
Update of ARC’s 
Performance Measures

Transportation Equity Advisory Group
August 14, 2017

Aileen Daney | adaney@atlantaregional.org









Where are we exceeding and where are we falling short?



Where are we exceeding and where are we falling short?

▪ Data-driven portal that compiles a number of indicators, beyond the Factbook and RTP chart

▪ Accessible website for agency staff, policy makers, advocates, citizens

▪ Interactive visualizations

▪ Explore historical trends

▪ Examine intraregional differences

▪ Share findings

▪ Track progress on key regional issues

▪ Continue to make informed TIP project selections 





http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/


▪ Equity:
▪ Travel time savings for mobility-poor people
▪ Access to essential services and amenities (not just jobs) for ETAs or by income group
▪ Extent to which ETAs shoulder greatest unreliability, congestion cost, congestion speed, transfer rates
▪ Percent of survey responses from ETAs
▪ Transportation and housing costs as a percent of income

▪ Health and Safety:
▪ Percent of projects that incorporate proven safety countermeasures
▪ Percent of high-risk roadway network within ETAs
▪ Carbon intensity in ETAs

▪ Environment:
▪ Acreage of sensitive lands (parks, habitats, watershed protection areas) on which new transportation 

infrastructure is built
▪ Percent of downtown area dedicated to parking

What performance do you want to measure?

What questions do you want to track and share?

We are not limited to the RTP chart categories
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Universal TIP Project Call

Key Decision Point (KDP) 1
Policy Filters

KDP 2
Project Evaluation

Prioritized Lists of Regional 
Transportation Projects

CMAQ TAP STBGP

Project Evaluation 

Flowchart

KDP 3
Final Factors



KDP2 – Weights

Criteria Bike/Ped/Trail

Roadway 
Asset 

Management

Roadway 

Expansion
& TSM&O

Transit
Expansion

TransitAsset 

Management1

Asset Management & 
Resiliency

- 14.9 % - -
22.0 % / 
19.2 %

Mobility& 

Congestion
13.7 % 13.8 % 13.0 % 13.5 % -

Safety 14.5 % 14.4 % 13.4 % 8.5 %
22.0 % / 
19.2 %

Network Connectivity 14.4 % 12.9 % 12.4 % 13.5 % -

Reliability - - 12.1 % 12.0 % -

Multimodalism 12.6 % 11.8 % 11.3 % 10.2 % -

Employment 
Accessibility

10.4 % 10.2 % 10.3 % 11.6 %
24.3 % / 
21.2 %

Land Use 
Compatibility

11.5 % - - 10.5 % -

Social Equity 9.7 % 8.3 % 7.0 % 9.5 %
20.8 % / 
18.2 %

Air Quality & Climate 
Change

6.3 % - 7.3 % 6.5 %
0.0 % / 
12.6 %

Goods Movement - 8.1 % 7.8 % - -

Cultural & 
Environmental 
Sensitivity

6.8 % 5.5 % 5.3 % 4.1 %
11.0 % / 

9.6 % 



Outcomes

Transit

Transit 1

Transit 2

Transit 3

Trail

Trail 1

Trail 2

Trail 3

Roadway

Roadway 1

Roadway 2

Roadway 3

▪ Technical analysis of the 
performance of all submitted 
projects

▪ Projects are compared against 
similar projects to produce lists 
of the best projects by type

▪ Used to help inform decision-
making, not supplant it



2017 TIP Solicitation Evaluation

• The selected bike, ped, trail and transit 

projects reduce annual VMT by 

96,307,730 miles

• The selected projects reduce annual VHD 

by 7,688,019 hours

• Tailpipe emissions are decreased by 

19,900 tons per year

• 52% of awarded funding serves an 

Equitable Target Area (ETA) community
• By 2040, the selected transit projects support 

an extra 39,000 boardings



TIP Project Evaluation Documentation

▪ Guide to the TIP Project Solicitation

▪ Documents the decisions made by 
the TIP Prioritization Taskforce

▪ Outlines how ARC technically 
evaluates projects, and includes a list 
of measures and metrics

▪ Meant to be a companion document 
to the TIP application

http://www.atlantaregional.org/tipsolicitation

http://www.atlantaregional.org/tipsolicitation


Revisions

▪ Major Revisions
▪ Working on incorporating climate and extreme weather resilience into 

framework through vulnerable and critical resources
▪ Merging Bike & Ped project types
▪ Working on a scoring scheme for studies

▪ Smaller changes in handout to address line-item issues



Social Equity Criterion

▪ Existing Measure:

Measure Metric Nature of Metric Sponsor Provided

Addressing Social 

Equity

Does project serve an ETA 

community?

Written; sponsor provides an 

assessment of how developing 

the project will support ETA areas.

Yes; with supplemental 

ARC assessment of ETA 

areas

▪ How it’s Scored:
▪ ARC staff reads reply and then determines if the project serves an ETA 

need and is located within or passes through an ETA community as 
indicated in ARC’s last ETA map

▪ If the answer to both questions is “Yes” the project received full credit



Social Equity Criterion

▪ Thoughts on Revision:
▪ Use the range of ETA scores to provide relative scores instead of 

absolute 0 or 100 values
▪ For example:

ETA Area Score

High 100

Medium-High 75

Medium-Low 50

Low 25

Not an ETA 0



Social Equity Criterion

▪ Thoughts on Revision:
▪ Incorporate access to jobs for ETA workers as a measure for transit 

projects:

Measure Metric
Nature of 

Metric
Sponsor Provided

Percent of 

Criterion Score

Addressing Social 

Equity

1) Addressing Social 

Equity

Does project 

serve an ETA 

community?

Written; sponsor 

provides an 

assessment of how 

developing the project 

will support ETA areas.

X%

2)   Indexed change in the 

number of ETA workers 

that can access 

Regional Employment 

Centers during peak 

periods.

Numerical No Y%


