Appendix 1

Public Comments and Responses
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Introduction

During the public comment period, ARC received 15 official public comments. In the
following section, “Responses to Public Comment,” ARC staff has responded to the
content of each comment. Where comments addressed the same topic, the comments
have been grouped under a descriptive header. Comments that addressed multiple
topics in a single comment will show up in part or in full under different headers. If

a comment made a series of specific recommendations or queries, those have been
broken out and responded to individually under the appropriate header. All comments
are labeled with an identifier and the full text of all received comments is included in the
section, “Full Text of Comments.”
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Responses to Public Comment

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE

Comment 1: “Is it possible to prioritize bicycle infrastructure within the city so that it that
connects to the regional bike infrastructure?”

Comment 2: "As a college student in Atlanta without a car, | mainly depend on my bike to get
around the city and the state of protected bike lanes (let alone any in the first place] is quite
terrifying once | leave campus. | mainly have to ride on roads with drivers who | have to hope
aren’t willing to hit me and making left turns even when there are bike lanes is straight-

up dangerous. However, it should also be noted that | make this point not just for college
students but for anyone living in Atlanta because no one is going to want to bike or walk in
places where it feels like they aren’t wanted.”

ARC is committed to expanding pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to increase active
transportation within the Atlanta region and reduce the risks and barriers that currently
inhibit walking and bicycling. ARC’s bicycle and pedestrian planning work may be found
at https://atlantaregional.org/what-we-do/transportation-planning/bicycle-pedestrian. The
Regional Trail Vision strives to connect bicycle infrastructure across the region’s cities
and counties. ARC also convenes and coordinates with local jurisdictions, such as City
of Atlanta and encourages you to participate in the local planning process as capital
projects are advanced by counties, cities and the Georgia Department of Transportation.

PARATRANSIT

Comment 3: “Is there a way to prioritize paratransit vehicle access on all projects? I'm
seeing changes to curbside amenities that make it more difficult/impossible for ADA
access.”

ARC will be starting its Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan in the first
half of 2024. This is a federally required plan that ARC must complete as an MPO.
ARC has also observed the same issue and will be sure to address it during the issue
identification phase.

CLIMATE CHANGE - GREENHOUSE GAS

Comment 15: "ARC should adopt a target for reducing transportation-related GHG
emissions.”

ARC will begin the process of developing the required regional target for GHG emissions
immediately now that the rule is final. However, that process will not be complete
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in time for incorporation into this MTP/TIP prior to approval in February 2024. In

the interim, ARC has added narrative in the Performance section of Volume I: 2050
Metropolitan Transportation Plan related to this new requirement which will be
addressed in 2024. ARC will follow all federal guidance and best practice, as practical, to
track and report progress towards attainment of the target.

Comment 15: "ARC should adopt the guidance set forth in Executive Orders 13990 and 14008,
which establish a national target of net-zero GHG emissions, economy-wide, by 2050.”

ARC anticipates that a net-zero GHG emissions scenario will be developed and reviewed
as part of the next MTP update.

Comment 15: “Therefore, we encourage ARC to revisit this scenario analysis with the
specific goal of updating it to reflect current conditions and chart a course for achieving the
specific GHG emissions reduction target described above.”

ARC will be undertaking a number of climate related planning initiatives over the

next 12 to 24 months, including a Clean Electricity Plan, Regional Transportation
Electrification Plan, Priority Climate Action Plan, and Carbon Reduction Strategy. All of
these have a nexus to GHG emissions and will use updated data and new methodologies
to advance the region’s understanding of the issue and potential solutions. Whether the
collective outcomes of the other efforts necessitate an update of the 2009 document will
be assessed through the regular planning and work program development process at a
later time.

Comment 15: “Climate change planning intersects with ARC's work in a myriad of ways, so
we encourage ARC to incorporate emissions reduction into all of its planning processes,
detailing how actions will impact total emissions levels within the region and identifying
strategies to offset any actions increasing emissions.”

Based on legislation, rules, guidance, and executive orders on the issue over the past
couple of years, ARC’s intent is to embed climate change planning throughout its work.
This includes the 2024/2025 planning initiatives described above, as well as ARC'’s
established planning programs including the Livable Center Initiative (LCI) and the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) program.

Comment 15: “The MTP should specifically identify reducing vehicle miles traveled ["VMT")
as a plan goal.”

VMT reduction is an indirect measure of GHG emissions that may become less useful
over time as more of the vehicle fleet converts from internal combustion engines
(ICEs]) to electric batteries or hydrogen cells. However, it could have value in the near-
term while ICEs still dominate the roadway and congestion generated by low-density
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development patterns continue to be a major issue in metro Atlanta. ARC does provide
metrics generated by the regional travel demand modeling process related to VMT but
has not established targets. ARC will consider this suggestion during the next plan
update.

CLIMATE CHANGE - INFRASTRUCTURE VULNERABILITY

Comment 15: “Over recent years, ARC has undertaken a number of efforts to identify
transportation infrastructure that may be vulnerable to a changing climate. These tools
emphasize the importance of identifying vulnerabilities and provide tools for doing so. These
efforts are commendable, but ARC has not yet taken the next step to actually identify the
region’s most vulnerable assets and prioritize those needs for funding.”

ARC is requesting $1.5 million in PROTECT Grant funding to develop a Resilience
Improvement Plan (RIP) to guide immediate and long-range planning activities and
investments. The Plan will be developed using modeling and GIS to identify assets in the
Atlanta MPO’s multimodal transportation system that are vulnerable to natural hazards,
particularly those influenced by climate change such as flooding, extreme heat, and
drought. The Plan will further ARC’s analysis, create opportunities to identify specific
high-priority projects in the region, and create better regional policies towards climate
adaptation and resilience, as findings from the RIP will be integrated into the long-range
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Creation of the Plan and integration of it into
the MTP additionally gains local stakeholders a maximum 10% reduction in local match
if they apply for PROTECT Resilience grants to build or retrofit infrastructure.

CLIMATE CHANGE - CLIMATE MIGRATION

Comment 15: “Given the likelihood of climate migration in the near future and the strain
it would put on the region, ARC should explicitly address the challenge posed by climate
migration as part of its long term planning.”

ARC agrees this is a major variable which could impact regional growth forecasts and
has already had internal discussions about how to address this in future scenario
planning efforts. In the interim, staff has added language within the Next MTP Update
chapter of Volume I: 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan related to this issue.

BUDGET PRIORITIZATION

Comment 4: "ARC should go back to the drawing board, and re-write the MTP and TIP to
put more funding into public transit, the livable centers initiative, and green infrastructure.
Climate change is an existential crisis. We cannot continue spending billions of dollars on
road widenings and unsustainable transportation projects. Our children’s future literally
depends on it.”
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Comment 5: “It's downright baffling that the we are going to spending $2.75 billion on
express lanes alone while spending less than a billion on the entire transit category. These
funding choices simply do not match the challenges facing us today or in the future.”

Comment é: “Roads still get too much of a lion’s share for funding vs. transit and light
individual transportation. Some road funding should be swapped within Atlanta for transit
lanes and grade-separated light indiv transportation lanes.”

Comment 7: “We need more transit options in Metro Atlanta now, not decades later. Stop
building highways and start building transit that is more equitable and sustainable for all
Atlanta residents. We also need more protected bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Please stop
building more roads for vehicles and think about people.”

Comment 9: Chiming in to echo what others have said about the ludicrousness of the
investments we are currently making on the interstate system and express lanes when we
should be using funding to bolster bike/ped connectivity; transit; and denser development
with more affordable housing and walkability. The express lanes project is a waste of
money and will only worsen issues like global warming. Even if we were to all switch to

EVs, they still require far more resources for their production and maintenance than a
communalized transit system, bicycles, or walking. Even with EVs, if we continue to invest in
car infrastructure, we will still suffer from all the other negative outcomes associated with
a car-dominated landscape- being socially disconnected from one-another, impermeable
roads that make flooding worse and worsen the urban heat island effect, poor public health
from sedentary lifestyles, etc. ARC needs to do whatever it can in its power to steer us away
from our mistaken dependence on cars.

Comment 11: “Why is regional commuter rail or heavy rail expansion not being considered?
Transit overall seems to be getting the short end of the funding, while being the biggest
contributor to improved navigation of the region. Why are managed lanes more important
when they contribute to more traffic?”

Comment 12: “The spending for transit projects should be at minimum equal to all other
types of transportation spending. Of that half dedicated to transit, a minimum of $50 billion
should be spent on rail projects until 2050. | would like to see commuter rail services
running by 2030 at the latest. The rail is there, the trains and administrative infrastructure
need to follow. | also would like to see no further expenditure on road capacity expansion. It
Is equivalent to an obese person loosening their belt to combat the obesity. Invest in spatially
efficient transportation solutions with walkable transit-oriented development around each
station, or at minimum heavily incentivize it. Pair the transit development with robust bike
infrastructure to combat car dependency.”

Comment 15: “Many of the problems identified in the Plan - the lack of transportation
choices; the safety crisis; the emissions from the transportation sector - reflect our over-
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investment in road building in recent decades. And despite its policy goals to the contrary,
the MTP continues this overemphasis on road building.”

Many federal funding programs have restrictions which limit the types of projects on
which revenue can be expended or are constrained in some other way. ARC works with
project sponsors, elected officials and the public to determine when and how more
flexible funds should be used for projects which don’t involve major capacity expansion.
For example, a significant amount of the projects implemented using federal funds over
which ARC has direct programming authority are dedicated to transit, bicycle/pedestrian
facilities and arterial roads.

However, other agencies at the state and local level have their own revenue sources and
frequently, at their discretion, place emphasis on projects intended to address roadway
congestion, typically though adding capacity or introducing technologies that improve
operations along the corridor. Under federal law, all major expansion projects must

be incorporated into the MTP/TIP, so it is correct there is a direct role ARC plays in the
ultimate approval/rejection of such projects. But many of the implementing agencies
which fund and construct those projects have representatives on the committees and
Boards which ultimately approve the MTP/TIP through the collaborative metropolitan
transportation planning process. Reaching consensus on a transportation plan for

a region with such a wide range of land uses, densities, priorities, and perspectives
requires a high degree of negotiation and compromise. The approval structure invariably
produces investment decisions which some parties disagree with on the basis of being
counterproductive in some way. But there is no mechanism for independent “experts”
to exercise professional judgment and override the decisions of those vested with direct
responsibility for developing and approving the project list and investment priorities.

Staff of all agencies do work together in good faith to maximize the benefits to all
travelers along roadway corridors. Over the years, this has included ensuring that
transit operators are provided unrestricted access to the region’s managed lane
network, improving the competitiveness of such services through reliable travel times.
It has also translated into development of complete street policies so that facilities

for walking and biking are considered during the design and construction of roadway
projects.

More can always be done to reduce the emphasis on traveling by single occupant
vehicles, especially those which are powered by internal combustion engines, and

the climate change crisis will continue to increase the need to reassess how people
travel around the region. As the region learns more about the best ways to address its
challenges, and as laws, regulations and guidance governing the process evolve, ARC
will update the MTP/TIP regularly in response.
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ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Comment 9: Chiming in to echo what others have said about the ludicrousness of the
investments we are currently making on the interstate system and express lanes when we
should be using funding to bolster bike/ped connectivity; transit; and denser development
with more affordable housing and walkability. The express lanes project is a waste of
money and will only worsen issues like global warming. Even if we were to all switch to
EVs, they still require far more resources for their production and maintenance than a
communalized transit system, bicycles, or walking. Even with EVs, if we continue to invest in
car infrastructure, we will still suffer from all the other negative outcomes associated with
a car-dominated landscape- being socially disconnected from one-another, impermeable
roads that make flooding worse and worsen the urban heat island effect, poor public health
from sedentary lifestyles, etc. ARC needs to do whatever it can in its power to steer us away
from our mistaken dependence on cars.

EVs are a part of the climate mitigation strategy pursued by ARC and are a focus of the
Regional Transportation Electrification Plan, which will be completed in 2024. ARC is
cognizant of the need to shift more travel to transit and active modes, develop denser,
mixed-used areas, and generally move away from car-centric planning to fully address
and adapt to the effects of climate change. The Livable Centers Initiative is a long-term
ARC program that has worked across the region to create more livable and walkable
town centers that address these more holistic issues, and one that ARC’s plan to expand
in the coming years.

SAFETY

Comment 15: “We also encourage ARC to convene a working group with state and local
stakeholders to identify systemic impediments to designing safer roads.”

Thank you for this suggestion. Identifying systemic issues in planning, engineering,
procurement, funding, or public engagement that impede safer road and street design is
an important step the ARC can take to further promote the Regional Safety Strategy and
meet Vision Goals in a faster timeline. ARC can leverage the expertise in its Regional
Safety Taskforce to begin studying and solving these issues, and then create a separate,
more focused group as needed.

HOUSING

Comment 15: “... we encourage ARC to not only include housing costs as a metric in
evaluating livability in the metro area but also to consider the associated transportation
costs.”
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ARC will be undertaking and updating its housing-related planning initiatives over the
next 12 to 24 months. This will include an updated Metro Atlanta Housing Strategy

that aligns with the most recent report from the Urban Land Institute: Housing At its
Core (2023) and will include the following metrics of Increase in Affordable and Mid-
Market Housing, Maintain Affordable Inventory, Lessen Housing and Transportation
Costs, Expand Capital Resources for Housing, and Provide Regional Leadership on
Housing. These metrics will be incorporated into updated Housing Assessments for
local jurisdictions as part of the ARC's Community Development Assistance Program
(CDAP), incorporated into the local Comprehensive Plan updates for which ARC provides
assistance, and used as an education tool for the ARC’s Local Leadership Housing
Action Committee. This group is comprised of local elected leaders from the region.
Educational programs for housing include the Atlanta Regional Housing Forum and

the Regional Housing Task Force that convene stakeholders, partners, and community
members on affordable housing topics. Housing has also been added as a metric for
evaluating the Livable Centers Initiative (LCI) applications, which were created as a way
to reduce vehicle miles traveled and improve air quality.

ARC is working to help local governments, nonprofit organizations, and other
stakeholders to better understand the region’s housing challenges and explore potential
solutions. As the Atlanta region continues to grow in population and jobs, ARC will work
through its programs, and will require the addition of housing metrics to its criteria, to
educate leaders and community members about the importance of attainable housing
for all income levels and its impact on transportation, traffic, climate, and workforce
development.

FREIGHT

Comment 15: “First, we encourage ARC to adopt a specific goal for shifting a percentage of
freight transported by rail in metro Atlanta as part of the MTP.”

ARC is supportive of shifting more freight movement to rail instead of truck.

However, freight railroads are owned and operated by the private sector. The federal
transportation funds that ARC has discretion over typically cannot be spent on private
infrastructure, meaning ARC funding has very limited impact on mode shift. Shifting
modes is also a business decision made by shippers based on numerous factors related
to cost, scheduling, and more. Something as simple as fluctuations in the price of diesel
may cause a shift between modes. Again, these factors are outside of ARC’s control.
Additionally, trains are already getting longer due to shifts in the operating methods of
railroad companies. There are regular problems with trains stopped for hours (or more)
blocking at grade railroad crossings in Metro Atlanta. This creates safety issues and
travel delays, particularly for residents who live near blocked crossings and do not have
access to a car that allows them to drive to the next available crossing. Due to these
reasons, ARC has not set a specific goal related to mode shift for rail.

A
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Comment 15: “Second, ARC should identify opportunities for strategic investments to
alleviate demand for freight traffic in metro Atlanta.”

The 2016 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan Update identified freight related
infrastructure projects throughout the region. One of the recommendations from that
plan was to conduct local plans in areas with significant industrial development, which
became the Freight Cluster Plan program. The first round of these plans kicked off in
2019, and each plan has a list of recommended projects. These plans, and other data
sources, are serving as an input to the 2024 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan and
will be integrated into the next MTP/TIP Update. These projects are intended to address
safety, move freight more efficiently, improve access to jobs, and more, but they will not
directly reduce demand. Demand for freight movement is caused by population growth,
business growth, and new industrial developments. This growth would need to slow or
stop to impact freight demand, and slowing growth typically has other negative impacts,
such as those that come with a recession.

Comment 15: “Third, working with GDOT and federal agencies, ARC should develop a
comprehensive “Atlanta Terminal Plan” as outlined in the Federal Railroad Administration’s
Southeast Rail Plan.”

ARC welcomes any ideas or proposals that will increase the number of non-SOV trips [multi
modal/intermodal] trips between cities. ARC recognizes the prevailing thought that the
expansion of passenger rail could likely have a positive impact on climate change as well as
economic development for the region and the State of Georgia. ARC will continue to work
with GDOT and the other relevant Regional Commissions in Georgia to solidify how ARC can
play a role in passenger rail expansion.

Comment 15: “Fourth, ARC should convene and coordinate stakeholders to encourage
public-private partnerships similar to Chicago’s CREATE program.”

Public-private partnerships for freight projects are a challenge due to restrictions on
how some federal funding can be used. However, projects of this type, potentially similar
to Chicago’s CREATE program, have been discussed as part of a previous planning
process. At that time, there was no interest in moving forward with a project, primarily
due to the high costs associated with a project of this type.

Comment 15: “Fifth, ARC should consider innovative ways to plan for and incentivize freight
movement within metro Atlanta.

As discussed in the response to a previous comment, ARC has little impact on mode
shift to rail. However, the 2024 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan is conducting
analysis related to alternative fuel vehicles for freight, new transportation technology,
design guidelines for local jurisdictions, and other related issues. Implementation of
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these technologies typically requires action by a private sector company or by a local
government, limiting ARC’s impact in these areas.

Comment 15: “Finally, ARC should consider the proliferation of metro Atlanta’s distribution
warehouses through an environmental justice lens.”

Industrial developments, truck movements, and railroad activity can have negative
impacts on nearby residents. These environmental justice impacts are a consideration
in freight cluster plans as well as regional freight planning. However, the location of
new industrial developments is ultimately a local planning decision. Land use planning
and zoning at the city or county level determines where industrial developments can be
built. Appropriate zoning, land availability, land costs, and other factors impact where
developers then choose to construct industrial developments.

E-BIKES

Comment 15: “We encourage ARC to provide a more robust discussion of e-bikes to continue
the emergence of this promising technology. We additionally encourage ARC to emphasize
the importance of supporting infrastructure for e-bikes, beyond curb management
recommendations, linking general bicycling improvements to the wider adoption of e-bikes.”

ARC has strengthened the narrative in the Emerging Transportation Technologies
section of the Next MTP Update chapter of Volume I: 2050 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan related to e-bikes, including a reference to the Atlanta program and the CPRG
application.

TRANSIT

Comment 15: “Furthermore, there are many areas where normal transit operations would
greatly benefit from the same consideration of transit in roadway design, even if they are not
high-capacity transit routes.”

Transit supportive roadway design, technology, and amenities is not explicitly spelled
out in the version of the MTP, but it is becoming a greater focus within many of the
region’s programs and policies. Through the Livable Center Initiative program studies
and transportation infrastructure projects, Transportation System Management and
Operations (TSMO) programs, and local transit operator corridor enhancement studies,
the region is starting to devote more attention to improving normal transit operations.
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Comment 15: “Similarly, we are disheartened to see no mention of Concept3 included in the
MTP’s transit planning efforts.”

The ATL Transit Plan has superseded the work previously conducted by ARC under
the Concept 3 branding. Rather than duplicating efforts, ARC works with ATL and

the operators to ensure that plan presents a robust vision for transit expansion

and outlines options for increased funding beyond what’s currently available in the
fiscally constrained plan. ARC will address this in the Plan Integration section of the
Consultation and Coordination chapter of Volume I: 2050 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan.

TRANSIT - INTERCITY

Comment 15: “In the “Future Plans” section for “Intercity Bus Travel,” the MTP explains that
Georgia has not identified any broader system expansion needs and references the 2020
Georgia Statewide Transit Plan.”

ARC acknowledges that some more recent work at the state and federal levels has
occurred that was not reflected in the draft plan. ARC staff have added key information
identified in this document to the Inter-Regional Travel chapter of Volume I: 2050
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

TRANSIT - REGIONAL RAIL

Comment 8: "A regional rail system like the ATL Trains proposal would be highly beneficial
to the region. Given the inability for Atlanta’s roads to move people quickly, reliably, and
safely, we need to find more solutions. Using existing railroads for new regional rail seems
like it could help. | would like to hear more why this isn’t included in these plans. Integrating
high quality pedestrian and bike infrastructure is also really important to me. Driving my car
makes me feel unsafe, bad for contributing to the climate crisis, and frustrated with other
people when in traffic. More multi-use trails like the Beltline integrated into the system
would be incredible as well!”

Comment 10: “In addition to the need for pedestrian and bicycle support, how can we get
serious about train/rail again? | know many towns/municipalities are uneducated or ill
informed of the benefits of having a rail stop in their area, but not all are. How can our
regional plan enable broader accessibility to transport options for people without cars? The
growth in our region is going to continue to be vast and expansive. We have to think about

a future with less single occupancy. -And also, how will this plan enable flexibility for self-
driving infrastructure? [Consider self driving commuter busses in 10 years.] Is the funding
flexible enough to allow for these needed changes, instead of “widening”?”
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ARC is familiar with the ATL Trains concept. The federal regulations that guide the
MTP process requires ARC to only include projects that have been officially submitted
through the MPO transportation planning process. These projects must include a
specific level of engineering and cost detail. ARC must also be able to demonstrate
specific federal funds that will be committed to the projects. ARC will continue to
support further study of regional rail proposals and will be ready to include them in
the MTP when an operator or jurisdiction is prepared to submit it to us for review

and analysis. Please refer to the Inter-Regional Travel chapter of Volume I: 2050
Metropolitan Transportation Plan to learn more about the current status of regional
rail plans and funding for the region.

Comment 13: "Atlanta is world famous for its traffic, congestion and gridlock. Unfortunately,
as the state of Georgia continues to attempt to attract businesses to move workers to the
area, there is absolutely nothing being done to address the already abysmal traffic situation.
The Commonwealth of Virginia has implemented a transportation system known as Virginia
railway express partnering with Norfolk Southern to provide efficient, green, and affordable
transportation options that beat getting in the car. Brightline has partnered with the state

of Florida through private investment to offer the same thing. Now they are moving to offer
the same option between Las Vegas and Southern California. It is high past time the state of
Georgia get on board with some transportation options that are not only attractive, but meet
the needs of 21st-century consumers. Hundreds of millions of gallons of fuel are wasted
idling in traffic and hundreds of thousands of accidents and deaths occur annually when

we could reduce congestion easily. CSX transportation already has railroad from Atlanta

all the way up through Cartersville with existing stations in most cases have been turned to
visitor centers. Norfolk Southern has an existing route from Atlanta north toward the South
Carolina state line. Again, a transportation network could readily be provided with those
partners. And in most cases, federal dollars could be used for the improvements. Let’s get
on board with something besides Marta, which is plagued with homeless, smells terrible and
isn’t exactly a place business folks want to be.”

ARC welcomes any ideas or proposals that will increase the number of non-SOV trips [multi-
modal/intermodal] trips between cities. ARC recognizes the prevailing thought that the
expansion of passenger rail could likely have a positive impact on climate change as well as
economic development for the region and the State of Georgia. ARC will continue to work
with GDOT and the other relevant Regional Commissions in Georgia to solidify how ARC can
play a role in passenger rail expansion.

Comment 14: Prior regional rail and transit expansion projects that connect with the existing
network and operate in fully dedicated right of way. Shared lanes with vehicular and toll
traffic is not dedicated right of way for transit and insufficient.

The federal regulations that guide the MTP process requires ARC to only include
projects that have been officially submitted and must include a specific level of
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engineering and cost detail. The increased cost of transit expansion modes within a fully
dedicated right of way and the recommended FTA criteria for federal support plays a
role in the types of projects that ARC’s regional operators are submitting. As for regional
rail, a significant challenge is the fact that most of the existing rail lines are owned

by freight rail carriers. Because freight rail traffic has continued to increase and play
such a significant role in the economy, the ability to share these busy lines has been
difficult and the cost for new parallel lines is very costly. ARC will continue to support
further study of regional rail proposals and will be ready to include them in the MTP
when an operator or jurisdiction is prepared to submit it to ARC for review and analysis.
Please refer to the Inter-Regional Travel chapter of Volume I: 2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan to learn more about the current status of regional rail plans and
funding for the region.

EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES

Comment 15: "As a prospective document, it is appropriate for the MTP to consider the
opportunities and challenges that technological innovations in the transportation sector may
present. But ARC should be extremely cautious when investing limited financial resources in
buzzy, nascent technologies. ARC should not be subsidizing the research and development
of these unproven technologies with public funds. Instead, ARC should use these funds as on
proven, existing solutions.”

This is a valid point and ARC will do everything possible to be a good steward of public
funds with respect to helping the region stay at the forefront of technological advances
by focusing on emerging technologies which have proven themselves rather than
speculative ventures. In some cases, however, pilot programs may be appropriate if the
region is determined to be a good candidate to determine a technology’s reliability and
effectiveness. In such cases, ARC will be judicious in seeking approval for the use of
funds, partner with other agencies as necessary to maximize the potential for success,
and be transparent in reporting the outcomes of the investment. Text addressing this
has been added to the Emerging Technologies section of the Next MTP Update chapter
of Volume I: 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan.
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Full Text of Comments

1. “Is it possible to prioritize bicycle infrastructure within the city so that it that connects to
the regional bike infrastructure?” — Jennifer Brooks, 30309

2. As a college student in Atlanta without a car, | mainly depend on my bike to get around
the city and the state of protected bike lanes [let alone any in the first place] is quite
terrifying once | leave campus. | mainly have to ride on roads with drivers who | have to hope
aren’t willing to hit me and making left turns even when there are bike lanes is straight-

up dangerous. However, it should also be noted that | make this point not just for college
students but for anyone living in Atlanta because no one is going to want to bike or walk in
places where it feels like they aren’t wanted. — Daniel Chaney, 30301

3. Is there a way to prioritize paratransit vehicle access on all projects? I'm seeing changes
to curbside amenities that make it more difficult/impossible for ADA access. — Jennifer
Brooks, 30309

4. Thank you for putting together these reports and opening for public input. A few
comments below:

While the MTP and TIP give lip service to things like “sustainability” and “reducing carbon
emissions,” the projects do the exact opposite. We are in a climate crisis, and ARC
acknowledges that the transportation sector is one of the main contributors (https://
cdn.atlantaregional.org/wp-content/uploads/executive-summary-final.pdf).
According to the United Nations, “Climate change is the single biggest health threat
facing humanity” [source: https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/2021/08/
fastfacts-health.pdf). Metro Atlanta is already facing increasing heat waves, ecosystem
changes, impacts from wildfires, and severe flooding. All of these are expected to get
worse, harming our infrastructure, economy, and health (sources: https://www.ajc.
com/news/in-metro-atlanta-days-over-100-degrees-to-double-by-2053-report-
says/W5REPIFDTFAANBWWMI4WWA4QY4/, https://19january2017snapshot.
epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/climate-change-ga.pdf,
https://www.georgiaclimateproject.org/, https://www.cdc.gov/climateandhealth/
effects/Southeast.htm, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
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S0160412023002714, https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/
journal.pone.0100852, https://www.atlantamagazine.com/news-culture-articles/
climate-change-is-making-the-whole-city-hotter-but-rising-temps-may-put-some-
atlantans-in-more-danger-than-others/)

ARC must take this seriously, and leverage funding in the MTP and TIP to create more
walkable, bikeable, transit-friendly communities while halting all road expansions. We
cannot continue to spend the vast majority of transportation funding on harmful car-first
infrastructure that will result in growing carbon emissions as well as harmful smog and
particulate matter. In addition, fatal motor vehicle crashes have been increasing nationwide,
with over 46,000 people dying each year. Continuing to fund expanded interstates, roads, and
car-centric infrastructure will only worsen this crisis.

Specific projects in the TIP that should be completely removed, as they will only encourage
more driving, more climate change, induced demand, unsustainable suburban sprawl, and
worse air pollution include:

-More than $2.5 billion for I-75 commercial vehicle lanes

-$350,000,000 for 1-285 west wall reconstruction

-$118,000,000 for I-75 widening in Henry County

-$266,000,000 widening SR 20 (Knox Bridge Highway), and an additional $155,000,000
widening SR 20 in Canton/Cumming

-$50,000,000 widening US-23 in Clayton County

-$30,000,000 for widening Piedmont Road in Atlanta, in an area that is already served by
MARTA rail

-over $90,000,000 widening of SR 120 in Fulton County

-over $60,000,000 widening SR 9 in Fulton County

-$30,000,000 widening of SR 280 in Cobb County

-Nearly $70,000,000 widening of SR 9 in Fulton County

-Nearly $90,000,000 to widen Bells Ferry Rd in Cherokee County

-More than $160,000,000 for road expansion on SR 316 in Barrow County

-More than $150,000,000 for I-85 expansion in Fairburn

-$60,000,000 to widen SR 124 in Gwinnett County

-$63,000,000 to widen Post Road in Forsyth County

-$136,000,000 to extend Sugarloaf Parkway in Gwinnett County

-Many other widening projects - the term “widen” occurs 96 times in the plan

-Use of formula funds for road expansion in each county

ARC should go back to the drawing board, and re-write the MTP and TIP to put more funding
into public transit, the livable centers initiative, and green infrastructure. Climate change is
an existential crisis. We cannot continue spending billions of dollars on road widenings and
unsustainable transportation projects. Our children’s future literally depends on it. — Paul
Schramm
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5. It's downright baffling that the we are going to spending $2.75 billion on express lanes
alone while spending less than a billion on the entire transit category. These funding choices
simply do not match the challenges facing us today or in the future. — Andrew A Prillman,
30301

é. Roads still get too much of a lion’s share for funding vs. transit and light individual
transportation. Some road funding should be swapped within Atlanta for transit lanes and
grade-separated light indiv transportation lanes. — Binh Dam, 30308

7. We need more transit options in Metro Atlanta now, not decades later. Stop building
highways and start building transit that is more equitable and sustainable for all Atlanta
residents. We also need more protected bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Please stop
building more roads for vehicles and think about people. — John Rocker, 30013

8. A regional rail system like the ATL Trains proposal would be highly beneficial to the
region. Given the inability for Atlanta’s roads to move people quickly, reliably, and safely, we
need to find more solutions. Using existing railroads for new regional rail seems like it could
help. | would like to hear more why this isn’t included in these plans. Integrating high quality
pedestrian and bike infrastructure is also really important to me. Driving my car makes

me feel unsafe, bad for contributing to the climate crisis, and frustrated with other people
when in traffic. More multi-use trails like the Beltline integrated into the system would be
incredible as well! — Jake Derry, 30144

9. Chiming in to echo what others have said about the ludicrousness of the investments

we are currently making on the interstate system and express lanes when we should be
using funding to bolster bike/ped connectivity; transit; and denser development with more
affordable housing and walkability. The express lanes project is a waste of money and

will only worsen issues like global warming. Even if we were to all switch to EVs, they still
require far more resources for their production and maintenance than a communalized
transit system, bicycles, or walking. Even with EVs, if we continue to invest in car
infrastructure, we will still suffer from all the other negative outcomes associated with a
car-dominated landscape- being socially disconnected from one-another, impermeable
roads that make flooding worse and worsen the urban heat island effect, poor public health
from sedentary lifestyles, etc. ARC needs to do whatever it can in its power to steer us away
from our mistaken dependence on cars. — Name left blank, 30030
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10. In addition to the need for pedestrian and bicycle support, how can we get serious about
train/rail again? | know many towns/municipalities are uneducated or ill informed of the
benefits of having a rail stop in their area, but not all are. How can our regional plan enable
broader accessibility to transport options for people without cars? The growth in our region
Is going to continue to be vast and expansive. We have to think about a future with less single
occupancy. -And also, how will this plan enable flexibility for self-driving infrastructure?
[Consider self driving commuter busses in 10 years.] Is the funding flexible enough to allow
for these needed changes, instead of “widening”? — Jessica Rose, 30309

11. Why is regional commuter rail or heavy rail expansion not being considered? Transit
overall seems to be getting the short end of the funding, while being the biggest contributor
to improved navigation of the region. Why are managed lanes more important when they
contribute to more traffic? —Griffen Price, 30301

12. The spending for transit projects should be at minimum equal to all other types of
transportation spending. Of that half dedicated to transit, a minimum of $50 billion should
be spent on rail projects until 2050. | would like to see commuter rail services running

by 2030 at the latest. The rail is there, the trains and administrative infrastructure need

to follow. | also would like to see no further expenditure on road capacity expansion. It is
equivalent to an obese person loosening their belt to combat the obesity. Invest in spatially
efficient transportation solutions with walkable transit-oriented development around each
station, or at minimum heavily incentivize it. Pair the transit development with robust bike
infrastructure to combat car dependency. —Omkar Joshi, 20006

13. Atlanta is world famous for its traffic, congestion and gridlock. Unfortunately, as the
state of Georgia continues to attempt to attract businesses to move workers to the area,
there is absolutely nothing being done to address the already abysmal traffic situation. The
Commonwealth of Virginia has implemented a transportation system known as Virginia
railway express partnering with Norfolk Southern to provide efficient, green, and affordable
transportation options that beat getting in the car. Brightline has partnered with the state
of Florida through private investment to offer the same thing. Now they are moving to offer
the same option between Las Vegas and Southern California. It is high past time the state of
Georgia get on board with some transportation options that are not only attractive, but meet
the needs of 21st-century consumers. Hundreds of millions of gallons of fuel are wasted
idling in traffic and hundreds of thousands of accidents and deaths occur annually when
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we could reduce congestion easily. CSX transportation already has railroad from Atlanta

all the way up through Cartersville with existing stations in most cases have been turned to
visitor centers. Norfolk Southern has an existing route from Atlanta north toward the South
Carolina state line. Again, a transportation network could readily be provided with those
partners. And in most cases, federal dollars could be used for the improvements. Let’s get
on board with something besides Marta, which is plagued with homeless, smells terrible and
isn’t exactly a place business folks want to be. — Jeremy Carr, No ZIP Provided

14. Prior regional rail and transit expansion projects that connect with the existing network
and operate in fully dedicated right of way. Shared lanes with vehicular and toll traffic is not
dedicated right of way for transit and insufficient. — Eric Phillips, 30316

15. Comment 15 is the following multi-page letter.
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Comment 15:

December 8, 2023

Via Email and Regular Mail
Executive Director Anna Cherry

Atlanta Regional Commission
229 Peachtree St NE, Suite 100
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
ARCmtp@publicinput.com

RE: Comments on Atlanta Regional Commission’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan

On behalf of the Georgia Chapter of the Sierra Club, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, and the Southern Environmental Law Center, we submit these comments regarding the
Atlanta Regional Commission’s (“ARC”) proposed update to its long-range metropolitan
transportation plan (the “MTP”) and its transportation improvement program (“TIP”).

We appreciate the unique context in which ARC is undertaking this plan update. The
COVID-19 pandemic significantly impacted the region in a myriad of ways and the pandemic’s
long-term impacts are still unfolding. Relevant to the MTP, the pandemic has impacted the
quality of available data, funding streams, and travel patterns.

Recent years have also seen the adoption of the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law and the
Inflation Reduction Act. These statutes significantly increased the amount of programmatic
transportation funding and the opportunities for discretionary funding. But equally important,
these laws articulated a clear policy direction for transportation planning. These statutes make
clear that addressing climate change and improving transportation equity must be prioritized in
funding decisions and transportation planning at the national, state, and local levels.

Pursuant to these statutes, ARC and state agencies are undertaking a variety of planning
efforts related to climate and equity including Georgia’s Carbon Reduction Strategy, Georgia’s
National Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Plan, Atlanta’s Regional Transportation Electrification
Plan, the Metropolitan Clean Energy Plan, and Priority/Comprehensive Climate Action Plans at
both the state and regional levels. These plans interface directly with the contents and analysis
found in the MTP in a variety of ways. Accordingly, we understand that ARC plans to expedite
the next MTP update in late 2025 or the first half of 2026 to allow for better integration of these
efforts.

Thus, we submit the following comments and recommendations regarding both the
current draft MTP as well as ARC’s efforts to prepare the next plan update.
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I. CLIMATE CHANGE

1. ARC should adopt a greenhouse gas emissions target for region’s transportation
emissions.

In late November, the Federal Highway Administration released its final GHG
Performance Measure Rule.! This rule requires State DOTs and MPOs to establish declining
carbon dioxide emission targets and report on progress toward achieving those targets. Not
waiting for a federal requirement, many states, regions, and local governments had already
adopted their own GHG reduction targets. For example, the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments adopted a target of reducing on-road greenhouse gas emissions 50 percent from
2005 levels by 2030 and 80 percent by 2050.>

Whether in response to this new FHWA rule, to stay current with best practices in the
industry, or because it is simply the right thing to do, ARC should adopt a target for reducing
transportation-related GHG emissions. Further, without a clear goal and target in the MTP, there
is no benchmark against which ARC can evaluate the effect of planned projects and their
effectiveness in reducing transportation emissions. Once it adopts such a target, ARC should
track its progress towards attaining this target and modifying transportation plans as necessary to
achieve this goal.

Although the GHG Performance Rule does not mandate a specific target, ARC should
adopt the guidance set forth in Executive Orders 13990 and 14008, which establish a national
target of net-zero GHG emissions, economy-wide, by 2050. Doing so would not only put metro
Atlanta directly in line with the federal standards, but is even more achievable than the target set
by metro Washington COG and others. Additionally, aligning a regional greenhouse gas
emissions target with the federal targets will position metro Atlanta’s federal funding
applications as more competitive than those from regions without such targets.

! https://www.fthwa.dot.gov/tpm/RIN-2125-AF99 Performance Management GHG Measure_Final Rule 11-19-
23.pdf

2 “State and Local Efforts to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Vehicles,” Government Accountability Office,
GAO-23-106022 (August 2023) https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-23-106022

3 See, E.O. 13990 “Protecting Public Health and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the Climate
Crisis” (Section 1) and E.O. 14008 “Tuckling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad” (Section 201).
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2. ARC should revisit and update its scenario analysis of greenhouse gas emissions
to reflect current circumstances and the regional emissions target.

In 2009, ARC released Taking the Temperature: Transportation Impacts on Greenhouse
Gas Emissions in the Atlanta Region.* The following year, ARC presented its “Scenario
Planning for Climate Change.” This work was groundbreaking and innovative at the time. But
much has changed over the last fourteen years, and virtually all of the assumptions underlying
this analysis are out of date. For example, that scenario analysis relies on demographic
information drawn from the Envision6 plan adopted in 2006 and fuel efficiency standards from
the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act. In the world of climate change planning, both
are ancient history.

To be sure, ARC has built on this and other work over the intervening years, but the 2009
scenario provides little analysis to guide decisions being made today. Therefore, we encourage
ARC to revisit this scenario analysis with the specific goal of updating it to reflect current
conditions and chart a course for achieving the specific GHG emissions reduction target
described above.

3. ARC should incorporate GHG reduction throughout all of its work.

October 2023 was the warmest on record and fifth consecutive month to set average heat
records this year.’ Climate change is no longer a concern for the future — it is a challenge for
today. And residents of metro Atlanta acknowledge this fact. In the 2023 version of ARC’s
Metro Atlanta Speaks survey, 81% of respondents stated that they felt climate change is a threat
to the region.’ It is imperative that ARC address the challenge of climate change, and residents of
metro Atlanta have provided a clear mandate to do so.

Climate change planning intersects with ARC’s work in a myriad of ways, so we
encourage ARC to incorporate emissions reduction into all of its planning processes, detailing
how actions will impact total emissions levels within the region and identifying strategies to
offset any actions increasing emissions. Likewise, all infrastructure planning should include
consideration of how it will be resilient in a changing climate.

We further encourage ARC to ensure that its various efforts related to climate change
planning are coordinated. This includes not only the Carbon Reduction Strategy recently adopted
by GDOT, but also the Priority/Comprehensive Climate Action Plans and the Transportation
Carbon Reduction Plan. These plans are intended to be complimentary and additive rather than
duplicative; the point is for ARC and other agencies to build on and refine their prior work. This
process should focus, organize and coordinate efforts to reduce emissions from the transportation

4 https://cdn.atlantaregional.org/wp-content/uploads/climate-change-white-paper-final.pdf

5 https://www.noaa.gov/news/planet-just-had-its-warmest-october-on-
record&sa=D&source=docs&ust=170197710384604 1 &usg=AOvVaw30jayvt6H2JA20295MHBao

6 https://atlantaregional.org/what-we-do/research-and-data/metro-atlanta-speaks-survey-
report/&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1701899255161308 &usg=A0OvVaw2zQXNVAzHRIpI3YdQOFNly
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sector. The MTP can serve an important role in facilitating the development of metro Atlanta’s
climate change planning.

4. ARC should modernize the MTP’s policy goals to focus on vehicle miles traveled
reduction.

The MTP should specifically identify reducing vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) as a plan
goal. Focusing on VMT reduction provides an umbrella strategy that encompasses many of the
plan’s other goals like improving safety, reducing GHG emissions, improving accessibility,
encouraging transit and bike/ped, and reducing demand on our roadways. VMT reduction lends
itself well to measuring and modeling, allowing ARC to evaluate the effectiveness of individual
projects, suites of projects, or plans in achieving this goal.

Further, VMT reduction is necessary to achieve our climate goals because vehicle
electrification alone will not achieve the emissions reduction necessary to address the climate
crisis, and certainly not in the timeframe necessary to avoid the most severe effects of climate
change. Cities like Minneapolis (reduce VMT 40% by 2040); Portland (reduce vehicle travel and
associated emissions by 45%); and San Antonio (reduce average daily vehicle-miles per capita
from 24 now to 19 by 2040) have already adopted VMT reduction as part of the planning
process.”

5. ARC should identify vulnerable infrastructure throughout the region.

Over recent years, ARC has undertaken a number of efforts to identify transportation
infrastructure that may be vulnerable to a changing climate.® These tools emphasize the
importance of identifying vulnerabilities and provide tools for doing so. These efforts are
commendable, but ARC has not yet taken the next step to actually identify the region’s most
vulnerable assets and prioritize those needs for funding. Without a prioritized list there is no
strategy for addressing the vulnerabilities that have already begun to manifest as climate change
produces new challenges for our transportation system.

7 “4re Vehicle Travel Reduction Targets Justified? Why and How to Reduce Excessive Automobile Travel,” T.
Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (October 2023) https://www.vtpi.org/vmt_red.pdf

8 Transportation System Vulnerability and High-Level Risk Assessment (2018); ARC Transportation Vulnerability
and Resiliency Framework Report (2017); and ARC Transportation Vulnerability Assessment Tools and Methods
(2017).
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Images of flooding on 1-75/85 in Atlanta.

Given the large number of potentially vulnerable transportation assets and the time
required to retrofit them, we need to begin preparing our transportation system for climate
change now. Only after the region’s most at-risk transportation assets are identified can we begin
the process of addressing those problems.

6. ARC should address the potential for climate migration into the region.

The MTP does not address whether its demographic projections reflect the potential for
climate migration. Recent history shows that Atlanta will likely be a key destination for
populations displaced by a changing climate. It is estimated that 70,000 people permanently
relocated to Atlanta as a result of Hurricane Katrina.” Looking forward, research suggests that
13.1 million people could be displaced by rising oceans and that Atlanta will be among the top
destinations for those forced to relocate. '?

Population growth has defined the Atlanta region for decades, but climate migration will
present unique challenges due to the sudden influx of new residents all seeking housing,
transportation, and social services at the same time. Given the likelihood of climate migration in
the near future and the strain it would put on the region, ARC should explicitly address the
challenge posed by climate migration as part of its long term planning.

II. OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

Beyond the actions to better consider climate change, we also submit the following
recommendations regarding other aspects of the MTP.

° “Tracking the Katrina Diaspora: A Tricky Task,” M. Godoy, NPR (August 2006)
https://legacy.npr.org/news/specials/katrina/oneyearlater/diaspora/index.html

10 “Migration from sea-level rise could reshape cities inland,” A. Flurry, UGA Today (April 2017)
https:/news.uga.edu/sea-level-rise-could-reshape-cities-inland/
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1. ARC must take a more active role to ensure that planned projects reflect regional
and national priorities.

In most respects, the policy vision set forth in the MTP is commendable and aligns with
the federal focus on climate and equity. But evaluating the Plan based on the proposed projects
and planned expenditures tells a different story.

Many of the problems identified in the Plan — the lack of transportation choices; the
safety crisis; the emissions from the transportation sector — reflect our over-investment in road
building in recent decades. And despite its policy goals to the contrary, the MTP continues this
overemphasis on road building.

According to the MTP, the region plans to build 140 miles of new express lane corridors
by 2050 at a price tag of $14.5 billion.!" This massive investment in new highway infrastructure
is obviously absurd and will be viewed by future generations as a colossal misstep. Further, it
runs counter to virtually every other policy objective outlined in the Plan. It is impossible to
square statements like “adding roadway capacity in the Atlanta region must be a last resort”!2
with this massive investment in new toll lanes. These toll lanes will facilitate more driving,
increase the region’s maintenance burden, and exacerbate the inequity between those that can
afford to pay tolls and those that cannot.

The MTP calls for 29% of the funding planned for the current TIP to be allocated for
express lane projects.'> An additional 34% of the TIP funding is planned for General Purpose
Capacity or Interchange Capacity projects. Thus, roughly 63% of the total funding planned in the
TIP would be used for new roadway capacity. The goal of treating new roadway capacity as an
option of last resort is a worthy one, but it cannot be squared with what the MTP actually
proposes.

We are aware that many of the new capacity projects (particularly the most expensive
express lane projects) are sponsored by GDOT. And we are aware of the current political
realities in Georgia. But federal law charges MPOs with the responsibility of preparing long-
range transportation plans and transportation improvement programs. 23 U.S.C. § 134(c)(1).
These plans are to be developed “in cooperation with” the State DOT and public transportation
operators. /d. But cooperation with GDOT does not mean that ARC is beholden to GDOT, nor
does it prevent ARC from exercising control over the projects that are planned, developed and
funded in the region.

! Even this figure is an understatement. The planned express lane projects on 1-285 listed in the Long Range Plan
total more than $19 billion. See, AR-ML-200; 200E-1 and E2; 200W; 201; 240; 240A and 240B.

12 MTP at p. 148 citing Congestion Management Process.

13 MTP Volume II at p. 70, Table 6.
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2. ARC must continue prioritizing roadway safety to address the crisis on our
roadways.

Like much of the United States, metro Atlanta is experiencing a roadway safety crisis.
American roads are dramatically less safe than those in comparable countries.'* For generations
we have designed our roadways to prioritize moving drivers quickly rather than ensuring the
safety of drivers and non-drivers. And because of metro Atlanta’s auto dependence, residents
spend more time in these risky environments. The safety of U.S. roadways has steadily declined
over recent years and this troubling trend accelerated during the COVID-19 pandemic. But most
concerning, and most at odds with the focus on equity found in federal guidance and the MTP,
Atlanta’s most dangerous roads are found in low-income communities and communities of
color."®

As the MTP makes clear, the rates of fatalities and serious injuries on Atlanta’s roadways
have steadily increased over the previous eight years.

Applying the performance metrics that are intended to guide the MTP process, metro
Atlanta is failing to achieve its goals by significant margins.

2023 Percent Target
2021 Target Exceeded
Number of Fatalities 778 595 31%
Number of Serious Injuries 3462 2719 27%
Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries 553 393 41%
Fatality Rate (per 100M VMT) 1.23 0.998 23%
Serious Injury Rate (per 100M VMT) 5.46 4.557 20%

ARC’s Regional Safety Task Force adopted a goal of zero deaths and serious injuries on
all public roads and this goal is a laudable one. But the MTP data shows how far we have to go.
The MTP states that “[a]nalyzing historical crash data is an important factor in understanding

14 «“US Traffic Safety Is Getting Worse, While Other Countries Improve,” David Zipper (November 3, 2022)
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2022-11-03/why-us-traffic-safety-fell-so-far-behind-other-countries
15 %38 Reasons Why: Data and Stories Behind Atlanta’s Soaring Pedestrian Deaths,” Propel ATL (November 16,
2023) https://www.letspropelatl.org/news-38-reasons-why
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where severe crashes have occurred, but more proactive action in needed to properly address our
severe crashes and their consequences.” We could not agree more. Addressing the road safety
epidemic will require us to think creatively, act comprehensively, and approach transportation
planning differently than we have in the past. Likewise, we must acknowledge that safer roads
may come with trade-offs in the form of driving “delay” and different funding priorities.

The idea of including a safe systems approach in all comprehensive transportation plans
is a good one. But encouragement is not enough — ARC should require this. Likewise, ARC
should consider innovative ways to incentivize projects that improve road safety, such as
requiring a safety study for any project in a high injury location before adding that project to the
TIP.

We also encourage ARC to convene a working group with state and local stakeholders to
identify systemic impediments to designing safer roads. For example, it may be necessary to
update and modernize the roadway design manuals used by state and local governments in metro
Atlanta. Many of these documents do not reflect the safe systems approach or are written
generically such that they do not provide the protections necessary for roads in various urban
contexts. A comprehensive evaluation of the road design manuals used in the region may
identify opportunities to better implement the safe systems approach to road design.

There is no silver bullet to the road safety crisis, but it is clear that we cannot continue

with the status quo.

3. We support the MTP’s discussion of affordable housing and encourage ARC to
incorporate the cost of transportation in evaluating housing affordability.

We applaud ARC’s increased focus on affordable housing in the MTP. With the 21-
county Atlanta metropolitan area projected to reach an estimated population of 8.6 million by
2050, housing affordability is currently and will continue to be a concern in our region. This
concern is well-founded and supported by data from the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, which
reveals that the 13 core counties of the metro area qualify as unaffordable based on annual
housing costs exceeding 30% of annual household incomes. ¢

16 https://www.atlantafed.org/center-for-housing-and-policy/data-and-tools/home-ownership-affordability-
monitor.aspx
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Federal Reserve Housing Affordability Analysis for Metro Atlanta.

Annual housing costs make up the largest share of household expenditures, on average,
with transportation costs following as a close second. For many residents with lower incomes,
their transportation cost burden is almost double the average, at 15% versus 30% of annual
expenditures.!” This is due to a number of different factors, including the lack of accessible and
adequate non-driving alternatives, which forces residents to rely on personal vehicles. These
vehicles are often older, less fuel-efficient models, exacerbating the already volatile costs of
fueling with fossil fuels. Additionally, increasing costs, gentrification, and displacement result in
fewer housing options for low-income residents near town and job centers. This further increases
their transportation cost burden as they are forced to look for housing further and further into the
fringes of the metro area. According to the Atlanta Transit Link Authority, key areas with a high
percentage of rent-burdened households that lack access to transit include southern Cherokee,
scattered pockets of Cobb, Dallas, Newnan, McDonough, Stockbridge, Conyers, and parts of
Gwinnett.

Taking this into account, we encourage ARC to not only include housing costs as a
metric in evaluating livability in the metro area but also to consider the associated transportation
costs. Many of our region’s policies, such as the massive investments in toll lanes, sprawling

17 https://www.bts.dot.gov/data-spotlight/household-cost-transportation-it-
affordable#:~:text=Transportation%20cost%20burden%20falls%20the,a%20household%20spends%200n%20transp
ortation
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growth patterns, and lack of adequate non-driving options, will continue to perpetuate and
exacerbate the region’s unaffordability.

4. ARC must ensure that future planning efforts reflect best practices to address the
increasing challenges around freight movement.

We commend ARC’s efforts to meet the complex logistical needs of a growing metro
region heavily dependent on the freight and logistics industry. However, the MTP continues to
reflect Georgia’s overemphasis on trucking and roads to address freight mobility. We understand
that ARC will prepare a Regional Freight Mobility Plan in the near future. Whether through that
plan, this MTP, or separately, we recommend that ARC take the following steps to address the
increasing challenge of freight mobility in metro Atlanta.

First, we encourage ARC to adopt a specific goal for shifting a percentage of freight
transported by rail in metro Atlanta as part of the MTP. Georgia’s Commission on Freight and
Logistics provided such a statewide goal in its recommendations, targeting an increase in freight
traffic moved by rail from 17 to 35 percent.'® Adopting a similar recommendation for metro
Atlanta would not only align the MTP with the General Assembly’s recommendation, but would
support the federal emphasis on performance-based planning and the policy direction the MTP is
intended to provide.

Second, ARC should identify opportunities for strategic investments to alleviate demand
for freight traffic in metro Atlanta. For example, the Georgia Ports Authority recently invested in
two inland ports — the Appalachian Regional Port in Murray County and the Blue Ridge
Connector in Hall County — that are intended to allow freight traffic from the Port of Savannah to
bypass metro Atlanta highways as it moves inland. Compared to expanding roadways, these
inland port facilities are a remarkably cost-effective, low-carbon solution for addressing
Georgia’s growing freight demand. And even though these facilities are physically located
outside of ARC’s footprint, metro Atlanta is the primary beneficiary of these projects precisely
because they allow freight to bypass the region’s roadways.

Third, working with GDOT and federal agencies, ARC should develop a comprehensive
“Atlanta Terminal Plan” as outlined in the Federal Railroad Administration’s Southeast Rail
Plan. Such a plan would consider all rail services seeking to operate to or through Atlanta, and
identify opportunities for these services to connect to Atlanta while also supporting the
individual operational needs of each service.'® Such a plan falls squarely within ARC’s mandate
to improve both passenger and freight mobility within our region.

18 “Report of Georgia Joint Commission on Freight and Logistics,” Georgia General Assembly (2020) at p 6.
https://www.house.ga.gov/Documents/CommitteeDocuments/2020/Freight and Logistics/Georgia_Freight and Lo
gistics_Final Report 2020.pdf

19 “Southeast Rail Plan: Final Report,” Federal Railroad Administration (December 2020) at p. 124
https://www.southeastcorridor-

commission.org/_files/ugd/f32ald 6e2bd26333cc4562b9edd8cfoed2e7ac.pdf&sa=D&source=docs&ust=17018977
42860837 &usg=A0vVaw3sqfO2Vr2CIOgGA3qJaSwz
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Fourth, ARC should convene and coordinate stakeholders to encourage public-private
partnerships similar to Chicago’s CREATE program.?® This initiative could serve to identify and
advance transformative projects to shift a greater percentage of metro Atlanta’s freight to rail
transport rather than truck.

Fifth, ARC should consider innovative ways to plan for and incentivize freight movement
within metro Atlanta. Both in the “Emerging Transportation Technologies” section and
elsewhere, ARC should consider ways to encourage increased local rail deliveries, transitions to
smaller freight vehicles, delivery fleet electrification,?' development of micro-mobility logistics
options, and zoning changes to accommodate smaller distribution hubs to encourage the
movement of commercial materials and goods in new, more efficient ways.

Finally, ARC should consider the proliferation of metro Atlanta’s distribution
warehouses through an environmental justice lens. Recent years have seen explosive growth of
distribution warehouses to serve e-commerce and other needs. Unsurprisingly, research has
found that distribution warehouses frequently cluster in environmental justice communities.>
Anecdotally, the warehouse sprawl on metro Atlanta’s south and west sides track with this
overall trend. As part of its freight planning work, ARC should assess the environmental impacts
of the distribution warehouse sprawl and develop policies to mitigate those impacts on adjacent
communities.

2

5. The MTP should provide more support for accelerating the adoption of e-bikes.

The MTP only discusses e-bikes in passing, primarily under the heading of
“Micromobility” in the “Emerging Transportation Technologies” section. Most of the
technologies discussed in that section are unproven, and none have been demonstrated to be
commercially viable. In contrast, the e-bike industry is exploding with domestic sales exceeding
$1.3 billion in 2022.2* E-bikes are not an emerging technology; they are here already and the
MTP underestimates the planning needed to facilitate the adoption of this promising technology.

E-bikes are a particularly promising technology because they allow travelers to extend
the length of non-motorized trips that can be made with minimal personal exertion. In metro

20 https://www.createprogram.org/

2! Drive Ohio’s August 2021 Fleet Electrification Report includes a discussion of programs and policy options
MPOs can pursue to encourage the electrification of last mile freight movement.
https://drive.ohio.gov/wps/wem/connect/gov/c6eb7b83-7d19-41f14-b430-
761849a3de98/20210812_OhioFreightElectrification Full Report Final_v1.pdf?’MOD=AJPERES&CONVERT T
O=url&CACHEID=ROOTWORKSPACE.Z18_MI1HGGIKON0JO00QO9DDDDM3000-c6eb7b83-7d19-4f14-
b430-761849a3de98-nLAJ7TH6

22 “Location of warehouses and environmental justice: Evidence from four metros in California” G. Giuliano and Q.
Yuan (2018)
https://www.metrans.org/assets/research/MF%201.1g_Location%200f%20warehouses%20and%20environmental%
20justice_Final%20Report_021618.pdf

B “E-bike popularity is surging, creating regulatory challenges on U.S. roads,” PBS Weekend (October

2023) https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/e-bike-popularity-is-surging-creating-regulatory-challenges-on-u-s-
roads
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Atlanta, with its low density, hills, and heat, travelers may be able to take longer trips by e-bike
than they would willingly (or comfortably) undertake without assistance. Further, e-bikes offer a
lower-cost mobility solution than owning a car. As detailed above, transportation costs can make
up a significant portion of annual household expenditures in low-income households.

However, increased e-bike utilization raises issues relevant to ARC’s transportation
planning. Can ARC’s transportation model correctly anticipate and account for trips taken by e-
bike? Are speed limits or other policies necessary to resolve conflicts between e-bike users and
other users of bike paths? How can ARC assist local governments in leveraging transportation
funds for e-bike incentives (as local governments have done elsewhere and as local governments
in metro Atlanta are currently discussing)?

We encourage ARC to provide a more robust discussion of e-bikes to continue the
emergence of this promising technology. We additionally encourage ARC to emphasize the
importance of supporting infrastructure for e-bikes, beyond curb management recommendations,
linking general bicycling improvements to the wider adoption of e-bikes.

6. ARC should continue to support expanded and improved transit service
throughout the region.

The MTP states that “[t]ransit will need to be a centerpiece of transportation solutions in
the Atlanta region.”?* But the allocation of funds described in the Plan paints a different picture.
Although the MTP reflects greater investment in transit expansion than metro Atlanta has seen
historically, it still pales in comparison to the investment in Atlanta’s roadways. Likewise, this
investment in new transit service is distributed unevenly; much of Atlanta’s investment in transit
remains in the MARTA jurisdiction or, to a lesser extent, Cobb and Gwinnett Counties. For
much of metro Atlanta, there remains no viable transportation option other than driving and little
transit investment to change that fact. We understand the realities of limited funding streams for
major transit expansions, but ARC must redouble its efforts to encourage and facilitate greater
investment in the region’s transit service.

For example, the “Facilitating Public Transit Service” section notes the importance of
incorporating transit-supportive design in roadways that also include high-capacity transit. This
consideration should not just be encouraged — it should be required. For example, in the ongoing
redesign of Northside Drive, the interests of high-capacity transit service, micro-mobility access,
and pedestrian safety are all brought into tension with roadway design plans to improve driving
conditions. For transit to be the “centerpiece of transportation solutions in the Atlanta region,”
ARC must ensure that the balance is stuck in favor of accommodating high quality transit service
and supporting mobility needs for projects like the Northside Drive project.

Furthermore, there are many areas where normal transit operations would greatly benefit
from the same consideration of transit in roadway design, even if they are not high-capacity

2 MTP at 162.
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transit routes. We encourage the ARC to make consideration of simple (but effective) transit
improvements part of the routine road design process for every road project throughout the
metro. Examples of such improvements are included with the MTP’s description of “Arterial
Rapid Transit,” but these interventions should be considered network-wide to address problem
areas even if the transit service is not high-capacity.

ARC should also incorporate the regional transit analysis performed by the Atlanta
Transit Link Authority into its planning work.? In particular, the ATL’s Transit Network
Analysis highlights key gaps in the region’s transit service by identifying areas with a propensity
for transit ridership but a lack of sufficient service. ARC should work with local governments to
address the unmet transit needs in these areas.

Similarly, we are disheartened to see no mention of Concept3 included in the MTP’s
transit planning efforts. The presented Regional Transit Expansion Program is markedly reduced
in scope and ambition from previous ARC planning efforts, and drastically shrinks the universe
of potential projects. We encourage ARC to begin incorporating the full extent of its Concept3
vision into the ATL’s list of projects, providing for a far more comprehensive suite of routes and
options.

7. ARC Should Work to Advance Current Intercity Rail and Bus Projects.

In the “Future Plans” section for “Intercity Bus Travel,” the MTP explains that Georgia
has not identified any broader system expansion needs and references the 2020 Georgia
Statewide Transit Plan. However, GDOT’s 2022 Intercity Bus Study identifies a wide selection
of service expansion opportunities throughout the state. In fact, metro Atlanta was found to have
the highest travel demand score for intercity bus service and five of the examined potential
routes have an Atlanta terminus. We encourage ARC to incorporate this intercity bus planning
into the MTP and work with GDOT and ATL/GRTA to promote new intercity bus connections
throughout the state.

25 “Transit Network Analysis” 2022 ATL Regional Transit Plan (December 2021) https:/atltransit.ga.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2022/01/ARTP_Network-Analysis-Summary-Report 20211215.pdf
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content/uploads/2022/01/ARTP_Network-Analysis-Summary-Report 20211215.pdf
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The image above shows the routes considered in the 2022 Intercity Bus Study and their
priority ranking. The two highest priority routes terminate in Atlanta, with additional medium
and low priority routes also terminating in Atlanta. All are opportunities for cooperative
expansion between the ARC, GDOT, ATL/GRTA, and private coach companies.

A more fulsome discussion of potential intercity rail travel is also appropriate. The MTP
discusses earlier federal high-speed rail route designations, including the 2009 National High
Speed Rail Vision and the 2021 Amtrack Connect US Corridor Vision. But more recent plans are
not included in the MTP. In 2020, the FRA and the Southeast Rail Commission published the
Southeast Rail Plan which details a regional network of passenger rail service with Atlanta
operating as a major hub for rail service throughout the Southeast.
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The map above shows the entire network as outlined in the Southeast Rail Plan. A
number of these routes are not depicted in the FRA map found on page 201 of the MTP. In the
vision outlined in the Southeast Rail Plan, Atlanta would serve as one of the most important
passenger rail hubs within the Southeast. ARC, as the MPO for the Atlanta region, has the
opportunity to lead towards the creation of such services.

Additionally, there are ongoing planning efforts by the FRA to re-establish long-distance
Amtrak services. The Amtrak Daily Long-Distance Service Study includes a number of routes
terminating at, or operating through, Atlanta in its considerations. The following map highlights
the potential long-distance rail expansions as identified during the Southeast planning sessions
for the Long-Distance Service Study. Once again, a number of these routes are not included in
the Amtrak map on page 202 of the MTP.

2050 MTP / Vol. IV: Public Engagement (Latest Revision 02/2024) A1-34



These federal intercity rail planning efforts should be referenced in the MTP given
Atlanta’s regional significance as well as potential funding opportunities through the
FRA’s Corridors of Interest program. Awards under the Corridor of Interest program are
expected imminently.

More broadly, ARC has a unique role in facilitating these large-scale transportation
projects. Although ARC would not build or operate these facilities, it can play a key role in
coordinating the various stakeholders, integrating the required planning activities, and facilitating
funding requests. One of the reasons these regional-scale projects have lagged similar efforts in
other states is because they have lacked a champion to usher their development. ARC can — and
should — take a larger role in facilitating the advancement of these sorely-needed intercity
transportation connections. Virtually all intercity transit connections in the Southeast connect to
Atlanta, so it is difficult to imagine any of these plans advancing without ARC playing a
significant role.

8. ARC Must Take a More Pragmatic Approach to Speculative Transportation
Technologies.

As a prospective document, it is appropriate for the MTP to consider the opportunities
and challenges that technological innovations in the transportation sector may present. But ARC
should be extremely cautious when investing limited financial resources in buzzy, nascent
technologies. ARC should not be subsidizing the research and development of these unproven
technologies with public funds. Instead, ARC should use these funds as on proven, existing
solutions
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For example, ARC is planning to use CMAQ and STP Block Grant funds for a connected
vehicle program.?® Likewise, GDOT has invested Carbon Reduction Strategy Funds in “V2X
Roadmap” projects. To the extent these programs will fund connected transit or emergency
responder vehicles, we support those investments. But to the extent these projects fund
connected vehicle technology for cars, they are a waste of limited public funds. S&P Global
Market Research recently noted the disconnect between industry hype around connected vehicle
technology and the reality,?” and recent history is littered with technologies that have fallen short
of their initial hype. Wasting public funds on speculative and quixotic projects is particularly ill-
advised because the CMAQ, STPBG, and CRS funding streams have the flexibility to be used
for more worthwhile purposes. There is no question that these funds could be put to better use by
addressing existing needs with current, proven technologies instead of subsidizing the R&D of
unproven technology.

CONCLUSION

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We appreciate ARC’s work in
preparing this draft plan and its increased emphasis on climate and equity.

Sincerely,
Jason Lathbury Patrick King Brian Gist
Transportation Committee Southeast Mobility Choices Senior Attorney
Chair Advocate
Georgia Sierra Club Natural Resource Defense Southern Environmental Law
Council Center

26 AR-048-2024

27 “Connected vehicle data market faces setbacks as two of its largest players exit,” Z. Roth and M. Fontecchio, S&P
Global Market Intelligence (July 2023) https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/news-
insights/research/connected-vehicle-data-market-faces-setbacks-as-two-of-its-largest-players-exit
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MTP Participation Plan Purpose and Intent

The purpose of the MTP Participation Plan is to support development of ARC’s 2050
MTP/TIP Update.

The 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), also known as the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) was last adopted in 2020, just weeks before the COVID-19
pandemic. This 2050 MTP/TIP Update is scheduled for adoption in January 2024. ARC, in
its role as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), is required to update the MTP
every four years.

The 2050 MTP/TIP Update is developed using a planning process that involves policy
makers, elected officials, federal, state, and local agencies, stakeholders and the public
in a discussion about the needs and priorities of the Atlanta region, as well as analysis
of air quality conformity, funding, projects and costs.

The intention of this participation plan is to outline a strategy for meaningful and
effective engagement of key stakeholders and the public. It will be reviewed and
adjusted, as needed, to ensure diverse stakeholder engagement.
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Federal Regulatory Context

Metropolitan planning is conducted in accordance with federal transportation
regulations, as contained in Title 23, Chapter 1, Subchapter E, Part 450, Subpart C.
Several sections in Title 23, Chapter 1, Subchapter E, Part 450, Subpart B reference
the need to develop a participation plan and the importance of providing early and
continuous public involvement opportunities as part of a transportation planning
process.

In addition to these regulations, there are a number of federal mandates and USDOT
guidance documents that provide up-to-date goals for the participation of historically
disadvantaged community members and promising practices for participation in
transportation planning. The regulatory context includes a significant focus on
expanding the diversity of stakeholders engaged in the transportation decision-making
process and ensuring that stakeholder participation activities are accessible to all.
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ARC Strategic Framework

The Atlanta Regional Commission Board approved a strategic framework on March
8, 2023. This framework includes the vision, mission, goals, and values of the agency.
These goals help structure the MTP and serve as an important context for the MTP
Participation Plan. The MTP Participation Plan is one way that ARC achieves diverse
stakeholder engagement while taking a regional approach to solving local issues.
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ARC Transportation Community Engagement Plan

In 2019, ARC adopted a transportation community engagement plan (now known as
the MPO Participation Plan). This plan identifies policies and procedures used by ARC
to inform and involve the public. It also outlines transportation constituents and offers
guidance for planning a robust community engagement program.
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2050 MTP/TIP Update Participation Plan

This Participation Plan is shaped by several external factors. First, the 2050 MTP/

TIP Update work plan focuses on resetting the baseline to consider major regulatory
developments, such as passage of the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, Inflation Reduction
Act and Executive Order 14008, have significantly changed the funding assumptions for
transportation in the short-term plan horizon. Second, societal changes related to the
COVID-19 Pandemic - including inflation, public expectations for civic engagement,
enhanced tools for virtual public involvement, and demographic changes - continue

to influence the region in ways we do not yet fully understand. Thirdly, the 2050 MTP/
TIP Update schedule was condensed for reasons outlined above. In short, this update
is relatively modest in scope. It is best understood as an opportunity to establish a new
benchmark, so that the next MTP/TIP Update will be poised to be a more ambitious
effort that can get fully underway after the adoption of this update. This participation
plan is also of modest proportions. It aims to provide a measured approach for working
collaboratively with key stakeholders and building a foundation for a broad visionary
outreach process in support of the next MTP/TIP Update.
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MTP Participation Plan Constituents

THE ARC BOARD/BOARD COMMITTEES

The ARC Board and Transportation Air Quality Committee (TAQC) are the bodies that
adopt the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The participation of these policy makers
in plan development is vital to ensure the MTP reflects regional priorities. Timely
engagement and information sharing will allow for policy maker input to guide the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan throughout its development.

LOCAL TRANSPORTATION STAFF

ARC also convenes the transportation staff of TAQC member counties at regular
Transportation Coordinating Committee (TCC) Meetings. This body includes the staff
members who plan for and manage transportation in their respective jurisdictions.
They vote on recommendations that go forth to TAQC. TCC members will be ARC’s
primary partners in implementing the activities of this MTP Participation Plan and will
be involved in both the formulation of the 2050 MTP/TIP Update and the execution of this
MTP Participation Plan.

LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS

ARC attends and convenes meetings throughout the MPO area with local government
officials. This constituent group is regarded as partners in transportation, and will be
closely involved.

ARC ADVISORY GROUPS

ARC convenes a number of transportation-focused advisory groups and facilitates
discussions around transportation topics, including freight, safety, travel demand
management, technology for management and operations, and alternative
transportation modes, such as bicycle/pedestrian and transit.

ARC also convenes a Transportation Equity Advisory Group (TEAG]) to look at
transportation processes and products, through the lens of equity. Given the increased
regulatory prominence of equity, TEAG is an important resource for the 2050 MTP/TIP
Update.

SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS

Special interest and advocacy groups represent important perspectives that traditionally
participate in the transportation planning process. These groups can represent
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constituent groups rallied around a specific transportation mode or need or can include
transportation in a broader set of focus issues.

CIVIC GROUPS

Existing civic groups, such as Kiwanis, Rotary Club, and Chambers of Commerce are
also important audiences for transportation stakeholder engagement. These community
groups serve different geographic areas and interests, thereby offering a traditional
bridge to local stakeholders who are active in their communities.

EQUITY-FOCUSED GROUPS

Well-established groups, such as NAACP, Latin American Association and Urban League
are important audiences for stakeholder engagement. Other existing or new community
groups can often be found in disadvantaged communities when a concerted effort

is made. These groups may have concentrated membership from churches or other
religious communities, seniors, youth, disability groups, limited English proficiency
(LEP), ethnic, minorities and low-income groups. They may also represent traditionally
underrepresented groups, such as artists, students, and others.

GENERAL PUBLIC

Broad involvement and support from the general public in development of the MTP is
also important. ARC identifies and solicits involvement of the general public using state-
of-the-practice communication and engagement tools.

Discussions with these groups, that may have occurred either as part of this planning
process or as part of a local or modal transportation plan, are key inputs that inform the
policies and planning work of the 2050 MTP/TIP Update.
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MTP Participation Plan Techniques

The participation techniques proposed for this MTP Participation Plan have been
selected with keen attention to the schedule and pivotal timing of this update. This array
of strategies has been selected from the menu of public involvement strategies outlined
in USDOT's 2022 Guide, “Promising Practices for Meaningful Public Involvement in
Transportation Decision-Making”.

2050 MTP / Vol. IV: Public Engagement (Latest Revision 02/2024) A2-9



Engagement Techniques to Inform

COMMUNICATION

e A 2050 MTP/TIP Update webpage will be constructed.

¢ Informational PowerPoint deck that can be tailored to geographies.

e Social media campaign to promote events/update milestones, support on-line
survey and generate feedback on the draft plan.

o Collateral material to leave behind at briefings, with QR code to more
information.

e Traditional Media (earned and paid) gained through proactive media outreach
campaign to support feedback/public comment and to announce key decisions.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BRIEFINGS

ARC Leadership will brief TAQC/ARC Board members and their local government
commissions about the 2050 MTP/TIP planning process, with special attention to local
transportation projects and priorities. These briefings will allow elected officials to
ask questions specific to their concerns and will assist with relationship building and
maintenance.

COMMUNITY PRESENTATIONS

ARC, working closely with transportation planning colleagues from TCC, will begin

to develop a robust community engagement network to enhance reach and promote
participation with members of MPO communities. ARC will be available to address civic
groups, social clubs, business organizations, and other groups to better reach specific
segments of the community. ARC will prioritize intentional outreach to members of
historically underserved communities.
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Engagement Techniques for Gathering Input

INTEGRATION OF PUBLIC INPUT FROM CONTRIBUTING PLANS

ARC will begin gathering input by looking to the public involvement that took place in
local comprehensive transportation plans and regional plans/studies conducted since
the last RTP/MTP Update. These plans are developed with participation of stakeholders,
and they roll up into 2050 MTP/TIP Update. Public comment garnered during these
plans is thus indirect but influential public input affecting and informing this MTP/TIP
Update.

By looking at this input holistically, ARC will grow its understanding of individual
community context. This work can then seed future infrastructure for public
involvement, including a compilation of contacts and information about how many
people are engaged, how often an individual is communicating with the organization,
and other pertinent analytical data.

SURVEYS

Surveys will be a primary technique, used to gather feedback and opinions so that
data that can be quantified. ARC will develop a robust set of policy and needs oriented
questions for widespread distribution to existing agency contact lists associated with a
variety of different programs, plans, projects and studies. In addition, ARC will partner
with MPO jurisdiction representatives to access local community networks and identify
digital outreach mechanisms.

Surveys may be used and disseminated in multiple languages with easy-to-understand
questions to engage people who have not historically participated in transportation
planning, who use languages other than English and who have varying levels of
education.

FOCUS GROUPS

ARC will use equity-oriented focus groups to reach out to people in disadvantaged
communities and listen to their concerns, needs, wants, and expectations. This will be
a foundational source of data collection for understanding community perspectives and
opinions. Participants will be selected to represent the full diversity of perspectives
within a specific community and from a specific group of people. Focus groups will be
held in different languages, as needed. Compensation of participants as well as a meal
will be provided to encourage participation, when possible.
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SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Virtual small group discussions may be piloted to learn about the concerns, needs,
wants, and expectations of various stakeholder constituencies. The discussions will
emphasize gathering perspectives, insights, and opinions of participants through
conversation and will focus on transportation, community, climate and equity topics
that may be relevant for the 2050 MTP/TIP Update and will definitely be rolled up into
the next update. These discussions, if feasible, will be used alongside other input
from quantitative surveys and qualitative focus groups to provide strategically focused
supplemental input about specific topics. They will also be used to explore emerging
policy direction and will be used in conjunction with scenario planning to refine long-
range planning assumptions and future scenario alternatives for the next update.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Community outreach will be conducted prior to the public comment period to ensure
that people have ample opportunity to participate before completion /adoption of the
2050 MTP/TIP Update. The outreach opportunities will allow members of the community
to share their opinions, identify issues, and provide comments about the 2050 MTP/TIP
Update.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING

There will be an official public review and comment period from October 27 - December
8, 2023. Formal notice about the comment period will be published in legal organs

and announced in all the communication channels noted in this participation plan. In
addition, a formal public hearing will be held at the November 8th ARC Board/TAQC
meeting. Comments will be officially recorded, summarized, and presented to ARC
Boards and Committees. Transcripts will also be made public and will be included in the
MTP/TIP documentation.

A second virtual public hearing will be held during the comment period. It is a
pilot effort to explore the impact of Virtual Public Involvement on attendance and
participation.
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A catalog of participation activities and comments will be prepared and included as
Volume IV of the 2050 MTP/TIP compendium of documents.
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ARC Board / TAQC Work Session
Survey Results
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ARC Board/TAQC Work Session

Interactive Survey Results

April 12, 2023
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Introduction

In August 2023, the A.L. Burruss Institute of Public Service and Research at Kennesaw State University
conducted the “Metro Atlanta Speaks” survey on behalf of the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC). A
total of 4,852 adult residents across eleven counties! in the metro area were included in the survey. The
multi-mode survey incorporated both landline and cellphone samples in addition to an online panel
component. The online panel consisted of a total of 1,496 respondents across the eleven counties (see
Table 1), accounting for 30.8% of the sample. The remaining interviews were conducted using cell phone
(2,685; 55.3%) and landline phone (671; 13.8%) samples. Table 1 illustrates the response type by county.

Respondents in DeKalb and Fulton
counties were oversampled in order to
obtain a sub-sample of residents of the
City of Atlanta (n = 405). The final . |
respondent total for DeKalb County Interview Type Tota
was 510 (108 in the city of Atlanta), Landline Cell Online
while the final respondent total for Phone
Fulton County was 710 (297 in the city Cherokee 72 283 50 405
of Atlanta). Clayton 68 274 60 | 402
Thus, a subset of Atlanta residents is Cobb 35 140 225 400
available for separate analysis. Analyses DeKalb 31 126 353 510
of the metro wide data, as well as the Douglas 72 289 40 401
individual results for Fulton and DeKalb Fayette 78 306 20 404
counties, treat Atlanta res.|dents as P 79 300 30 209
members of their respective counties.
The results for the City of Atlanta Fulton 55 237 418 710
included in the accompanying tables Gwinnett 32 128 240 400
are based on a separate analysis of the Henry 73 292 40 405
subset of respondents from those two E . 76 310 20 406
counties.

Total 671 2685 1496 4852
The results for the nine counties with (13.8%) (55.3%) | (30.8%)
400 completed surveys (all but DeKalb
and Fulton), as well as those for the city

of Atlanta, have margins of error (MOE)
within each of those entities of + 5%. For DeKalb County, the MOE is + 4.3%; in Fulton the MOE is + 3.8%.
For the metro region, the MOE is £ 1.5%.

YIncluded in the survey were the 11 counties in the ARC’s service region: Cherokee, Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb,
Douglas, Fayette, Forsyth, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry and Rockdale counties.
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Within each individual county, the data were weighted to
reflect the county’s adult population distribution on gender,
age, race, education and whether the respondent is Hispanic
or Latino. After the data for all of the counties were
weighted for these factors, the data were combined and
then weighted to reflect the relative distribution of the
population across the eleven counties. For the separate
analyses of city of Atlanta residents, the data were
weighted for the same characteristics as the individual
counties with an additional weighting factor to reflect the
City of Atlanta’s relative population distribution across
DeKalb and Fulton counties. Table 2 provides the weighting
variable names which should be used in analysis by the
geographic distribution associated with each weight. Data
users should understand that percentages will be adjusted
when examining geographies which include responses from
more than one county as is the case for the City of Atlanta
and the combined county, metro wide area.

Table 2: Weights by Geographic

Jurisdiction
Weight variable | Geographic
name Jurisdiction
cherokeewt Cherokee
County
claytonwt Clayton County
cobbwt Cobb County
dekalbwt DeKalb County
douglaswt Douglas County
fayettewt Fayette County
forsythwt Forsyth County
fultonwt Fulton County
. Gwinnett
gwinnettwt
County
henrywt Henry County
rockdalewt Rockdale
County
atlantawt City of Atlanta
Metro Atlanta
metrowt

Counties
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Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of Online and Telephone

Respondents

Not surprisingly, a comparison of online and telephone respondents on selected demographic
characteristics reveals that the online panel component provides significantly better access to
younger respondents than does the telephone component (see Table 3). Online respondents were also
more likely to be Hispanic/Latinx, less likely to be homeowners, and more likely to report lower income

Table 3: Demographic Characteristics by
Interview Type (unweighted)
Telephone Telephone
Gender Income Categories
Male 47.5% 41.8% | Less than $25,000 6.0% 13.2%
Female 46.3% 57.0% | $25,000 - $60,000 20.7% 33.4%
Nonbinary 9% .9% | $60,000 - $120,000 29.9% 29.8%
No Answer $120,000 -
5.3% .3% | $250,000 19.9% 18.9%
Over $250,000 8.4% 4.8%
DK/NA 1.8% 0.0%
Refused 13.1% 9.0%
Race
African
American/Black 31.7% 39.0%
Caucasian/White 49.0% 50.3%
Asian/Pacific
Islander 3.0% 4.1%
American Indian 1.2% 0.7%
Multi-racial 7.5% 4.0%
Other 1.1% 1.9%
DK/NA 6.5%
Average Age Length of time Living in Metro Atlanta
Years (average) | 55.9 | 47.0 | 29.9 21.6
Education Level Employment Status
High school/ GED Full time
or less 15.8% 20.4% 47.5% 48.9%
Some college 28.7% 27.3% | Part time 7.6% 13.2%
BA, BS Unemployed/
30.9% 31.6% | looking for work 3.6% 11.2%
Graduate/ Unemployed/ not
Professional looking for work
Degree 22.7% 19.7% 2.9% 3.7%
DK/NA 1.9% Retired 34.8% 18.3%
Homeownership Disabled 1.1% 3.3%
Other 2.5% 1.3%
Homeowner 79.7% 59.4%
Hispanic/ Latinx
| 5.4% 7.9%
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levels. Telephone respondents were more likely to be retired and had a longer average tenure of
residence within the Metro Atlanta Area.

Individual Item Frequencies and Cross-tabulations Weighted frequency distributions for each substantive
question and the demographic characteristics of the metro-wide sample are provided below. These are
followed by a series of tables (Tables 4 -24) comparing the responses to each substantive question by the
various demographic subgroups. It should be noted that comparisons by county in Tables 4-24 are
weighted by the county population to the Metro Atlanta Region. Comparisons for the City of Atlanta are
weighted to the city only (not to the city as a proportion of the region). Regarding the comparison of
demographic subgroups, most of the results are statistically significant at the .01 level. Any comparison
which does not reflect statistical significance is noted by NS (not significant) in the table subheading.
Statistical significance simply indicates the probability that observed differences between subgroups on
any given question are not likely to be a function of chance. All tests of significance were conducted at
the .05 level indicating that there is only a 5% probability that the observed differences are a function of
random chance. The survey instrument is provided in the Appendix at the end of this document. Also
included with this report is a weighted frequencies distribution for each county in excel format, a data
file and associated documentation. County weighted results may differ slightly from county comparisons
in Tables 4-24 due to individual county weights and overall region weights. A third appendix is included
to illustrate responses to open ended questions which were included in the survey.
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Weighted Frequency Distributions

Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro
Atla
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Transportation 527 10.9 10.9 10.9
Race Relations 188 3.9 3.9 14.8
The Economy 1183 244 24.4 39.1
Crime 1285 26.5 26.5 65.6
Public Health 236 4.9 4.9 70.5
Public Education 284 5.9 5.9 76.4
Human Services for People in 526 10.8 10.8 87.2
Need
Taxes 290 6.0 6.0 93.2
Other 207 4.3 4.3 97.5
DK 124 2.5 2.5 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

How important for Metro Atlanta's future is an improved public transit system,

including buses and trains? Would you say an improved public transit system is...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Very important 3202 66.0 66.0 66.0
Somewhat important 1226 25.3 25.3 91.3
Not important at all 343 71 7.1 98.4
DK 78 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
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Which of the following would be the best long-term solution to the traffic problems in

the Metro Atlanta area? Would the best solution be...
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Expand public transit 1765 36.4 36.4 36.4
Improve roads and highways 1428 29.5 29.5 65.9
Develop communities in which 785 16.2 16.2 82.0
people can live very close to
work
Increase teleworking options 649 13.4 13.4 954
Do nothing 121 2.5 2.5 97.9
DK 101 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

If you could, would you move to a different neighborhood in the Metro Atlanta area,

stay where you are now, or move a

ay from metro Atlanta?

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Move to a different neighborhood 847 17.5 17.5 17.5
in metro Atlanta

Stay where you are now 2793 57.6 57.6 75.1
Move away from metro Atlanta 1120 23.1 23.1 98.1
DK 90 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

2050 MTP / Vol. IV: Public Engagement (Latest Revision 02/2024)

A5-8



A.L. BURRUSS INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC SERVICE AND RESEARCH

As you look ahead to the next 3 or 4 years, do you think living conditions in the

Metro Atlanta area THEN will be better, worse, or about the same as today?

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Better in 3-4 years 1233 25.4 254 254
Worse in 3-4 years 1770 36.5 36.5 61.9
About the same as today 1695 34.9 34.9 96.9
DK/NA 152 3.1 3.1 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

Some people have a hard time dealing with financial emergencies, while others are
better able to handle these situations.... We'd like to get a feel for how people would

deal with an unexpected financial emergency. Suppose you had to come up with $400

for
Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
You would pay for it with cash, 2379 491 491 491
check or debit card
You would put it on a credit card 1103 22.8 22.8 71.8
You would borrow money from 421 8.7 8.7 80.5
someone
You would sell or pawn 229 4.7 4.7 85.2
something to get the money
You would not be able to get 603 12.4 12.4 97.6
the money right now
DK/NA 115 24 24 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
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[ "Future growth in the metro area should be focused...." |
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
In areas where businesses are 1066 22.0 22.0 22.0
already concentrated
Along transportation corridors 1812 37.4 374 59.3
that link existing business
centers
In currently undeveloped or 1676 34.6 34.6 93.9
more rural areas
DK/NA 228 4.7 4.7 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

"If | had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or apartment

in the neighborhood where | currently live." Do you...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Strongly agree 1617 33.3 33.3 33.3
Agree 1461 30.1 30.1 63.5
Disagree 1046 21.6 21.6 85.1
Strongly disagree 637 13.1 13.1 98.2
DK 88 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

10
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"l feel safe walking

at night in my neighborhood " Do you...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Strongly agree 1333 27.5 275 27.5
Agree 2074 42.8 42.8 70.2
Disagree 967 19.9 19.9 90.2
Strongly disagree 387 8.0 8.0 98.2
DK 88 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

"l frequently lack the transpo

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Strongly agree 526 10.8 10.8 10.8
Agree 871 18.0 18.0 28.8
Disagree 1736 35.8 35.8 64.6
Strongly disagree 1652 34.1 34.1 98.7
DK 65 1.3 1.3 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
11
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"If | had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or apartment

anywhere in the metro Atlanta area.” Do you...
Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Strongly agree 1321 27.2 27.2 27.2
Agree 1385 28.6 28.6 55.8
Disagree 1322 27.3 27.3 83.0
Strongly disagree 733 15.1 15.1 98.2
DK 89 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

"l am willing to pay more in taxes to fund expanded regional public transit that

includes buses and rail." Do you...

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Strongly agree 641 13.2 13.2 13.2
Agree 1586 32.7 32.7 45.9
Disagree 1459 30.1 30.1 76.0
Strongly disagree 1023 211 211 97.1
DK 140 29 29 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
12
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"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of automated

process or artificial intelli

gence." Doyou ...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Strongly agree 1351 27.9 27.9 27.9
Agree 2239 46.2 46.2 74.0
Disagree 867 17.9 17.9 91.9
Strongly disagree 196 4.1 4.1 96.0
DK 196 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

"Low-wage workers employed by local businesses have no problem finding

affordable ho

using in my community." Do you ...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Strongly agree 330 6.8 6.8 6.8
Agree 751 15.5 15.5 22.3
Disagree 1553 32.0 32.0 54.3
Strongly disagree 2018 41.6 41.6 95.9
DK 198 4.1 4.1 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

13
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Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make affordable housing

available in your community to a broad range of incomes?
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Identify suitable locations for 1160 23.9 23.9 23.9
multifamily housing
Change local zoning 993 20.5 20.5 44 4
ordinances to allow for more
housing options, like duplexes,
triplexes, and apartments
Increase public financing to 2006 41.4 414 85.8
incentivize developers to build
at lower prices than normal
DK/INA 358 7.4 7.4 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

Which of the following alternatives do you think would be most likely to attract and

retain a skilled workforce to the metro Atlanta area? Would it be...

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Providing more affordable 1537 31.7 31.7 31.7
housing options for future workers
Creating more training and 1216 251 251 56.8
retraining opportunities in
targeted industries
Providing better transportation 725 15.0 15.0 7.7
options to get to and from work
Improving K-12 education 597 12.3 12.3 84.0
Providing better access to higher 628 12.9 12.9 97.0
education
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
vehicle?
Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 449 9.2 9.2 9.2
No 4401 90.8 90.8 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
14
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Do you plan on buying an electric vehicle in next five years?

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 1503 31.0 31.0 31.0
No 3346 69.0 69.0 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

Which of the following is the most important reason you have already bought or may

buy an electric vehicle in the

next five years?

(Only asked of persons who had or | Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
planned to buy electric vehicles) Percent Percent
They are better for the 663 475 475 47.5
environment
To take advantage of new 204 14.6 14.6 62.1
technology
They are cheaper to operate 367 26.3 26.3 88.4
than gas/diesel vehicles
They are more reliable 109 78 7.8 96.2
DK 21 1.5 1.5 100.0
Total 1396 100.0 100.0
15
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Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider

buying an electric vehicle?

(Only asked of persons who had
not/were not planning to buy
electric vehicles)

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Frequency Percent

Electric vehicles are too
expensive

916

26.5

26.5

26.5

You are not comfortable with the
new technology associated with
electric vehicles

315

9.1

9.1

35.6

The inconvenience of recharging
the vehicle/hard to find places to
recharge vehicle

853

24.7

24.7

60.3

You are not sure how reliable
they are

540

15.6

15.6

75.9

They are NOT good for the
environment/Batteries are bad
for the environment

456

13.2

13.2

89.1

DK/NA

111

3.2

3.2

100.0

Total

3456

100.0

100.0

Thinking about climate change, how serious of a global threat do you feel it will be

in the next 10 years? Will climate change be ....
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

A major global threat 2869 59.2 59.2 59.2
A minor global threat 1150 23.7 23.7 82.9
No threat at all 669 13.8 13.8 96.7
DK/NA 161 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

16
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How serious a threat do you think climate change will be to the Atlanta metro area

over the next ten years? Will it be....

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

A major threat 2312 47.7 47.7 47.7
A minor threat, or 1619 33.4 33.4 81.1
No threat at all to the Atlanta 747 154 154 96.5
metro area

DK/NA 171 3.5 3.5 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

What is the highest level of educatio

you completed? Was it...

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

11th grade 153 341 3.1 3.1
High school graduate or GED 1351 27.9 27.9 31.0
Some college 1290 26.6 26.6 57.6
BA, BS 1270 26.2 26.2 83.8
Graduate or Professional 756 15.6 15.6 99.4
Degree

DK/NA 30 .6 .6 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

17
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Which of the following best describes your cu
Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Working full time 2590 53.4 53.4 53.4
Working part time 548 11.3 11.3 64.7
Unemployed & looking for work 491 10.1 10.1 74.8
Unemployed & not looking for 171 3.5 3.5 78.3
work

Retired 858 17.7 17.7 96.0
Disabled 106 2.2 2.2 98.2
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

As far as where you work, would you say that you...

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Work remotely all of the time 768 15.8 24.5 24.5
Work remotely some of the time, 805 16.6 25.7 50.1
and from a place of business at
other times
Work at an office location or 1495 30.8 47.6 97.8
place of business all of the time
DK/NA 70 1.4 2.2 100.0
Total 3138 64.7 100.0
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Do you consider yourself to be Latinx or Hispanic?

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 575 11.8 11.8 11.8
No 4207 86.8 86.8 98.6
DK/NA 68 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0

What is your race? Are you...

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
African American/Black... 1985 40.9 40.9 40.9
Caucasian/White... 2182 45.0 45.0 85.9
Asian/Pacific Islander... 163 3.4 3.4 89.3
American Indian, or... 38 .8 .8 90.1
Multi-racial? 254 5.2 5.2 95.3
Other 125 2.6 2.6 97.9
DK/NA 102 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
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Do you....
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Own your own home (includes 2839 58.5 58.5 58.5
living with someone else who

own

Rent (includes living with 1923 39.7 39.7 98.2
someone else who pays rent)

DK 88 1.8 1.8 100.0

| am going to read a number of income ranges; please stop me at the one that best

describes your family's household income in 2022....

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent
Less than $25,000 560 11.6 11.6 11.6
$25,000 - $60,000 1467 30.3 30.3 41.8
$60,000 - $120,000 1420 29.3 29.3 711
$120,000 - $250,000 814 16.8 16.8 87.9
Over $250,000 287 5.9 5.9 93.8
DK/NA 47 1.0 1.0 94.8
REFUSED 254 52 5.2 100.0
Total 4850 100.0 100.0
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Demographic Comparisons

Table 4: Most Important Problem Facing Metro Atlanta

Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro Atlanta area today? Is it...
Transportation Race The Crime Public Public Human Taxes Other DK
Relations Economy Health Educati Services
on
County
Cherokee 10.2% 3.9% 35.7% 17.6% 3.5% 11.0% 4.7% 7.8% 2.7% 2.7%
Clayton 6.9% 5.1% 31.4% 18.6% 51% 8.0% 11.3% 7.7% 3.6% 2.2%
Cobb 9.2% 2.8% 29.7% 28.0% 5.3% 3.8% 9.5% 4.2% 4.6% 2.9%
DeKalb 9.3% 2.2% 16.8% 30.4% 6.9% 5.5% 14.1% 6.2% 5.6% 3.0%
Douglas 8.6% 2.9% 26.4% 23.6% 5.7% 5.7% 9.3% 12.1% 3.6% 2.1%
Fayette 13.3% 6.2% 27.4% 23.9% 8.0% 5.3% 4.4% 3.5% 3.5% 4.4%
Forsyth 14.6% 2.1% 30.9% 18.9% 3.9% 4.7% 77% 7.3% 6.0% 3.9%
Fulton 11.6% 4.0% 18.8% 29.6% 4.4% 5.6% 13.5% 7.3% 3.1% 1.9%
Gwinnett 13.4% 5.4% 24.1% 27.2% 3.2% 5.9% 10.8% 3.5% 4.8% 1.8%
Henry 12.1% 6.0% 26.7% 19.8% 5.6% 8.2% 7.8% 6.9% 3.0% 3.9%
Rockdale 7.9% 4.5% 31.5% 28.1% 5.6% 5.6% 4.5% 6.7% 22% 3.4%
City of Atlanta 8.1% 2.9% 15.2% 31.2% 6.4% 5.2% 14.7% 10.2% 4.2% 2.0%
Metro Region 10.9% 3.9% 24.4% 26.5% 4.9% 5.9% 10.8% 6.0% 4.3% 2.5%
Gender
Man 13.0% 3.9% 24.4% 26.6% 4.8% 5.6% 9.7% 5.9% 3.9% 2.4%
Woman 8.5% 3.8% 25.1% 26.3% 4.9% 6.0% 12.3% 6.1% 4.5% 2.5%
Non-binary 27.3% 4.5% 12.1% 21.2% 1.5% 12.1% 15.2% 1.5% 3.0% 1.5%
Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 9.7% 3.9% 23.0% 23.2% 4.6% 6.5% 14.0% 6.3% 4.2% 4.6%
6-10 Years 11.0% 3.7% 24.3% 27.1% 7.4% 4.6% 8.3% 6.3% 4.2% 3.1%
11-20 Years 15.1% 4.0% 21.4% 24.3% 4.2% 71% 12.8% 6.8% 3.5% 1.2%
21-30 Years 11.9% 3.3% 27.7% 27.0% 5.0% 4.3% 8.5% 7.0% 3.9% 1.5%
31 Years or 8.0% 4.3% 25.7% 30.0% 4.4% 6.1% 10.4% 4.3% 4.5% 2.3%
more
Total 11.0% 3.9% 24.5% 26.5% 4.8% 5.9% 11.0% 6.0% 4.1% 2.4%
Interview Type
Telephone | 12.6% | 3.6% | 266% | 214% | 5.0% | 7.9% | 78% | 68% | 54% | 2.9%
Online [ 9.1% | 42% | 221% | 31.7% | 4.7% | 37% |  140% | 51% | 31% | 2.2%
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Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro Atlanta area today? Is it...
Transportation Race The Crime Public Public Human Taxes Other DK
Relations Economy Health Educati Services
on
Education Level
HS/GED or less 8.2% 4.2% 25.3% 30.1% 5.9% 4.5% 7.8% 6.6% 3.7% 3.7%
Some College 10.1% 3.3% 26.7% 24.6% 4.0% 5.6% 12.6% 6.0% 4.4% 2.6%
BA/BS 12.9% 4.6% 23.5% 23.8% 4.0% 6.9% 12.0% 5.3% 5.0% 1.8%
Graduate/Profes 14.1% 2.8% 19.6% 27.1% 5.6% 7.4% 12.2% 6.0% 3.8% 1.5%
sional Degree
DNK/No Answer 12.9% 3.2% 32.3% 22.6% 6.5% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 9.7% 3.2%
Race (recoded)
African 8.2% 4.7% 25.5% 27.1% 57% 4.8% 11.4% 5.9% 4.1% 2.5%
American/ Black
White 12.2% 3.2% 24.3% 27.8% 4.4% 6.5% 10.6% 5.5% 3.6% 2.0%
Other 14.5% 3.7% 21.7% 20.6% 4.0% 6.7% 10.0% 7.8% 6.6% 4.5%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 14.6% 3.5% 22.8% 25.2% 4.9% 7.3% 10.4% 4.3% 4.0% 3.0%
No 10.4% 3.9% 24.8% 26.6% 4.9% 5.7% 10.9% 6.3% 4.1% 2.4%
DK/NA 7.5% 3.0% 13.4% 29.9% 6.0% 4.5% 7.5% 3.0% 17.9% 7.5%
Age Categories
18-24 14.1% 5.1% 20.4% 24.6% 6.2% 5.6% 7.6% 9.5% 3.0% 4.0%
25-34 12.1% 2.5% 28.1% 20.2% 5.4% 6.5% 13.5% 5.1% 3.9% 2.6%
35-44 13.5% 2.1% 25.7% 22.2% 6.3% 5.3% 11.4% 7.0% 5.6% 1.0%
45 - 54 11.2% 2.7% 26.6% 27.9% 3.9% 8.3% 9.7% 5.6% 2.5% 1.6%
55 - 64 8.5% 5.8% 23.8% 26.8% 4.5% 4.7% 13.1% 5.4% 4.8% 2.6%
65 and older 6.9% 6.1% 20.3% 37.8% 3.1% 4.8% 9.1% 4.0% 4.2% 3.7%
Income Categories
Less than 6.1% 6.4% 22.0% 23.4% 8.6% 3.2% 13.2% 5.2% 71% 4.8%
$25,000
$25,000 - 8.8% 3.3% 26.5% 28.2% 3.6% 5.3% 12.6% 5.0% 4.5% 2.1%
$60,000
$60,000 - 13.2% 3.1% 26.2% 24.7% 4.7% 6.1% 9.9% 6.9% 3.5% 1.6%
$120,000
$120,000 - 12.7% 3.6% 23.2% 25.9% 5.3% 7.5% 10.4% 6.4% 2.2% 2.8%
$250,000
Over $250,000 15.3% 6.3% 15.6% 33.0% 3.5% 6.3% 7.6% 6.3% 4.9% 1.4%
DK/NA 15.2% 4.3% 23.9% 28.3% 4.3% 4.3% 10.9% 6.5% 2.2%
REFUSED 9.1% 3.5% 21.3% 27.2% 5.1% 8.3% 6.3% 6.7% 6.7% 5.9%
Homeownership
Homeowner 11.9% 4.2% 23.3% 27.6% 4.2% 6.8% 9.1% 6.9% 3.6% 2.4%
Renter 9.6% 3.3% 26.3% 25.0% 5.6% 4.4% 13.5% 4.8% 5.0% 2.5%
DK 57% 4.6% 19.5% 25.3% 10.3% 6.9% 9.2% 3.4% 8.0% 6.9%
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Employment Status

Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro Atlanta area today? Is it...
Transportation Race The Crime Public Public Human Taxes Other DK
Relations Economy Health Educati Services
on
Working full time 12.9% 2.8% 25.3% 24.2% 4.8% 7.0% 10.5% 7.1% 3.9% 1.7%
Working part 12.8% 5.7% 25.6% 22.2% 8.4% 5.1% 8.4% 5.1% 3.8% 2.7%
time
Unemployed & 9.4% 5.1% 27.9% 23.8% 5.5% 3.3% 12.6% 3.7% 5.3% 3.5%
looking for work
Unemployed & 71% 4.7% 21.3% 22.5% 5.3% 13.6% 12.4% 71% 1.8% 4.1%
not looking for
work
Retired 6.3% 5.7% 20.9% 37.3% 2.7% 3.7% 10.5% 4.0% 5.4% 3.6%
Disabled 2.8% 22.4% 37.4% 2.8% 0.9% 22.4% 4.7% 2.8% 3.7%
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Table 5: Importance of Improved Public Transit

How important for Metro Atlanta's future is an improved public
transit system, including buses and trains? Would you say an
improved public transit system is...
Very important Somewhat Not important at all DNK

important

County
Cherokee 53.7% 31.8% 12.9% 1.6%
Clayton 76.2% 17.9% 4.4% 1.5%
Cobb 66.2% 25.1% 7.2% 1.4%
DeKalb 71.8% 21.3% 5.6% 1.3%
Douglas 55.0% 28.6% 14.3% 2.1%
Fayette 50.9% 30.4% 16.1% 2.7%
Forsyth 50.6% 34.3% 11.6% 3.4%
Fulton 72.0% 21.9% 4.3% 1.7%
Gwinnett 63.1% 28.5% 7.2% 1.1%
Henry 61.6% 28.4% 7.8% 2.2%
Rockdale 61.8% 28.1% 7.9% 2.2%
City of Atlanta 79.1% 17.4% 2.2% 1.4%
Metro Region 66.0% 25.3% 71% 1.6%

Gender
Man 66.6% 23.4% 8.6% 1.5%
Woman 65.6% 27.9% 4.9% 1.6%
Non-binary 65.6% 15.6% 18.8%
DK/NA 65.4% 16.5% 14.2% 3.9%

Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or 68.7% 25.4% 3.7% 1.9%
Less
6-10 Years 72.6% 20.4% 6.3% 2.3%
11-20 Years 68.3% 24.4% 6.4% 0.7%
21-30 Years 66.1% 25.9% 6.8% 1.0%
31 Years or 59.0% 28.7% 10.4%
more
Interview Type
Telephone 1.00 64.0% 24.6% 9.6%
Online 2.00 68.1% 26.0% 4.5%
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How important for Metro Atlanta's future is an improved public
transit system, including buses and trains? Would you say an
improved public transit system is...
Very important Somewhat Not important at all DNK
important

Education Level
Less than HS 60.5% 28.3% 8.6% 2.6%
High school 69.4% 22.1% 6.7% 1.7%
Some college 65.3% 26.3% 6.9% 1.5%
BA, BS 62.6% 27.7% 8.0% 1.8%
Graduate or 67.8% 25.0% 6.1% 1.1%
Professional
DK/NA 79.3% 13.8% 6.9%

Race (Recoded)
African 74.5% 20.5% 3.4% 1.5%
American/
Black
White 58.2% 30.5% 9.4% 1.8%
Other 66.3% 22.4% 10.1% 1.2%

Hispanic/ Latinx
Yes 69.9% 24.3% 5.2% 0.5%
No 65.5% 25.4% 7.2% 1.8%
DK/NA 63.2% 23.5% 13.2%

Age Categories
18 -24 66.8% 26.8% 5.3% 1.1%
25-34 71.2% 23.9% 2.8% 2.1%
35-44 70.6% 22.8% 5.9% 0.8%
45 - 54 63.4% 25.3% 9.9% 1.4%
55 - 64 66.8% 24.3% 7.2% 1.7%
65 and older 57.9% 29.0% 10.8% 2.4%
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How important for Metro Atlanta's future is an improved public
transit system, including buses and trains? Would you say an
improved public transit system is...
Very important Somewhat Not important at all DNK
important
Income Categories
Less than 66.4% 25.0% 5.9% 2.7%
$25,000
$25,000 - 69.2% 24.7% 4.7% 1.4%
$60,000
$60,000 - 66.1% 25.7% 7.3% 0.9%
$120,000
$120,000 - 63.5% 26.5% 8.0% 2.0%
$250,000
Over 63.9% 23.3% 12.2% 0.7%
$250,000
DK/NA 54.3% 30.4% 8.7% 6.5%
Homeownership
Homeowner 62.4% 27.0% 9.2% 1.4%
Rent 71.5% 23.0% 3.7% 1.8%
DK 64.0% 19.1% 13.5% 3.4%
Employment Status
Working full 68.9% 23.2% 6.3% 1.6%
time
Working part 65.4% 29.7% 4.6% 0.4%
time
Unemployed 71.2% 24.5% 3.1% 1.2%
& looking for
work
Unemployed 60.5% 23.8% 14.0% 1.7%
& not looking
for work
Retired 55.9% 30.1% 11.4% 2.6%
Disabled 57.0% 31.8% 10.3% 0.9%
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Table 6: Best Long-Term Traffic Solution

Which of the following would be the best long-term solution to the traffic
problems in the Metro Atlanta area? Would the best solution be...

Expand Improve Develop Increase Do DK

public roads and communities | teleworking | nothing

transit highways in which options

people can
live very close
to work
County
Cherokee 28.1% 36.3% 12.5% 15.6% 3.9% | 3.5%
Clayton 38.7% 33.2% 15.7% 8.4% 33% | 0.7%
Cobb 34.7% 31.3% 14.6% 13.4% 26% | 3.3%
DeKalb 38.0% 25.8% 16.6% 14.6% 27% | 2.2%
Douglas 30.2% 30.2% 13.7% 20.9% 3.6% 1.4%
Fayette 32.7% 30.1% 12.4% 15.9% 53% | 3.5%
Forsyth 34.3% 35.2% 13.7% 10.7% 34% | 2.6%
Fulton 42.3% 23.5% 16.7% 14.1% 1.4% | 2.0%
Gwinnett 35.0% 30.5% 19.2% 12.4% 21% | 0.8%
Henry 29.3% 41.4% 15.1% 10.3% 2.6% 1.3%
Rockdale 33.7% 29.2% 20.2% 11.2% 22% | 3.4%
City of 47.7% 23.0% 15.7% 10.6% 1.9% 1.2%
Atlanta
Metro 36.4% 29.5% 16.2% 13.4% 25% | 21%
Region
Gender
Man 37.3% 30.2% 16.6% 11.0% 3.1% 1.9%
Woman 36.7% 28.4% 15.8% 15.6% 1.5% | 2.0%
Nonbinary 16.9% 41.5% 13.8% 18.5% 9.2%
DK/NA 25.2% 29.9% 17.3% 11.8% 71% | 8.7%
Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or 32.9% 30.3% 17.8% 14.9% 1.9% | 2.3%
Less
6-10 Years 39.2% 26.7% 17.1% 11.6% 3.5% 1.8%
11-20 Years 40.9% 30.9% 14.8% 10.8% 0.9% 1.6%
21-30 Years 38.5% 28.6% 15.9% 14.4% 0.8% 1.7%
31 Years or 33.9% 28.7% 16.1% 14.8% 43% | 2.2%
more
Type of Interview
Phone 1.00 36.2% 31.5% 14.3% 12.2%
Online 2.00 36.6% 27.3% 18.2% 14.7%
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Which of the following would be the best long-term solution to the traffic
problems in the Metro Atlanta area? Would the best solution be...
Expand Improve Develop Increase Do DK
public roads and communities | teleworking | nothing
transit highways in which options
people can
live very close
to work
Education Level
Less than 28.8% 44.4% 6.5% 9.2% 92% | 2.0%
HS
High school 30.7% 35.0% 20.6% 9.5% 21% | 2.1%
Some 36.2% 31.0% 16.4% 11.5% 26% | 2.2%
college
BA, BS 39.4% 23.4% 14.8% 17.8% 24% | 2.1%
Graduate or 43.9% 23.9% 12.3% 17.0% 1.2% 1.7%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 17.2% 34.5% 13.8% 13.8% 17.2% | 3.4%
Race (recoded)
African 37.8% 27.9% 18.3% 12.4% 21% 1.5%
American/
Black
White 36.3% 29.4% 15.0% 14.8% 21% | 2.4%
Other 32.8% 34.0% 13.6% 12.0% 48% | 2.8%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 36.8% 28.0% 17.8% 13.1% 2.4% 1.9%
No 36.3% 29.6% 16.0% 13.5% 24% | 2.1%
DK/NA 37.3% 31.3% 11.9% 6.0% 10.4% | 3.0%
Age Categories
18 -24 35.6% 34.0% 20.0% 8.4% 1.1% | 0.9%
25-34 37.6% 29.2% 20.6% 9.0% 15% | 2.1%
35-44 38.3% 26.3% 14.5% 18.2% 1.3% 1.4%
45 - 54 32.9% 28.9% 14.4% 18.8% 3.4% 1.6%
55 - 64 36.8% 29.3% 14.9% 15.0% 2.7% 1.3%
65 and older 36.5% 30.6% 13.9% 10.0% 46% | 4.5%
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Which of the following would be the best long-term solution to the traffic
problems in the Metro Atlanta area? Would the best solution be...
Expand Improve Develop Increase Do DK
public roads and communities | teleworking | nothing
transit highways in which options
people can
live very close
to work
Income Categories
Less than 35.8% 31.9% 18.9% 7.1% 25% | 3.7%
$25,000
$25,000 - 37.6% 29.0% 17.9% 11.9% 2.2% 1.5%
$60,000
$60,000 - 36.3% 28.0% 16.3% 15.6% 2.3% 1.4%
$120,000
$120,000 - 38.2% 28.2% 13.1% 17.5% 1.6% 1.3%
$250,000
Over 34.8% 32.1% 14.3% 11.8% 49% | 21%
$250,000
DK/NA 33.3% 33.3% 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% | 8.3%
REFUSED 27.2% 35.4% 13.4% 12.6% 47% | 6.7%
Homeownership
Homeowner 34.5% 29.4% 15.8% 15.6% 2.8% 1.9%
Renter 39.1% 29.5% 16.9% 10.4% 1.8% | 2.3%
DK 38.6% 30.7% 13.6% 8.0% 6.8% | 2.3%
Employment Status
Working full 38.5% 27.3% 15.8% 15.0% 2.2% 1.3%
time
Working part 35.8% 28.2% 22.9% 10.8% 1.5% | 0.9%
time
Unemployed 35.2% 32.2% 15.7% 14.5% 1.2% 1.2%
& looking for
work
Unemployed 29.8% 36.3% 14.6% 14.6% 1.8% | 2.9%
& not looking
for work
Retired 34.1% 33.5% 13.7% 9.9% 42% | 4.5%
Disabled 29.2% 27.4% 19.8% 14.2% 57% | 3.8%
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Table 7: Move From Current Neighborhood
If you could, would you move to a different neighborhood in the
Metro Atlanta area, stay where you are now, or move away from
Metro Atlanta?
Move to a Stay where Move away from DNK
different you are now Metro Atlanta
neighborhood in
Metro Atlanta?
County
Cherokee 8.6% 65.5% 24.7% 1.2%
Clayton 17.6% 50.9% 30.4% 1.1%
Cobb 18.7% 57.4% 21.8% 2.1%
DeKalb 22.6% 53.3% 22.1% 2.0%
Douglas 15.0% 58.6% 25.0% 1.4%
Fayette 5.3% 68.1% 26.5%
Forsyth 7.3% 66.2% 24.4% 2.1%
Fulton 20.7% 58.7% 19.7% 1.0%
Gwinnett 17.4% 57.7% 21.8% 3.1%
Henry 11.7% 51.5% 34.6% 2.2%
Rockdale 11.1% 56.7% 30.0% 2.2%
City of Atlanta 25.0% 53.7% 20.7% 0.5%
Metro Region 17.5% 57.6% 23.1% 1.9%
Gender
Man 17.0% 58.8% 22.1% 21%
Woman 18.6% 55.4% 24.4% 1.6%
Nonbinary 12.1% 62.1% 22.7% 3.0%
DK/NA 6.3% 76.2% 15.9% 1.6%
Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 20.4% 52.7% 21.6% 5.3%
6-10 Years 24.1% 53.1% 22.6% 0.2%
11-20 Years 19.1% 57.7% 21.6% 1.5%
21-30 Years 17.2% 59.2% 22.3% 1.3%
31 Years or more 12.9% 59.9% 26.3% 0.9%
Interview Type
Telephone 9.7% 63.5% 25.5% 1.3%
Online 25.6% 51.4% 20.6% 2.4%
Education Level
Less than HS 11.1% 53.6% 23.5% 11.8%
High school 19.0% 56.8% 21.8% 2.4%
Some college 15.3% 54.3% 29.4% 1.1%
BA, BS 16.8% 61.1% 20.9% 1.3%
Graduate or 21.2% 58.9% 18.8% 1.1%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 10.0% 76.7% 13.3%
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If you could, would you move to a different neighborhood in the
Metro Atlanta area, stay where you are now, or move away from
Metro Atlanta?
Move to a Stay where Move away from DNK
different you are now Metro Atlanta
neighborhood in
Metro Atlanta?
Race (recoded)
African American/ 22.6% 56.6% 19.1% 1.6%
Black
White 14.3% 58.2% 26.1% 1.4%
Other 12.7% 58.3% 24.9% 4.1%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 15.8% 58.1% 22.8% 3.3%
No 17.9% 57.2% 23.2% 1.7%
DK/NA 2.9% 75.0% 22.1%
Age Categories
18 -24 19.4% 54.5% 23.1% 3.0%
25-34 25.6% 53.0% 19.6% 1.8%
35-44 22.8% 52.0% 24.1% 1.1%
45 - 54 16.8% 56.8% 23.5% 3.0%
55 - 64 14.9% 57.5% 26.4% 1.2%
65 and older 5.6% 70.6% 22.5% 1.4%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 19.3% 45.4% 31.3% 4.1%
$25,000 - $60,000 20.8% 53.6% 23.2% 2.4%
$60,000 - 16.4% 59.5% 22.6% 1.5%
$120,000
$120,000 - 18.8% 60.2% 20.3% 0.7%
$250,000
Over $250,000 12.2% 66.9% 20.2% 0.7%
DK/NA 72.3% 27.7%
Homeownership
Homeowner 13.5% 63.3% 22.1% 1.1%
Renter 23.3% 49.1% 24.6% 3.0%
DK 18.2% 60.2% 20.5% 1.1%
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If you could, would you move to a different neighborhood in the
Metro Atlanta area, stay where you are now, or move away from
metro Atlanta?
Move to a Stay where Move away from DNK
different you are now metro Atlanta
neighborhood in
metro Atlanta?
Employment Status
Working full time 18.8% 57.7% 22.0% 1.4%
Working part time 24.5% 49.3% 24.5% 1.8%
Unemployed & 22.6% 50.1% 24.6% 2.6%
looking for work
Unemployed & not 18.1% 60.2% 19.3% 2.3%
looking for work
Retired 5.7% 68.3% 24.4% 1.6%
Disabled 13.2% 53.8% 31.1% 1.9%
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Table 8: 3-4 Year Outlook

As you look ahead to the next 3 or 4 years, do you think living
conditions in the Metro Atlanta area THEN will be better,
worse, or about the same as today?

Better in 3-4 Worse in 3-4 | About the same as DNK
years years today
County
Cherokee 20.8% 45.5% 32.5% 1.2%
Clayton 28.9% 30.0% 40.3% 0.7%
Cobb 23.3% 38.6% 35.1% 3.0%
DeKalb 26.4% 34.2% 33.7% 5.6%
Douglas 27.1% 40.0% 29.3% 3.6%
Fayette 12.3% 43.9% 42.1% 1.8%
Forsyth 16.3% 42.1% 39.5% 2.1%
Fulton 34.0% 30.1% 32.7% 3.2%
Gwinnett 22.0% 39.5% 35.7% 2.9%
Henry 18.5% 41.4% 37.5% | 2.6%
Rockdale 22.5% 40.4% 34.8% 2.2%
City of Atlanta 39.4% 27.4% 31.3% 1.8%
Metro Region 25.4% 36.5% 34.9% 3.1%
Gender
Man 28.0% 34.7% 35.2% 21%
Woman 22.9% 38.6% 34.4% 4.1%
Nonbinary 36.9% 23.1% 40.0%
DK/NA 18.9% 37.0% 37.8% 6.3%
Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 32.0% 31.8% 32.3% 3.9%
6-10 Years 32.4% 30.9% 33.0% 3.7%
11-20 Years 29.1% 34.0% 33.8% 3.1%
21-30 Years 19.9% 38.1% 39.2% 2.7%
31 Years or more 19.2% 43.1% 35.0% 2.7%
Interview Type
Phone 21.5% 36.0% 41.1% 1.4%
Online 29.5% 37.1% 28.5% 4.9%
Education Level
Less than HS 33.6% 32.2% 31.6% 2.6%
High school 27.9% 33.7% 34.9% 3.6%
Some college 24.5% 38.1% 33.8% 3.6%
BA, BS 22.7% 37.9% 37.1% 2.3%
Graduate or 25.0% 37.8% 34.1% 3.0%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 36.7% 26.7% 33.3% 3.3%
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As you look ahead to the next 3 or 4 years, do you think living
conditions in the Metro Atlanta area THEN will be better,
worse, or about the same as today?
Better in 3-4 Worse in 3-4 | About the same as | DNK
years years today

Race (recoded)
African American/ 32.6% 30.2% 33.7% 3.5%
Black
White 20.3% 41.6% 35.6% | 2.6%
Other 21.1% 38.5% 36.7% | 3.8%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 30.8% 30.3% 36.9% 1.9%
No 24.8% 37.3% 34.6% | 3.2%
DK/NA 16.2% 38.2% 36.8% | 8.8%

Age Categories
18 - 24 30.2% 28.1% 37.9% | 3.9%
25-34 33.3% 31.6% 31.0% | 4.2%
35-44 27.8% 39.3% 31.5% 1.3%
45 - 54 18.9% 39.7% 38.9% | 2.5%
55 - 64 22.6% 40.8% 34.2% | 2.5%
65 and older 20.8% 36.7% 37.9% | 4.6%

Income Categories

Less than 27.7% 33.4% 32.7% | 6.3%
$25,000
$25,000 - 25.8% 38.2% 33.3% | 2.7%
$60,000
$60,000 - 24.2% 37.0% 35.9% | 2.8%
$120,000
$120,000 - 25.7% 36.7% 351% | 2.5%
$250,000
Over $250,000 26.8% 33.8% 37.6% 1.7%
DK/NA 27.1% 25.0% 41.7% | 6.3%
REFUSED 22.4% 34.6% 39.0% | 3.9%

Homeownership
Homeowner 22.5% 38.3% 36.3% | 2.9%
Renter 29.9% 33.9% 32.6% | 3.6%
DK 20.7% 35.6% 42.5% 1.1%
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As you look ahead to the next 3 or 4 years, do you think living
conditions in the Metro Atlanta area THEN will be better,
worse, or about the same as today?
Better in 3-4 Worse in 3-4 | About the same as | DNK
years years today
Employment Status
Working full time 26.3% 36.8% 348% | 21%
Working part time 29.4% 35.5% 33.8% | 1.3%
Unemployed & 25.9% 35.2% 33.6% | 5.3%
looking for work
Unemployed & 251% 28.1% 427% | 41%
not looking for
work
Retired 20.2% 38.6% 37.1% | 4.2%
Disabled 24.8% 41.9% 24.8% | 8.6%
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Table 9: Emergency Expenditure Response

Some people have a hard time dealing with financial emergencies, while others
are better able to handle these situations.... We'd like to get a feel for how people
would deal with an unexpected financial emergency. Suppose you had to come up
with $400
You would You would | You would You would sell | You would | DK/N

pay for it with | putitona borrow or pawn not be able A

cash, check | creditcard | money from something to to get the

or debit card someone get the money money

right now
County
Cherokee 62.9% 22.3% 5.5% 2.0% 6.3% | 1.2%
Clayton 42.6% 20.6% 8.8% 5.1% 20.6% | 2.2%
Cobb 47.2% 20.7% 8.0% 6.4% 14.5% | 3.2%
DeKalb 42.7% 23.5% 13.3% 3.8% 14.6% | 2.0%
Douglas 47.9% 21.4% 9.3% 5.7% 13.6% | 2.1%
Fayette 59.3% 23.0% 3.5% 0.9% 11.5% | 1.8%
Forsyth 55.6% 26.9% 3.4% 3.8% 8.5% | 1.7%
Fulton 51.1% 25.4% 6.5% 5.0% 9.3% | 2.7%
Gwinnett 46.3% 21.8% 11.5% 5.6% 12.3% | 2.6%
Henry 58.4% 18.6% 6.9% 1.3% 121% | 2.6%
Rockdale 49.4% 19.1% 6.7% 5.6% 19.1%
City of Atlanta 49.6% 20.3% 9.4% 6.0% 12.9% | 1.7%
Metro Region 49.1% 22.8% 8.7% 4.7% 12.4% | 24%
Gender
Man 55.7% 20.8% 7.9% 4.6% 9.1% | 1.9%
Woman 42.6% 24.9% 9.7% 4.7% 15.3% | 2.7%
Nonbinary 53.1% 17.2% 4.7% 7.8% 15.6% | 1.6%
DK/NA 46.0% 20.6% 6.3% 5.6% 16.7% | 4.8%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or 39.0% 23.5% 12.8% 6.6% 15.3% | 2.7%
Less
6-10 Years 48.2% 23.6% 9.2% 5.0% 11.8% | 2.2%
11-20 Years 51.8% 22.5% 7.5% 4.1% 12.1% | 1.9%
21-30 Years 49.8% 23.2% 8.3% 4.0% 13.3% | 1.4%
31 Years or 54.6% 22.2% 6.8% 4.2% 10.0% | 2.2%
more
Interview Type
Phone 53.9% 21.9% 6.2% 4.1% 11.9% | 2.0%
Online 44.0% 23.6% 11.3% 5.3% 13.0% | 2.7%
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Some people have a hard time dealing with financial emergencies, while others
are better able to handle these situations.... We'd like to get a feel for how people
would deal with an unexpected financial emergency. Suppose you had to come up

with $400
You would You would | You would You would sell | You would | DK/N
pay for it with | putitona borrow or pawn not be able A
cash, check | creditcard | money from something to to get the
or debit card someone get the money money
right now
Education Level
Less than HS 17.8% 16.4% 15.1% 11.2% 37.5% | 2.0%
High school 43.6% 16.2% 10.4% 8.0% 18.5% | 3.4%
Some college 43.8% 22.9% 11.1% 5.0% 15.0% | 2.2%
BA, BS 56.6% 27.9% 6.5% 2.3% 51% | 1.6%
Graduate or 61.9% 27.2% 4.2% 0.9% 45% | 1.2%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 36.7% 13.3% 15.1% 11.2% 13.3% | 30.0
%
Race (recoded)
African 43.1% 19.1% 11.3% 5.3% 18.2% | 2.9%
American/
Black
White 56.3% 25.4% 6.7% 3.3% 7.0% | 1.2%
Other 43.2% 24.6% 7.5% 7.3% 13.0% | 4.4%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 43.4% 22.3% 14.5% 4.7% 12.9% | 2.3%
No 49.8% 22.9% 8.0% 4.7% 12.3% | 2.3%
DK/NA 50.7% 14.9% 1.5% 4.5% 17.9% | 104
%
Age Categories
18 -24 48.1% 15.3% 10.5% 9.6% 13.2% | 3.3%
25-34 38.7% 25.7% 12.5% 7.2% 14.0% | 1.9%
35-44 48.9% 24.1% 8.6% 4.9% 12.6% | 1.0%
45 -54 46.6% 23.5% 9.2% 4.3% 14.1% | 2.3%
55 - 64 58.1% 20.2% 5.8% 1.9% 11.6% | 2.3%
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Some people have a hard time dealing with financial emergencies, while others
are better able to handle these situations.... We'd like to get a feel for how people
would deal with an unexpected financial emergency. Suppose you had to come up
with $400
You would You would | You would You would sell | You would | DK/N
pay for it with | putiton a borrow or pawn not be able A
cash, check | creditcard | money from something to to get the
or debit card someone get the money money
right now
Income Categories
Less than 28.4% 15.2% 11.3% 7.3% 32.5% | 5.4%
$25,000
$25,000 - 37.7% 24.1% 12.5% 6.8% 16.6% | 2.3%
$60,000
$60,000 - 54.0% 251% 7.3% 4.6% 8.0% | 1.0%
$120,000
$120,000 - 66.9% 23.2% 4.9% 1.2% 27% | 1.1%
$250,000
Over 73.8% 17.8% 3.1% 1.7% 21% | 1.4%
$250,000
DK/NA 46.8% 19.1% 10.6% 17.0% | 6.4%
REFUSED 47.8% 23.3% 5.9% 2.8% 11.5% | 8.7%
Homeownership
Homeowner 57.6% 24.9% 6.0% 2.3% 74% | 1.7%
Renter 36.5% 19.9% 13.0% 8.0% 19.7% | 3.0%
DK 47.2% 15.7% 2.2% 10.1% 14.6% | 10.1
%
Employment Status
Working full 53.7% 22.9% 8.4% 3.7% 10.1% | 1.2%
time
Working part 44.2% 24.5% 11.9% 5.8% 1.5% | 2.2%
time
Unemployed & 28.7% 20.4% 11.0% 13.0% 22.0% | 4.9%
looking for
work
Unemployed & 43.5% 22.9% 12.4% 4.7% 15.3% | 1.2%
not looking for
work
Retired 53.6% 25.8% 5.3% 1.5% 10.3% | 3.6%
Disabled 31.4% 5.7% 10.5% 6.7% 42.9% | 2.9%
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Table 10: Future Growth Focus

"Future growth in the metro area should be focused...."

In areas where Along transportation In currently DNK
businesses are corridors that link undeveloped or
already existing business more rural
concentrated centers areas.
County
Cherokee 28.3% 30.7% 33.1% 6.3%
Clayton 24.2% 31.1% 39.9% 4.0%
Cobb 20.0% 38.1% 34.7% 5.4%
DeKalb 19.0% 41.3% 32.5% 5.8%
Douglas 29.3% 30.0% 33.6% 6.4%
Fayette 31.0% 35.4% 25.7% 7.1%
Forsyth 27.9% 36.9% 30.5% 3.4%
Fulton 18.9% 43.1% 32.9% 4.4%
Gwinnett 23.7% 32.9% 37.7% 3.2%
Henry 22.6% 34.8% 38.3% 3.5%
Rockdale 21.3% 31.5% 41.6% 5.6%
City of Atlanta 24.6% 36.0% 33.2% 5.0%
Metro Region 22.0% 37.4% 34.6% 4.7%
Gender
Man 22.6% 38.7% 32.6% 4.1%
Woman 21.0% 37.2% 36.3% 4.9%
Nonbinary 33.8% 18.5% 46.2%
DK/NA 24.6% 24.6% 33.3%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 17.8% 36.6% 40.2% 4.4%
6-10 Years 23.9% 29.8% 42.2% 3.1%
11-20 Years 21.6% 37.5% 36.9% 3.4%
21-30 Years 22.4% 42.6% 28.0% 5.4%
31 Years or more 23.1% 38.9% 30.2% 5.5%
Interview Type
Phone 26.3% 33.2% 35.3% 4.2%
Online 17.5% 41.7% 33.7% 5.2%
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"Future growth in the metro area should be focused...."
in areas where along transportation in currently DNK
businesses are corridors that link undeveloped or
already existing business more rural
concentrated centers areas.

Education Level
Less than HS 32.0% 25.5% 31.4% | 11.1%
High school 23.7% 30.1% 39.9% 4.5%
Some college 20.9% 38.1% 35.1% 4.9%
BA, BS 21.6% 41.2% 31.0% 4.8%
Graduate or 19.1% 46.1% 30.2% 2.9%
Professional
Degree

Race (recoded)
African American/ 18.2% 35.1% 41.2% 4.0%
Black
White 25.2% 40.4% 27.9% 5.0%
Other 22.4% 34.2% 36.5% 5.4%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 27.1% 37.7% 32.3% 2.3%
No 21.2% 37.5% 35.0% 4.9%
DK/NA 26.5% 27.9% 27.9% | 11.8%

Age Categories
18-24 26.5% 31.6% 39.6% 2.3%
25-34 15.7% 37.2% 42.4% 4.1%
35-44 21.0% 39.2% 35.0% 2.4%
45 -54 27.0% 35.3% 31.0% 5.3%
55 - 64 22.5% 39.7% 30.4% 5.8%
65 and older 21.3% 40.4% 29.2% 7.3%

Income Categories

Less than $25,000 20.4% 34.5% 34.5% 8.9%
$25,000 - $60,000 22.3% 35.8% 36.0% 4.8%
$60,000 - 20.6% 38.6% 36.1% 3.2%
$120,000
$120,000 - 22.1% 43.4% 30.6% 2.6%
$250,000
Over $250,000 23.3% 40.3% 31.6% 3.1%
DK/NA 20.8% 16.7% 45.8% | 16.7%
REFUSED 29.2% 27.3% 32.8% 9.1%
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"Future growth in the metro area should be focused...."
in areas where along transportation in currently DNK
businesses are corridors that link undeveloped or
already existing business more rural
concentrated centers areas.
Homeownership
Homeowner 23.5% 38.9% 31.7% 4.5%
Renter 19.2% 35.9% 38.7% 4.9%
DK 36.0% 20.9% 37.2% 4.7%
Employment Status
Working full time 22.5% 38.0% 35.3% 3.1%
Working part time 23.9% 38.1% 35.2% 2.4%
Unemployed & 12.4% 36.3% 43.1% 5.1%
looking for work
Unemployed & not 27.5% 33.3% 32.2% 7.0%
looking for work
Retired 24.0% 36.9% 29.3% 7.9%
Disabled 17.9% 31.1% 31.1% | 17.9%
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Table 11: Neighborhood Affordability

"If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment in the neighborhood where | currently live." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree
County
Cherokee 37.3% 26.3% 20.4% 14.5% 1.6%
Clayton 36.5% 29.9% 23.4% 10.2%
Cobb 34.1% 30.8% 19.1% 14.6% 1.4%
DeKalb 34.2% 28.7% 21.6% 13.2% 2.4%
Douglas 30.7% 30.7% 24.3% 12.1% 2.1%
Fayette 22.8% 26.3% 29.8% 18.4% 2.6%
Forsyth 29.6% 26.6% 27.5% 15.5% 0.9%
Fulton 35.1% 29.6% 21.4% 12.1% 1.8%
Gwinnett 32.0% 34.0% 19.1% 12.6% 2.3%
Henry 26.4% 31.6% 27.7% 12.6% 1.7%
Rockdale 37.5% 26.1% 23.9% 11.4% 1.1%
City of Atlanta 37.3% 29.6% 20.0% 12.0% 1.1%
Metro Region 33.3% 30.1% 21.6% 13.1% 1.8%
Gender
Man 27.2% 32.7% 23.9% 14.9% 1.3%
Woman 40.2% 27.6% 19.3% 10.9% 2.0%
Nonbinary 27.3% 39.4% 19.7% 13.6%
DK/NA 20.6% 27.0% 23.8% 21.4% 71%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta

5 Years or Less 37.1% 34.8% 20.2% 6.2% 1.7%
6-10 Years 36.3% 32.0% 18.8% 11.6% 1.3%
11-20 Years 33.1% 30.0% 21.3% 14.1% 1.5%
21-30 Years 34.2% 29.2% 21.0% 12.9% 2.7%
31 Years or more 30.5% 27.2% 23.9% 17.0% 1.4%

Interview Type
Phone 31.5% 27.5% 25.0% 14.7% 1.3%
Online 35.3% 32.8% 17.9% 11.5% 2.4%

Education Level
Less than HS 42.8% 34.9% 15.1% 5.3% 2.0%
High school 41.1% 31.1% 17.7% 8.3% 1.9%
Some college 36.4% 30.2% 20.5% 10.9% 2.2%
BA, BS 25.3% 30.6% 26.5% 15.7% 1.9%
Graduate or 26.6% 26.1% 23.4% 23.2% 0.7%
Professional Degree
DK/NA 16.7% 40.0% 26.7% 6.7% 10.0%

Race (recoded)
African American/ 37.1% 30.7% 20.7% 10.4% 1.2%
Black
White 31.0% 28.9% 22.5% 16.0% 1.6%
Other 30.1% 32.6% 21.1% 12.0% 4.3%
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"If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment in the neighborhood where | currently live." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 32.3% 39.1% 15.0% 12.5% 1.0%
No 33.6% 29.0% 22.3% 13.2% 1.9%
DK/NA 23.5% 23.5% 32.4% 14.7% 5.9%

Age Categories
18 - 24 37.7% 31.4% 19.1% 8.9% 2.8%
25-34 40.9% 32.5% 17.4% 7.2% 2.0%
35-44 37.6% 33.6% 17.7% 10.0% 1.1%
45 - 54 34.1% 32.0% 20.9% 11.8% 1.2%
55 - 64 29.5% 25.7% 25.0% 18.1% 1.7%
65 and older 22.5% 25.1% 27.9% 22.6% 1.9%

Income Categories

Less than $25,000 47.8% 29.8% 14.1% 4.8% 3.6%
$25,000 - $60,000 41.3% 35.4% 15.5% 6.1% 1.7%
$60,000 - $120,000 30.6% 30.8% 25.4% 11.6% 1.5%
$120,000 - $250,000 23.6% 26.2% 26.0% 23.3% 0.9%
Over $250,000 17.4% 15.3% 26.8% 40.1% 0.3%
DK/NA 31.3% 35.4% 18.8% 8.3% 6.3%
REFUSED 20.2% 24.5% 32.0% 18.6% 4.7%

Homeownership
Homeowner 28.6% 27.7% 24.9% 17.1% 1.8%
Renter 40.5% 33.6% 16.9% 7.3% 1.8%
DK 31.5% 34.8% 15.7% 13.5% 4.5%
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"If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment in the neighborhood where | currently live." Do you...

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree
Employment Status

Working full time 30.9% 33.0% 21.8% 13.2% 1.1%
Working part time 40.4% 31.0% 16.8% 11.1% 0.7%
Unemployed & 50.0% 28.0% 14.7% 5.1% 2.2%
looking for work

Unemployed & not 39.2% 22.2% 21.6% 14.0% 2.9%
looking for work

Retired 23.5% 25.2% 28.8% 19.7% 2.8%
Disabled 53.8% 21.7% 13.2% 9.4% 1.9%
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Table 12: Feel Safe Walking
"| feel safe walking at night in my neighborhood " Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
County
Cherokee 41.6% 40.8% 13.3% 3.9% 0.4%
Clayton 19.4% 45.8% 24.9% 8.8% 1.1%
Cobb 27.6% 46.5% 17.0% 6.6% 2.4%
DeKalb 17.8% 40.1% 28.3% 11.4% 2.5%
Douglas 35.0% 38.6% 14.3% 10.7% 1.4%
Fayette 37.2% 43.4% 15.9% 2.7% 0.9%
Forsyth 47.0% 37.2% 7.7% 6.8% 1.3%
Fulton 28.2% 41.0% 19.3% 9.4% 21%
Gwinnett 23.9% 45.9% 21.7% 6.6% 2.0%
Henry 34.3% 41.3% 18.3% 5.7% 0.4%
Rockdale 28.1% 43.8% 18.0% 9.0% 1.1%
City of Atlanta 22.9% 35.0% 26.7% 12.8% 2.5%
Metro Region 27.5% 42.8% 19.9% 8.0% 1.8%
Gender
Man 34.4% 44.2% 14.8% 5.6% 1.0%
Woman 21.0% 42.6% 23.9% 10.2% 2.2%
Nonbinary 20.0% 13.8% 53.8% 7.7% 4.6%
DK/NA 24.6% 35.7% 23.0% 7.9% 8.7%
Tenure in Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 21.8% 43.0% 24.7% 8.0% 2.6%
6-10 Years 27.9% 44.9% 17.5% 8.5% 1.3%
11-20 Years 30.1% 40.2% 20.0% 7.6% 2.0%
21-30 Years 29.7% 45.0% 16.4% 8.1% 0.7%
31 Years or more 27.7% 42.9% 19.8% 7.8% 1.7%
Interview Type
Phone 32.4% 41.7% 17.2% 7.7% 1.0%
Online 22.4% 43.8% 22.8% 8.3% 2.7%
Education Level

Less than HS 14.4% 34.0% 34.6% 13.7% 3.3%
High school 25.7% 42.7% 21.1% 8.5% 21%
Some college 25.7% 40.1% 21.7% 10.2% 2.3%
BA, BS 29.5% 45.5% 18.9% 5.4% 0.7%
Graduate or 33.3% 44.4% 14.2% 6.2% 1.9%
Professional Degree

DK/NA 23.3% 43.3% 10.0% 16.7% 6.7%
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"l feel safe walking at night in my neighborhood " Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
Race (recoded)
African American/ Black 25.0% 41.3% 21.5% 10.3% 2.0%
White 31.2% 44.6% 17.0% 5.7% 1.5%
Other 23.0% 41.1% 24.7% 8.6% 2.5%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 24.5% 40.2% 28.2% 4.9% 2.3%
No 28.1% 43.2% 18.7% 8.3% 1.7%
DK/NA 14.9% 38.8% 25.4% 13.4% 7.5%
Age Categories
18 -24 24.4% 38.6% 23.7% 10.9% 2.5%
25-34 24.4% 43.3% 20.8% 9.2% 2.3%
35-44 30.5% 44.9% 17.2% 6.6% 0.8%
45 - 54 32.9% 38.4% 21.1% 6.5% 1.0%
55 -64 28.0% 45.5% 17.3% 6.8% 2.3%
65 and older 24.6% 44.2% 21.3% 8.4% 1.5%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 17.5% 39.5% 26.4% 12.9% 3.8%
$25,000 - $60,000 20.7% 41.9% 26.4% 9.7% 1.4%
$60,000 - $120,000 26.9% 47.3% 16.9% 7.7% 1.2%
$120,000 - $250,000 40.2% 43.5% 12.2% 2.8% 1.4%
Over $250,000 48.6% 32.6% 9.7% 5.9% 3.1%
DK/NA 25.5% 31.9% 29.8% 8.5% 4.3%
REFUSED 27.7% 41.5% 19.8% 7.9% 3.2%
Homeownership
Homeowner 32.3% 43.1% 16.9% 6.1% 1.7%
Renter 20.3% 42.4% 24.4% 10.8% 2.0%
DK 27.6% 37.9% 21.8% 9.2% 3.4%
Employment Status
Working full time 31.5% 44.1% 16.2% 7.3% 0.9%
Working part time 20.7% 44.4% 28.3% 5.7% 0.9%
Unemployed & looking 22.0% 38.3% 24.4% 13.2% 2.0%
for work
Unemployed & not 30.4% 40.9% 17.0% 8.2% 3.5%
looking for work
Retired 24.4% 42.1% 21.7% 8.0% 3.8%
Disabled 21.7% 34.0% 26.4% 14.2% 3.8%
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Table 13: Frequently Lack Transportation

"l frequently lack the transportation | need to get to places | need to go"

Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
County
Cherokee 8.6% 16.0% 29.3% 44.5% 1.6%
Clayton 13.2% 25.6% 38.1% 22.7% 0.4%
Cobb 10.5% 17.1% 33.7% 36.7% 2.0%
DeKalb 10.8% 20.2% 37.1% 29.9% 2.0%
Douglas 8.5% 16.3% 31.9% 41.1% 2.1%
Fayette 9.7% 15.0% 31.9% 41.6% 1.8%
Forsyth 8.2% 17.2% 31.3% 42.5% 0.9%
Fulton 14.4% 16.0% 33.0% 35.8% 0.8%
Gwinnett 9.6% 17.9% 43.2% 28.1% 1.2%
Henry 6.1% 17.3% 37.2% 38.5% 0.9%
Rockdale 9.0% 22.5% 32.6% 34.8% 1.1%
City of Atlanta 23.0% 21.2% 27.3% 27.6% 0.9%
Metro Region 10.8% 18.0% 35.8% 34.1% 1.3%
Gender
Man 10.7% 18.4% 35.5% 34.8% 0.6%
Woman 10.9% 17.1% 35.9% 34.4% 1.7%
Nonbinary 21.2% 34.8% 16.7% 24.2% 3.0%
DK/NA 6.3% 16.7% 50.0% 19.0% 7.9%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or 19.1% 21.7% 36.6% 20.7% 2.0%
Less
6-10 Years 11.9% 23.3% 34.6% 28.3% 1.8%
11-20 Years 10.0% 19.1% 34.4% 35.1% 1.4%
21-30 Years 7.8% 15.8% 36.5% 39.3% 0.6%
31 Years or 8.1% 13.7% 35.2% 42.5% 0.5%
more
Interview Type
Phone 7.5% 16.8% 37.0% 37.9% 0.8%
Online 14.4% 19.2% 34.5% 30.1% 1.8%
Education Level
Less than HS 21.1% 34.2% 32.9% 7.9% 3.9%
High school 14.0% 24.5% 35.5% 24.4% 1.6%
Some college 9.8% 16.1% 38.5% 33.9% 1.6%
BA, BS 8.0% 14.5% 36.2% 40.6% 0.8%
Graduate or 9.9% 12.2% 31.4% 46.1% 0.4%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 3.4% 13.8% 44.8% 31.0% 6.9%
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"l frequently lack the transportation | need to get to places | need to go"
Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree

Race (recoded)
African 14.8% 20.9% 35.3% 28.0% 1.1%
American/
Black
White 8.0% 14.3% 34.6% 42.1% 1.1%
Other 8.3% 21.2% 41.1% 26.2% 3.1%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 10.3% 25.3% 36.4% 26.8% 1.2%
No 10.9% 16.7% 35.8% 35.3% 1.3%
DK/NA 11.6% 31.9% 29.0% 20.3% 7.2%

Age Categories
18 - 24 17.9% 22.2% 31.5% 25.6% 2.8%
25-34 15.1% 21.6% 36.7% 24.8% 1.9%
35-44 11.3% 21.4% 33.4% 33.9%
45 - 54 8.3% 13.7% 37.2% 39.9% 0.8%
55 - 64 7.1% 15.1% 37.8% 39.1% 0.9%
65 and older 7.0% 14.1% 36.3% 40.8% 1.7%

Income Categories

Less than 21.8% 30.0% 29.8% 15.4% 3.0%
$25,000
$25,000 - 13.3% 20.6% 38.8% 26.4% 1.0%
$60,000
$60,000 - 7.4% 15.6% 37.3% 38.7% 1.1%
$120,000
$120,000 - 7.6% 11.3% 31.0% 49.3% 0.7%
$250,000
Over $250,000 7.3% 8.7% 31.0% 51.6% 1.4%
DK/NA 4.3% 19.1% 48.9% 25.5% 21%
REFUSED 7.5% 20.5% 42.1% 26.8% 3.1%

Homeownership
Homeowner 8.6% 13.5% 35.7% 41.0% 1.2%
Renter 14.1% 24.1% 36.3% 24.1% 1.4%
DK 11.5% 27.6% 29.9% 28.7% 2.3%
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"l frequently lack the transportation | need to get to places | need to go"
Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
Employment Status
Working full 10.0% 16.4% 36.9% 36.2% 0.4%
time
Working part 14.4% 23.6% 31.1% 29.6% 1.3%
time
Unemployed & 16.1% 25.3% 37.7% 19.3% 1.6%
looking for
work
Unemployed & 14.6% 9.9% 29.2% 43.3% 2.9%
not looking for
work
Retired 7.0% 14.2% 36.8% 39.6% 2.3%
Disabled 14.0% 38.3% 25.2% 19.6% 2.8%

49

2050 MTP / Vol. IV: Public Engagement (Latest Revision 02/2024) A5-49



Table 14: Metro Atlanta Affordability
"If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment anywhere in the metro Atlanta area." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
County
Cherokee 26.7% 27.8% 27.1% 16.5% 2.0%
Clayton 33.9% 33.6% 23.4% 8.8% 0.4%
Cobb 27.6% 30.1% 24.1% 15.7% 2.5%
DeKalb 29.4% 27.8% 26.9% 14.5% 1.3%
Douglas 28.4% 26.2% 26.2% 16.3% 2.8%
Fayette 18.6% 21.2% 36.3% 22.1% 1.8%
Forsyth 27.0% 23.6% 30.9% 17.6% 0.9%
Fulton 23.6% 27.9% 30.6% 15.8% 2.2%
Gwinnett 28.7% 30.5% 24.6% 14.1% 2.2%
Henry 25.1% 25.5% 32.0% 16.5% 0.9%
Rockdale 32.6% 30.3% 23.6% 12.4% 1.1%
City of Atlanta 28.3% 31.4% 23.4% 15.9% 0.9%
Metro Region 27.2% 28.6% 27.3% 15.1% 1.8%
Gender
Man 30.6% 17.4% 22.8% 28.0% 1.3%
Woman 23.5% 13.1% 31.4% 29.9% 2.0%
Nonbinary 40.9% 19.7% 24.2% 15.2%
DK/NA 30.4% 8.8% 31.2% 20.8% 8.8%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 30.4% 35.9% 21.4% 10.0% 2.4%
6-10 Years 29.2% 32.5% 23.5% 12.7% 2.0%
11-20 Years 28.0% 26.2% 28.8% 15.8% 1.2%
21-30 Years 27.8% 25.4% 29.5% 15.1% 2.2%
31 Years or more 22.8% 26.8% 29.7% 19.2% 1.4%
Interview Type
Phone 25.8% 24.4% 30.5% 17.9% 1.4%
Online 28.7% 32.9% 23.8% 12.2% 2.4%
Education Level
Less than HS 34.2% 42.1% 13.8% 7.9% 2.0%
High school 35.0% 30.3% 23.5% 8.7% 2.4%
Some college 30.7% 29.8% 25.2% 12.9% 1.4%
BA, BS 21.1% 26.5% 32.0% 18.3% 21%
Graduate or 16.4% 24.1% 32.3% 26.6% 0.7%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 26.7% 23.3% 26.7% 10.0% 13.3%
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"If | had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment anywhere in the metro Atlanta area." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
Race (recoded)
African American/ 30.9% 30.3% 25.5% 11.9% 1.4%
Black
White 23.7% 27.7% 28.4% 18.5% 1.7%
Other 27.9% 26.2% 28.9% 13.6% 3.4%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 29.9% 32.3% 25.2% 11.5% 1.0%
No 26.7% 28.2% 27.6% 15.6% 1.9%
DK/NA 33.8% 19.1% 23.5% 14.7% 8.8%
Age Categories
18 -24 30.3% 30.8% 25.9% 10.7% 2.3%
25-34 33.4% 33.5% 22.8% 8.3% 2.0%
35-44 30.1% 29.0% 25.6% 14.5% 0.9%
45 - 54 26.1% 28.0% 27.8% 16.9% 1.3%
55 -64 26.4% 24.5% 29.4% 17.7% 2.1%
65 and older 17.5% 26.5% 32.5% 21.7% 1.9%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 37.7% 36.1% 17.1% 6.3% 2.9%
$25,000 - $60,000 35.8% 32.9% 22.0% 8.0% 1.2%
$60,000 - 23.9% 27.9% 32.7% 13.4% 21%
$120,000
$120,000 - 17.7% 23.6% 31.7% 26.2% 0.9%
$250,000
Over $250,000 13.2% 12.5% 29.2% 43.8% 1.4%
DK/NA 20.8% 29.2% 35.4% 14.6%
REFUSED 20.9% 24.4% 31.5% 17.7% 5.5%
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"If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or
apartment anywhere in the metro Atlanta area." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
Homeownership
Homeowner 22.1% 25.7% 30.7% 19.8% 1.6%
Renter 34.4% 33.0% 22.3% 8.4% 1.9%
DK 35.2% 22.7% 25.0% 9.1% 8.0%
Employment Status
Working full time 26.2% 28.6% 28.7% 15.8% 0.7%
Working part time 29.7% 31.6% 27.4% 10.0% 1.3%
Unemployed & 42.2% 30.2% 18.6% 7.1% 1.8%
looking for work
Unemployed & not 32.7% 24.0% 14.0% 25.7% 3.5%
looking for work
Retired 17.9% 27.2% 31.1% 21.1% 2.7%
Disabled 37.7% 34.0% 16.0% 3.8% 8.5%
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Table 15: Taxes to Fund Regional Public Transit

"l am willing to pay more in taxes to fund expanded regional
public transit that includes buses and rail." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
County
Cherokee 11.8% 29.8% 31.4% 26.7% 0.4%
Clayton 8.4% 34.3% 34.3% 22.3% 0.7%
Cobb 13.5% 33.5% 31.7% 17.9% 3.4%
DeKalb 15.6% 32.3% 32.7% 16.3% 3.1%
Douglas 12.9% 27.9% 27.9% 28.6% 2.9%
Fayette 9.6% 21.1% 36.0% 32.5% 0.9%
Forsyth 11.2% 29.6% 27.0% 29.6% 2.6%
Fulton 15.9% 35.6% 26.6% 18.3% 3.7%
Gwinnett 11.7% 33.4% 29.5% 21.5% 3.9%
Henry 11.3% 30.3% 29.0% 29.4%
Rockdale 6.7% 27.0% 34.8% 30.3% 1.1%
City of Atlanta 22.1% 35.8% 21.2% 16.7% 4.2%
Metro Region 13.2% 32.7% 30.1% 21.1% 2.9%
Gender
Man 15.7% 35.5% 26.8% 20.5% 1.6%
Woman 11.1% 30.3% 33.2% 21.3% 4.0%
Nonbinary 13.8% 32.3% 24.6% 27.7% 1.5%
DK/NA 7.1% 27.0% 34.9% 25.4% 5.6%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta

5 Years or Less 15.8% 33.1% 30.2% 15.8% 5.2%
6-10 Years 15.0% 36.0% 27.9% 17.6% 3.5%
11-20 Years 15.3% 37.5% 26.1% 18.1% 3.0%
21-30 Years 15.2% 31.5% 30.0% 21.3% 2.0%
31 Years or more 8.2% 29.5% 33.0% 27.4% 1.8%

Interview Type
Phone 12.3% 32.3% 28.9% 25.7% 0.8%
Online 14.2% 33.2% 31.4% 16.3% 5.1%

Education Level
Less than HS 9.1% 33.8% 39.0% 14.9% 3.2%
High school 14.2% 29.0% 32.7% 20.7% 3.5%
Some college 10.8% 33.7% 30.0% 23.0% 2.5%
BA, BS 12.9% 35.1% 28.3% 20.8% 2.9%
Graduate or Professional 17.0% 34.2% 26.8% 19.9% 2.3%
Degree)
DK/NA 13.3% 13.3% 33.3% 36.7% 3.3%

Race (recoded)
African American/ Black 14.3% 33.5% 30.3% 18.7% 3.2%
White 13.3% 32.2% 30.0% 22.0% 2.5%
Other 9.8% 31.9% 29.9% 25.2% 3.2%
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"l am willing to pay more in taxes to fund expanded regional
public transit that includes buses and rail." Do you...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 17.8% 38.3% 27.5% 12.2% 4.2%
No 12.7% 32.1% 30.4% 22.2% 2.7%
DK/NA 7.5% 25.4% 34.3% 29.9% 3.0%
Age Categories
18 - 24 18.0% 37.3% 27.8% 11.6% 5.3%
25-34 20.7% 33.2% 27.4% 15.1% 3.7%
35-44 14.7% 35.2% 26.4% 21.3% 2.3%
45 - 54 10.4% 32.6% 30.6% 24.8% 1.7%
55 - 64 9.3% 32.0% 30.9% 24.8% 3.0%
65 and older 7.4% 27.8% 37.1% 25.5% 2.2%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 13.5% 28.9% 31.9% 18.7% 7.0%
$25,000 - $60,000 12.4% 32.5% 33.5% 18.2% 3.4%
$60,000 - $120,000 13.4% 33.3% 29.1% 22.0% 2.3%
$120,000 - $250,000 15.6% 35.4% 26.2% 21.1% 1.7%
Over $250,000 16.4% 34.8% 21.6% 26.5% 0.7%
DK/NA 6.4% 40.4% 29.8% 23.4%
REFUSED 5.9% 26.8% 34.6% 31.5% 1.2%
Homeownership
Homeowner 12.4% 30.9% 30.8% 23.8% 21%
Renter 14.3% 35.7% 29.4% 16.6% 4.0%
DK 15.9% 27.3% 23.9% 29.5% 3.4%
Employment Status
Working full time 15.0% 35.1% 27.6% 20.4% 1.9%
Working part time 15.4% 36.6% 27.6% 16.8% 3.7%
Unemployed & looking for 13.9% 30.0% 34.5% 16.9% 4.7%
work
Unemployed & not looking 18.1% 25.7% 32.7% 18.7% 4.7%
for work
Retired 5.8% 27.9% 35.0% 28.9% 2.4%
Disabled 12.4% 26.7% 33.3% 21.9% 5.7%
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Table 16: Workers Lose Jobs to Automated Processes

"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of
automated process or artificial intelligence." Do you ...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree
County
Cherokee 26.4% 46.9% 20.9% 28% | 3.1%
Clayton 35.9% 48.0% 11.0% 3.7% 1.5%
Cobb 25.6% 47.7% 15.7% 5.0% | 6.1%
DeKalb 30.5% 43.9% 16.6% 3.9% | 51%
Douglas 34.8% 44.0% 15.6% 21% | 3.5%
Fayette 21.1% 50.0% 20.2% 53% | 3.5%
Forsyth 21.5% 47.6% 24.5% 4.7% 1.7%
Fulton 31.0% 44.4% 17.2% 34% | 4.0%
Gwinnett 23.1% 47.7% 21.0% 4.0% | 4.2%
Henry 26.4% 46.3% 20.3% 5.6% 1.3%
Rockdale 32.6% 44.9% 14.6% 5.6% | 2.2%
City of Atlanta 33.7% 43.0% 14.7% 3.8% | 4.8%
Metro Region 27.9% 46.2% 17.9% 41% | 4.0%
Gender
Man 26.2% 47.1% 18.5% 49% | 3.3%
Woman 29.5% 46.3% 16.6% 29% | 4.7%
Nonbinary 30.3% 30.3% 28.8% 6.1% | 4.5%
DK/NA 26.2% 34.1% 25.4% 7.9% | 6.3%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 28.9% 49.8% 13.9% 3.3% | 4.2%
6-10 Years 27.0% 47.2% 16.2% 59% | 3.7%
11-20 Years 26.6% 42.4% 22.3% 43% | 4.4%
21-30 Years 28.3% 45.0% 18.4% 3.9% | 4.3%
31 Years or more 27.7% 48.2% 17.0% 34% | 3.6%
Interview Type
Phone 26.7% 46.1% 19.8% 51% | 2.2%
Online 29.0% 46.3% 15.8% 2.9% | 5.9%
Education Level
Less than HS 32.0% 49.7% 13.1% 3.3% | 2.0%
High school 29.7% 44.5% 16.9% 3.8% | 51%
Some college 31.7% 47.3% 14.3% 3.7% | 2.9%
BA, BS 23.6% 46.1% 21.3% 4.6% | 4.5%
Graduate or 23.7% 47.0% 21.1% 44% | 3.8%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 41.9% 38.7% 16.1% 3.2%
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"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of
automated process or artificial intelligence." Do you ...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree

Race (recoded)
African American/ 33.7% 44 1% 14.7% 4.6% 3.0%
Black
White 22.8% 49.5% 19.4% 3.6% | 4.7%
Other 26.9% 41.8% 22.2% 3.9% | 51%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 21.4% 48.5% 24.3% 26% | 3.1%
No 28.6% 45.9% 17.0% 43% | 4.2%
DK/NA 35.3% 42.6% 17.6% 4.4%

Age Categories
18-24 30.0% 41.6% 22.8% 21% | 3.5%
25-34 26.5% 50.1% 14.0% 51% | 4.3%
35-44 31.4% 42.9% 20.1% 3.9% | 1.8%
45 -54 29.6% 47.7% 15.7% 4.4% | 2.6%
55 -64 30.1% 43.2% 17.3% 3.5% | 5.8%
65 and older 20.6% 50.9% 18.4% 42% | 5.8%

Income Categories

Less than $25,000 32.7% 37.9% 16.8% 6.1% | 6.6%
$25,000 - $60,000 29.8% 49.5% 14.1% 3.2% | 3.4%
$60,000 - 26.4% 47.5% 18.9% 3.3% | 3.9%
$120,000
$120,000 - 26.0% 47.0% 18.7% 47% | 3.7%
$250,000
Over $250,000 23.0% 41.8% 24.7% 7.0% | 3.5%
DK/NA 27.7% 44.7% 25.5% 21%
REFUSED 25.2% 40.6% 25.2% 3.9% | 51%

Homeownership
Homeowner 25.6% 47.6% 18.5% 42% | 4.1%
Renter 30.9% 44.2% 17.0% 3.8% | 4.1%
DK 35.2% 43.2% 15.9% 34% | 2.3%
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"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of
automated process or artificial intelli

ence." Doyou ...

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree
Employment Status

Working full time 27.6% 47.1% 18.6% 3.6% | 3.1%
Working part time 25.7% 48.5% 19.9% 3.5% | 2.6%
Unemployed & 36.5% 39.6% 16.7% 43% | 2.9%
looking for work

Unemployed & not 28.2% 37.6% 18.8% 9.4% 5.9%
looking for work

Retired 23.1% 49.4% 16.8% 45% | 6.2%
Disabled 43.9% 40.2% 2.8% 3.7% | 9.3%
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Table 17: Low-Wage Workers Finding Affordable Housing

"Low-wage workers employed by local businesses have no problem
finding affordable housing in my community." Do you ...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly DK
agree disagree
County
Cherokee 5.9% 16.9% 33.7% 39.2% 4.3%
Clayton 6.2% 17.9% 34.4% 39.6% 1.8%
Cobb 7.2% 16.1% 31.2% 41.1% 4.5%
DeKalb 71% 15.6% 28.4% 45.5% 3.4%
Douglas 7.9% 15.7% 32.9% 40.0% 3.6%
Fayette 2.6% 17.5% 36.0% 39.5% 4.4%
Forsyth 3.9% 17.6% 33.9% 41.2% 3.4%
Fulton 9.3% 12.1% 30.1% 43.0% 5.5%
Gwinnett 5.6% 15.3% 35.8% 39.5% 3.8%
Henry 3.0% 19.5% 33.8% 39.8% 3.9%
Rockdale 6.7% 21.1% 26.7% 42.2% 3.3%
City of Atlanta 11.6% 20.7% 26.7% 37.1% 4.0%
Metro Region 6.8% 15.5% 32.0% 41.6% 4.1%
Gender
Man 6.2% 17.5% 35.1% 37.5% 3.6%
Woman 7.4% 13.5% 28.5% 46.2% 4.5%
Nonbinary 9.1% 10.6% 53.0% 25.8% 1.5%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 10.4% 20.9% 33.0% 31.1% 4.6%
6-10 Years 8.3% 19.3% 31.0% 37.4% 4.0%
11-20 Years 4.9% 14.5% 32.8% 44.6% 3.2%
21-30 Years 5.2% 13.8% 29.8% 46.3% 5.0%
31 Years or more 6.4% 12.5% 31.9% 45.6% 3.6%
Interview Type
Phone 4.4% 15.3% 33.2% 45.2% 1.9%
Online 9.3% 15.7% 30.7% 37.9% 6.4%
Education Level

Less than HS 17.8% 15.1% 42.8% 21.1% 3.3%
High school 7.7% 19.4% 33.4% 35.5% 4.0%
Some college 5.3% 15.1% 30.2% 44.8% 4.6%
BA, BS 5.2% 13.5% 32.2% 44.9% 4.2%
Graduate or 8.1% 12.7% 30.2% 46.0% 3.0%
Professional

Degree

DK/NA 9.7% 12.9% 32.3% 32.3% 12.9%

58

2050 MTP / Vol. IV: Public Engagement (Latest Revision 02/2024)

A5-58



"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of
automated process or artificial intelligence." Do you ...
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree DK
agree
Race (recoded)
African American/ 8.7% 15.2% 29.9% 42.4% 3.8%
Black
White 5.2% 15.6% 33.0% 41.6% 4.6%
Other 6.6% 15.8% 35.1% 39.4% 3.1%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 8.9% 18.1% 31.9% 37.8% 3.3%
No 6.5% 15.0% 32.1% 42.3% 4.2%
DK/NA 10.3% 19.1% 30.9% 33.8% 5.9%
Age Categories
18-24 10.5% 21.2% 31.4% 32.5% 4.4%
25-34 7.9% 20.8% 26.2% 41.0% 4.1%
35-44 8.5% 16.6% 31.3% 41.0% 2.7%
45-54 5.2% 10.0% 34.9% 46.2% 3.8%
55 - 64 4.7% 11.4% 30.5% 49.3% 4.1%
65 and older 4.7% 12.5% 38.4% 39.2% 5.2%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 9.1% 20.4% 24.8% 38.2% 7.5%
$25,000 - $60,000 7.8% 14.7% 33.9% 39.6% 4.0%
$60,000 - $120,000 5.6% 13.6% 32.8% 45.5% 2.5%
$120,000 - 6.6% 16.1% 28.8% 44.0% 4.4%
$250,000,
Over $250,000 5.9% 14.3% 33.4% 43.6% 2.8%
DK/NA 4.3% 25.5% 36.2% 29.8% 4.3%
REFUSED 4.7% 17.0% 40.3% 31.6% 6.3%
Homeownership
Homeowner 6.0% 15.3% 33.6% 41.2% 3.8%
Renter 8.0% 15.7% 29.6% 42.3% 4.4%
DK 6.8% 15.9% 33.0% 38.6% 5.7%
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"In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of
automated process or artificial intelligence." Do you ...

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly disagree | DK
agree
Employment Status
Working full time 6.3% 16.5% 31.2% 43.2% 2.7%
Working part time 10.6% 20.5% 31.4% 34.9% 2.6%
Unemployed & 8.8% 11.2% 29.9% 45.6% 4.5%
looking for work
Unemployed & not 4.1% 12.9% 32.7% 46.2% 4.1%
looking for work
Retired 5.0% 12.9% 36.6% 38.6% 6.9%
Disabled 8.4% 12.1% 26.2% 44.9% 8.4%
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Table 18: Actions to Make Housing Available
Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make
affordable housing available in your community to a broad range of
incomes?
Identify suitable | Change local Increase public DK
locations for zoning financing to
multifamily ordinances to incentivize
housing allow for more developers to
housing options | build at lower
prices than
normal
County (NS)
Cherokee 24.0% 16.5% 44.1% 6.3%
Clayton 22.7% 24.9% 43.6% 5.9%
Cobb 21.2% 21.3% 41.3% 9.1%
DeKalb 23.5% 20.5% 42.0% 8.1%
Douglas 20.7% 20.7% 44.3% 7.1%
Fayette 29.5% 17.9% 33.9% 8.9%
Forsyth 28.8% 21.0% 33.9% 6.9%
Fulton 24.6% 22.2% 39.5% 6.9%
Gwinnett 24.3% 17.4% 43.8% 7.4%
Henry 25.0% 19.8% 42.7% 6.5%
Rockdale 24.4% 23.3% 44.4% 3.3%
City of Atlanta 25.3% 21.6% 42.5% 5.3%
Metro Region 23.9% 20.5% 41.4% 7.4%
Gender
Man 23.9% 20.6% 40.7% 7.3%
Woman 24.0% 20.7% 41.8% 7.1%
Nonbinary 17.2% 21.9% 51.6% 1.6%
DK/NA 25.4% 11.9% 41.3% 16.7%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 21.1% 24.7% 42.3% 9.2%
6-10 Years 20.6% 25.9% 42.3% 7.2%
11-20 Years 23.6% 21.1% 45.6% 4.8%
21-30 Years 24.6% 19.1% 40.9% 5.9%
31 Years or more 26.9% 16.3% 37.1% 9.0%
Interview Type
Phone 24.7% 20.3% 44.2% 5.2%
Online 23.1% 20.6% 38.4% 9.6%
Education Level
Less than HS 25.7% 20.4% 43.4% 7.9%
High school 20.1% 21.8% 41.4% 10.7%
Some college 25.0% 19.6% 42.5% 7.8%
BA, BS 25.9% 19.8% 40.2% 5.2%
Graduate or 25.3% 20.4% 41.1% 4.4%
Professional Degree
DK/NA 23.3% 26.7% 36.7% 7.9%
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Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make
affordable housing available in your community to a broad range of

incomes?
Identify suitable | Change local Increase public DK
locations for zoning financing to
multifamily ordinances to incentivize
housing allow for more developers to
housing options | build at lower
prices than
normal
Race (recoded)
African American/ Black 22.5% 23.2% 44.7% 5.8%
White 25.9% 18.0% 37.7% 8.0%
Other 21.8% 20.4% 43.3% 10.0%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 23.1% 17.4% 48.5% 6.8%
No 24.0% 20.9% 40.6% 7.3%
DK/NA 26.9% 22.4% 26.9% 16.4%
Age Categories
18 -24 22.1% 23.6% 43.6% 8.4%
25-34 16.3% 25.2% 47.9% 6.8%
35-44 21.4% 24.6% 43.0% 4.2%
45 -54 27.3% 17.5% 41.4% 9.6%
55 -64 27.0% 16.6% 40.8% 6.1%
65 and older 30.3% 14.8% 32.8% 9.1%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 21.9% 19.1% 42.2% 11.6%
$25,000 - $60,000 21.8% 21.7% 43.1% 8.4%
$60,000 - $120,000 23.5% 21.2% 43.2% 5.6%
$120,000 - $250,000 28.0% 19.3% 39.0% 5.3%
Over $250,000 27.2% 20.9% 34.1% 4.9%
DK/NA 20.8% 10.4% 41.7% 12.5%
REFUSED 26.8% 18.1% 35.0% 10.6%
Homeownership
Homeowner 28.0% 18.0% 37.7% 7.2%
Renter 17.9% 24.4% 46.7% 7.6%
DK 22.5% 14.6% 42.7% 9.0%
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Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make
affordable housing available in your community to a broad range of

incomes?
Identify suitable | Change local Increase public DK

locations for zoning financing to

multifamily ordinances to incentivize

housing ... allow for more developers to

housing opt build
Employment Status
Working full time 23.4% 20.8% 44.6% 5.8%
Working part time 23.0% 25.2% 38.8% 6.2%
Unemployed & looking 20.4% 20.4% 46.8% 7.6%
for work
Unemployed & not 19.4% 25.3% 40.0% 7.1%
looking for work
Retired 30.0% 15.2% 32.9% 9.4%
Disabled 20.8% 26.4% 31.1% 17.0%
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Table 19: Electric Vehicle Ownership

We'd like to ask you about electric vehicles
Do you own an electric vehicle?
Yes No
County
Cherokee 9.4% 90.6%
Clayton 4.8% 95.2%
Cobb 11.1% 88.9%
DeKalb 8.2% 91.8%
Douglas 7.1% 92.9%
Fayette 6.2% 93.8%
Forsyth 6.0% 94.0%
Fulton 12.4% 87.6%
Gwinnett 8.3% 91.7%
Henry 8.2% 91.8%
Rockdale 4.4% 95.6%
City of Atlanta 15.2% 84.8%
Metro Region 9.2% 90.8%
Gender (NS)
Man 9.7% 90.3%
Woman 8.9% 91.1%
Nonbinary 13.6% 86.4%
DK/NA 4.8% 95.2%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 16.7% 83.3%
6-10 Years 15.3% 84.7%
11-20 Years 9.1% 90.9%
21-30 Years 5.8% 94.2%
31 Years or more 4.9% 95.1%
Interview Type
Phone 3.9% 96.1%
Online 14.8% 85.2%
Education Level
Less than HS 5.9% 94.1%
High school 10.3% 89.7%
Some college 5.9% 94.1%
BA, BS 7.7% 92.3%
Graduate or 16.4% 83.6%
Professional Degree
DK/NA 10.0% 90.0%
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We'd like to ask you about electric vehicles
Do you own an electric vehicle?

Yes | No
Race (recoded)
African American/ Black 7.9% 92.1%
White 10.7% 89.3%
Other 8.5% 91.5%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 13.4% 86.6%
No 8.8% 91.2%
DK/NA 2.9% 97.1%
Age Categories
18-24 16.8% 83.2%
25-34 13.3% 86.7%
35-44 14.6% 85.4%
45-54 5.6% 94.4%
55 -64 2.7% 97.3%
65 and older 3.5% 96.5%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 9.1% 90.9%
$25,000 - $60,000 8.0% 92.0%
$60,000 - $120,000 6.3% 93.7%
$120,000 - $250,000 15.6% 84.4%
Over $250,000 19.4% 80.6%
DK/NA 100.0%
REFUSED 2.8% 97.2%
Homeownership
Homeowner 1.1% 88.9%
Renter 6.7% 93.3%
DK 5.7% 94.3%
Employment Status
Working full time 10.7% 89.3%
Working part time 14.6% 85.4%
Unemployed & looking 7.5% 92.5%
for work
Unemployed & not 9.9% 90.1%
looking for work
Retired 2.9% 97.1%
Disabled 5.7% 94.3%
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Table 20: Plans to Buy Electric Vehicle
Do you plan on buying an
electric vehicle in next five
years?
Yes [ No
County
Cherokee 20.4% 79.6%
Clayton 27.7% 72.3%
Cobb 30.8% 69.2%
DeKalb 37.8% 62.2%
Douglas 22.1% 77.9%
Fayette 16.8% 83.2%
Forsyth 21.0% 79.0%
Fulton 36.8% 63.2%
Gwinnett 29.9% 70.1%
Henry 26.0% 74.0%
Rockdale 24.7% 75.3%
City of Atlanta 39.5% 60.5%
Metro Region 31.0% 69.0%
Gender
Man 35.9% 64.1%
Woman 26.8% 73.2%
Nonbinary 43.1% 56.9%
DK/NA 13.5% 86.5%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 42.2% 57.8%
6-10 Years 41.1% 58.9%
11-20 Years 34.9% 65.1%
21-30 Years 28.3% 71.7%
31 Years or more 19.5% 80.5%
Interview Type
Phone 24.0% 76.0%
Online 38.3% 61.7%
Education Level
Less than HS 31.6% 68.4%
High school 28.9% 71.1%
Some college 26.6% 73.4%
BA, BS 32.5% 67.5%
Graduate or Professional Degree 40.3% 59.7%
DK/NA 16.7% 83.3%
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Do you plan on buying an
electric vehicle in next five
years?
Yes | No
Race (recoded)
African American/ Black 36.7% 63.3%
White 25.2% 74.8%
Other 33.1% 66.9%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 40.8% 59.2%
No 29.9% 70.1%
DK/NA 13.2% 86.8%
Age Categories
18-24 35.6% 64.4%
25-34 41.0% 59.0%
35-44 40.2% 59.8%
45 - 54 30.3% 69.7%
55 - 64 24.8% 75.2%
65 and older 14.7% 85.3%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 26.8% 73.2%
$25,000 - $60,000 29.2% 70.8%
$60,000 - $120,000 30.9% 69.1%
$120,000 - $250,000 40.0% 60.0%
Over $250,000 40.8% 59.2%
DK/NA 12.8% 87.2%
REFUSED 14.2% 85.8%
Homeownership
Homeowner 29.8% 70.2%
Renter 33.2% 66.8%
DK 22.7% 77.3%
Employment Status
Working full time 35.3% 64.7%
Working part time 36.7% 63.3%
Unemployed & looking for work 33.8% 66.2%
Unemployed & not looking for work, 25.1% 74.9%
Retired 15.9% 84.1%
Disabled 20.8% 79.2%
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Table 21: Reasons Bought Electric Vehicle

Which of the following is the most important reason you have already
bought or may buy an electric vehicle in the next five years?
They are better To take They are They are DK
for the advantage of cheaper to more
environment new operate than reliable
technology gas/diesel
vehicles
County
Cherokee 43.1% 27.6% 22.4% 6.9%
Clayton 41.0% 17.9% 28.2% 11.5%
Cobb 43.2% 22.6% 22.6% 8.6% | 1.2%
DeKalb 43.6% 15.7% 26.0% 9.9% | 1.6%
Douglas 43.2% 13.5% 29.7% 8.1% | 5.4%
Fayette 41.7% 8.3% 29.2% 12.5% | 4.2%
Forsyth 49.1% 10.9% 32.7% 3.6%
Fulton 44.2% 18.9% 22.9% 10.3% | 1.2%
Gwinnett 36.6% 11.0% 35.9% 14.5% | 2.1%
Henry 46.8% 14.5% 27.4% 8.1%
Rockdale 50.0% 12.5% 29.2% 42% | 4.2%
City of Atlanta 38.8% 23.5% 24.8% 11.2%
Metro Region 42.6% 16.8% 26.9% 10.3% | 1.4%
Gender
Man 40.9% 19.4% 26.4% 10.0% | 1.0%
Woman 46.0% 14.8% 25.6% 10.0% | 1.9%
Nonbinary 18.2% 63.6% 18.2%
DK/NA 40.9% 36.4% 13.6% | 9.1%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta

5 Years or Less 35.9% 19.4% 27.8% 13.8% | 0.7%
6-10 Years 38.7% 21.0% 27.7% 11.8% | 0.8%
11-20 Years 39.9% 18.8% 27.4% 10.7% | 1.8%
21-30 Years 47.1% 13.7% 27.5% 6.9% | 1.4%
31 Years or 55.3% 10.5% 23.3% 73% | 1.1%
more

Interview Type
Phone 47.1% 11.6% 33.3% 49% | 1.7%
Online 39.7% 20.1% 22.8% 13.8% | 1.2%

Education Level
Less than HS 17.0% 11.3% 50.9% 15.1% | 5.7%
High School 35.6% 19.1% 27.7% 14.4% | 2.3%
Some college 46.2% 15.9% 24.7% 73% | 2.2%
BA, BS 45.6% 16.6% 25.4% 9.8% | 0.5%
Graduate or 47.7% 16.2% 26.0% 8.3% | 0.3%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 42.9% 42.9% 14.3%
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Which of the following is the most important reason you have already

bought or may buy an electric vehicle in the next five years?

They are better To take They are They are DK
for the advantage of cheaper to more
environment new operate than reliable
technology gas/diesel
vehicles

Race (recoded)
African 41.7% 17.6% 25.4% 1M1.1% | 2.2%
American/ Black
White 48.2% 18.2% 21.5% 9.2% | 0.7%
Other 32.1% 10.7% 44.8% 10.3% | 0.8%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 27.3% 16.1% 40.1% 15.3% | 1.2%
No 45.3% 16.9% 24.6% 9.4% | 1.5%
DK/NA 40.0% 10.0% 40.0% 10.0%

Age Categories
18 - 24 27.6% 23.0% 29.3% 16.7% | 1.7%
25-34 38.2% 17.0% 29.5% 13.7%
35-44 44.4% 18.3% 23.8% 10.3% | 0.8%
45 - 54 44.1% 13.8% 34.4% 45% | 1.2%
55 - 64 52.2% 12.9% 24.9% 50% | 4.0%
65 and older 61.8% 12.5% 12.5% 8.8% | 2.2%

Income Categories
Less than 36.1% 20.7% 24.3% 13.6% | 5.3%
$25,000
$25,000 - 41.5% 16.7% 27.4% 10.0% | 1.5%
$60,000
$60,000 - 43.0% 15.3% 28.8% 104% | 0.2%
$120,000
$120,000 - 45.3% 16.8% 25.1% 9.8% | 0.8%
$250,000
Over $250,000 45.2% 17.8% 28.9% 8.1%
DK/NA 33.3% 16.7% 50.0%
REFUSED 48.7% 12.8% 25.6% 51% | 7.7%
Homeownership (NS)
Homeowner 45.3% 15.2% 25.2% 11.3% 1.3%
Renter 38.6% 19.2% 29.4% 9.0% | 1.6%
DK 54.5% 9.1% 27.3% 9.1%
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Which of the following is the most important reason you have already
bought or may buy an electric vehicle in the next five years?
They are better To take They are They are DK
for the advantage of cheaper to more
environment new operate than reliable
technology gas/diesel
vehicles
Employment Status
Working full time 42.4% 17.6% 29.7% 7.6% | 0.2%
Working part 31.0% 17.5% 27.5% 23.6% | 0.4%
time
Unemployed & 47.2% 13.1% 28.4% 45% | 5.7%
looking for work
Unemployed & 40.7% 18.5% 16.7% 16.7% 1.9%
not looking for
work
Retired 56.4% 13.4% 15.4% 8.1% | 6.0%
Disabled 50.0% 19.2% 11.5% 19.2%
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Table 22: Reasons Not Consider Electric Vehicle

Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider
buying an electric vehicle?

Electric You are not The You are They are DK

vehicles comfortable inconvenience not sure NOT good

are too with the new of recharging how for the

expensive technology the vehicle reliable environment/
they are Batteries
County
Cherokee 25.0% 5.6% 24.5% 15.8% 19.4% | 2.6%
Clayton 30.6% 10.2% 19.4% 31.6% 1.5% | 1.5%
Cobb 29.2% 7.9% 24.4% 15.1% 10.1% | 5.6%
DeKalb 23.1% 11.2% 26.2% 14.8% 7.5% | 6.6%
Douglas 25.2% 12.6% 21.4% 21.4% 10.7% | 3.9%
Fayette 28.1% 7.9% 20.2% 12.4% 19.1% | 3.4%
Forsyth 27.9% 8.4% 20.7% 1.7% 21.2% | 2.8%
Fulton 25.6% 11.0% 30.9% 12.2% 8.4% | 3.9%
Gwinnett 33.0% 7.9% 25.6% 14.7% 12.2% | 1.5%
Henry 26.8% 9.5% 21.4% 18.5% 16.7% | 2.4%
Rockdale 27.3% 19.7% 25.8% 12.1% 4.5% | 1.5%
City of 19.9% 15.2% 22.9% 13.5% 12.8% | 4.8%
Atlanta
Metro 27.8% 9.5% 25.3% 15.5% 11.0% | 3.7%
Region
Gender
Man 27.6% 71% 25.5% 15.2% 13.6% | 3.8%
Woman 27.1% 1.7% 26.2% 15.9% 8.4% | 3.1%
Nonbinary 39.4% 12.1% 6.1% 12.1% 24.2%
DK/NA 36.9% 5.8% 12.6% 14.6% 10.7% 11.7
%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or 27.9% 13.5% 20.6% 15.2% 9.4% | 6.0%
Less
6-10 Years 31.5% 8.9% 27.9% 15.4% 5.6% | 4.6%
11-20 Years 25.8% 8.3% 25.2% 19.2% 10.4% | 4.0%
21-30 Years 26.1% 8.7% 29.2% 12.9% 14.4% | 2.7%
31 Years or 27.6% 9.5% 25.2% 15.6% 11.3% | 2.2%
more
Interview Type
Phone 29.1% 8.1% 23.7% 16.7% 12.8% | 2.4%
Online 26.0% 11.2% 27.5% 13.9% 8.5% | 5.4%
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Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider
buying an electric vehicle?

Electric You are not The You are They are DK
vehicles comfortable inconvenience not sure NOT good
are too with the new of recharging how for the
expensive technology the vehicle reliable environment/
they are Batteries
Education Level
Less than 15.8% 5.9% 23.8% 25.7% 9.9% | 12.9
HS %
High school 29.6% 12.7% 21.3% 17.7% 8.1% | 5.9%
Some 29.1% 10.2% 24.2% 15.5% 12.0% | 2.6%
college
BA, BS 26.3% 7.0% 29.4% 12.7% 13.3% | 2.8%
Graduate or 26.3% 6.8% 29.4% 14.2% 11.4% | 0.9%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 36.4% 4.5% 18.2% 13.6% 9.9%
Race (recoded)
African 26.4% 13.1% 27.0% 19.1% 3.8% | 4.8%
American/
Black
White 28.1% 7.3% 26.5% 11.0% 15.9% | 2.5%
Other 30.4% 7.7% 16.0% 21.8% 13.5% | 4.4%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 36.3% 11.5% 20.8% 16.6% 7.9% | 1.2%
No 26.8% 9.4% 26.0% 15.6% 11.3% | 3.7%
DK/NA 24.6% 1.8% 15.8% 5.3% 15.8% | 15.8
%
Age Categories
18 -24 38.8% 8.2% 19.1% 17.3% 9.4% | 4.8%
25-34 27.8% 12.3% 22.3% 17.7% 8.4% | 5.6%
35-44 29.0% 9.3% 27.9% 15.3% 10.4% | 1.4%
45 - 54 24.7% 8.2% 27.6% 14.8% 13.4% | 4.0%
55 -64 23.7% 9.8% 28.6% 15.7% 13.6% | 3.1%
65 and 26.3% 9.5% 24.9% 14.7% 9.4% | 3.6%
older
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Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider

buying an electric vehicle?

Electric You are not The You are They are DK

vehicles comfortable inconvenience not sure NOT good

are too with the new of recharging how for the

expensive technology the vehicle reliable environment/
they are Batteries
Income Categories
Less than 33.9% 9.9% 14.0% 20.2% 51% | 10.2
$25,000 %
$25,000 - 28.5% 10.5% 27.9% 16.1% 8.5% | 2.5%
$60,000
$60,000 - 27.2% 10.4% 25.6% 15.9% 10.3% | 3.2%
$120,000
$120,000 - 21.4% 5.9% 32.2% 13.5% 18.1% | 2.6%
$250,000
Over 18.4% 13.2% 27.6% 8.6% 17.1% | 1.3%
$250,000
DK/NA 41.0% 5.1% 12.8% 17.9% 15.4%
REFUSED 33.0% 5.6% 18.1% 10.7% 15.8% | 4.7%
Homeownership
Homeowner 24.4% 9.4% 27.7% 14.5% 13.7% | 2.5%
Renter 32.4% 9.9% 22.1% 17.3% 6.8% | 5.2%
DK 38.8% 3.0% 14.9% 11.9% 11.9% | 7.5%
Employment Status
Working full 27.5% 9.3% 26.7% 15.5% 1.8% | 2.7%
time
Working 35.7% 7.2% 21.6% 18.2% 11.6% | 2.2%
part time
Unemploye 26.3% 11.4% 241% 16.8% 9.8% | 4.4%
d & looking
for work
Unemploye 33.3% 12.8% 16.2% 14.5% 10.3% | 4.3%
d & not
looking for
work
Retired 24.2% 9.7% 27.4% 14.4% 10.2% | 3.2%
Disabled 32.5% 13.8% 20.0% 12.5% 1.3% | 17.5
%
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Table 23: Climate Change as Global Threat

Thinking about climate change, how serious of a global threat do
you feel it will be in the next 10 years? Will climate change be ....
A major A minor global No threat DK
global threat threat at all
County
Cherokee 40.4% 35.7% 22.4% 1.6%
Clayton 69.2% 22.0% 7.3% 1.5%
Cobb 54.3% 26.6% 13.3% 5.8%
DeKalb 66.1% 20.3% 9.5% 4.1%
Douglas 61.4% 20.0% 16.4% 21%
Fayette 42.1% 32.5% 21.9% 3.5%
Forsyth 41.0% 33.3% 23.9% 1.7%
Fulton 66.3% 21.5% 7.8% 4.5%
Gwinnett 58.3% 20.4% 19.9% 1.3%
Henry 55.2% 25.2% 17.0% 2.6%
Rockdale 61.8% 24.7% 13.5%
City of Atlanta 69.8% 21.6% 4.9% 3.7%
Metro Region 59.2% 23.7% 13.8% 3.3%
Gender
Man 56.4% 24.8% 16.6% 2.3%
Woman 62.5% 23.1% 10.4% 4.0%
Nonbinary 59.1% 18.2% 19.7% 3.0%
DK/NA 47.2% 19.7% 23.6% 9.4%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 59.8% 25.0% 10.8% 4.4%
6-10 Years 60.4% 24.7% 12.2% 2.8%
11-20 Years 64.0% 22.5% 11.0% 2.5%
21-30 Years 63.5% 21.6% 11.8% 3.1%
31 Years or more 51.7% 25.7% 19.2% 3.4%
Interview Type
Phone 59.9% 22.8% 15.5% 1.8%
Online 58.3% 24.7% 12.0% 5.0%
Education Level

Less than HS 63.2% 16.4% 11.2% 9.2%
High school 53.4% 24.8% 16.7% 5.0%
Some college 59.8% 23.3% 13.6% 3.3%
BA, BS 60.5% 25.9% 12.2% 1.4%
Graduate or 66.1% 20.5% 11.4% 2.0%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 36.7% 20.0% 36.7% 6.7%
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Thinking about climate change, how serious of a global threat do
you feel it will be in the next 10 years? Will climate change be ....
A major A minor global No threat DK
global threat threat at all
Race (recoded)
African American/ 68.4% 19.4% 8.4% 3.8%
Black
White 50.3% 28.7% 18.6% 2.4%
Other 60.5% 20.5% 14.2% 4.8%
Hispanic Latinx
Yes 72.3% 16.7% 9.4% 1.6%
No 57.4% 24.8% 14.2% 3.5%
DK/NA 55.9% 14.7% 25.0% 4.4%
Age Categories
18 - 24 63.3% 26.8% 6.0% 3.9%
25-34 65.9% 22.9% 7.1% 4.1%
35-44 57.9% 25.7% 14.6% 1.8%
45 - 54 58.1% 24.0% 14.9% 3.0%
55 - 64 59.1% 21.0% 16.6% 3.4%
65 and older 52.7% 23.3% 21.3% 2.7%
Income Categories
Less than $25,000 54.6% 24.5% 12.5% 8.4%
$25,000 - $60,000 63.0% 22.8% 10.9% 3.3%
$60,000 - 58.3% 24.7% 14.5% 2.5%
$120,000
$120,000 - 61.2% 23.0% 14.4% 1.5%
$250,000
Over $250,000 59.0% 24.0% 16.3% 0.7%
DK/NA 55.3% 29.8% 12.8% 21%
REFUSED 47.0% 23.3% 24.5% 5.1%
Homeownership
Homeowner 56.4% 25.1% 15.8% 2.6%
Renter 63.5% 21.5% 10.7% 4.3%
DK 52.9% 26.4% 17.2% 3.4%
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Thinking about climate change, how serious of a global threat do
you feel it will be in the next 10 years? Will climate change be ....
A major A minor global No threat DK
global threat threat at all
Employment Status
Working full time 61.5% 23.8% 12.7% 2.0%
Working part time 55.6% 28.8% 13.5% 2.2%
Unemployed & 65.5% 17.6% 11.4% 5.5%
looking for work
Unemployed & not 55.6% 27.5% 11.1% 5.8%
looking for work
Retired 50.9% 24.2% 20.2% 4.7%
Disabled 66.0% 17.9% 9.4% 6.6%
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Table 24: Climate Change as Threat to Atlanta

How serious a threat do you think climate change will be to the Atlanta

metro area over the next ten years? Will it be....

A major global A minor global No threat at all DK
threat threat
County
Cherokee 34.0% 39.1% 26.2% 0.8%
Clayton 61.7% 29.9% 6.2% 2.2%
Cobb 41.9% 34.1% 18.6% 5.4%
DeKalb 56.4% 29.9% 9.0% 4.7%
Douglas 46.8% 35.5% 15.6% 2.1%
Fayette 38.1% 35.4% 23.9% 2.7%
Forsyth 29.6% 41.6% 27.0% 1.7%
Fulton 53.2% 31.7% 11.0% 4.2%
Gwinnett 44.7% 34.2% 18.3% 2.8%
Henry 42.4% 37.2% 18.6% 1.7%
Rockdale 55.1% 27.0% 15.7% 2.2%
City of Atlanta 51.2% 36.7% 8.6% 3.5%
Metro Region 47.7% 33.4% 15.4% 3.5%
Gender
Man 43.0% 35.7% 19.0% 2.3%
Woman 53.2% 31.3% 11.1% 4.4%
Nonbinary 21.5% 46.2% 29.2% 3.1%
DK/NA 43.3% 23.6% 23.6% 9.4%
Tenure In Metro Atlanta
5 Years or Less 49.2% 32.9% 12.4% 5.5%
6-10 Years 51.7% 32.4% 13.1% 2.8%
11-20 Years 49.4% 35.3% 12.1% 3.2%
21-30 Years 48.8% 33.3% 14.8% 3.2%
31 Years or 42.7% 33.6% 21.2% 2.4%
more
Interview Type
Phone 46.2% 35.9% 16.4% 1.5%
Online 49.2% 30.8% 14.4% 5.6%
Education Level
Less than HS 53.9% 26.3% 14.5% 5.3%
High school 42.8% 35.7% 16.1% 5.4%
Some college 49.8% 31.6% 15.7% 2.9%
BA, BS 47.2% 34.8% 15.4% 2.5%
Graduate or 52.4% 32.0% 13.4% 2.2%
Professional
Degree
DK/NA 43.3% 23.3% 23.3% 10.0%
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How serious a threat do you think climate change will be to the Atlanta
metro area over the next ten years? Will it be....
A major global A minor global No threat at all DK
threat threat

Race (recoded)
African 57.2% 29.6% 9.0% 4.3%
American/
Black
White 39.2% 36.3% 21.9% 2.6%
Other 47.1% 35.2% 13.5% 4.2%

Hispanic Latinx
Yes 51.7% 35.5% 9.7% 3.1%
No 47.2% 33.1% 16.3% 3.4%
DK/NA 40.3% 34.3% 10.4% 14.9%

Age Categories
18 - 24 44.7% 40.5% 10.9% 3.9%
25-34 52.7% 33.3% 8.3% 5.7%
35-44 49.2% 34.4% 14.8% 1.7%
45 - 54 45.9% 32.7% 18.2% 3.2%
55 - 64 48.6% 29.1% 18.9% 3.4%
65 and older 43.0% 33.4% 21.3% 2.3%

Income Categories

Less than 46.3% 30.5% 14.8% 8.4%
$25,000
$25,000 - 52.4% 31.5% 12.7% 3.4%
$60,000
$60,000 - 46.1% 35.2% 15.5% 3.2%
$120,000
$120,000 - 45.3% 36.7% 16.7% 1.2%
$250,000
Over $250,000 48.1% 30.7% 19.9% 1.4%
DK/NA 48.9% 36.2% 14.9%
REFUSED 38.6% 32.3% 22.8% 6.3%

Homeownership
Homeowner 45.7% 34.2% 17.8% 2.3%
Renter 50.4% 32.6% 11.9% 5.1%
DK 51.1% 26.1% 14.8% 8.0%
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How serious a threat do you think climate change will be to the Atlanta

metro area over the next ten years? Will it be....

A major global A minor global No threat at all DK
threat threat
Employment Status

Working full 49.0% 34.4% 14.2% 2.4%

time

Working part 49.0% 35.5% 13.8% 1.6%

time

Unemployed & 49.8% 30.2% 13.5% 6.5%

looking for work

Unemployed & 39.5% 32.6% 22.1% 5.8%

not looking for

work

Retired 42.9% 32.8% 20.2% 4.2%

Disabled 45.8% 26.2% 20.6% 7.5%
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Appendices
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Appendix A: Questionnaire
Metro Atlanta Speaks 2023

BIGPROB
Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro Atlanta area
today? Is it...

(Programming note: The first 8 items below should be randomly ordered for each
respondent)

Transportation

Race Relations

The economy

Crime

Public Health

Public Education

Human Services for People in Need
Taxes

(Do not read) Other (specify)

DK

TRANSIT
How important for Metro Atlanta's future is an improved public transit system, including buses
and trains? Would you say an improved public transit system is...

1. Very important...

2. Somewhat important, or...

3. Not important at all...for Atlanta's future?

4. DK

FIXTRAF

Which of the following would be the best long-term solution to the traffic problems in the
Metro Atlanta area? Would the best solution be...

(Programming note: the first four items below should be randomly ordered for each
respondent)

1.Expand public transit...

2.Improve roads and highways...

3.Develop communities in which people can live very close to where they work...
4. Increase teleworking options...

5. or, do nothing

6.DK
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MOVE
If you could, would you move to a different neighborhood in the Metro Atlanta area, stay
where you are now, or move away from metro Atlanta?

1. Move to a different neighborhood in metro Atlanta?
2. Stay where you are now

3. Move away from metro Atlanta

4. DK

LKAHEAD
As you look ahead to the next 3 or 4 years, do you think living conditions in the Metro Atlanta
area THEN will be better, worse, or about the same as today?

1. Better in 3-4 years

2. Worse in 3-4 years

3. About the same as today
4. DK/NA

EMERGENCY
Some people have a hard time dealing with financial emergencies, while others are better able
to handle these situations....

We'd like to get a feel for how people would deal with an unexpected financial
emergency. Suppose you had to come up with $400 for such an emergency. Which of the
following best describes how you would handle such a situation?

1. You would pay for it with cash, check or debit card...

2. You would put it on a credit card...

3. You would borrow money from someone...

4. You would sell or pawn something to get the money, or...
5. You would not be able to get the money right now?

6. DK/NA

Note to supervisors/interviewers: If respondents express hesitation or suspicion on
EMERGENCY, reassure them that you are NOT asking for money or any kind of payment in
any way. This is strictly a theoretical question being used for research purposes only.

GROWTH2

“Future growth in the metro area should be focused....”

1.in areas where businesses are already concentrated

2. along transportation corridors that link existing business centers, or...

3.in currently undeveloped or more rural areas.
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4.(Respondent offers) Other (specify)
5.DK/NA

SEGUE1
Please tell me if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following
statements:

NOMOVENHOOD
“If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or apartment in the
neighborhood where | currently live.” Do you...

1. Strongly agree...

2. Agree...

3. Disagree, or...

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

Note to programmers: The following questions NHOODSAFE through HOUSE1 should be
randomly ordered

NHOODSAFE
“I feel safe walking at night in my neighborhood ” Do you...

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

TRANSPORT
“I frequently lack the transportation | need to get to places | need to go” Do you...

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

NOMOVEMETRO

“If I had to move right now, | could not afford to move to another house or apartment
anywhere in the metro Atlanta area.” Do you...
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1. Strongly agree...

2. Agree...

3. Disagree, or...

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

TRANSPFUND
“I am willing to pay more in taxes to fund expanded regional public transit that includes buses
and rail.” Do you...

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

ROBOT2
“In the future, too many workers will lose their jobs to some type of automated process or
artificial intelligence.” Do you ...

1. Strongly agree...

2. Agree...

3. Disagree, or...

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

HOUSE1
“Low-wage workers employed by local businesses have no problem finding affordable housing
in my community.” Do you ...

1. Strongly agree...

2. Agree...

3. Disagree, or...

4. Strongly disagree with that statement?
5. DK

HOUSE2

Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make affordable housing available in
your community to a broad range of incomes?

(Programming note: First three options below should be randomly rotated for each
respondent)
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Identify suitable locations for multifamily housing ...

Change local zoning ordinances to allow for more housing options like duplexes, triplexes, and
apartments...

Increase public financing to incentivize developers to build at lower prices than normal...
(Respondent offers) Do nothing/ None of those (No other options offered)

(Respondent offers) Other options (specify)

DK/NA

WORKFRCE
Which of the following alternatives do you think would be most likely to attract and retain a
skilled workforce to the metro Atlanta area? Would it be...

Programming note: the first five options will be randomly ordered for each respondent
Creating more affordable housing options for future workers

Providing more training and retraining opportunities in targeted industries

Providing better transportation options to get to and from work

Improving K-12 education

Providing better access to higher education

DK/NA

EVia

We'd like to ask you about electric vehicles
Do you own an electric vehicle?

Yes

No

EV1b

Do you plan on buying an electric vehicle in next five years?
Yes

No

If respondent says “Yes” to EITHER EV1a or EV1b, continue with EVYES
If respondent says “No” to BOTH EV1a and EV1b, skip to EVNO

EVYES

Which of the following is the most important reason you have already bought or may buy an
electric vehicle in the next five years?

(Programmer note: First 4 response options should be randomly rotated for each respondent)

They are better for the environment...

To take advantage of new technology...

They are cheaper to operate than gas/diesel vehicles...
They are more reliable...
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(Respondent offers) Other (specify)
DK
SKIP TO CLIMATE1

EVNO

Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider buying an
electric vehicle?

(Programmer note: First 5 response options should be randomly rotated for each respondent)

Electric vehicles are too expensive...

You are not comfortable with the new technology associated with electric vehicles...
The inconvenience of recharging the vehicle/hard to find places to recharge vehicle...
You are not sure how reliable they are...

They are NOT good for the environment/Batteries are bad for the environment...
(Respondent offers) Reasons related to advanced age/no longer driving
(Respondent offers) Other

DK/NA

CLIMATE1
Thinking about climate change, how serious of a global threat do you feel it will be in the next
10 years? Will climate change be ....

1.a major global threat...
2.a minor global threat, or...
3.no threat at all?

4.DK/NA

CLIMATE2
How serious a threat do you think climate change will be to the Atlanta metro area over the
next ten years? Will it be....

1.A major threat...

2.A minor threat, or...

3.No threat at all to the Atlanta metro area?
4.DK/NA

DEMOGS
We have almost completed the survey. The last few questions are used for statistical purposes
only.

YRBORN
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In what year were you born?
(INTERVIEWERS: Record year of birth. DK/NA = 2006)

EDUC
What is the highest level of education you completed? Was it

1. 11th grade or less (without graduating)...

2. High school graduate or GED...

3. Some college (associate's degree, tech or vocational)...

4, College graduate (BA, BS)...

5. Graduate or Professional Degree (MA, MS, PHD, MD, Law etc)
6. (Do not read) DK/NA

LATINO

Do you consider yourself to be Latino/Latina or Hispanic?
1. Yes

2.No

3. DK/NA

RACE

What is your race? Are you...

1. African American/Black...

2. Caucasian/White...

3. Asian/Pacific Islander...

4. American Indian, or...

5. Multi-racial?

6. (DO NOT READ) Other (specify
7. (Do not read) DK/NA

EMPLOY
Which of the following best describes your current employment status? Are you...

1. Working full time

2. Working part time

3. Unemployed & looking for work

4. Unemployed & not looking for work, or...
5. Retired?

6. (RESPONDENT OFFERS) Disabled

7. (Do not read) DK/NA/REFUSED

(Programmer: If EMPLOY > 2, skip to KIDS)

TWORK
As far as where you work, would you say that you...
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1. Work remotely all of the time...

2. Work remotely some of the time, and from a place of business at other times, or...
3. Work at an office location or place of business all of the time?

4. DK/NA

OWNRENT
Do you....

1. Own your own home (includes living with someone else who owns/pays mortgage)
2. Rent (includes living with someone else who pays rent)
3. (Do not read) DK

TENURE
How long have you lived in the Metro Atlanta area?

(Code number of years. Code 0-11 months as "1" year. Code
DK=999.)

INCOME
| am going to read a number of income ranges; please stop me at the one that best describes
your household income in 2022....

1. Less than $25,000...

2. $25,000 - $60,000...

3. $60,000 - $120,000...

4. $120,000 - $250,000, or...
5. Over $250,000?

6. (Do not read) DK/NA

7. (Do not read) REFUSED

GENDER
Do you describe yourself as a man, a woman, or in some other way?

1.Man

2.Woman

3.Some other way (“non-binary
4. DK/NA

” . " u

transgender” “genderfluid” etc.)
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Appendix B: Data Dictionary

Value
QPTYPE

QINTRO

QCHECK

QCHECK2

QCOUNTY

QATLANTA

QBIGPROB

O N OB WN-=_2N=_2N=_2ON-_2WON -

N = 2 a a a o
w N = O

O abr WN -2 W

Variable Values

Label
Landline
Cell Phone
Online
Continue
Callback/Not Available
Refused
Yes, 18 or older
No, not over 18
Yes
No
Cherokee
Clayton
Cobb
DeKalb
Douglas
Fayette
Forsyth
Fulton
Gwinnett
Henry
Rockdale
Other
DK
Lives in city of Atlanta
Does not live in Atlanta
(lives in some other
part of DeKalb
DK
Transportation
Race Relations
The Economy
Crime
Public Health
Public Education
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7

10
1
QTRANSIT 1

QFIXTRAF 1

QMOVE 1

QLKAHEAD

WN -~ B

4
QEMERGENCY 1

Human Services for
People in Need
Taxes

COVID-
19/Coronavirus
Other

DK

Very important...
Somewhat important,
or...

Not important at
all...for Atlanta's
future?

DK

Expand public transit...
Improve roads and
highways...

Develop communities
in which people can
live very close tow
Increase teleworking
options...

or, do nothing

DK

Move to a different
neighborhood in metro
Atlanta?

Stay where you are
now

Move away from metro
Atlanta

DK

Better in 3-4 years
Worse in 3-4 years
About the same as
today

DK/NA

You would pay for it
with cash, check or
debit card...
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2

QGROWTH2

—

QNOMOVNHO
oD

A ON -~ O

QNHOODSAFE

A ODN - O

QTRANSPORT

A ON -~ O

()]

You would put it on a
credit card...

You would borrow
money from
someone...

You would sell or pawn
something to get the
money, Ofr...

You would not be able
to get the money right
now?

DK/NA

in areas where
businesses are
already concentrated
along transportation
corridors that link
existing business c

in currently
undeveloped or more
rural areas.

DK/NA

Strongly agree...
Agree...

Disagree, or...
Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree...
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QNOMOVEMET 2

R 3
4
5
QTRANSPFUN 1
D 2
3
4
5
QROBOT2 1
2
5
4
5
QHOUSE1 1
2
3
4
5
QHOUSE2 1
2
&
6
QWORKFRCE 1
2

Agree...

Disagree, or...
Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree...
Agree...

Disagree, or...
Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Strongly agree...
Agree...

Disagree, or...
Strongly disagree with
that statement?

DK

Identify suitable
locations for
multifamily housing ...
Change local zoning
ordinances to allow for
more housing opt
Increase public
financing to incentivize
developers to build
DK/NA

Providing more
affordable housing
options for future
workers

Creating more training
and retraining
opportunities in targe
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QEV1A

QEV1B

QEVYES

QEVNO

QCLIMATE1

3

=N =2 N -

—

Providing better
transportation options
to get to and from w
Improving K-12
education

Providing better
access to higher
education

Yes

No

Yes

No

They are better for the
environment...

To take advantage of
new technology...
They are cheaper to
operate than
gas/diesel vehicles...
They are more
reliable...

DK

Electric vehicles are
too expensive...

You are not
comfortable with the
new technology
associated w

The inconvenience of
recharging the
vehicle/hard to find pla
You are not sure how
reliable they are...
They are NOT good
for the
environment/Batteries
are bad for

DK/NA

a major global threat...
a minor global threat,
or...
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5 no threat at all...
4 DK/NA
QCLIMATE2 1 A major threat...
2 A minor threat, or...
5 No threat at all to the
Atlanta metro area?
4 DK/NA
qyrbornxR1 2006 DK/NA
QEDUC 1 11th grade or less
(without graduating)...
2 High school graduate
or GED...
3 Some college
(associate's degree,
tech or vocational)...
4 College graduate (BA,
BS)...
5 Graduate or
Professional Degree
(MA, MS, PHD, MD,
Law etc)
6 DK/NA
QEMPLOY 1 Working full time
2 Working part time
5 Unemployed & looking
for work
4 Unemployed & not
looking for work, or...
5 Retired?
6 Disabled
QTWORK 1 work remotely all of
the time...
2 work remotely some of
the time, and from a
place of business
g work at an office
location or place of
business all of the t
4 DK/NA
QLATINO 1 Yes
2 No
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QRACE

QOWNRENT

QINCOME

gtenurexR1
QGENDER

agegroup2

agegroup3

—

A ON -~

~N O O

CEre

W N =

1.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
6.00
1.00

DK/NA

African
American/Black...
Caucasian/White...
Asian/Pacific
Islander...

American Indian, or...
Multi-racial?

Other

DK/NA

Own your own home
(includes living with
someone else who
own

Rent (includes living
with someone else
who pays rent)

DK

Less than $25,000...
$25,000 - $60,000...
$60,000 - $120,000...
$120,000 - $250,000,
or...

Over $250,0007?
DK/NA

REFUSED

DK

Man

Woman

Some other way ("non-
binary" "transgender"
"genderfluid" etc
DK/NA

18-24

25-34

35-44

45 -54

55-64

65 and older

18-34
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2.00
3.00
4.00
inmetro 1.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
RACE2 1.00

2.00
3.00
educ 2.00
3.00

4.00
5.00

6.00
Tenurecat 1.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
5.00

35-49

50-64

65 and older

5 years or less
6-10 years

11-19 years
21-30 years

over 30 years
African American/
Black

White

Other

HS/GED or less
Some
College/AA/Tech
School

BA/BS
Graduate/Professional
Degree

DNK/No Answer
5 Years or Less
6-10 Years

11-20 Years
21-30 Years

31 Years or more
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Appendix C: Responses to Open Ended Questions

Of the following, which issue is the biggest problem facing residents in the Metro Atlanta

area today? Is it

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 4645 95.7 95.7 95.7
Abundance of White southern .0 .0 95.8
people
Abusive government 1 .0 .0 95.8
affordable housing 2 .0 .0 95.8
Affordable housing 3 A A 95.9
Affordable Housing 1 .0 .0 95.9
All 4 A A 96.0
All of it 1 .0 .0 96.0
All of the above 7 A A 96.1
All of them 4 A A 96.2
Anything financial 1 .0 .0 96.2
Bad Cops 1 .0 .0 96.3
Biden 2 .0 .0 96.3
Climate change 1 .0 .0 96.3
Construction 1 .0 .0 96.4
Construction company 1 .0 .0 96.4
Cop city 1 .0 .0 96.4
COP CITY 1 .0 .0 96.4
Corrupt government 1 .0 .0 96.4
Cost of living 6 A A 96.6
Cost of living, people can't 1 .0 .0 96.6
afford to live here
Crime and Race relations 1 .0 .0 96.6
Crime and taxes 1 .0 .0 96.6
Democratic control 1 .0 .0 96.6
Democrats 2 .0 .0 96.7
Democrats are too worried 1 .0 .0 96.7
about social issues.
Drugs .0 .0 96.7
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Economic housing 1 .0 0 96.7
elected officials 1 .0 0 96.8
Election fraud 1 .0 0 96.8
Environmental issues, including 1 .0 0 96.8
climate change
Equal opportunity, poverty 1 .0 .0 96.8
Everything 1 .0 .0 96.8
Evictions 1 .0 .0 96.9
Financial 1 .0 .0 96.9
Food 1 .0 .0 96.9
Food prices 1 .0 .0 96.9
Gas and food prices 1 .0 .0 96.9
Gasoline prices 1 .0 .0 97.0
Georgia's gun law 1 .0 .0 97.0
Getting rid of cops in the city 1 .0 .0 97.0
Government corruption 1 .0 .0 97.0
Greed 1 .0 .0 97.1
Growth rate is too high. 1 .0 .0 97.1
Gun control 1 .0 .0 97.1
Gun problem 1 .0 .0 97.1
Guns 1 .0 .0 97.1
health care 1 .0 .0 97.2
Health care 1 .0 .0 97.2
Health for caregivers for elderly 1 .0 .0 97.2
High cost of housing 1 .0 .0 97.2
Homeless 1 .0 .0 97.2
Homeless population 1 .0 .0 97.3
homelessness 1 .0 .0 97.3
Homelessness 3 A A 97.3
housing 1 .0 .0 97.4
Housing 15 3 .3 97.7
Housing and employment 1 .0 .0 97.7
Housing costs 1 .0 .0 97.7
Housing rent 1 .0 .0 97.7
Housing, we need more of it 1 .0 .0 97.8
and better locations
Houy 1 .0 97.8
illegal immigration 1 .0 .0 97.8
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Increase of housing prices 1 .0 .0 97.8
Inflation 11 2 2 98.0
Inflation - Cost of Living 1 .0 .0 98.1
infrastructur 1 .0 .0 98.1
Infrastructure 3 A A 98.1
Jobs 2 .0 .0 98.2
Jobs, hiring people 1 .0 .0 98.2
Joe Biden existence 1 .0 .0 98.2
Lack of businesses 1 .0 .0 98.2
Law enforcement, problem with 1 .0 .0 98.3
injustice
Loss of legal rights/freedoms 1 .0 .0 98.3
Making the changes need to be 1 .0 .0 98.3
ready for future.
Medical services 1 .0 .0 98.3
Money 1 .0 .0 98.4
No comment 1 .0 .0 98.4
non affordable housing 1 .0 .0 98.4
None 2 .0 .0 98.4
None of the above 1 .0 .0 98.5
Not getting enough money 1 .0 .0 98.5
Out of control for rent 1 .0 .0 98.5
Overbuilding 1 .0 .0 98.5
Overcrowding 1 .0 .0 98.5
People being inconsiderate 1 .0 .0 98.6
Political nature 1 .0 .0 98.6
Politics, getting the right person 1 .0 .0 98.6
in office
Population 1 .0 .0 98.6
Poverty 2 .0 .0 98.7
price 1 .0 .0 98.7
Price 1 .0 .0 98.7
Public housing 1 .0 .0 98.7
Public service 2 .0 .0 98.8
Race and transportation 1 .0 .0 98.8
Racism 1 .0 .0 98.8
Rent 1 .0 .0 98.8
Rent increases 1 .0 .0 98.8
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Rent is too high 1 .0 .0 98.9
Rent prices 1 .0 .0 98.9
Rising cost of living 1 .0 .0 98.9
Roads 1 .0 .0 98.9
Robo calls 1 .0 .0 98.9
Sidewalks 1 .0 .0 99.0
So much crowd everywhere or 1 .0 .0 99.0
poorly zoned
Southern border being wide 1 .0 .0 99.0
open
Spam calls 1 .0 .0 99.0
Spiritual, people don't know the 1 .0 99.1
Lord
Stay at home 1 .0 0 99.1
Systemic racism 1 .0 0 99.1
Take all of them 1 .0 0 99.1
The community is less informed 1 .0 0 99.1
within the city
The cost of living 3 A A 99.2
The Democrats 1 .0 .0 99.2
The government 1 .0 .0 99.2
The government is crooked 1 .0 .0 99.3
The high cost of rent for 1 .0 .0 99.3
housing
The idiot in the White House 1 . .0 99.3
The lack of Christian influence 1 .0 .0 99.3
in the county
The lack of service to the 1 .0 .0 99.3
underserved area
The residents in the area 1 .0 .0 99.4
Too many kids 1 .0 .0 99.4
Too much building 1 .0 .0 99.4
too much homeless 1 .0 .0 99.4
traffic 2 .0 .0 99.5
Traffic 20 A4 4 99.9
Traffic and homelessness 1 .0 .0 99.9
Traffic in Metro Atlanta area 1 .0 .0 99.9
and education
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Transportation, crowded street, 1 .0 .0 99.9
problems of cars
Wage 1 .0 .0 100.0
We don't have any problems 1 .0 .0 100.0
here in Metro Atlanta.
Women's right 1 .0 .0 100.0
Total 4852 100.0 100.0
"Future growth in the metro area should be focused...." -
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid 4785 98.6 98.6 98.6
All areas 2 .0 .0 98.7
All of the above 1 .0 .0 98.7
All should be focused 1 .0 .0 98.7
All three are important. | could 1 0 0 98.7
not pick one
America and its major cities 1 .0 .0 98.7
after Fall 2026 bad
Both 1 .0 .0 98.8
Both rural and existing business .0 98.8
are important
combination 1 .0 .0 98.8
communities 1 .0 .0 98.8
Communities 1 .0 .0 98.8
controlling traffic 1 .0 .0 98.9
Delta flies both ways - - go back 1 .0 .0 98.9
Depends on the land to put it 1 .0 .0 98.9
together
Develop the vacant business in 1 .0 .0 98.9
Atlanta
Develop transportation areas 1 .0 .0 98.9
Development could be 1 .0 .0 99.0
distributed to Atlanta
Dispersed systematically 1 .0 .0 99.0
Expand public transportation 1 .0 .0 99.0
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Fix up abandoned & run down 1 .0 .0 99.0

areas.

Fixing homes 1 .0 .0 99.1

Greater educational and 1 .0 .0 99.1

financial opportunities

Growth of Atlanta depends on 1 .0 .0 99.1

people not being sho.

Homelessness 1 .0 .0 99.1

Housing the homeless in vacant 1 .0 .0 99.1

businesses

| really don't know how to 1 .0 .0 99.2

answer

improve roads outward of the 1 .0 .0 99.2

areas

In areas that have good 1 .0 .0 99.2

potential but are underdev

In expanding the outlying 1 .0 .0 99.2

counties

In the areas that are already 1 .0 .0 99.2

developed

in the city limits 1 .0 .0 99.3

Innovation, build Rivians lead 1 .0 .0 99.3

the way

It should expand to our rural 1 .0 .0 99.3

areas.

Let the economy grow 1 .0 .0 99.3

Light rail should be expanded. 1 .0 .0 99.3

Linking where people work and 1 .0 .0 994

live

melding work and living 1 .0 .0 99.4

Moratorium on expansion until 1 .0 994

transpo issues are

Need more roads 1 .0 0 99.4

None of the above 1 .0 0 99.4

Not anywhere 1 .0 0 99.5

Outer beltway 1 .0 0 99.5

Planning 1 .0 0 99.5
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Private sector controls 1 .0 .0 99.5

opportunity for growth.

Redevelop outdated shopping 1 .0 .0 99.5

centers etc

Redevelopment 1 .0 .0 99.6

Respect and thankful for God 1 .0 .0 99.6

and honesty

Revaluate our current 1 .0 .0 99.6

businesses

Stay in Metro Atlanta, do not 1 .0 .0 99.6

expand

Stay where they are 1 .0 0 99.6

Support small business 1 .0 0 99.7

The homeless 1 .0 0 99.7

They are purposely for the 1 .0 0 99.7

people to get work

They need fix the ghetto 1 .0 99.7

To have more people work from 1 .0 .0 99.8

home

Too many variables to resolve 1 .0 .0 99.8

with just one choice

Transportation corridors & rural 1 .0 .0 99.8

areas

Transportation corridors and 1 .0 .0 99.8

underdeveloped areas

Using closed shopping mall an 1 .0 .0 99.8

strips to build over

We are overbuilt and 1 .0 .0 99.9

overcrowded

We don't have to develop 1 .0 0 99.9

We need more jobs 1 .0 0 99.9

Where businesses are located 1 .0 0 99.9

Where people go, it is their 1 .0 0 99.9

choice

Where the person originating 1 .0 .0 100.0

the business

Wherever is it, stop building 1 .0 .0 100.0
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wherever market conditions 1 .0 .0 100.0
take it
Total 4852 100.0 100.0

Which of the following actions would be most desirable to make affordable housing
available in your community to a broad range of incomes? -
Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid 4762 98.1 98.1 98.1

Affordable housing for low 1 .0 .0 98.2

income

Affordable multifamily w/public 1 .0 .0 98.2

transportation

All of the above 1 .0 .0 98.2

Allow free market to which is 1 .0 .0 98.2

viable

Apartments need to go down 1 .0 .0 98.2

Be more appealing in general 1 .0 .0 98.3

Build affordable housing and set 1 .0 98.3

price caps

Build for rent at affordable rents 1 .0 0 98.3

Build more affordable housing. 1 .0 0 98.3

Build more housing 1 .0 0 98.4

Build Pod style housing for 1 .0 0 98.4

family and bachelor's

Build smaller, more affordable 1 .0 .0 98.4

houses.

control apartment and rental 1 .0 .0 98.4

home prices..

Control information and greedy 1 .0 .0 98.4

markups

deed restricted communities 1 .0 .0 98.5

Developers must build equal % 1 .0 .0 98.5

high and low-priced

Do not need more affordable 1 .0 .0 98.5

housing in my area
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Do nothing; don't want to make it 1 .0 .0 98.5

more affordable

Don't build anymore, use the old 1 .0 .0 98.5

housing

Don't want to build for low 1 .0 .0 98.6

income

Drop the housing prices and to 1 .0 .0 98.6

come down the price

Elect Trump as President 1 .0 .0 98.6

Find a way to lower property 1 .0 .0 98.6

taxes

Get Biden out of office 1 .0 .0 98.6

Get inflation down 1 .0 .0 98.7

Get rid of the companies in the 1 .0 .0 98.7

capitalism, Airbnb

Getting economy interest down 1 .0 .0 98.7

and inflation down

Giving people job opportunities 1 .0 .0 98.7

| don't want to build around it at 1 .0 .0 98.7

all.

| have no idea 1 .0 .0 98.8

Idk how to challenge inflation 1 .0 .0 98.8

Incentivize multi-generational 0 .0 98.8

housing

Increase education and skills set 1 .0 0 98.8

Increasing wages 1 .0 0 98.8

Interest, the lower rate 1 .0 0 98.9

Invite more businesses for 1 .0 0 98.9

people to work

Just trustworthy and thankful for 1 .0 .0 98.9

God will always

Keeping inflation under control 1 .0 .0 98.9

Leave it the way it is, single 1 .0 .0 98.9

dwelling residence

Less government, less taxes, 1 .0 .0 99.0

and illegal immigrant

Let the government stay out of it. 1 .0 .0 99.0
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Limit new growth and cap rental 1 .0 .0 99.0

rates

Local communities 1 .0 0 99.0

Low-income housing for seniors 1 .0 0 99.1

Lower taxes 1 .0 0 99.1

Lower taxes and stop 1 .0 0 99.1

discriminating amongst lower

Lower the cost of living 1 .0 99.1

make a law that they cannot 1 .0 .0 99.1

raise prices

Make a unified country 1 .0 .0 99.2

transportation system

Make affordable housing 1 .0 .0 99.2

contingent upon working

Make homestake available for 1 .0 .0 99.2

more people

Make people accountable for 1 .0 .0 99.2

price gouging.

Mixed use at outdated malls and 1 .0 .0 99.2

incl affordable

More affordable housing 1 .0 .0 99.3

No additional housing 1 .0 .0 99.3

No easy answer 1 .0 .0 99.3

No need for low-income housing 1 .0 .0 99.3

None 1 .0 .0 99.3

Not allowing foreign entity to buy 1 .0 .0 994

out the housing

Other development incentives 1 .0 .0 99.4

besides public finance

Prevent increasing rentals and 1 .0 .0 994

the cost to build

Put limitation of number people 1 .0 .0 994

per square mile

Putting in legislation to cap the 1 .0 .0 994

price

Raise minimum wage so a can 1 .0 .0 99.5

make more money

Reduce inflation 1 .0 .0 99.5
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Reduce regulations and make it 1 .0 .0 99.5

easier for builders

Reduce taxes and reform of 1 .0 .0 99.5

housing and rental cost

Reduce the price of rent 1 .0 .0 99.5

Renovate existing 1 .0 .0 99.6

unoccupied/abandoned places

sot

Rent caps 1 .0 .0 99.6

rent control 1 .0 .0 99.6

rent control among other actions 1 .0 .0 99.6

to protect renter

Rent control ordinances 1 .0 .0 99.6

Repurpose homes that have 1 .0 .0 99.7

been abandoned

stop overcharging for homes to 1 .0 .0 99.7

buy and or rent

Stop the building 1 .0 .0 99.7

Supply and demand, stop the 1 .0 .0 99.7

government to do thing

Tell the damn people to go to 1 .0 .0 99.8

work

Tenant protection laws 1 .0 0 99.8

The builders should find a way 1 .0 0 99.8

The building needs to stop. 1 .0 0 99.8

The cost of living is going up. 1 .0 0 99.8

The wages are not.

The economy MUST change 1 .0 .0 99.9

interest rate, pricing etc

The rent is too high, too 1 .0 .0 99.9

expensive for people

They are overcharging rental 1 .0 .0 99.9

apartments.

They should build more houses. 1 .0 .0 99.9

They should fund more 1 .0 .0 99.9

affordable housing.

To build more affordable housing 1 .0 .0 100.0
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To make housing affordable so 1 .0
people can purchase

Use taxes wisely 1 .0
Total 4852 100.0

.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Which of the following is the most important reason you have already bought or may buy

an electric vehicle in the next five years? -

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Percent Percent
Valid 4820 99.3 99.3 99.3
Affordable 1 .0 .0 99.4
All of the above options 1 .0 .0 99.4
All of them 1 .0 .0 99.4
better battery and more convenient 1 0 0 99.4
in price
Better for local air quality, makes 1 .0 .0 99.4
less noise
Better for the economy 1 .0 .0 99.5
Cost of electric vehicles, gas 1 .0 .0 99.5
Environment, efficiency, MPG- 1 .0 .0 99.5
infrastructure exists
Environmentally friendly + cheaper 1 .0 .0 99.5
to operate
Everyone will move to electric if AU 1 .0 .0 99.5
gets support
Experience 1 .0 .0 99.6
Gas Prices are making gas vehicle 0 .0 99.6
ownership costly
Got a good deal 1 .0 .0 99.6
Happen to like the vehicle 1 .0 .0 99.6
Hybrid 1 .0 .0 99.6
| can be independent from gas 1 .0 .0 99.7
company
| don't believe they are 1 .0 .0 99.7
It is cool 1 .0 .0 99.7
It is the way the future is moving 1 .0 .0 99.7
It makes sense 1 .0 .0 99.8
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Just want one 1 .0 .0 99.8
Just want something cool 1 .0 .0 99.8
Less expensive to purchase in 1 0 .0 99.8
maintaining
My nephew works for Tesla. 1 .0 .0 99.8
None 1 .0 .0 99.9
None of the above 1 .0 .0 99.9
Not relying on expensive gas 1 .0 .0 99.9
Not to buy yet 1 .0 .0 99.9
save money 1 .0 .0 99.9
Sometime ago | wanted an electric 1 .0 .0 100.0
vehicle.
Tax credits upon purchase/lease 1 .0 100.0
They go really fast very quickly and 1 .0 .0 100.0
are silent
Total 4852 100.0 100.0
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Which of the following is the most important reason why you would not consider
buying an electric vehicle?
I Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent

Valid 4646 95.8 95.8 95.8
1 thru 5 1 .0 .0 95.8
All of the above 11 2 2 96.0
All of the above and more. 1 .0 .0 96.0
All of the options 1 .0 .0 96.0
All of them 1 .0 .0 96.1
All the same, | don't trust them 1 .0 .0 96.1
yet
Batteries need to provide a 1 .0 .0 96.1
longer range
Bought a new brand new 1 .0 .0 96.1
vehicle
Break down, unreliable 1 .0 .0 96.1
Can't afford 1 .0 .0 96.2
Can't afford, high cost of 1 .0 .0 96.2
repairing it
Cars | have are fine, don't need 1 .0 .0 96.2
one anymore
Components on automotive for 1 .0 .0 96.2
electric cars
Cost 2 .0 .0 96.3
Could not use one, need a truck 1 .0 .0 96.3
Current electric car designs are 1 .0 .0 96.3
not appealing
Dangerous electric vehicles can 1 .0 .0 96.3
cause fire
Disable and hard to go 1 .0 .0 96.4
anywhere
Disagree with e-cars 1 .0 .0 96.4
Do not anticipate needing 1 .0 .0 96.4
another vehicle
Do not drive 1 .0 .0 96.4
Do not like it, another form of 1 .0 .0 96.4
govV't control
Don't have money to buy any 1 .0 .0 96.5
car in the next 5 year
Don't have money to buy it 1 .0 .0 96.5
Don't intend to buy another 1 .0 .0 96.5
vehicle
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Don't intend to buy new car 1 .0 .0 96.5

Don't know enough 1 .0 .0 96.5

Don't need a car 1 .0 .0 96.6

Don't need a car right now 1 .0 .0 96.6

Don't need another car 1 .0 .0 96.6

Don't need e-vehicle 1 .0 .0 96.6

Don't need one, | have a car 1 .0 .0 96.6

Don't want another car payment 1 .0 .0 96.7

Driving range is too short 1 .0 .0 96.7

EV cars are cheap. Batteries 1 .0 .0 96.7

are expensive

EVs don't surpass gas vehicle 1 .0 .0 96.7

capabilities yet

Expecting public transportation 1 .0 .0 96.7

to improve/expand

Government, don't want them to 1 .0 .0 96.8

tell me

Hope current owned car last 5 1 .0 .0 96.8

more years

Hope to not need a new car for 1 .0 .0 96.8

more than five year

I am not looking for an electric 1 .0 .0 96.8

vehicle.

| am not looking to buy a new 1 .0 .0 96.8

car.

| am too old to buy a new car. 1 .0 0 96.9

| bought a car already. 1 .0 0 96.9

| do not have a license 1 .0 0 96.9

| do not know enough about 1 .0 0 96.9

electric vehicle

| don't drive 1 .0 0 96.9

| don't drive. 1 .0 0 97.0

| don't have a driver's license. 1 .0 0 97.0

| don't have the money to 1 .0 0 97.0

afford.

| don't know much about them 1 .0 .0 97.0

and their efficiency

| don't know the market to resell 1 .0 .0 97.1
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| don't like the economic impact 1 .0 .0 97.1

that they have.

| don't like the idea of having an 1 .0 .0 971

e-vehicle

| don't like them. 1 .0 .0 97.1

| don't like them. | like muscle 1 .0 .0 971

cars.

| don't need a new car because 1 .0 .0 97.2

| already have.

| don't need a new car in the 1 .0 .0 97.2

next 5 years.

| don't need it 1 .0 .0 97.2

| don't need to purchase a 1 .0 .0 97.2

vehicle of any kind.

| don't really need it right now. 1 .0 .0 97.2

| don't think they are reliable. 1 .0 .0 97.3

| don't trust it at all 1 .0 .0 97.3

| don't trust them. 1 .0 .0 97.3

| don't want an electric vehicle. 1 .0 .0 97.3

| don't want it because I'm 85 1 .0 .0 97.3

years old.

| don't want one. 2 .0 .0 97.4

| drive a hybrid 1 .0 .0 97.4

| had one - parts and service 1 .0 .0 97.4

were a problem

| have a car that is working fine. 1 .0 .0 97.4

| have a horse trailer, not 1 .0 .0 97.5

enough power

| have to drive long distances 1 .0 .0 97.5

frequently. Hybrid

| haven't thought of buying e- 1 .0 .0 97.5

vehicle.

| just bought a hybrid car 1 .0 .0 97.5

| just bought a new car 1 .0 .0 97.5

| just bought a new car. 1 .0 .0 97.6

| just brought a brand-new car. 1 .0 .0 97.6

| just don't like it. 1 .0 .0 97.6

| just don't like the options 1 .0 .0 97.6
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| just don't need a new vehicle 1 .0 .0 97.7
| just don't need right now 1 .0 .0 97.7
| just don't want one. 1 .0 .0 97.7
| just like to drive old vehicles 1 .0 .0 97.7
| just like to use gasoline 1 .0 .0 97.7
| just purchase new vehicles 2 1 .0 .0 97.8
months ago
| just purchased one last year. .0 97.8
| just won't need a car in the 1 .0 .0 97.8
next 5 years
| keep my cars for 10 years, 1 .0 .0 97.8
and | just got mine
| like gas 1 .0 .0 97.8
| like gas engine cars 1 .0 .0 97.9
| like my gas, stick with what | 1 .0 .0 97.9
use
| love gas 1 .0 .0 97.9
| owned a Bolt and couldn't .0 97.9
believe the recalls
| recently bought a car. 1 .0 0 97.9
| travel long distances 1 .0 0 98.0
| use the car that | have now 1 .0 0 98.0
| want to live in a walkable city. 1 .0 0 98.0
| will keep my car in the next 1 .0 0 98.0
five years.
| would not buy. .0 .0 98.0
| would not consider buying 1 .0 .0 98.1
I'm already happy with what | 1 .0 .0 98.1
have right now.
I'm in a horse farm. | don't think 1 .0 .0 98.1
it will work
I'm just afraid of it 1 .0 .0 98.1
I'm just not car shopping in the 1 .0 .0 98.1
next 5 years
I'm not familiar with it at all 1 .0 .0 98.2
I'm not in a market to purchase 1 .0 .0 98.2
a vehicle right no
I'm not interested of it yet. 1 .0 .0 98.2
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I'm not planning on buying any 1 .0 .0 98.2

vehicle

I'm not planning on buying right 1 .0 .0 98.2

now

In the long run what will we do 1 .0 .0 98.3

with the batteries

Inefficiency 1 .0 .0 98.3

Initial expense for a safe 1 .0 .0 98.3

reliable vehicle

Involving child labor in order to 1 .0 .0 98.3

mine the material

It is okay what we have right 1 .0 .0 98.4

now

It is really noisy 1 .0 .0 98.4

It will still take at least 5 years 1 .0 .0 98.4

Just bought a car. | don't need 1 .0 .0 98.4

another car.

Just bought vehicle 1 .0 .0 98.4

Lack of infrastructure for 1 .0 .0 98.5

charging

Limited range 1 .0 0 98.5

Longer and complicated 1 .0 0 98.5

LT effects of EVs are unknown 1 .0 0 98.5

milage anxiety 1 .0 0 98.5

My car is low mileage and 1 .0 0 98.6

works great

My car is new, and | am 1 .0 .0 98.6

planning to drive that car

My car is relevantly good 1 .0 .0 98.6

economically

My car is still working and paid 1 .0 .0 98.6

off

Neither, | just like sports cars 1 0 0 98.6

Never considered getting one 1 0 0 98.7

No electric grid 1 0 0 98.7

No idea how it will affect electric 1 0 0 98.7

vehicles

No interest 1 .0 .0 98.7
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No interest with electric cars 1 .0 .0 98.7
No place to charge 1 .0 .0 98.8
No power, generator of power 0 .0 98.8
to support electric
No reason to get one 1 .0 .0 98.8
None 1 .0 .0 98.8
None of the above 3 A A 98.9
None of the answers really fit. 1 .0 .0 98.9
None of them 1 .0 .0 98.9
None of those 2 .0 .0 99.0
None of those, | just don't want 1 .0 .0 99.0
another loan.
Not anticipating buying a car .0 0 99.0
any time soon.
Not big enough for the family 1 .0 0 99.0
Not buying a new car 1 .0 0 99.1
Not capable to what | do 1 .0 0 99.1
Not comfortable with the 1 .0 0 99.1
technology
Not considering in the next 5 1 .0 .0 99.1
yrs
Not good for anything, not safe 1 .0 .0 99.1
Not good for health 1 .0 .0 99.2
not in need of a car in a couple 1 .0 .0 99.2
of years
Not in the market to buy electric 1 .0 .0 99.2
vehicles
Not in the market to buy right 1 .0 .0 99.2
now
Not interested 1 .0 0 99.2
Not interested in any vehicles 1 .0 0 99.3
Not interested in buying 1 .0 0 99.3
Not interested with electric 1 .0 0 99.3
vehicle
Not large enough for my family 1 .0 .0 99.3
and trunk base
Not necessary 1 .0 .0 99.3
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Not sustainable. Use gas to 1 .0 .0 99.4
create charging energy

Offers limited range | 1 .0 0 99.4
prefer a hybrid auto 1 .0 0 99.4
Range 1 .0 0 99.4
Rewire the house 1 .0 0 99.4
Slave labor to mine ore for the 1 .0 0 99.5
batteries
Still need power to charge 1 .0 .0 99.5
batteries and can’t go a
Still paying off my mini 1 .0 .0 99.5
Support using the electric 1 .0 .0 99.5
vehicle
Technology is not reliable 1 .0 .0 99.5
The gathering of materials for 1 .0 .0 99.6
the batteries.
The mileage, not able to go 1 .0 .0 99.6
further
The number of miles per charge 1 .0 .0 99.6
is not enough
The power can't keep up the 1 .0 .0 99.6
demand
The repair of electrical vehicles 1 .0 .0 99.6
is so high
The repair of the vehicle 1 .0 .0 99.7
They are impractical and not 1 .0 .0 99.7
reliable.
They are lithium batteries. 1 .0 0 99.7
They are not economical. 1 .0 0 99.7
They are not reliable. 1 .0 0 99.8
They don't make one that is 1 .0 0 99.8
suitable for me
They limit reasonable travel 1 .0 .0 99.8
options
Too much problem 1 .0 .0 99.8
Too old 1 .0 .0 99.8
Trying to get rid of vehicles, 1 .0 .0 99.9
build and maintain
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Unfamiliar with the vehicle 1 .0 .0 99.9
We don't need a car. 1 .0 .0 99.9
We don't need a new car. 1 .0 .0 99.9
We just bought a new car a few 1 .0 .0 99.9
years ago.
What the effects are in the 1 .0 .0 100.0
population
Won't buy any car for the next 1 .0 .0 100.0
years
You can't travel many miles. 1 .0 .0 100.0
Total 4852 100.0 100.0
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