot.state.ga.us/
travelingingeorgia/expresslanes/| 75expresslanes), where materials are available including: the
PIOH materials, a video presenting a virtual tour of the proposed project, the project schedule,
the need and purpose, and general information on the project and managed lanes. Comments can
be submitted in eectronic or hard copy format, and the opportunity to join the project mailing
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list is also made available. The project is also accessible via the social media outlets Facebook
and Twitter. Twenty-six comments have been submitted through the project website. Over half
of these were reguests to be included on the project mailing list.

Two PIOHs were held on December 13 and 15, 2011 in order to present a new alternative for
direct access to the managed lanes. Again, the public was notified of the PIOH meetings through
legal advertisements in the local newspapers as well as flyers, e-mails, and the GDOT project
website. Displays at the meetings showed both the direct access via the Mt. Carmel Road bridge
and access ramps from Jonesboro Road, just east of the Jonesboro Road interchange with 1-75.
Informational brochures and comment sheets were distributed to all attendees. The information
provided at the PIOH also was posted on the project website.

The total attendance of the two meetings was 118. Fifty formal comments were submitted
during the comment period. Of the comments received two-thirds of the respondents use I-75
daily and one-quarter weekly. When asked if they supported the project, 35% of respondents
were supportive, 43% offered conditional support, 4% were uncommitted, and 18% were in
opposition to the project. In regards to the additional direct access, 69% of the respondents
preferred access from Jonesboro Road, 19% preferred direct access via the Mt. Carmd Road
bridge over I-75, 6% had no preference, and 6% were uncommitted. The comments received at
these meetings can be grouped into the following categories (several respondents had more than
one comment):

e Thirty-eight related to access to the managed lanes, with an additional seven supporting
access via Mt. Carmel Road,

e Six comments related to operations on managed lane facilities including this project and
[-85 north of Atlanta,

e Five comments directly supported the project, one particularly because of the value,
e Four comments were directly against the project or that it wasn't needed,

e Five were concerned with improvements to other roadways or other improvements to I-
75, and

e Two were concerned with construction impacts and noise impacts.
Full responses to these comments can be found in Appendix D.

Two public hearing open houses were held on April 23 and 25, 2013 in order to present the draft
EA for the managed lanes. The public was notified of the PHOH meetings through legal
advertisements in the local newspapers as well as flyers, e-mails, and the GDOT project website.
The public hearing handout can be found in Appendix A, pp. A-99-A-100.

Total attendance at the two meetings was 294. Of the respondents who formally commented,
50% were in opposition to the project, 18% were in support of the project, 22% offered
conditional support, 10% were uncommitted. All comments submitted and responses to these
comments appear in Appendix D. The comments received can be grouped into the following
categories:

e Accessto the managed lanes;
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Operation of the managed lanes, including special events, safety, and out-of-state
residents,

Distribution of projects throughout the region;

Cost of the project;

Use of tolls on I-75;

Improvements to other roadways or other improvements to 1-75; and
Construction impacts and noise impacts.

The draft Environmental Assessment was available at the following locations:

McDonough Public Library, 1001 Florence M cGarity Blvd, McDonough, GA 30252;
Cochran Public Library, 174 Birch Street, Stockbridge, GA 30281,

Clayton County Library System, Morrow Branch, 6225 Maddox Road, Morrow, GA
30260;

Georgia DOT District Three Office, 115 Transportation Blvd, Thomaston, GA 30286-
4524; and

Georgia DOT District Seven Office, 5025 New Peachtree Rd, Chamblee, GA 30341

B. Community Outreach

Unstaffed kiosks, which included a project board with a map and brief explanation of the project,
were placed at government agencies and social service providers throughout the study area. The
display included a place to distribute and collect surveys. These kiosks were placed in the
following locations the week of July 11" -18", 2011:

Heritage Senior Center, 1050 Florence McGarity Blvd, McDonough, GA 30252

Hidden Valley Senior Center, 600 Spraggins Memorial Parkway, Stockbridge, GA
30281

The United Way, 107 Westbridge Industrial Boulevard, McDonough, GA 30253
McDonough Public Library, 1001 Florence M cGarity Blvd, McDonough, GA 30252
Clayton County Community Service Center, 1000 Main Street, Forest Park, GA 30297
Shiloh Education and Community Service Center, 261 Macon Street, McDonough, GA
Higher Living Christian Church, Mt. Carmed Road, Hampton, GA

Fifty-nine surveys were collected through this effort.

Three additional events were staffed for the entire time in order to encourage engagement in the
public involvement process and solicit public input:

Friday, July 1, 2011 Howell Sunshine Laundromat, Griffin, GA 9 am. —11:00 am
Friday, July 8, 2011 Soap & Suds Laundromat, Stockbridge, GA 9 am — 11:00 am
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e Saturday, July 16, 2011 SouthLake Mall, Morrow, GA 12:00 noon — 4 pm
Twenty-nine surveys were collected through this effort.

In areas identified as low-income populations through a demographic analysis of ARC data,
project staff went door to door to solicit input on the project in general and the tolling aspect in
particular. Neighborhoods selected for this effort had residential properties listed on the market
for $50,000 or less. According to various lending calculators and anecdotal information from a
local mortgage broker, a person can qualify for a mortgage of up to 2.5 times their annual
income. As such, these neighborhoods can be generalized as low-income because of the 2010
HHS poverty guiddine for a family of 3 of $18,310. Staff assigned to this task worked in pairs,
briefly introduced the project and asked residents to fill out a short project survey. Fifty surveys
were completed. Additionally, a project information sheet was left at the residences where no
one answered the door; 55 were completed. Door to door surveys were conducted in the
neighborhoods previously listed:

e Friday, July 15th McDonough, Georgia5—7 pm
e Saturday, July 16th McDonough, Georgia 12 — 7 pm
e Sunday, July 17th McDonough, Georgia 12 — 6 pm

Six community outreach events have also been held as requested by stakeholder groups. They
are detailed individually in the following paragraphs.

A community open house was held on July 12, 2011 at the Southside Christian Fellowship, 750
S. Mt. Carmel Road in McDonough to address concerns regarding the managed lanes-only
access point proposed at the Mt. Carme Road bridge over 1-75 as a part of Alternative 8. In
order to publicize the open house, a database was devel oped of neighborhood residents along Mt.
Carmd Road and Mill Road. The database included over 350 residences and flyers announcing
the open house were mailed to the database. In addition, yard signs announcing the open house
were placed at the entrance and exits of each subdivision along Mt. Carme Road and Mill Road.

Seventy-eight individuals attended the open house and twenty five comment forms were
submitted. Of thosein attendance, 8% werein favor of a new Mt. Carmel interchange with I-75,
80% were opposed, 8% offered conditional support, and 4% were uncommitted. The majority of
comments from this meeting include: concerns regarding traffic impacts on entering and exiting
neighborhoods, negative impacts on quality of life, negative impacts of property values, safety -
specifically related to accessing the community (Crown Manor) clubhouse, and potential for
increased crime.

Public involvement surveys were distributed at a community open house at the Higher Living
Christian Church, 2455 Mt. Carmel Road in Hampton. Thirty-three surveys were compl eted.
Twenty-eight of the respondents support or conditionally support the proposed improvements.
When combined with the previous Mt. Carme outreach survey results, over two-thirds of the
respondents live in Henry County and travel on |-75 daily. Two-thirds also support or
conditionally support the proposed improvements.

A meeting was held with local community leaders on September 9, 2011. Residents of the
Crown Manor Homeowners Association were also in attendance at this meeting. Crown Manor
is located south of Mt. Carmel Road and west of 1-75.
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A meeting was held with the pastors of the Southside Christian Fellowship Church, 750 Mt.
Carmd Road in McDonough Georgia, on September 19, 2011. The church is located at the
intersection of Mt. Carme Road and Mill Road. A Henry County representative was also in
attendance. A general description of the project was presented by the project team. Other items
of discussion included: additional outreach activities in the area, changes in traffic, the project
process, toll rates, and similar projects in the state.

A community open house was also held on September 26, 2011 with the Rowanshyre
Homeowners Association (HOA). The Rowanshyre HOA is comprised of residents of the
Legends of Rowanshyre located north and west of the intersection of Mill Road and Mt. Carme
Road, the Gates of Rowanshyre south of Mt. Carme Road and west of 1-75, and the Villages of
Rowanshyre, north of Mt. Carme Road and west of 1-75. A general description of the project
was presented by the project team, including need and purpose, the federal environmental
process, and public outreach. The Mt. Carmel interchange with I-75 and improvements to the
intersections of Mill Road and Mt. Carmd Road, and Jonesboro Road and Mt. Carmel Road
were also discussed. The discussion included: operation of the express lanes, other alternatives
for the interchange, and pedestrian safety.

An additional meeting was held on October 17, 2011 with residents of the Rowanshyre
community. The Rowanshyre residents listed their main concerns as: air quality/pollution/
environmental studies; property devaluation; increased traffic volumes; increased crime; steps to
minimize accidents along Mt. Carme Road; and concerns over the possible widening of Mt.
Carmel Road. The individual concerns were discussed as well as ideas from the Rowanshyre
residents for possible mitigation to these concerns.

Due to the concerns of the communities surrounding Mt. Carmel Road and the general results of
the December PIOH meetings, Alternative 8, the project with access at Mt. Carme Road, was
eliminated from further consideration.

Presentations to local entities, including Clayton and Henry Counties, were also conducted as a
part of community outreach. These included:

e Henry County Chamber of Commerce: April 24, 2013;
e Clayton County Board of Commissioners: May 14, 2013; and
e Henry County Board of Commissioners. May 21, 2013.

Public involvement regarding air quality determinations is discussed previously in Section
[11.F.2.c. Thisincluded public notice for the air quality determination advertised on June 7, 2013
(Appendix A, pp. A-93-A-98).

C. Other Stakeholder Outreach
A coordination meeting was held with incident management stakeholders and first responders on
March 30, 2012. The purpose was to introduce the proposed project and to discuss potential
emergency access to the reversible lanes. Several emergency access locations are under

consideration and were discussed in detail with the first responders. Comments from the
stakeholders included:

e Access to the hospital complex on Eagles Landing Parkway east of |-75 should be
considered;
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e Incident management within the reversible lanes is only feasible from within the lanes
themselves;

e No Parking signs could be added in the shoulders,

e Local fire departments can provide emergency access radii requirements;

e Mechanical gates at emergency access locations should be easy to activate/operate;
e Accident investigation sites should be considered in the areas with a wide shoulder;

e Additional emergency access locations should be considered between SR 155 and Jodeco
Road;

e Wider shoulders could be considered for emergency vehicles;

e Accident data should be examined to determine locations with most frequent accidents;
and

e Water supply for fire suppression should be considered.

Six emergency access locations to the managed lanes have been added as a result of discussions
from the incident management meeting. The emergency access will be available by use of
automatic sliding barrier gates.

VI. FUTURE ACTIONSAND IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

After approval of the Draft EA by FHWA on March 12, 2013, GDOT conducted public hearings
open houses (PHOHSs) as detailed in Section V. The purpose of these hearings was to present the
preliminary project design, present the findings of the Draft EA, provide a discussion forum
between the public and project team, and obtain input and comments from the community to be
used in selecting an alternative. All comments received during the public hearing and public
comment period were considered, and all substantive comments are addressed in this Final EA.
These comments and written responses appear in Appendix D, as previously noted.

Based on the alternatives abilities to meet the need and purpose of the project and the
assessment of environmental impacts, Alternative 1 has been chosen as the Selected Alternative.
The decision of which of the three alternatives under consideration to sdect was not made until
after the PHOHs were held and all comments were reviewed and taken into consideration.

VIl. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

Pursuant to Section 1308 of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21)
and 23 USC Section 139 (1), the FHWA intends to publish a notice in the Federal Register
following publication of the NEPA document for the proposed |-75 Express Lanes. This notice
would indicate that the agency has taken final action with respect to compliance with NEPA for
the I-75 Express Lanes. Once published, claims seeking judicial review of this federal action
will be barred unless such claims are filed within 150 days after the publication date of the
Federal Register notice. If no noticeis published in the Federal Register, then the period of time
that otherwiseis provided by the federal laws governing such claims would apply. At minimum,
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the period of time may only be limited by the Administrative Procedures Act of 1946 (5 USC
Section 706 et seq.)], which allows claims to be filed up to six years after the federal action.

In addition, pursuant to MAP-21 and 23 USC Section 139 (), the FHWA intends to publish a
notice in the Federal Register once the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has taken final agency
action by issuing permits and approvals for the I-75 Express Lanes. If such anoticeis published,
claims seeking judicial review of this additional federal action also will be barred unless such
claims are filed within 150 days after the publication date of the Federal Register notice. The
period of time for filing such claims may be limited to a shorter time period as allowed by law.
If no notice is published, then the period of time that otherwise is provided by federal laws
governing such claims would be up to six years after the federal action pursuant to the
Administrative Procedures Act of 1946 (5 USC Section 706 et seq.).

Any comments concerning this environmental assessment should be addressed to the following:

Mr. Glenn Bowman, P.E. or Mr. Rodney N. Barry, P.E.

State Environmental Administrator Division Administrator

Georgia Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration

600 West Peachtree Street Atlanta Federal Center

16" Floor 61 Forsyth Street, SW., Suite 17 T100
Atlanta, GA 30308 Atlanta, GA 30303-3104
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