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ARC, as a Lead Adopter in the SHRP2 Implementation 

Assistance Program Round 5, executed an 18 month 

work plan that created a vision for the Atlanta Region 

following the SHRP2 C08 Report “Linking Community 

Visioning and Highway Capacity Planning” and 

associated interactive Vision Guide website 

PlanWorks. During this vision development process, 

two other SHRP2 bundle products were integrated 

into the process by (1) incorporating performance 

measures at key decision points in the planning 

process (CO2- Performance Measurement for 

Highway Capacity Decision Making) and (2) involving 

freight stakeholders in the process as identified by 

the report “Integrating Freight Considerations into 

the Highway Capacity Planning Process: 

Practitioner’s Guide” (C15). The outcome was a 

regional vision and strategies developed through a 

transparent and replicable planning process.  
 

The SHRP2 (Strategic Highway Research Program) was created to find strategic solutions to three transportation 

challenges the nation is facing: improving highway safety, reducing congestion, and improving methods for renewing 

roads and bridges. Research has been focused in four areas: safety, renewal, reliability, and capacity. This effort will 

follow planning process bundles under the Capacity research area. The tools integrate environmental, economic, and 

community requirements into the analysis, planning, and design for new highway capacity.  
 

Background 

FHWA PlanWorks Vision Guide 
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This visioning effort built upon a policy foundation laid out in the 2016 iteration of The Atlanta Region’s Plan. The long

-range plan, adopted in February 2016, constructed an interdisciplinary policy framework for “winning the future”. 

The 2016 Policy Framework allows ARC, working with other key organizations in the Atlanta Region, to advance 

policy objectives and work together to meet the region’s tough challenges. The Atlanta Region’s Plan also meets 

federal regulations for MPO long-range transportation planning and state mandates for regional commissions and 

comprehensive plans. 

 

The purpose of the visioning effort was to implement the Round 5 bundle of SHRP2 products and meet the following 

agency-specific objectives: 
 
 

• Identify a model approach for generating consensus about long-range goals and accompanying 

transportation investments through the use of the SHRP2 suite of visioning tools and other FHWA products; 

• Promote fuller integration of freight considerations into the next iteration of The Atlanta Region’s Plan 

through direct outreach to new stakeholders, including those in the Piedmont Megaregion; and 

• Use enhanced performance measures to track progress, measure impact, and promote actions that 

yield desired results. 
 
 
In terms of planning processes, this implementation assistance grant was used as a way to sharpen our focus and 

create more consensus for a shared vision of what “winning the future” looks like in the Atlanta Region. By starting 

the process of visioning now, we added front-end resources to the next long range plan update. By the time we adopt 

the 2020 long-range plan update, we will have a sharper focus on the key drivers that could potentially impact our 

ability to win the future. Similarly, we will be well-positioned to further enhance our ability to construct a long-range 

plan that reflects the region’s stated policies and matches clear investment priorities with measurable progress 

toward our larger goals. 
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SHRP2 Bundle Description and Deliverables 

C02 
Performance 

Measures for Highway 

Capacity Decision-

Making 

ARC used this product to expand the list of performance factors used in transportation decision-making during long- 

range planning. Performance measures were tailored to help the regional policymakers and others better 

understand the potential outcomes of planning decisions. By focusing on the practical application of performance 

metrics, ARC can better articulate the linkages between transportation, communities, and the economy. 

 

CO2 Volume 1:  Best Practices in Performance Measurement for Transportation Decision Making 

CO2 Volume 2:  Incorporating Performance Measurement into the Planning Process 

TIP Project Evaluation Framework (supplemental related material; not a core deliverable) 
 

CO8 
Transportation 

Visioning for 

Communities 

ARC worked with key partners and member governments to develop a vision for the Atlanta region. ARC integrated 

new approaches to scenario planning into The Atlanta Region’s Plan. Innovative stakeholder engagement techniques 

were applied, including regional surveys. Scenario planning used the region’s vision as a starting point for solutions 

and measuring performance. 

 

C08 Volume 1:  Vision, Approach & Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 

C08 Volume 3:  Scenario Testing Procedures and Results 

C08 Volume 4:  Addressing Uncertainty and Change in the Planning Process 
 

C15 
Integrating Freight 

Considerations into 

Highway Capacity 

Planning Process 

ARC concurrently finalized an update to The Atlanta Region Freight Mobility Plan. This planning endeavor ran in parallel to 

the long-range planning effort. Use of the C15 product brought freight stakeholders more fully into The Atlanta’s Region’s 

Plan development process. Collaboration with freight stakeholders was widened to incorporate adjacent MPOs, Georgia 

DOT, and key stakeholders in the Piedmont Megaregion. 

 

C15 Volume 1:  Improving the Integration of Freight into the Planning Process 

Regional Models of Cooperation Peer Exchange Summary Report: Freight Planning and Regional Cooperation in 

the Piedmont Atlantic Megaregion (supplemental related material; not a core deliverable) 

 

How the specific SHRP2 planning process bundle process bundles were used is shown below, along with the key 

deliverables produced by ARC under each.  All contractual task obligations have been fulfilled and documented, although 

the titles and contents of certain deliverables have changed since CO8 Volume 1:  Vision, Approach & Stakeholder Plan was 

prepared in February 2016 (the chronologically first of the nine documents listed).   
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Preparing the Vision 

Before ARC could begin building alternate futures through scenario planning, the groundwork had to be laid. Following the 

first column—Preparing the Vision—ARC assessed the need for scenario planning, previous work that had been done, the 

available resources, and potential stakeholders. The work done in the Preparing the Vision phase is all documented in the 

Vision, Approach and Stakeholder Engagement Plan. 

 

Building upon a policy foundation laid out in The Atlanta Region’s Plan, ARC staff planned to examine specifics of the 

regional vision, explore types of societal changes, and adjust the plan to refine goals. Using ARC’s past scenario planning 

work as the foundation, staff looked for sketch tools that could be used to tell stories about the future and ultimately 

improve regional policies.  

 

In addition to examining past activities and identifying tools, ARC prepared the vision by identifying an engagement plan to 

be used throughout the visioning process. ARC included a diverse cross-section of stakeholders through the creation of a 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC). The SAC met three times throughout the process to: (1) ensure SHRP2’s ongoing 

alignment with regional needs and desires, (2) evaluate scenario impacts, and (3) hone policies. ARC also conducted 

extensive Board and Committee engagement and, eventually, plans to facilitate conversations with the general public. For 

more details on Preparing the Vision, including stakeholder engagement and background assessments, see the Vision, 

Approach and Stakeholder Engagement Plan.  

 

Once the approach was in place, ARC began the process of creating the vision.  
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Exploratory Scenario Planning 

To create desirable and resilient communities regardless of potential disruptions, ARC implemented an exploratory 

scenario planning approach, a strategic planning method frequently used in the corporate world to better understand 

future uncertainties.  Exploratory scenario planning aims to build community resilience by considering a variety of 

potential alternate futures and planning for the uncertainty embedded within those futures.  

 

As recommended in Linking Community Visioning and Highway Capacity Planning, ARC’s planning process emphasized 

engagement. Exploratory scenario planning focuses on planning for contingencies and incorporating rapid changes, and 

communicating those needs to policymakers is difficult when a long range plan is only adopted every four years. To convey 

the importance of keeping up with global challenges and technological changes on a minute-by-minute rather than decade

-by-decade basis, ARC developed a scenario development process approach that would rely heavily on stakeholder 

engagement and technical analysis. The process emphasized the uncertainty of the future, and, therefore, the importance 

of creating a region that can weather massive changes across the spectrum of possible alternate futures.  

 

The scenario planning process also yielded an online visualization tool developed to speak to policymakers, planners, and 

the general public alike. The tool, which is detailed at the end of this document and in Appendix A: Online Scenario 

Visualization Tool, will assist ARC as the next long-range planning process begins. 

 

While ARC’s process aimed to ensure the continuity of an existing vision rather than develop a new one, the Creating the 

Vision guide in C08 was adapted to guide both the technical and stakeholder aspects of scenario development and will 

provide the rubric for this report.  
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Creating the Vision 

Unlike the traditional visioning process outlined in C08, ARC chose a scenario planning approach that highlighted a number 

of potential futures. Sweeping alternate futures that crudely represented divergent yet plausible outcomes allowed ARC to 

hone in on the values that mattered and to forge a future path that would guarantee a thriving region under dynamic 

conditions. ARC recognizes that no single future outlined in 2016 will become the reality of 2050. Rather, by creating four 

dramatically different and divergent scenarios, there is a diversity of possible outcomes and disruptors.  

Where are we now? 

Where are we going? 

Where do we want to be? 

How do we get there? 
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WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

The Atlanta Region’s Plan, Metro Atlanta’s long-range blueprint, was adopted in February 2016. In developing the plan, ARC 

explored regional growth trends and forecasts and assessed current conditions. While every plan update leaves certain 

questions unresolved due to late-emerging trends or insufficient data, The Atlanta Region’s Plan ultimately had to rely on 

present day realities to plan for tomorrow’s investments.  

 

The $85 billion in transportation investments outlined in the Regional 

Transportation Plan reflect the current needs for all travelers—drivers, 

transit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians, the goods movement industry, 

and individuals with specialized needs. It examines where we are now 

and how we should spend our transportation dollars, focus our 

community resources and development, and foster our human capital 

moving forward.  

 

Using The Atlanta Region’s Plan as a guiding document, our investments 

aim to accomplish a central goal: Win The Future. According to The 

Atlanta Region’s Plan, Winning The Future relies on the provision of world-

class infrastructure, the building of a competitive economy, and the 

development of healthy livable communities. 

 

Fortunately, the three overarching goals allow for flexibility in delivery as 

the region evolves; world-class infrastructure and a competitive economy 

may manifest differently in 2050 than the 2016 plan predicts. With the opportunity to rewrite The Atlanta Region’s Plan every 

four years, an evolving and uncertain world should play into the future priorities. Keeping The Atlanta Region’s Plan as our 

benchmark and “Winning the Future” as our goal, we must account for a dynamic world. Through visioning and scenario 

planning, we can explore a variety of places the region might be going within the context of where we currently are.  
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WHERE ARE WE GOING? 

Through the creation of multiple, alternate futures, we will be prepared for a variety of potential outcomes and be ready to 

make the appropriate adaptations to continue to “Win The Future”. Keeping the potential for a dynamic future in mind, ARC 

undertook an exploratory scenario planning approach to analyze the trends that have the potential to disrupt the way that 

the Atlanta region lives and travels. To analyze key trends, ARC first had to identify potential drivers of change that may 

impact future outcomes. To identify the factors that are most likely to disrupt the future, ARC implemented a STEEP 

(social, technology, economy, ecology, policy) framework to sort through the external environment and organize the chaos 

of influencing factors. STEEP frameworks are frequently used by businesses and marketing firms to explore external 

factors that may impact the long-term viability and strategic planning of a company. By analyzing external factors along a 

STEEP framework, ARC, like the many businesses implementing the approach, was able to consider a wide range of 

factors without the risk of succumbing to information overload.  
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Setting the Stage 

First, using background research on trends shaping Atlanta, the country, and the world, ARC staff identified a list of STEEP 

factors that had the potential to specifically influence the Atlanta Region. When selecting the STEEP factors, staff was 

careful to include factors that were both exogenous (originating outside the region, with limited internal ability to change) 

and endogenous (originating inside the region, with regional ability to change), foreseeing the need to allow policy makers 

to consider where they could play a role in shaping the future versus where the region needs to aim for adaptation.  

 

A representative sampling of STEEP factors that ARC staff considered is illustrated below. 
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From ARC’s expansive list of STEEP factors, staff 

needed to further narrow the scope by selecting 

the most influential of the factors. To winnow 

the list down, ARC introduced a panel of key 

stakeholders and national experts to weigh in on 

the most influential of the STEEP factors. To 

engage stakeholders, ARC relied on a two-round 

online survey process to refine the STEEP 

factors that would ultimately represent the 

disruptors expected to impact the Atlanta 

region. Using an iterative process, the surveys 

were distributed to experts in an effort to obtain 

opinions and reach consensus on nine key 

drivers of change.   

 

The first online survey was distributed to sixty 

academics, futurists, and national experts. After 

collecting those answers and further refining 

the feedback, a second survey for local 

stakeholders was distributed. After comparing 

and aggregating the feedback from both 

surveys, ARC engaged the SAC for further 

refinement of the drivers. The surveys, list of 

invited participants and notes from the SAC 

meeting where the drivers and trends were 

discussed can be found in Appendix B: 

Stakeholder Engagement. The presentation 

outlining trends and forecasts is provided in 

Appendix C:  Trends and Forecasts. 
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Nine key drivers of change were ultimately selected from the exhaustive list of influencing factors. The nine drivers of 

change are shown below.  After the nine drivers were selected, they were vetted by the SAC.  
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As the nine drivers of change were selected, ARC began to explore sketch planning tools to assist with modeling the 

alternate scenarios. A sketch tool was required because ARC’s scenario development process emphasizes the importance 

of fluidity in the planning process. A model with a longer run-time and more difficult coding would inhibit ARC’s ability to 

plan nimbly.  

 

Based on recommendations from key experts and ARC’s goals, Impacts 2050—a scenario-analysis modeling tool, 

representing regional links between population, land use, employment, and transportation—was identified due to its limited 

run-time and ability to model across a variety of sociodemographic factors. Impacts 2050 is a tool that came out of the 

Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 750, Volume 6, 

which explores the effects of socio-demographics on future travel demand at the regional level through the year 2050. 

Atlanta was used as one of the test cases for Impacts 2050. With that in mind and its niche ability to look at transportation 

and associated sociodemographics, ARC decided to use Impacts 2050 as a starting point for the region’s scenario planning 

needs.  
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The Impacts 2050 framework created four pre-specified scenarios: Momentum, Gentle Footprint, Tech Triumphs, Global 

Chaos. In keeping with the model’s structure, ARC planned to use these four scenarios as a starting point for the Atlanta 

region’s own alternate futures.  

 

By combining a variety of assumptions about each of the key drivers, ARC hoped to emerge with four alternate futures for 

the region that mirrored the scenarios put forth in Impacts 2050. The first step in developing ARC’s four scenarios was 

revisiting the assumptions made in the NCHRP 750 report and modifying them as necessary.  

 

With the basic framework of the scenarios already in place, ARC sought to expand and vet the concepts. Using an innovative 

planning exercise, the Project Steering Committee, which was composed of key staff and consultants, was tasked with 

examining potential event outcomes with respect to each scenario. To executive this process, first, staff developed multiple 

potential outcomes (framed as events) for each driver. Those events were then printed onto playing cards. The committee 

members were then divided into four groups, one for each scenario, and given the card decks. The groups were charged 
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with selecting the cards—each representing a possible outcome— that most closely aligned with their vision of the scenario 

they were given. After each scenario team selected the drivers/events they thought would realistically align with their 

future, the freshly formed scenarios were compared and the narratives began to take shape. See Appendix D: Game Cards of 

Potential Disruptive Events for the full set of potential events considered by each group as the basis for the scenario 

narratives. Spirited discussions emerged from the card exercise, and the conversations helped to transform the NCHRP 750 

text into more Atlanta-centric scenarios.  
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After selecting the outcomes that best fit each scenario, the work of developing narratives and modeling inputs began. A full 

narrative encompassing the outcomes of nine drivers and related arcs is key for storytelling and for enhancing the 

quantitative modeling results. The relationship between the drivers and the scenarios were scrutinized extensively. 
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The June 2016 Stakeholder Advisory Committee focused on vetting the potential outcomes for the nine drivers. After the 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting, ARC’s Transportation Coordinating Committee (technical staff) and 

Transportation & Air Quality Committee (policy committee) continued to analyze the drivers. Both committees played an 

interactive, simulated game where the members were presented with four plausible outcomes for each driver. Each 

outcome was tied to one of the four scenarios, but the game did not initially reveal which outcome belonged to which 

scenario. In the game, technical staff and policymakers were able to run through each driver and use a remote clicker to 

choose the outcome they believed was most likely to occur. From this, committee members could see whether they leaned 

more towards one scenario or another. ARC was also able to get a sense of baseline viewpoints about where Atlanta region 

residents think the world is heading. This exercise was facilitated by ARC to ensure that committee members were 

comfortable with the overall phrasing and concept before all deliverables, including the online tool, were finalized.  

 

Summary results of 

scenario beta tests with 

ARC committees 
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After the relevant stakeholders reached consensus on the concepts, the committees were given full one-pagers with the 

associated drivers and asked to provide additional feedback on the plausibility of the scenarios. The full content of the 

scenario narratives, with final committee input included, can be found in Appendix E: Scenario Narratives. Abbreviated 

versions of Atlanta’s four alternate futures are presented below. 

Full Steam Ahead most closely mirrors current 

forecasts and projections; trends that were present 

in the first two decades of the 21st century continue 

at a moderately accelerated pace. Full Steam Ahead 

is “business as usual” – development patterns are 

driven by current lifestyle preferences and short 

term financial return on investment, but the region 

is slow to respond to significant long term shifts in 

demographics.  

Technological advances vastly improve the quality 

of life for the metro Atlanta residents who have 

the means to take advantage of new innovations. 

Autonomous vehicles, renewable energy, and 

reliable robots abound. However, the pace of 

change has yielded negative consequences for 

some of the region’s more marginalized 

communities as the digital divide grows and 

automatization replaces jobs for unskilled workers.  

Global instability effects metro Atlanta in a 

myriad of ways. Population growth has 

slowed; the economy is stagnant; extreme 

weather events are the new normal. 

Uncertainty necessitates a new course for 

metro Atlanta.  

Sustainability is on the forefront of public 

consciousness.  With an emphasis on green 

growth, Metro Atlanta’s new economic, 

social, and transportation priorities reflect 

strong environmental ethics. Once the poster 

child for resource-intensive development 

patterns, Metro Atlanta is now a model for 

protecting its natural resources. 
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Modeling the Future 

Once the drivers were chosen and the overarching themes of the four futures developed, ARC staff prepared to model the 

scenarios. Staff intended to use Impacts 2050, the Regional Strategic Planning Model (RSPM), and the Regional Economic 

Models Inc. (REMI) model together in order to gather more holistic results.  

 

Staff began with Impacts 2050 since it formed the base of the scenarios. Seeing as Impacts 2050 relied on population 

numbers from 2000, the first step was calibration. The technical team calibrated the model, using the Full Steam Ahead 

scenario as a baseline, to the population predicted in ARC’s Activity-Based Model (ABM). After population was calibrated, 

ARC staff matched the available inputs from Impacts 2050 to each of the narratives and drivers, yielding appropriate 

coefficients for each of the inputs. Through inputs and proxies, the team planned to model the four alternate futures.  

 

However, once staff began to analyze the outputs from the calibrated Impacts 2050 model, the results were not plausible; 

outputs from the calibrated Impacts 2050 model—as indicated by the Momentum scenario—were significantly different 

from the ABM’s trend line. Unable to identify the problem, the use of Impacts 2050 was reduced to two components: 

providing a four scenario framework and setting the population for other models.  

 

ARC carried forward the region’s tailored versions of the four scenarios, planning to use the segmented alternate futures 

in different sketch models moving forward. This four scenario format, along with the generalized direction and content of 

the scenarios, framed the Atlanta region specific scenarios. While the scenarios were edited to reflect Atlanta’s drivers of 

change, the four-scenario concept—which ARC carried to other models as well— originated in Impacts 2050.  

 

In addition, the calibrated 2050 population based on ARC’s 2015 data served as the baseline in future modeling efforts 

(RSPM and REMI). In this way, Impacts 2050 laid the groundwork for the scenario planning approach throughout SHRP2.  

Unable to decipher where the model ran awry, ARC decided to adopt the framework but look to other tools for its analysis. 

For more information on the use of Impacts 2050, see C08 Volume 3:  Scenario Testing Procedures and Results. 
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While Impacts 2050 could not be the primary modeling tool used by ARC, it proved valuable in creating the four scenario 

framework. Additionally, the calibrated population results from Impacts 2050 formed the foundation of new model runs 

utilizing other tools. Ultimately, the ability to merge multiple models furthers the state of the scenario planning practice 

and identifies room for improvement in the Impacts 2050 model as the future progresses.  

 

Next, ARC turned to RSPM, a performance based planning tool developed for estimating and forecasting purposes, to fulfill 

the modeling needs of the visioning effort. RSPM’s clear documentation and staff’s prior experience with the model made it 

a strong candidate. In addition, ARC was able to contract with Brian Gregor, RSPM’s developer, to add autonomous 

vehicles (one of the identified key drivers of change) as a model input. With RSPM, ARC applied the same tactic of matching 

available input variables to the scenarios as was used in the Impacts 2050 exercise.  Again, relying on the calibrated 

Impacts 2050 population estimates as a base, ARC manipulated the inputs for each scenario to elicit four distinct alternate 

futures. The four scenarios relied on assumptions beyond sociodemographic inputs; varying levels of density, transit 

expansion, road investment, autonomous vehicles, and congestion pricing were applied to each scenario based on the nine 

drivers of change. See C08 Volume 3:  Scenario Testing Procedures and Results for a full list of the input variables for RSPM 

and details on the model. 

 

Since RSPM is geared towards transportation and does not yield econometric outputs, ARC chose to complement RSPM 

with the REMI model to create a more comprehensive vision of the future. As with RSPM and Impacts 2050, ARC staff 

matched model inputs to the four scenario narratives. While the resulting runs provided staff with a sweeping econometric 

picture of what each of the alternate futures may hold, the limited timespan of the grant did now allow staff the time to 

fully validate and control the model at each stage of the assumptions. Additionally, some of the results were not intuitive 

because staff could not recalibrate REMI at the national level to reflect drivers that would impact the entire country in such 

a short time span. Thus, the findings from REMI should be taken as a rough exercise to display trend lines rather than 

relying on the actual outputs as gospel. See C08 Volume 3:  Scenario Testing Procedures and Results for a full list of the input 

variables for REMI and details on the model. Ultimately, the RSPM model runs, the REMI model runs, and the narratives 

combine to create four distinct alternate futures.  
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WHERE DO WE WANT TO BE? 

ARC’s visioning approach relied on scenario planning, and aspired to envision multiple possible futures in an attempt to 

develop policies that can help the region win 2050 regardless of the obstacles and drivers that may come Atlanta’s way.  

 

Evaluating the four scenarios based on RSPM outputs, REMI trends, and the narratives creates a more complete picture of 

the alternate futures and enables policy makers to focus on the specific parts of each scenario the region desires. Looking 

across the available metrics and keeping all three goals in mind, ARC can aim to find the “sweet spot,” regardless of future 

uncertainty. 

 

The first step in deciding where we want to be is analyzing the outcomes of the alternate futures. Due to the lack of 

validation for the outputs of REMI, ARC staff specifically honed in on the RSPM outputs variables they found to be the most 

important and relatable. The outcomes chosen for analysis were: 

 

 Vehicle Miles Traveled Daily (per capita) 

 Vehicle Hours of Delay (per capita) 

 Annual Transit Trips (per capita) 

 Annual Walk/Bike Trips (per capita) 

 Annual Social Cost of Vehicle Travel (per household) 

 Annual Vehicle Operating Cost (per capita) 

 Annual CO2 Emissions (per capita & overall)  

 

The following table and figure presents some of the key outputs from the modeling exercise. A radar diagram is used to 

compare the scenarios across four key transportation outputs, allowing policy makers to see which futures perform best. 

More in depth analysis of the scenario outputs is available in C08 Volume 3:  Scenario Testing Procedures and Results.  
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RSPM Results Showing the Percentage Change for Each Output Compared to 2015 
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Relative Assessment of the Four Scenarios Across Key Metrics 

(furthest axis from center=best performing)  
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Since none of the alternate futures are truly utopian, the conversations revolved around identifying what drove the changes 

behind certain metrics. For instance, the high levels of transit ridership and bike/pedestrians trips in Green Growth stood 

out because they followed high levels of investment in new transit infrastructure coupled with congestion charges. On the 

other hand, the high levels of CO2 emissions per capita in Fierce Headwinds—despite increasing use of transit—highlight 

the importance of improving vehicle technology to yield improvement in air quality.  It is difficult to analyze every single 

metric for each scenario as many factors compound to create specific outcomes; however, the large differences between 

the four scenarios communicate the fluidity of planning and the region, highlighting the need to adapt and think 

aggressively about policy options.  

 

However, the results enabled policy makers and stakeholders to focus on certain model outputs in order to isolate the 

Atlanta region’s outcomes they would like to see. When coupled with the narratives, these modeling outputs allowed 

interested parties to see the full gamut of possible outcomes. By acknowledging the desired end result and the complicated 

externalities and unintended impacts of each scenario, policy makers could work reverse engineer 2050 by first choosing 

outcomes they desire and then developing policies, based on the drivers, that will help to achieve those ends. For example, 

if policy makers desire the 130% increase in annual walk/bike trips seen in the earlier table under the Green Growth 

scenario, comparing the inputs and outputs will show—among other inputs—a 210% increase in transit revenue miles of 

service over 2015 investment levels (that is three times the planned investment for year 2040). However, by the same token, 

policy makers can expect a lower regional domestic product in Green Growth than under Technology Reigns or Momentum. 

Through the marketplace of outputs and scenarios, policy makers and ARC staff can assign personal or regional values to 

each of the outputs, signaling the beginning of an implicit cost-benefit analysis and comparison exercise of potential policy 

interventions.  

 

At ARC’s third Stakeholder Advisory Committee in November 2016, staff presented the modeling results. The meeting, 

which was composed of technical stakeholders, focused on the process of assessment rather than choosing a specific 

future—a key function of this process. The primary feedback from the committee was on the importance of evaluating the 

scenarios across a variety of outputs. While the committee supported the RSPM results as a basis for future policy making, 

they also suggested evaluation and further tool development that could encompass additional metrics (equity, health, 

environmental, education etc.).  
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Equity issues were a recurring discussion item from driver selection through output analysis. For each of scenarios, it is 

difficult to foresee or even quantify equity-related outputs. Despite a lack of modeling tools, ARC must keep equity at the 

forefront as the region plans for the future. Technology, a major driving force in all four scenarios, is likely to improve the 

lives of many of the region’s residents. However, the downsides (i.e. a widening digital divide) should not be overlooked. 

Policy makers and technical stakeholders alike emphasized the importance of finding tools that can evaluate the equity 

impacts of alternate scenarios and of considering a variety of potential repercussions prior to tool development.  

 

The committee’s suggestions reinforced the need to seek modeling tools that can direct policy and investments across the 

planning realm. To ARC’s knowledge, a cross-sector tool does not yet exist; however, there is ongoing national work to 

measure scenario planning effects across the board. Eventually, triangulating the transportation data with econometric 

trends will allow policy makers to envision the parts of each scenario they want to occur (e.g., the economic development of 

Tech Triumphs, the equity of Fierce Headwinds, and the environmental outputs and active lifestyles of Green Growth). For 

the duration of SHRP2, the narratives are a useful tool for further exploration in the absence of diverse modeling tools.   

By considering economic, mobility/access, environmental and equity measures, ARC can aim to develop a well-rounded 

future rather than one that exclusively focuses on transportation goals. By considering economic, mobility/access, 

environmental and equity measures, ARC can aim to develop a well-rounded future rather than one that exclusively focuses 

on transportation goals.  

 

Through ongoing engagement conversations, the importance of developing policies that will ensure the region’s stability in 

an increasingly turbulent time came to the fore. The working of refining the policies of The Atlanta Region’s Plan based on 

the modeling analysis results will continue to drive ARC’s work through the next plan update.  

 

With the three overarching goals of The Atlanta Region’s Plan—healthy livable communities, world class infrastructure, and 

a competitive economy—guiding the conversation, the scenario planning work allows interested parties to think about what 

type of future they want regardless of overarching global trends. Then, using the future shaped by desired VMT, CO2 etc., 

the region can figure out how to achieve the vision.  
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HOW WILL WE GET THERE? 

Ultimately, discerning the difference between what policy makers want to see happen and what they believe will happen is 

the key to the scenario planning process. The four sweeping scenarios allow policy makers to consider potential futures, 

assess their ideal, and develop policy priorities that will get the region where we want to be. 

 

In deciding how we will get where we want to go, a couple of key policy questions drove the discussions: 

 

 What can we control or influence at the local, regional and state levels? 

 How do we encourage/discourage certain outcomes? 

 By analyzing the factors that can be influenced by policy versus the external factors, policy makers honed in on 

what actions can be taken to secure the future.  

 

This phase of the scenario planning process laid the groundwork for the next plan update by continuing the conversation, 

which began with the 2016 version of The Atlanta Region’s Plan , about choosing how the region will win the future. Using 

feedback from ongoing community engagement and elected officials, the scheduled 2020 update to The Atlanta Region’s 

Plan will aim to put the goals into practice through a guiding policy framework that adapts and refines the policies and 

goals outlined in the 2016 plan. The guiding document that emerges will transcend planning realms; land use, 

transportation, workforce, equity and environmental factors will all be included in the guideway to the region’s future.  

 

The adopted policy framework, which will be built on the foundation of The Atlanta Region’s Plan, will aim to drive the 

Atlanta region towards a desired future by creating resilient communities that will be able to thrive regardless of global 

turns. Whether facing Fierce Headwinds or promoting Green Growth, the region will be stronger by preparing for a variety 

of outcomes and promoting policies that align with the metrics that regional stakeholders wish to see.  

 

The vision development process is just the beginning; the crucial next step is integrating the findings from this process 

with The Atlanta Region’s Plan to begin future plan development. The integration of findings will help to transition the 

results of the scenario planning exercise into an implementable vision. Addressing Uncertainty and Change in the Planning 

Process will document the next steps in the process as ARC begins its plan update. 
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

Appendix A 
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The SHRP2 scenario development process included extensive stakeholder engagement with ARC’s board and committees 

(TCC and TAQC) and the Stakeholder Advisory Committee. A regional and national expert survey was also conducted to help 

to assist with the refinement of the scenario drivers, as referenced in the Scenario Development Process document.  In 

addition, a core team Project Steering Committee met throughout the grant term to keep the technical aspects of the 

process on track.  The timeline below displays the key landmarks in the stakeholder process.  
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Project Steering Committee 

 

The Project Steering Committee (PSC) formed in support of Sharpening Our Focus included the Project’s key ARC staff, 

GDOT, FHWA, as well as consultants who are helping with the effort. The team roster was: 

 

 John Orr, Manager, Manager, ARC Transportation Mobility and Access Division 

 Haley Berry, AICP, Principal Management Analyst/External Affairs Manager, ARC Transportation Mobility and 

Access Division 

 Elizabeth Sanford, AICP, Manager, ARC Community Engagement Division  

 Melissa Roberts, Community Engagement Coordinator, ARC Transportation Mobility and Access Division 

 Matthew Fowler, Assistant Planning Administrator, Georgia DOT 

 Tamara Christion, FHWA 

 Claudia Bilotto, AICP, Assistant Vice President, Planning and Environment Manager – GA, WSP | Parsons 

Brinckerhoff 

 Peter Plumeau, Senior Director, Freight Planning and Data, RSG 

 Catherine L. Ross, AICP, Director, Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development, Georgia Institute of 

Technology 

 Gerrit-Jan Knaap, Professor and Director, National Center for Smart Growth, University of Maryland 

 Uri Avin, FAICP, Research Professor, Director Planning and Design Center, Director, PALS Program, National 

Center for Smart Growth, University of Maryland 

 Terry Moore, Senior Project Director, EcoNorthwest, Portland, Oregon  

 

The PSC, and other staff, met in October 2015 to kick-off the project and begin the process of preparing for the visioning 

work. The PSC also met in April 2016 to develop the scenarios from the key drivers of change identified through expert 

surveys and the Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The PSC met for a final time in April 2017 to establish next steps in 

working towards a refined version of The Atlanta Region’s Plan that incorporates the findings of the scenario planning 

exercise. In between those three primary meetings, the PSC convened to benchmark progress and present findings.  
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Regional and National Expert Survey 

 

The survey was used to identify drivers to 

guide the scenario development process. 

Survey invitees included academics and 

national experts with technical skills in all 

the areas related to STEEP trends. They were 

selected based on their national 

preeminence as scholars and practitioners in 

the STEEP disciplines. 

 

Rather than meeting, the survey was called 

on to answer two rounds of surveys related to 

global and national driving forces that can 

affect the future of the Atlanta region. Their 

participation ensured that the drivers 

selected reflect a diverse review by people 

with various technical perspectives. 

 

The experts received a Round 1 survey in 

February 2016 and were joined by the 

Stakeholder Advisory Panel for the Round 2 

survey. The invited experts are listed to the 

right. 

 

The survey was disseminated twice: once to 

national and regional experts and once to the 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The second 

survey featured a more limited list of STEEP 

factors that was influenced by the results of 

the first round.  

Joe Coughlin, MIT AgeLab D’Vera Cohn, Pew Research Center 

Sandy Markwood, N4A Angela Glover-Blackwell, PolicyLink 

Jane Hardin, Community Transportation 
Association of America 

Jacky Grimshaaw, Center for Neighborhood 
Technology 

Jana Lynott, AARP Public Policy Institute Paula Dowell, Cambridge Systematics 

Larry Frank, University of British Columbia Dennis Lockhart, Federal Reserve 

Bruce Katz, Brookings Rajeev Dhawan, Georgia State University 

Mai Nguyen, UNC DCRP Jannine Miller, Center of Innovation for Logistics 

Norman Krumholz, Levin College Urban Affairs 
Professor 

Joanna Lahey, Texas A&M University 

Kari Watkins, Georgia Institute of Technology Linda Dodge, USDOT 

Megan Smith, US Chief Technology Officer Michael Mattmiller, City of Seattle 

Henrik Christensen, Georgia Institute of 
Technology 

Sebastian Thrun, Georgia Institute of Technology 

Barry Drake, Georgia Tech Research Institute Michael Thompson, National Center for Atmospheric 
Research 

Kevin Greiner, Gas South Dennis Creech, SouthFace 

Chuck Darville, GA Power/Southern Company Chris Leinberger, Brookings 

Gabe Klein, CityFi Janette Sadik-Khan, Bloomberg Philanthropies 

Mariia Zimmerman, MZ Strategies Emil Runge, City of Atlanta 

Toby Carr, State of Georgia Chris Carr, State of Georgia 

Keith Golden, State of Georgia Robert Puentes, Brookings 

Richard Florida, University of Toronto Chris Caplice, Center for Transportation and Logistics, 
MIT 

Susan Zielinkski, University of Michigan Samuel Schwartz, Sam Schwartz Engineering 

Glen Hiemstra, Futurist Sandy Teagle, Emergent Futures 

Paul Higgins, Emergent Futures Gerd Leonhard, The Futures Agency 

Manu Fernandez, Human Scale Cities Robert Reich, UC Berkeley 

Stowe Boyd, Gigaom Research Martin Borjesson, Futureamb 

Neil Pederson, TRB James Crites, TRB 

Bob Poole, Reason Foundation John Crittenden, Georgia Institute of Technology 

John Abraham, HBA Specto   



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  31 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  32 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  33 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  34 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  35 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  36 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  37 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  38 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  39 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  40 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  41 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  42 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  43 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  44 

 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  45 

 

ARC Board Work Session 

 

On April 14th, 2016, ARC held a board working session to introduce the concept of scenario planning and to open the floor to 

discussion on key items staff should focus on during the SHRP2 process. A summary of the conversation from the event, 

which highlighted e-tailing and government revenues as key areas for staff focus, is below.  

 

Key Comments 

 

 Stay alert and open to how new trends and developments might affect our planning and thinking.  We need to stay 

objective, independent and alert.   

 Help communities face and transition to new realities in the face of dramatic/significant change.  Form a safety net 

by constantly reviewing what is going on. 

 Is it even realistic to try and plan out 25 years?  Perhaps we should plan for shorter time horizons, faster 

adjustments.  Be more nimble.  The advancements of the last 10 years can’t compare to the next 30 years.  For 

example, jobs that are in place 10-15 years from now haven’t been invented yet. 

 Staff need to be able to have ability/flexibility to observe/study innovation and change.  Key staff need to go where 

the innovation is being presented and interact with national thought leaders.  We need to keep staff on the cutting 

edge. 

 How can we engage people who are reluctant to change?  People will embrace the change when they see the good 

in it.  Can we help people to understand how some change will be beneficial to them (e.g. Uber, autonomous 

vehicles for older citizens). 

 How do we filter new information/trends for credibility? 

 We have to make decisions today (e.g. transportation programming) for years into the future, in the face of great 

uncertainty.   

 Faith-based community can help us get people engaged and informed.  We should ask their assistance and get 

them involved in the planning process. 

 We just need to look to the demographic changes in the school system for a sense of the future.  We are seeing 

demographic trends in early education that give insight into future trends. 
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 Where we spend money today impacts the future.  We are making decisions today in our plans about where to 

invest billions of $$ now for problems that may not exist in 10 years.  Are we spending money on problems that 

won’t exist by the time we can implement them as a solution?  We should narrow our focus. 

 We are often faced with trends that have competing or conflicting outcomes. 

 Are we looking at our communities and projections for ride-sharing/etc?  Are we supporting social interaction 

around transportation technology?  Uber/Lyft/Ridesharing services are beginning to work with transit providers. 

 Are we looking at how the national trends are being reflected in or impacting our local communities? 

 We need to help legislators understand some of these technological trends and look at what we can do legislatively 

to be prepared for them, rather than hindering them.  We need to work with them to ensure they are ready with 

policies when the technology is ready. 

 We should try to develop different futures and point to how they might impact us (region).  For example, develop a 

vision on autonomous cars/technology and roads/bridges and then show a cost comparison of different futures/

different alternatives.   This would help communicate that change is going to happen and that we have decisions/

choices we can make now.  

 

Questions/suggestions for ARC Staff 

 

 Given the movement toward e-tailing, what is the future of retail and potential impact on future land use policies? 

 How might shopping malls be re-used or adapted? 

 What is the growth of e-tailing doing to local government tax bases/finances? 

 Should we be counting rooftops as a way to gauge retail needs?  We are over-retailed in this region.  How do we 

plan in this environment?  What is the value of “mixed use”?  What is the solution?   

 We need to share “disruptive future” presentation with more audiences.  We need to increase awareness of 

developing trends.  For example, businesses are locating where targeted employees live. 

 There is going to be impacts to local government revenues, for example, sales tax and e-tailing, electric vehicles 

and the gas tax.  These trends may require us to make legislative changes that allow local governments more 

flexibility/options for revenue generation. 

 ARC and local leaders need to explore more potential impacts of trends on local government revenue.  

 Be aware:  over the next five years, the infrastructure discussion will shift to the power grid. 
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Stakeholder Advisory Committee 

 

The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) included select members of the ARC Board and Committees, as well as 

significant partner organizations in the Atlanta Region. SAC members ensured the project was in line with existing policies 

and desires of the municipalities, regional partners, and the community. 

 

The SAC was first invited to complete the Round 2 survey. After that, they met three times: to discuss the drivers, to discuss 

the scenarios, and to discuss the modeling results. Members are listed below. 
 

Kerry Armstrong, ARC Chairman 

Tim Lee, Cobb County/ARC Board 

Tom Worthan, Douglas County/ARC Board  

Richard Oden, Rockdale County/ARC Board 

Eric Dial, Town of Tyrone 

Emil Runge, City of Atlanta 

Ginna Baugh, United Way 

Dave Williams, Metro Atlanta Chamber 

Leslie Grady, Community Foundation of Greater Atlanta 

Jannine Miller, Center for Innovations in Logistics 

Jimmy Dills, Georgia Health Policy 

Ben Hames, Georgia Department of Economic Development, Workforce Division 

Frank Southworth, Georgia Institute of Technology/Freight Advisory Task Force 

Cindy VanDyke, Georgia Department of Transportation  

Tamara Christion, Federal Highway Administration 

James Franklin, Tech Bridge 

Saba Long, MARTA 

Gerald Givens, UPS 

Shirley Franklin, Purpose Built Communities 

Craig Lesser, Pendleton Group 

Amol Naik, Google/ARC Board 

Tino Mantella, Technology Association of Georgia 

Carolyn Bourdeaux, Georgia State University, Andrew Young School of Policy Studies   



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  48 

 

SAC Meeting #1 Summary (March 30, 2016) 

 

Attendees 

Frank Southworth, Georgia Tech Cindy VanDyke, Georgia DOT 

Saba Long, MARTA Carolyn Bourdeaux, Georgia State University 

Patricia Mokhtarian, Georgia Tech Jennifer Graham, Aha Strategy 

Ogechi Oparah, Woodruff Arts Center Catherine Ross, Georgia Tech 

Jimmy Dills, GHPC/GSU Anna Okula, Porter Novelli 

John Hammond, ARC David Haynes, ARC 

Jim Skinner, ARC Mike Carnathan, ARC 

Claudia Bilotto, WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff Dan Reuter, ARC 

Mike Alexander, ARC Julie Ralston, ARC 

John Orr, ARC Susan Grimes, ARC 

David Stuart Cannon Haley Berry, ARC 

Liz Sanford, ARC   

Agenda 

 

 Welcome and Introductions      

 Overview of SHRP2 Grant and Implementation Program  

 Trends and Forecast       

 Survey Results            

 Discussion         

 Next Steps         
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Discussion Summary 

 

 Missing 3-D printing/manufacturing as a disruptor- it will massively disrupt the freight and good movement industry. 

However, do not know then impact for sure because there has been no study yet. 

 East coast port traffic- not sure how much of a disruptor it may be because we do not know the way the industry is 

responding yet. 

 Emphasis on secondary economy from baby boomer behavior= second time around.  

 Impact of congestion pricing in Georgia may be less than we think. 

 Growth in the global middle class- hard to reconcile with the hollowing of the U.S middle class- needs explanation. 

 What happens to innovation as the population is aging and the younger generations are putting off having children and 

having fewer children? 

 Climate change- ton down regulation impact?  Trend then towards city living?  

 What is the impact on land use/spatial form from drivers- technology, demographic changes, and environmental 

changes? 

 What is the time horizon we are considering for the impact? 20 years, 50 years? 

 What is disruptive about the autonomous vehicle? 

 Safety/reduction in crashes 

 Reduced congestion levels 

 Able to get more about of infrastructure/more throughput 

 Serves populations of limited mobility- seniors, disabled, children  

 What are the disparities going to be with the autonomous vehicles or mobility options? How does the spatial/economic/

racial disparity relate to the technology/mobility options? 

 Mobility options and technology- differing levels of service for different populations. 

 Freight will be the leader in autonomous vehicles. Platooning is already a big deal in the freight industry. Platoons are a 

convoy of two or more trucks linked electronically to a lead truck with an active driver in each. 

 #1 job posting in Atlanta is truck drivers. With automation- those drivers/jobs will go away. 

 Education- how will school location be impacted by these disruptors and shifts in land use and where people live. Online 

education could change the way we educate children. 

 Changing economies of healthcare? 
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 Question- is it a driver or disruptor or is it a problem that we have to solve? In other words, what is the difference 

between a trend and a disruptor? Example: Is poverty a trend or disruptor? Is it a trend until it is a disruptor?  

 How will jobs look?  We are a very service oriented economy.  

 And, to follow up- how does education need to adapt to meet the economic job labor needs- current and future? 

 Expensive to adopt VMT taxes. There will be more congestion pricing; however, it will not take away from what is free 

today. 

 Antidotal note on congestion pricing- as for the impact on economy- people are able to get an extra trip in for the day. It is 

benefitting the service industry.  

 At what point do we tackle the transportation/infrastructure problem? 

 Advancements in medical service technology (genetic testing)?  

 

Overarching Themes Emerge 

 

 Mobility options are changing/expanding- autonomous vehicles, ridesharing 

 Business model disrupting transportation logistics 

 Migration patterns have gotten more complicated and impactful.  
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SAC Meeting #2 Summary (June 16, 2016) 

 

Attendees 

Agenda 

 

 Welcome and Introductions      

 Progress made since March Stakeholder Meeting 

 The Four Scenarios      

 Evaluation Framework            

 Discussion         

 Next Steps          

 
 

Frank Southworth, Georgia Tech Doug Hooker, ARC 

Saba Long, Obelisk Strategies Scott Haggard, ARC 

Amit Kumar, Georgia Tech Jim Skinner, ARC 

James Franklin, TechBridge Patrick Hall, ARC 

Jimmy Dills, GHPC/GSU John Orr, ARC 

Ben Hames, GDED, Workforce Julie Ralston, ARC 

Christy Jeon, WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff Paul Donsky, ARC 

Claudia Bilotto, WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff David Haynes, ARC 

Carolyn Bourdeaux, Georgia State University 
Catherine Ross, Georgia Tech 

Haley Berry, ARC 
Daniel Studdard, ARC 

Tyronda Minter, Community Foundation for 
Greater Atlanta 

Shayna Pollock, ARC 
Liz Sanford, ARC 
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Discussion Summary 

 

 Modeling Inputs/Other Disruptors 

 Historical telephone adoption data can be used as a baseline for a more nuanced look at technology adoption rates 

in elderly populations. Data from previous technological changes can help to inform and refine the scenarios.  

 Should explore future water needs using demographic values. 

 Should include proxies for political polarization/conservative vs. liberal control of government.  

 The 9 key drivers seem more like overlays to each other than independent disruptors; they should be modeled in a 

variety of ways to predict how they interface with one another.  

 3-D printing/manufacturing could become a huge freight disruptor; it has the capacity to disrupt the freight and 

good movement/warehousing industry by localizing production. Coupling these changes with a more diffuse energy 

supply (solar panels, smaller nuclear facilities etc.) may change the entire industry and significantly alter trip 

generation.  

 Who (which sectors of the population) are embracing the technology and who isn’t?  Should consider the scale and 

impact of emerging technologies (how fast and who embraces it). 

 Evaluating Future Impacts and Regional Relevance  

 Equity-technology changes may adversely impact at-risk communities. How can policies inform inclusivity as the 

job market moves away from low-skilled labor and the cost of new technology adoption is prohibitive for many 

households? For example, solar power may not be available to low-income households because they are unlikely to 

own the assets (land or buildings) that will host the power the generation.   

 Health-would be interesting to know how autonomous vehicles with door-to-door service will change our health 

outcomes through their impacts on active transportation use. 

 Environmental- it is important to model the economic changes that may come from a carbon tax.   

 Policy Goals  

 In developing policies, a clear distinction between unalterable realities and the potential for proactive policy 

changes should be made.  (i.e. An aging population is a demographic fact that policy is unlikely to change; however, 

local leaders have the ability to change funding levels, which may alter the way elderly populations live.) 



WINNING THE FUTURE | SHARPENING OUR FOCUS 

C08 Volume 2:  Scenario Development Process 
  53 

 

 Once potential policy interventions are developed, it would be interesting to run the scenarios under the 

assumption that the policy changes will be made. The scenarios with and without policy intervention can then be 

compared. By comparing multiple outcomes, these scenarios can also be used to highlight the differences between 

reactive and proactive policy implementation.  

 

Overarching Themes 

 

 Focusing on promoting equity (health, environmental, economic, etc.) despite future changes will be critical. 

 Political leaders need to be aware of what they can do proactively to avoid adverse impacts in the future.  
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SAC Meeting #3 Summary (November 7, 2016) 

 

Attendees 

Agenda 

 

 Welcome      

 Overview of Progress since our last meeting 

 Alternative Futures Discussion 

 Analysis and Discussion 

 Additional Implications 

 Areas of Focus for Planning and Policy      

 Next Steps            

 Future Visualization Game         

 Identify Additional Forecasting Tools/Techniques 

 Final Stakeholder and Consultant Work Session 

 ARC Board and Committees Work Session 

 Lessons Learned  

Frank Southworth, Georgia Tech Patrick Hall, ARC 

Jimmy Dills, GHPC/GSU Julie Ralston, ARC 

Amit Kumar, Georgia Tech Paul Donsky, ARC 

Anna Okula, Porter Novelli David Haynes, ARC 

Christy Jeon, WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff Haley Berry, ARC 

Melissa Roberts, ARC Shayna Pollock, ARC 

Marquitrice Mangham, ARC Liz Sanford, ARC 

Claudia Bilotto, WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff Daniel Studdard, ARC 

Mike Carnathan, ARC Kyung-Hwa Kim, ARC 

Cain Williamson, ARC   
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Alternative Futures Discussion Summary 

 

 Full Steam Ahead- 

 The most likely scenario to occur within the context of the four scenarios. 

 19% increase for walking and biking in the Full Steam Ahead scenario seems like a lot. That is because of an 

increase in density in the assumptions- as places become more dense- more likely to be mixed use and increase 

walking and biking. 

 Question- does transit consider the managed lane investment? It is hard to reflect managed lanes in RSPM; however, the 

results from RSPM follow closely with the ABM, which has a robust managed lane network. 

 Density implications- 

 How will MARTA capitalize on increased density around the region?  It is important to capture the impact of 

changing densification on transportation infrastructure. 

 Technology Reigns- 

 Assumes 100% autonomous vehicle adoption. 

 This scenario had the most positive economic impact on the region based on the REMI modeling results. 

 This scenario seems the most inequitable - what metric may begin to show what is described in the narrative 

(inequities)? What happens to low-wage workers when it becomes all automated?  

 How do autonomous vehicles help/increase transit ridership? 

 Consider looking at transportation costs per capita rather than vehicle costs per capita. Who is operating it and how?  

Will have to make some assumptions about revenue costs/mile.  

 Considerations for after SHRP2- 

 Define what it means to double transit, using the ABM.  (build out each scenario as appropriate to model in the 

ABM). 

 Define autonomous freight traffic in the model. 

 Attempt to reflect extreme weather events in the model and their impacts 

 Consider another name for Ecotopia as it comes across as the fantasy scenario that isn’t likely to happen.  

Consider Green Growth. 

 For vehicle operating costs, show more of the true costs between the scenarios. 

 Pricing of autonomous vehicles 
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 Policy discussion 

 Biggest transportation impacts are based on a dramatic/big land use change/impact. This is not transparent in the 

model results and may need to be more obvious.  How do you approach this discussion with policymakers?  How 

do these land use changes impact local government? 

 Policy Foresight- How can policy be used to influence scenario outcomes? 

 Land use policy/changes 

 Role of the public and private sectors in vehicle ownership? What is the nature of vehicle ownership? Asset 

ownership? How do you provide mobility? 

 Gaming Tool Ideas- 

 For future consideration - additional outputs could be considered to consider a broader set of outcomes, i.e. life 

expectancy.  

 Who is the target audience for the gaming tool- decision makers? Other? 

 Add user questions- who are you- elected official, general public? Then the tool could show different users what 

outcomes they would have influence/control over. 

 Consider sending out to high schools 
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ARC Committees (TCC and TAQC) 

 

Throughout the SHRP2 grant, ARC staff presented to TCC and TAQC on the scenario development process. Three key 

meetings were held to refine the scenarios, to discuss the scenario outcomes, and to develop next steps.  

 

Refine Scenarios 

 

During scenario refinement, ARC staff provided the overview of the scenario planning process and highlighted Atlanta’s four 

scenarios in broad terms. In this phase, members paid specific attention to the interactions between technology and equity. 

  

Discuss Scenario Outcomes 

 

During this step, committee members were invited to “beta test” the online scenario visualization tool during the meeting by 

voting for one of the statements under each driver. The committee members had specific feedback on the tool and 

suggested ways to refine a few of the scenarios to make them more realistic.  

 

Develop Next Steps  
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Freight Megaregion Peer Exchange 

 

With assistance for FHWA, ARC and the Georgia Tech Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development hosted the 

Freight Planning and Regional Cooperation in the Piedmont Atlantic Megaregion Peer Exchange on January 31-February 1, 

2017. Multiple MPOs and DOTs from throughout the Piedmont Atlantic Megaregion (Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, North 

Carolina, and South Carolina) were in attendance.  

 

The Peer Exchange sought to: 

 

 Exchange information on freight planning developments in the public and private sectors  

 Discuss topics of mutual interest to agencies and stakeholders in the megaregion (e.g., freight and other topics)  

 Explore opportunities for better cooperation between public agencies and private sector freight providers and 

consumers in the megaregion  

 Develop a framework for ongoing collaboration. 

 

The first day of the peer exchange focused on private sector collaboration, and the second day focused on ongoing planning 

and cooperation. The second day included a presentation on the SHRP2 visioning work as port traffic and autonomous 

vehicles, both key future players in goods movement, were both included as drivers of change.  
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TRENDS AND FORECASTS 

Appendix B 
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GAME CARDS OF POTENTIAL 

DISRUPTIVE EVENTS 

Appendix C 
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SCENARIO NARRATIVES 

Appendix D 
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