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US 411 Connector project are not impacted by the I-75 congestion to the south, and the US 411
Connector project should not be tied to and constrained by the I-75 congestion to the south.

8. Suggested that the northern concepts are now more viable than the current preferred
alternative.

In the early phases of this project, a set of eight concept alignments were developed to
completely cover the basic ways that US 411 could be connected to 1-75 between the Cassville-
White Road and SR 20 interchanges. These concepts (identified as A-H), as well as the no-build
alternative, were evaluated to determine which ones best met the project need and purpose and
also to what extent they may adversely impact social, economic and environmental resources in
the project area. The results and details of this evaluation are discussed in the Concepts
Screening Report (CSR), which is on file and available for review at the GDOT Office of
Environmental Location. A summary of pertinent data from this report is discussed below.

There are two primary needs for this project: one is to provide a more direct connection to I-75;
and the other is to reduce the congestion on the arterial roadways that presently connect US 411
to I-75, which in turn would improve safety in the corridor. The findings and conclusions were
developed sequentially, as follows: (1) the first basis for the findings and conclusions was the
extent to which each Concept is expected to attract traffic to the new US 411 Connector (to
satisfy the need for connectivity between the US 411/US 41 interchange and 1-75); (2) second
was the extent to which each Concept reduces traffic on the existing connection, SR 3/US 41 and
SR 20 (to satisfy the need to reduce congestion on the existing corridor), and (3) third was
general engineering considerations, including costs and economic viability, as well as
generalized environmental impacts (impacts were reviewed to identify significant impacts that

might erode or negate the identified advantages).

As the CSR reported, the results of the Concept traffic analysis were quite clear: Concepts B
(new alignment freeway connecting to I-75 at existing SR 20 Interchange) and D (new alignment
freeway connecting to existing SR 20 east of 1-75) attract larger volumes of traffic and provide
substantial relief to the existing US 411-1-75 connection (i.e., SR 3/US 41 and SR 20), while
each of the other Concepts on a new location, including Concepts C (new alignment freeway
extending only to existing US 411/SR 61) and G (new alignment freeway connecting to 1I-75 at
existing SR 61 Interchange), attract significantly less traffic and provide no relief for the existing
US 411-1-75 connection. Concept A, which utilizes the existing corridor, attracts a significant
volume of traffic, but does not provide relief to the existing connection. All eight of the initial
concepts evaluated would serve the stated purpose of providing a more direct connection to I-75.
However, traffic analysis shows that the northern concepts (E, F, G, and H) attract such a small
percentage of vehicles away from the existing US 41 and SR 20 corridor that sufficient
congestion relief would not be provided. The concept screening process determined that the
northern concepts do not meet the need and purpose of the project sufficiently to warrant

Sfurther development.

The concepts that were found to perform the best while causing the least environmental impact
were developed into more refined alternatives, and evaluated further as part of the Drafi
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Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) process. The selection of Concepts A,
B, and D for further development — and the decision to forego further development of Concepts
C E, F, G, H, and F “Modified"” — was entirely appropriate and strongly supported by thorough
and proper traffic analyses, initial environmental review, engineering feasibility assessment, and
general cost/benefit evaluation. The traffic forecasts were derived from the officially-sanctioned
traffic forecasting model that is based on adopted future population and employment forecasts,
adopted transportation plans, and which considers future regional and local travel patterns and
traffic operating conditions (i.e., congestion) on the entire transportation network. The traffic
model forecasts were checked for reasonableness before they were used for any purpose in the

US 411 Connector Project.

As a result of the recent Value Engineering study and ongoing design evaluations, there are
several modifications that are being proposed in order to reduce the overall cost of the US 411
~Connector project. The following list represents the modifications determined to be feasible
from an engineering perspective while not causing an adverse environmental impact, and have

therefore been recommended for implementation:

Reduce median width from 68-feet to 44-feet
Reduce nominal right-of-way (ROW) width from 400-feet to 250-feet
Use folded diamond interchange rather than full diamond interchange at SR 61
Related reductions in bridges, retaining walls, drainage systems, paving, erosion control,
traffic control, signing/ marking/signals, guardrail, and miscellaneous items
o Use a split diamond connection of the US 411 Connector to I-75, which retains a
diamond ramp to SR 20 from the south
More compact interchange at US 41
o Raise design profile, and allow 7% grade to accommodate mountainous terrain
o Terminate Clifton Way south of the US 411 Connector, and connect it to the US 411
Connector on the north side with an at-grade intersection for gated access to the cell

tower

Although some of the project details, including the interchange type and configurations and
other construction and engineering details as identified above are being incorporated into the
preferred alternative, the alignment of the proposed roadway has not changed from what was
presented in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS). As a result of the
proposed cost saving measures, the roadway will not function as efficiently as the original
Preferred Alternative (Alternative D-Avoidance/Minimization), although the volume of cars that
are predicted to use the Alternative D-VE (new Preferred Alternative) and the volume of cars
diverted from the existing US 41/SR 20 corridor are still at levels that the proposed investment is
considered a reasonable expenditure of funds. In comparison, the northern alignments still do
not divert enough traffic off of the US 41/SR 20 corridor and still do not have predicted traffic
volumes that would make them a reasonable expenditure of funds.

9. You note a concern that the decision on the project is being rushed.

T AR T e o L
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The US 411 project has been under consideration for over 20 years. In 1985, the Department
completed a feasibility study to determine if there was a need to extend US 411 eastward from its
Jjunction with US 41 to I-75. The results of the study clearly demonstrated the need for a more
direct connection to 1-75 as traffic volumes were predicted to worsen congestion on the existing
US 41/SR 20 corridor to 1I-75. Based on recommendations from the feasibility study,
development of a project to construct a US 411 connection to 1-75 was initiated in 1986. The
concept for the US 411 project was later incorporated into a proposed recommendation for an
outer perimeter highway around Atlanta, conceived as part of the Economic Development
System, (EDS). This facility, later known as the Outer Perimeter, was included in legislation
designating it as part of the Governor'’s Road Improvement Program.

The US 411 project continued to be developed as an individual project; an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) was completed and approved by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) in 1989. The concept used for the EIS was based on alternatives conceived as part of
the larger Outer Perimeter Highway. The location of the US 411 project’s interchange with I-75
was located to accommodate future extension of the Outer Perimeter.

A complaint was filed (by the Rollins family) in the United States District Court, Northern
District of Georgia on July 5, 1991, seeking a declaratory judgment that the GDOT and FHWA
had failed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other
requirements in the development of the EIS for the US 411 extension. A hearing was conducted
in January 1992; in January 1993, when the court ruled that the EIS had not adequately
followed the NEPA requirements, it prevented the GDOT and FHWA from approving or
expending any federal funds on the US 411 project until an adequate and proper EIS was
prepared. More specifically, it was noted that the EIS did not adequately compare and evaluate
project alternatives, and it also failed to provide the information needed by the public and the
decision makers to compare environmental, social, and economic impacts of potential
alternatives. The court noted that the US 411 project had independent utility since it could be
built separately from the Outer Perimeter project. The Court determined that, because the US
411 project was not a mere segment of the Outer Perimeter, it may be considered independently

of the Outer Perimeter.

In order to address the court’s ruling, the US 411 project was incorporated into the proposed
Northern Arc project, a portion of the former Outer Perimeter project. The Northern Arc was to
extend from the US 411/US 41 interchange in Bartow County to SR 316 in Gwinnett County. An
EIS was completed and approved for the eastern portion of the Northern Arc from SR 400 to
1-85. Beginning in 1997, a series of studies, including a Major Investment Study (MIS), Funding
Feasibility Study, and Draft EIS, were begun on the portion of the Northern Arc from the US

411/US 41 interchange to SR 400.

The MIS was completed in December 2000. In July 2002, detailed studies and preparation of the
Draft EIS for the Northern Arc were underway when GDOT was then directed to stop work. The
Northern Arc project was subsequently removed from the Regional Transportation Plan. The
Department initiated development of the US 411 Connector in July 2003, at the request of
Governor Sonny Perdue. In November 2003, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to advise
the public that a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) would be
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prepared for the proposed extension of US 411 from US 41 to 1I-75. Because the original EIS
failed to adequately study. the. full range of alternatives, FHWA determined that a SEIS that
evaluated the original and potential new alternatives would be the most appropriate method to

Sully comply with NEPA.

In October 2005, the Department presented the Preferred Alternative and its associated benefits
and impacts to the public at a Public Hearing Open House (PHOH). Over the past year, GDOT
has been continuing with preliminary design work and more refined construction cost estimates
of the preferred alternative. Currently, GDOT follows a policy that requires all projects with a
cost of 325 million or more to go through a Value Engineering (VE) study process. Therefore,
the Department was required to complete a VE study for the US 411 Connector project, which
was completed in October 2007. The Department then met with the project Citizens Advisory
Committee in January 2008 and with the public in February 2008 to present the results of the VE

study.

In summary, the Department has been working.on the US 411 project for over twenty (20) years,

a preferred alternative alignment has been defined for over two years and the recent VE study is
refining this preferred alternative further. Even afier the decision is finalized, minor details of
the project are likely to change as a result of the ongoing design phase of the project.

Thank you for your comments and your continued participation in the development of this
project. If you have any additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me

directly.

Sincerely,

Glenn Bowman, P.E.

State Environment/Location Engineer
GB/jm/gth (JJG)

Cc: Gena L. Abraham, Ph.D., Commissioner
Albert Shelby, GDOT Urban Design
Larry Cook, JB Trimble
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October 15, 2007
Glenn Bowman

State Environment/Location Engineer
Georgia Department of Transportation
3993 Aviation Circle

Atlanta, Georgia 30336

SUBJECT:  Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for U.S. 411 Connector
from U.S 411/U.8. 41 Interchange to U.S. 411/1-75 Interchange in Bartow County,
Georgia; CEQ Number 20070384

Dear Mr. Bowman:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the referenced Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with its responsibilities
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) propose to complete the U.S. 411 Connector project to
improve the connection of the U.S., 411/8.R, 20 comidor to the interstate system by providing a
more direct link between [-75 and U.S. 411 at its interchange with U.S. 41/S.R. 3 west of
Cartersville in Bartow County, Georgia.

Seven alternatives were considered in detail, including five build alternatives, a
transportation systern management alternative, and the No Action alternative. Alternative D-
Avoidance/Minimization was determined 1o be the preferred alternative. This alternative
consists of a four-lane divided, limited access facility on primarily new alignment approximately.
9.5 miles in length, with three interchanges.

During review of the Draft Supplemental EIS, EPA expressed concerns related to the
potential for negative direct and indirect impacts to water quality and sensitive aquatic species in
the Etowah River watershed. EPA promoted stormwater design and construction methods that
incorporated elements of the Etowah Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) into this project. A
number of mitigation measures are described in the Final Supplemental EIS, including a
commitment to meet the Etowah HCP stormwater nm-off standards. In general, EPA supports
this approach as well as many of the other measures proposed to mitigate for adverse project
impacts to wetlands, streams, and water quality. . These other measures include bridging of the
majority of streams in the project area; removal of existing culverts at two locations and
replacement with bottomless culverts; and extensive post-construction stormwater management. .
These roadway best management practices will include design of bridges to keep stormwater
runoff from entering streams directly, and use of enhanced swales, stormwater ponds, and

internet Address (URL) e http./iwww.epa.gov
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sediment basins to capture and treat post-construction stormwater runoff. With regard to stream
and wetland impacts, EPA continues to promote appropriate functional replacement for those
wetland and stream functions impacted by the project. This could involve on-site mitigation as
close to the impact site as possible, off-site mitigation within the watershed, or a combination of
both. Mitigation should include restoration, enhancement or preservation of wetlands and stream
reaches that have been degraded or other watershed improvements.

EPA appreciates inclusion of the updated noise modeling and mitigation information in
the Final Supplemental EIS in response to our comments. EPA supports GDOT’s decision to
. congstruct two noise barriers that would serve to mitigate noise impacts to 47 out of the 64 noise-~
impacted receptors in the project area. EPA recommends that GDOT coordinate with the
affected communities where these noise walls are planned during final design to discuss
additional potential visual and aesthetic mitigation measures, as appropriate.

EPA appreciates inclusion of the additional information related to regional and project~
level air quality conformity requirements in the Final Supplemental EIS in response to our
comments, The Atlanta Regional Commission has recently adopted an updated long-range
transportation plan (Envision 6) for the Atlanta metropolitan region. EPA recommends that
GDOT and FHWA confirm prior to the approval of the Record of Decision (ROD) that the
preferred alternative, as described in the Final Supplemental EIS, is included in the most recent
ozone and PM 2.5 conformity determinations for this plan,

The Final Supplemental EIS also included a basic analysis of the likely mobile source air
toxics (MSAT) emission impacts of the project. This analysis generally follows the February
2006 FHWA MSAT interim guidance which describes how to assess MSAT impacts for
transportation projects during the NEPA process. While there are positive elements to this
guidance, especially the willingness to acknowledge potential MSAT concerns, EPA continues to
disagree with major elements of this approach nationally. EPA does not agree with the statement
that, “...available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of
the emission changes associated with the alternatives in this Final Supplemental EIS.” There are
a number of available technical tools that allow for comparisons among alternatives of the -
location-specific project-level risk estimates of mobile source air toxics. In addition, there are
several references in this section that are out of date. For example, the Final Supplementa] EIS
does not accurately cite and summarize EPA’s latest MSAT rule, published on February 26,
2007. EPA recommends that GDOT and FHWA coordinate with EPA on future projects of this
magnitude to ensure appropriate technical tools and assessment methodologies are utilized in the
analysis of MSATs.

EPA continues to have concems that the preferred alternative has the greatest impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands, regulatory floodplains, loss of upland forest habitat, and is predicted to
add the most acres of impervious surfaces due to induced future growth. However, EPA supports
the mitigation measures and monitoring programs as described in the Final Supplemental EIS.
EPA recommends strict adherence to these best management practices to protect water quality
and aquatic habitat. EPA also recommends inclusion of these mitigation commitments in the
ROD for the project. -



We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed action. Please contact Ben West at
(404) 562-9643 if you want to discuss our comments.

Sincerely, ,

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Management

cc:  Federal Highway Administration ~ Georgia Division .
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King & Spalding LLP
1180 Peachtree Street N.E

KING' & SPA_ I DING Atlanta, Georgia 303 63]5%
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A
Gordon A. Smith
Direct Dial: (404) 572-4777
Direct Fax: (404) 572-5177

HAVAL:

gsmith@kslaw.com

October 15, 2007

OCT 1 5 2007
VIA COURIER i
Mr. Glenn S. Bowman, P.E.

State Environmental/Location Engineer
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Environment/Location

3993 Aviation Circle
Atlanta, Georgia 30336

Re: US 411 Connector, Project No. EDS-500(5), PI No. 661950, Bartow County
Dear Mr. Bowman:

Attached please find the Rollins Comments on the Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the US 411 Connector Project. '

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,
Gordon A. Smith

GAS:drs

Enclosures

cc: Commissioner Harold E. Linnenkohl (via courier)
Ms. Jennifer Giersch (via courier)
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COMMENTS OF ROLLINS FAMILY

FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE U.S.
411 CONNECTOR, PROJECT 500(5), P.I. NO. 661950, BARTOW COUNTY

(EIS No. 20070384)
October 15, 2007
A, INTRODUCTION

These comments on the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“FSEIS”)
for the above-referenced project are submitted on behalf of the Rollins family interests, including
those of Gary W. Rollins and R. Randall Rollins (“the Rollins”), who own approximately 1,800
acres of contiguous property within the study area for the project. We incorporate by reference
all other comments the Rollins previously submitted on the U.S. 411 Connector.

The purpose behind the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) — and of
Environmental Impact Statements in particular — is to ensure that public agencies’ decision-
making process is open and transparent to the public. The Act does not require that the agency
planning a project with a significant impact take any particular course of action. It does not
mandate, for example, that a new dam cause no harm to the ecosystem of the river, or that a
widened highway not worsen air quality in the surrounding region.

‘What NEPA does require, however, is that the agency publicly consider all potential
impacts of the project. Explicit in this mandate is that the agency give fair and full
considerations to alternatives to its chosen approach, including the alternative of taking no action
at all. Indeed, federal regulations state that the full and fair consideration of all reasonable
alternatives is “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.

Moreover, the agency must disclose those impacts so that all interested parties can
understand how and why the agency chose to proceed. This transparency is critical to the
process: The public must be able to understand why the agency eliminated certain alternatives
and settled on a particular course of action. See Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1122 (10th Cir,
2002) (without supporting data, conclusory statements that the alternatives did not meet the need
and purpose of the project are insufficient to justify the elimination of alternatives).

With the FSEIS for the U.S. 411 Connector project, GDOT has not met its legal
obligations to the public. The most fundamental decision it has made with this project — the
selection of a preferred route — has been marred with errors that call into question the agency’s
early elimination of most of the routes originally under consideration. The selection of GDOT’s
“preferred alternative” — and the consequential elimination of a number of alternative routes —
were based on data that were unreliable at best and nonexistent at worst.

In addition, GDOT hid from the public the basic information it used in deciding to
eliminate a number of possible routes. Every published document that discussed forecasted



travel times, including the draft and the final SEIS, reported a travel time for the existing route
that apparently does not match the one used in the traffic model. The results of that traffic model
formed the basis of GDOTs decision to remove from consideration a number of potential routes
for the project, including some that would require significantly less new construction than
GDOT’s preferred alternative.

Those estimated travel times also became part of another key measure GDOT used to
eliminate certain routes from consideration. GDOT’s calculation of “economic viability,”
derived by dividing the expected travel time savings by the estimated cost of the project, now
shows that no highway — let alone GDOT’s preferred alternative — will provide a benefit
exceeding its costs. But GDOT failed to include any mention of current comparative cost
estimates in the FSEIS, limiting the discussion of costs to a single reference to the most recent
estimate — $399 million — at the end of the executive summary.

Indeed, the FSEIS itself creates perhaps the greatest barrier to GDOT’s fulfilling its
obligation to inform the public about its consideration of alternatives to the proposed route. The
FSEIS is far too voluminous for the general public to digest in the allotted review period. The
main document is approximately 400 pages long, exclusive of two enormous appendices that
bring the total to more than a thousand pages. In accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, the text of an EIS
“shall normally be less than 150 pages and for proposals of unusual scope or complexity shall
normally be less than 300 pages.™

In short, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“FSEIS”) suffers from
three potentially fatal errors:

1. The data underlying the traffic model used to eliminate a number of routes from
consideration were inadequate, unreliable, and improperly applied.

! The Rollins are not the only entity to criticize GDOT for its failure to be upfront about the estimated cost of

the project. In its comments on the Interchange Justification Report (“IJR™), which was prepared close in time to the
FSEIS, the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) noted that the cost estimate included in the IJR was only
$70 million, which approximates a three-year old estimate of construction costs only. In a similar document, the
Project Concept Report, GDOT estimated the cost at $350 million - closer but still nearly $50 million short of what
it estimated in March 2007 for construction and land acquisition. FHWA asked GDOT to be certain to include “an
accurate and complete estimate” in its next submission. (FHWA Comments to Concept Report and Interchange
Justification Report (“FHWA Comments”), Sept. 6, 2007, at 3 {Tab 1].)
2 Specifically, 40 CF.R. § 1500.2 (b) states that:
“Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible: :
(b) Implement procedures to make the NEPA process more useful to decisionmakers and the
public; to reduce paperwork and the accumulation of extraneous background data; and to
emphasize real environmental issues and alternatives, Environmental impact statements shall be
concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that agencies have made the
necessary environmental analyses.”



2. Neither the FSEIS or prior public documents disclosed the actual forecast travel
time for the existing route, preventing interested parties from recognizing a
fundamental problem with the traffic model.

3. Despite drastically limited funding for transportation projects in Georgia, the
FSEIS does not discuss the estimated cost of GDOT’s preferred alternative, which
also hid the fact that using GDOT’s own formula, the highway it plans to build .
is not economically feasible.

These three issues cast serious doubt on the selection of GDOT’s preferred alternative as
the route for the U.S. 411 Connector, and on whether GDOT should build the project at all. All
are discussed in more detail below.

B. THE DATA UNDERLYING THE TRAFFIC MODEL
ARE INSUFFICIENT AND INAPPROPRIATE.

Early in the process, GDOT identified a number of “concepts” — possible routes for the
link between U.S. 411 and I-75. GDOT used a traffic model to forecast the traffic counts on
each concept in 2030, the project’s design year, then relied on those forecasts as the primary (and
perhaps sole) basis for its decision to carry some concepts forward for further evaluation while
eliminating others from consideration.® But those forecasted travel times are unreliable and
inaccurate, for a number of reasons:

1. The traffic model does not consider induced travel.

Neither the traffic model or any subsequent traffic analysis considered induced travel.
(See Draft Record of Decision (“DROD”) at 56 [Tab 2].) Induced travel is not just traffic
“diverted” from slower routes, but additional traffic created by improved accessibility and the
growth it attracts. In practice it is accounted for by “feeding back™ congested speeds into the
model’s distribution, or by increasing development as a function of accessibility changes, or
changing peak hour and day-of-week factors.

GDOT defends this omission by stating that “[iJnduced growth, and the induced traffic
associated with it, is not appropriate for use in an Environmental Impact Statement or
Alternatives Analysis.” (DROD at 56 [Tab 2].) But EIS regulations specifically mandate
consideration of indirect effects of the project. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Induced growth — and the
traffic associated with that growth — is a primary example. Jd. (“Indirect effects may include
growth inducing effects.”)

In the DROD, GDOT suggests that projects like the U.S. 411 Connector are a zero-sum
game — that new growth evens out when applied to the entire region. However, in this case the
model studied only the sub-region consisting of a portion of Bartow County. The whole purpose
of sub-regional modeling is to evaluate the impact of the proposed facility on the sub-region, not
the region as a whole. And it seems foolish to simply assume that a new highway linking an

3 As discussed later, GDOT also used the model’s results to calculate the Economic Viability Index for each

concept, determining that the costs of the routes it eventually eliminated outweighed the forecasted benefits.



urban area to a major interstate for the first time would have no effect on growth. Part of the
justification for this project is better access to Rome, Georgia and surrounding Floyd County.
Although outside the study area, Rome’s economic development is expected to benefit
substantially from the project, leading to greater growth and increased traffic to I-75. Failing to
consider this anticipated growth — particularly when it is not a mere collateral effect of the
project but part of its stated need and purpose® — is inappropriate.

Thus, it is not sufficient to assert that such analyses are “not well understood,” or that the
impact of the U.S. 411 Connector is likely to “rarely have significance.” There are
straightforward ways to evaluate induced travel for road projects. These include:

a. The modeling effort could have re-distributed trips (internal trips) within
the sub-region, using revised (faster) travel times, without changing trip
ends or regional totals, to get at location shifts;

b. The distribution of external trip ends (trips entering the sub-region from
outside) could have been changed, without changing regional totals, to get
at shifts in longer-distance travel not covered by route shifts;

c. Changes in the amount and location of local traffic could have been
modeled.

While such modeling does involve additional assumptions, it is neither “not well
understood” nor “not yet universally accepted.” The failure of the modeling effort to consider
induced travel, even in its simplified terms, is a significant shortcoming that may risk the entire
modeling analysis and the corridor evaluation.

2. The traffic model was not properly calibrated.

In the DROD, GDOT agrees that model calibration is intended to “ensure a good fit
between model results and observed traffic in the base year.” (DROD at 55 [Tab 2].) The
Rollins agree that calibration is essential: If a traffic model is not tested to ensure that the base
year “forecasts” match observed conditions, there is no reason to believe that the model’s actual
forecasts will be accurate or even reasonable.

That is why it is so disconcerting that there is no model calibration reported in any of the
thousands of documents associated with the U.S. 411 Connector project. Neither the Concept
Screening Report nor any of the memos submitted to GDOT by its traffic consultant, Jordan,
Jones & Goulding, indicate any re-calibration results. In fact, the documentation for the
modeling positively indicates that re-calibration of the sub-regional model was not conducted.

Accordingly, as explained in the memo of June 26, 2007, prepared by Dr. David Hartgen
to Michael Weiss, there is considerable discrepancy between observed base year traffic counts

4 “The continued growth and economic viability of the City of Rome and Floyd County would be supported

by the implementation of the US 411 Connector by providing good access to the interstate system for commercial
traffic, in particular trucks,” (FSEIS at 1-26.)



and mode] estimates. (Memo from Dr. Hartgen to Michael Weiss, ‘“Notes on Model Calibration
and Speed Wells,” June 26, 2007 [Tab 3].) In that memo, it is noted that only 21 locations in the
study area have base year traffic counts, and that:

Eight of the 21 locations, all under about 15,000 ADT, have errors greater than the
allowable maximum (see the following chart).

Mid-volume locations have calibration errors upwards of 25 percent, probably higher
than the federal criteria for minor arterials and collectors.

Freeway locations (60-80,000 ADT), are within the maximum allowable error, but all
have errors higher than the guideline of less than 7 percent.
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o “Inshort, the ARC model may have been calibrated adequately for the region but
there is considerable information suggesting that the Bartow model is not within
acceptable calibration parameters.” (Memo, D. Hartgen to M. Weiss, “Notes on
Model Calibration and Speed Wells,” June 26, 2007 [Tab 3]).

Therefore it is likely that the sub-regional model is not adequately calibrated. If this is the

case, it cannot be used reliably in forecasting, and its results cannot justify the selection of
GDOT’s preferred alternative.

3. The use of ‘speed wells® on 1-75 links in the model remains unexplained.

In his memo of April 26, 2007, Dr. Hartgen questioned the apparent introduction of two-
minute time penalties into eight links on I-75 in several of the tests.(Memo from Dr. Hartgen to

Michael Weiss, “Preliminary Review of US 411 Connector Traffic Forecasts,” April 26, 2007



[Tab 4].) The DROD fails to explain these time penalties, and this matter is not discussed in the
FSEIS. If the penalties were in some of the networks used to prepare the Concepts Screening
Report, then it is likely that the conclusions of that report would be biased against the northern
alternatives, which would have had travel times longer than other alternatives. '

4, The expansion factor used to expand peak-hour capacities to
24-hour capacities is too low.

Forecasting models studying peak-hour traffic require a formula to convert that peak-
hour data into a full 24-hour period, and vice versa. Because, by definition, the peak hour
attracts more vehicles than any other hour, it is not as simple as multiplying the peak hour traffic
counts by 24. In fact, studies nationally have concluded that absent unusual circumstances, peak
hour traffic is traditionally 9.5 percent of daily traffic on any given travel link. Accordingly,
modelers multiply peak-hour traffic counts by 10.5 (1/0. 095 the proportlon of trips in the peak
hour) to determine daily traffic or capacity.

A review of traffic modeling data and documents, however, indicates that GDOT and its
- consultant used the factor 8.33, rather than 10.5, to calculate 24-hour traffic counts. The DROD
confirms this figure. (DROD at 56 [Tab 2].) There is no explanation, in the DSEIS, the DROD,
or any other documents reviewed by the Rollins, as to why GDOT used a lower factor.

Absent justification, using the lower factor (8.33) produces a 26 percent underestimate in
the carrying capacity of the future alternatives. This means that traffic forecasts inappropriately
increased the daily traffic counts of the build alternatives, including GDOT’s preferred
alternative, without similarly increasing the traffic counts on the no-build alternative. This is
especially crucial where, as here, the traffic forecasts for GDOT’s preferred alternative barely
exceed GDOT’s minimum for a four-lane freeway. If the correct expansion factor (10.5) were
used, the no-build altemmative would have appeared to be a more attractive option. In short, the
use, without explanation, of an unusually low expansion factor deprived both GDOT and the
public from fair consideration of the no-build alternative.

s. The FSEIS failed to include intermediate access in the study of alternatives.

As the Rollins have pointed out in prior comments directed to GDOT, the failure to
consider concepts with intermediate connections between the western end of the project and its
terminus at I-75° led to a key problem: The absence of an intermediate interchange both led to
lower numbers on the northern routes, particularly suggesting that they would not adequately
reduce traffic on the existing route, Because GDOT intended from the start to have the U.S. 411
Connector to include an intermediate interchange, its evaluation did not accurately reflect the
actual project.

> GDOT did compare Concept D (which later became GDOT’s preferred alternative) and Concept F-

Modified with intermediate interchanges after F-Modified was submitted by the Rollins for consideration. At the
concepts screening stage, however, the model never incorporated intermediate interchanges, and GDOT never
studied them for any other route.



Prior comments (DROD at 29 [Tab 2].) pointed out that intermediate access was not
included in the study of alternatives. GDOT’s response (DROD at 29 [Tab 2].) indicates that
intermediate access was “deliberately omitted” from all the corridors, and notes that only access
to state roads was included. But the DROD then notes that “If was recognized that intermediate
access....could significantly increase traffic volumes by introducing local traffic, making it
difficult to determine the volume of traffic on SR20/US411 to/from I-75.” That was precisely the
point of the earlier comment: failure to include local traffic growth (which is likely to be greater
on the northern alternatives) biases the results in favor the southern alternatives, and therefore
constitutes a technical error in the forecasting.

The DROD again references this issue (DROD at 57 [Tab 2].), suggesting that such a
detailed tie-in to local traffic is not needed because “the purpose of the concept screening
analysis was not to establish the overall volume of traffic for the purpose of design and
environmental analysis.” If that is the case, then where is the forecast of traffic “for design and
environmental analysis” done? The FSEIS uses the traffic forecasts from the Concept Screening
Report, and design typically begins with traffic forecasts from the same document.

6. The “re-calibrated model” tests incorrectly applied universal
modifications throughout the model network.

The “re-calibration” tests described in the DROD (DROD at 49 [Tab 2].) were actually
not that at all, but rather uniform sensitivity tests that slowed down the entire network. The
consultant’s justification for that is contained in a footnote from the earlier documentation,
(DROD at 49 n.6 [Tab 2).), that, ““...applying modifications only to specific links of interest — i.e.
the links on the travel path from 1-75/SR20 to US 411/US 41 — in order to achieve a certain
result (e.g., to reduce speeds and increase travel times) is an inappropriate forecasting
technique.” The predictable result was very little change in traffic forecasts. The “re-calibration”
tests should have been performed by slowing down just one alternative, the No Build
Alternative, since it is specifically that alternative for which the travel times were in question.
Contrary to being an “inappropriate technique,” such a test would have used more accurate travel
time data and determined the true sensitivity of the traffic forecasts to assumptions about travel
time. If this had been done the result would probably have been an increase in the traffic
forecasts for all alternatives relative to the No-Build Alternative.

7. The set of alternatives should have considered alternatives
appropriate for two-lane roads.

The Concepts Screening Report served as the basis for GDOT’s decision to consider only
“location” alternatives, but good EIS practice also means that in addition to location alternatives,
other alternatives should also be considered, and indeed they were here. For instance, a “TSM”
alternative was also considered. When it became apparent that all of the northern alternatives
would probably not meet the 18,900 design threshold for LOS C two-lane (presumably this
means, the threshold for going to four lanes from a two-lane road), the review should have been
expanded to consider, at the least, cost-effective alternatives such as super-2 designs (wide
shoulder two-lane road with turning lanes on an at-grade alignment), staged construction (two
lanes first, then four when traffic reaches 18,900), and possible parkway designs which have



lower environmental impacts. In short, the action should have been not to delete the alternatives,
but instead to look at lower Jevel designs on the various alternatives.®

C. GDOT CONTINUES TO MISLEAD THE PUBLIC ABOUT THE
ACTUAL TRAVEL TIMES AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE,

1. The travel time data included in the FSEIS do not match
those used in the traffic predictive model.

As explained in the FSEIS, the “US411 to I-75 Travel Time” (hereinafter, “through-trip”
time) for the existing route was the base condition for comparing concepts and thus the key
factor in concept evaluation (Figure 2.1.1.A-2). The FSEIS states without reservation that the
estimated 2030 travel time on the no-build alternative is 16.3 minutes. (FSEIS 2-8, Table
2.1.1.A-2.) But GDOT has stated repeatedly that the figure reported in the DSEIS was nof used
in the traffic model GDOT used to eliminate five concepts, including all four northern routes,
from further consideration. All of the findings used in concepts evaluation were based on
another, significantly different and contradictory travel time, not reported in the FSEIS.
Although GDOT has provided no documentation of the actual 2030 travel time forecast in the
model, it appears — through meetings with GDOT officials and an exhaustive review of
thousands of project documents — that the model’s estimated 2030 travel time on the no-build
alternative is between 9.9 and 10.2 minutes. While the two times were culled from different
sources, they measure the exact same thing,

a. The reported trave] time (16.1 minutes) was derived from an “engineer’s
estimate,” based on the character of the existing route as a mainly
multilane arterial highway experiencing an increase in strip commercial
development. This engineer’s estimate reflects North Georgia’s reality,
conforms closely with guidelines in wide use in urban transportation
planning, and is reasonably related to the existing travel times as observed
by field studies by the U.S. 411 Connector project.

b. The unreported travel time (9.9 to 10.2 minutes) reflects “default” (i.e.,
unadjusted) inputs for the regional traffic model (developed by the Atlanta
Regional Commission) used in the project. No attempt was made to adjust
the unreported travel times to more closely conform to either the observed
or “engineer’s estimate” times.

The FSEIS reports detailed crucial evaluation factors (Year 2030 traffic volumes and
Economic Viability Index) based on the traffic model and its travel time inputs. However, the
FSEIS does not reveal the travel time inputs used, or the discrepancy between the travel time
used in the model and that reported in the FSEIS. In fact, the FSEIS does not report that any
discrepancy exists.

6 In fact, there are other alternatives GDOT apparently never considered. For example, the traffic model

concluded that a substantial number of vehicles traveling to points south on I-75 would use arterial roads south of
the study area instead of either the northern concepts or the existing route. This suggests that improvements to those
roads may provide considerable relief to traffic on the existing route at a much lower cost.



2. Use of the Unreasonable and Unreported Travel Time Led to
GDOT Improperly Eliminating Many Concepts.

The reported travel time — which closely mirrors the observed real-world time — supports
the common-sense conclusion that the northern concepts, having a shorter through-trip travel
time that is two-thirds that of the existing route, will attract most or all of the through traffic
(around 11,000 vehicles daily) as well as some local traffic (i.e., trips with either origin,
destination or both within the study area). The unreported travel time that was used in the
model, on the other hand, yields the anomalous conclusion that the existing route will be
significantly faster in the year 2030 than at present, and that not a single through trip would
choose to use a northern route.” In short, the FSEIS reports that no through-trip travel would use
a highway with travel times considerably less the 16.3 minutes that would be required in year
2030 on the existing route if no improvements (other than those already in the planning stages)
were made. The travel times reported in the FSEIS for the eliminated concepts are also
significantly less than the 15.4 minutes for Conce;gt A, which follows the existing route but
incorporates major improvements to the highway.

The evaluation of the Concepts rested “first on the extent to which each Concept is
expected to attract traffic to the new US 411 Connector and the extent to which each Concept
reduces traffic on the existing connection (US 41 and SR 20).” (FSEIS at 2-4.) Thus, the first-
stated reason for eliminating Concepts C, E, F, G, and H from further consideration was that they
“would attract little traffic and would provide no relief for the existing US 411 to 1-75
connection.” (FSEIS at 2-12.) Notably, Year 2030 daily traffic volumes of less than 1,000 was
projected for Concept E, 2,500 for Concept F, and 3,700 for Concept F (Modified) (collectively,
“Concepts E-F”) (FSEIS, Figure 2.1.1.A-1).

The eliminated routes’ purported poor performance on three derivative measures was
given as an additional reason for their elimination from further consideration. These three
evaluation measures were derived from the projected traffic counts for each concept, which in
turn were derived from the travel times discussed above. These measures are: (1) total volume
on S.R. 3/U.S. 41 (FSEIS Figure 2.1.1.A-1), (2) reduction in total vehicle hours of travel (FSEIS,
Figure 2.1.1.A-3), and (3) the Economic Viability Index (“EVI”) (FSEIS, Figure 2.1.1.A-3).

The magnitude of the underestimating of projected traffic in the eliminated concepts,
particularly Concepts E-F, is illustrated by further examining the southerly movements through
the corridor, between the U.S. 41/U.S. 411 interchange at the western end of the corridor, to the
1-75/S.R. 20 interchange at the eastern terminus, and then southward on I-75. This movement
accounts for some 40 percent of all traffic now on U.S. 411 immediately to the west of the

7 The FSEIS reports that building the eliminated concepts would substantially decrease travel time through

the study corridor. This corridor travel time is defined in the FSEIS as travel time between the end points common
to all concepts, specificaily, from the U.S. 41/U.S. 411 interchange at the western end of the corridor to the I-75/S.R.
20 interchange at the eastern end. For all concepts except Concept A, the corridor travel time includes a component
of time spent on a new segment of freeway, plus a component on I-75, terminating at the 1-75/S.R, 20 interchange.

8 Of course, this odd result suggests that the existing route would be faster without the improvements than it

would be with them.



western end of the study area. For the year 2030, a daily traffic volume of 28,900 is projected
for this segment of U.S. 411 (i.e. immediately to the west of the study area). From data given in
the FSEIS, therefore, we can estimate the U.S. 411 to I-75 south movement in the year 2030 to
be some 11,560 daily vehicles (daily volume of 28,900 on U.S. 411 times 40 percent traversing
the entire study corridor to I-75).

For all of these 11,560 daily trips, Concepts E-F offer a far more attractive routing than
even a greatly improved routing on U.S. 441-SR 20, as evidenced by the reported year 2030
travel times for such trips. (FSEIS at 2-8, Table 2.1.1.A-2.) Thus, Concepts E-F should carry a
minimum of 11,560 trips, not the (less than) 1,000 to 3,700 daily trips reported. (FSEIS at 2-7,
Figure 2.1.1.A-1.) In all likelihood, Concepts E-F could be expected to carry significantly more
traffic than the 11,560 daily vehicles southbound volume noted above. Two likely sources of
such additional traffic are the U.S. 411/I-75 north movement (5 percent of 28,900 daily vehicles,
or 1,445 daily vehicles) and traffic to/from the study area entering or exiting Concepts E-F at
intermediate interchanges, whether at Peeples Valley Road or a similar location.

The selection of alternatives and the exclusion of some concepts from further
consideration, therefore, is based on a questionable and apparently deliberately unreported model
input. Whenever this discrepancy has been raised, GDOT dismissed concerns by citing to
purported differences between the two travel time estimates. Indeed, GDOT representatives
have stated that the two numbers “cannot/should not be compared.” (“Draft Meeting Summary —
March 7, 2006,” forwarded to W, Kulash by letter from H. Keepler, April 26, 2006 [Tab 5].)
GDOT “explains” this anomaly by suggesting that the numbers in the Concepts Screening
Report were “estimated using travel distance and an engineer’s preliminary estimate of a typical
average speed,” and that they “were simply used to compare estimated travel times.” The travel
times in the model, GDOT explains, were “computed by the model for the sole purpose of
comparing travel times on all the thousands of paths through the network.” Of course, this
response is nonsensical. The two numbers certainly are comparable, quantifying the exact same
thing: the estimated 2030 travel time on the no-build alternative. Even GDOT describes them as
used for identical purposes. At best, they are purportedly the same measure reached at by
different methodologies. But there is absolutely no reason for the discrepancy between these two
numbers.

Even if it were appropriate to provide an inaccurate estimate to the public while using
another figure in its traffic model, GDOT’s decision to eliminate most routes based on the traffic
model] would still be problematic because the estimated travel times inputted do not appear to be
correct. The Rollins have expressed this position to GDOT a number of times, including in their
formal comments concerning the DSEIS, but GDOT has dismissed these concerns. GDOT has
suggested that the Rollins are only concerned because the model’s determination that no traffic
traveling south from the study area will use any northern route is admittedly “counterintuitive.”
But in fact there are a number of objective reasons that suggest that GDOT’s traffic model - and
its conclusions — are wrong.’

9 The FSEIS offers no satisfactory explanation for why Concepts E-F travelers are assumed to choose a

longer (in terms of travel times) and non-freeway route of existing U.S. 411-S.R. 20 over a shorter freeway route.
Two attempis at such explanation (FSEIS at 2-6) are not convincing.
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3. By Failing to Report Travel Times as Modeled,
the FSEIS is Deficient and Misleading,

Moreover, any suggestion by GDOT that it is somehow improper to question its decision
to eliminate northern routes using the travel time in the Concepts Screening Report is
disingenuous. That figure is the only estimated travel time GDOT has made public. It is entirely
reasonable for any person reading the FSEIS to expect that GDOT used that figure in its
calculations, particularly when, as here, the published figure appears more reasonable and
reliable than the figure used in the traffic model.

In fact, by repeatedly asserting that the 16.3-minute figure is only an “initial assessment”
not to be considered in evaluating concepts, GDOT is acknowledging that it is including in its
FSEIS information it believed to be inaccurate, despite the fact that the Rollins pointed this out
to GDOT in its comments on the Draft SEIS. This is antithetical to the purpose of an
Environmental Impact Statement. See 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(b). GDOT calls its decision to
publish the figure it now disavows a “judgment call.” (See “Draft Meeting Summary — March 7,
2006,” forwarded to W. Kulash by letter from H. Keepler, April 26, 2006 [Tab 5].) But there
should be no “judgment” necessary in determining whether to include information in an FSEIS
that GDOT believes is wrong.

a. The travel time data used in the traffic
model are hidden from the public.

It is one thing that GDOT appeared to choose the wrong number for use in the traffic
model. More egregious is its continued insistence on reporting a figure it never incorporated in
the traffic model throughout the FSEIS, including in discussion of comparisons between

The FSEIS first states that “most of the traffic in the existing corridor is traveling to or from southerly
destinations,” thereby implying that Concepts E-F are not attractive to such southerly travel. However, the projected
travel times for Concepts E-F as reported (FSEIS page 2-8, Figure 2.1.1.A-2) show that for a large segment of
southerly travel (the soutbbound movement of at least 11,560 daily trips), Concepts E-F would be chosen over even
a greatly improved U.S. 411/S.R. 20. The FSEIS then cites “the programmed improvements on the existing corridor
and ... congestion on I-75.” Both of these points are contrary 1o findings reported in the FSEIS. The “programmed
improvements to the existing corridor” are fully accounted for in the travel time of 15.4 minutes reported for
Concept A, Further, the 2030 peak-hour travel times (FSEIS Figure 2.1.1.A-2) accounts for congestion and resultant
slowing of travel speeds on 1-75.

Moreover, the assertion that “future traffic volumes and congestion on 1-75” (FSEIS, page 2-6) could
render Concepts E-F unattractive for U.S. 411 to I-75 south travel is particularly questionable. Most obviously, the
reported year 2030 travel times suggest no such degradation. To the contrary, the travel times of 10.0 to 10.2
minutes for the approximately 9.5-miles of Concepts E-F yield an average trave] speed of 56 to 58 miles per hour.
This is by no means a degraded speed and certainly not one likely to induce drivers to prefer a signalized arterjal
highway with stop-and-go traffic and an average travel speed of 23 miles per hour (Concept A, 5.9 miles in 15.4
minutes (FSEIS, Figure 2.1.1.A-2) yielding 23 miles per hour). Simple arithmetic further refutes the notion that
trave] speeds on I-75 could be degraded to the point where drivers would prefer even in improved U.S. 411-S.R. 20
route (Concept A) to travel on Concepts E-F. The FSEIS reports (2.1.1.A-2) that the U.S. 411 to I-75 travel time is
15.4 minutes on Concept A. For Concept A to be faster than Concepts E-F, the travel speeds on I-75 would have to
degrade to 26 miles per hour, for not only the peak traffic hours but for the entire day,
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concepts that relied entirely on the results of the model. In the FSEIS, the only way a member
of the public (or a reviewing agency) could even estimate — let alone learn — the travel times
GDOT used to eliminate routes from consideration was by calculating it himself or herself.
Without completing those calculations, the audience for the FSEIS is presented with the
anomalous conclusion that a slower route (the existing route) will attract all of the through trips,
while faster routes will attract none of them. An important reason for this anomaly — the
modeled travel time that is drastically less than the reported “engineer’s estimate” — is concealed
from the FSEIS reader.

b. The travel time data used in the traffic
model is unreasonable on its face.

In its formal responses in the DROD, GDOT suggests that the estimated 2030 no-build
travel time included in the FSEIS was developed using a *“‘sketch-planning’ methodology based
on limited current data.” But it is our understanding that GDOT or JI&G in fact based this figure
on a measure of actual travel on the current route. The travel times used in the model, however,
appear to be taken from general Atlanta Regional Commission figures for roads with similar
characteristics in counties considered to be analogous to Bartow County, rather than from any
data specific to the current U.S. 411,

The wide disparity in the two figures begs reexamination. The “initial assessment” no-
build travel time contained in the FSEIS is 16.3 minutes; while GDOT has not revealed the
estimated travel times used in the model, for the model to determine that no southbound traffic
would use a northern route, the no-build travel time would have to be quicker than those
estimated for the northern routes — that is, less than 10 minutes.'° (FSEIS, Figure 2.1.1.A-2.)
That suggests that GDOT’s reported time — its “initial assessment” based on observation — was
off by more than 60 percent. Put another way, a figure based only on broad regional data
differed by more than 60 percent from the estimate of GDOT and JJ&G personnel intimately
familiar with the study area — but GDOT selected the first number.

c. GDOT has failed to address this discrepancy despite
repeated entreaties that it do so.

GDOT chose to report only its “initial assessment” of 2030 travel times — the 16.3
minutes figure — in the FSEIS, despite concerns raised about identical issues in the Draft SEIS.!!
Its engineers called choosing to use the significantly longer times rather than the much shorter
times incorporated in the model a “judgment call.” But given that GDOT already knew that

10 GDOT has never suggested that the estimated 2030 travel times for any of the concepts were incorrect.

Indeed, although they routinely point to alleged degradation of travel on southbound I-75 as a reason for the
“counterintuitive” result that no southbound traffic would use a northern route, any degradation was already
incorporated into the estimated concept travel times included in the FSEIS.

u The discrepancy between reported (but not used) and unreported (but adopted) travel times has been
vigorously brought 10 the attention of GDOT and its consultant, beginning with correspondence well before the
issuance of the DSEIS, in formally conveyed comments on the DSEIS, in meetings with GDOT and GDOT
consultant staff, and with further correspondence following these meetings.
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members of the public might find the estimate in the model “counterintuitive” — perhaps because

it estimates that traffic will flow considerably better in 2030 along the existing route than it does

now — it is possible that publicly reporting the more believable figure rather than the actual
estimate used by GDOT was a deliberate decision.

In response to requests to resolve the anomalous traffic forecasts, GDOT ran the traffic
mode] again, this time substituting a figure close to the 16-minute “engineer’s estimate” travel
time on the existing route for the much shorter time used in the model. As described above,
however, GDOT also adjusted all other routes in the model by the same proportion, using a
procedure it never disclosed to the public. By using this method, GDOT did not live up to its
promise to test the accuracy of the model under the conditions suggested by the Rollins. (See
“Draft Meeting Summary — March 7, 2006,” forwarded to W. Kulash by letter from H. Keepler,
April 26, 2006 [Tab 5].) Predictably, this resulted in no change to the model’s results. It failed
to test the question at issue — whether a different travel time for the existing route would alter the
model’s outputs. The results of this modeling exercise, therefore, are meaningless, and a good-
faith testing of the model still remains to be done.

D, UNDER PRESENT CONDITIONS, THE U.S. 411 CONNECTOR IS NOT
AN EFFICIENT USE OF LIMITED TRANSPORTATION FUNDS.

GDOT has planned construction of the U.S. 411 Connector project, in one form or
another, for approximately 20 years. While a freeway-only connection between Rome and I-75
may be desirable, it is clear that in the current climate, with transportation funding more scarce
than ever, GDOT should consider whether to proceed with the project at all. In the FSEIS,
GDOT estimates construction and land acquisition costs for the preferred alternative will
approach $400 million, well above the $124.5 estimated in the Concepts Screening Report.’?
Yet the forecasted number of vehicles remains constant at just under 25,000. (FSEIS at 2-7.)
Applying the new cost estimate to the original formula, it is clear that GDOT’s preferred
alternative simply is not viable.

1. Under GDOT’s own formula for evaluating the economic viability
of a project, the U.S. 411 Connector falls far short.

When it considered which of the various concepts to carry over for further evaluation as
alternatives, GDOT relied heavily — perhaps even exclusively — on a figure called the Economic
Viability Index (“EVI”). This number, a ratio between the time savings achieved by construction
of the U.S. 411 project and the cost of the project, purported to determine whether the perceived
benefits of the project outweighed its costs.

At the concepts screening stage, the three concepts considered for further evaluation —
Concepts A, B, and D — were the only concepts with EVIs over 1.0; that is, they were the only
concepts for which it was forecast that the savings achieved through faster travel times through

12 Even this $399 million figure may be too small. In its comments on a pair of reports recently submitted for

its approval, FHWA noted that GDOT’s cost estimates failed 1o include utilities costs, (FHWA Comments at 3 [Tab
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the corridor would exceed the costs of building the highway. The remaining concepts, including
each northern route, were found to have EVIs lower than 1.0 and thus, “costs exceed benefits.”
(FSEIS at 2-5.)

Since GDOT published its Concepts Screening Report, however, costs for every
proposed route, including GDOT’s preferred alternative, have skyrocketed. While GDOT has
made the revised estimated cost of only their preferred alternative public in the FSEIS,* it
recently determined updated cost estimates of each of the concepts — with some increasing more
than 300 percent. (GDOT Memo from Ken Anderson to David Ashley, “Updated and Refined
Concept Cost Estimates,” March 26, 2007 [Tab 6].) If these revised costs were used to re-
calculate the EVIs, as we have done in the last column of Table 1 below, the resulting EVIs
would all be less than 1.0, meaning that the entire project is of questionable economic viability.

Table 1, below, calculates the EVIs for each concept using the exact same formula
GDOT used in the Concepts Screening Report. The only change was replacing the 2004 cost
estimates with the cost estimates generated by GDOT itself in March 2007.

Table 1: Calculation of Revised EVIs for U.S. 411 Alternatives Using GDOT Data

Concept Total Travel Estimated EVI Estimated EVi,
Time Savings, Project Project Cost, | Revised
2010-2030° Cost® Revised*
{M veh-hrs) ($M™) {$M)
Concept A 4.77 76.3 1.20 118.7 0.77
Concept B 7.80 130.0 1.15 316.0 0.47
Concept C 3.60 133.8 0.52 159.5 0.43
Concept D 8.70 124.5 1.34 309.8 0.42
Concept E 1.05 102.3 0.20 351.3 0.06
Concept F 1.50 120.8 0.24 387.1 0.07
Concept G 1.385 93.9 0.28 394.3 0.07
Concept H 1.65 120.0 0.26 402.9 0.08

a) Average weekday travel time savings estimated by traffic forecasting model;
Total travel time savings =avg. weekday travel time savings x 300 weekday-equivalent days per
year x 20 years. Source: Concepts Screening Report, p. 20.

b) Generalized estimates based on typical per-mile costs for various facility types, typical total cost
for interchange construction/reconstruction, and typical per-acre right-of-way acquisition costs for
various property types (i.e., residential and commercial), Estimates used for purposes of EVI
computation ONLY. Source: Concepts Screening Report, p. 20.

c) EVI = total vehicle-hours of travel time savings x $19.14 per vehicle-hour / project cost;
EVI > 1.00 indicates economic viability (project benefits exceed project costs)

d)New cost figures, Memo from Ken Anderson to David Ashley, JJG, March 26, 2007.

vehicle-hour costs = $19.14

13 The estimated $399 million cost of the project appears in only one place in the FSEIS, it, the final sentence

of the executive summary. (FSEIS at xiv.) It does not appear in the body of the document, Indeed, costs are not
discussed anywhere in the FSEIS; thus, a person interested in this key information about the project would not be
able to locate it without reading the entire document, Leaving this crucial detail out of the main portion of the
FSEIS makes it difficult for a citizen to determine whether GDOT properly considered the no-build alternative,
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The FSEIS refers to the EVI in several places. On page 2-5, the FSEIS explains that “[a]n
EVI value of 1.00 indicates that benefits equal costs; for EVIs greater than 1.00, benefits exceed
costs, and for EVIs less than 1.00 costs exceed benefits.” Therefore, by the above calculations,
costs exceed benefits for all alternatives. This is crucial: New highway projects should benefit
not only local traffic but should provide value to all taxpayers of the state of Georgia. With
resources for new road construction as limited as at any time in history, the state cannot afford to
commit those scarce dollars to a project GDOT’s own data shows is not economically viable. If
GDOT is committed to improving access to I-75 from Rome and Floyd County, it appears that
Alternative A is significantly more viable than GDOT’s preferred alternative, with an
(admittedly low) EVI of 0.77 — nearly twice that of GDOT’s preferred alternative. Alternative D,
GDOT’s preferred alternative, rates just fourth in economic viability. Its EVI of 0.42 means that,
over the life of the facility, less than half of its construction costs would be returned to the
people of Georgia in the form of traveler benefits. Further, at an estimated construction cost of
$118.7 million, less than 30 percent the cost of Alternative D, Alternative A would cost
considerably less in real dollars. :

2. Even the recalculated EVIs are probably incorrect,
providing further evidence that the project is not viable.

Furthermore, the assumptions GDOT used in calculating EVIs have made the data - like
all other data the GDOT used to evaluate and eliminate concepts ~ biased and unreliable. The
original analysis (Concept Screening Report at 20), reproduced in Table 1, included two
erroneous assumptions that made it appear that cost savings associated with each concept would
be greater than would actually be achieved if the project were built. Those assumptions are:

a. The value of time assumed ($19.14/hour saved) appears to be a weighted
average of individual employee and truck driver hourly wage rates. Most
benefit-cost assessments of roads have traditionally used half the wage
rate, rather than the full wage rate, to calculate the value of time savings.
This is because-only about 30 to 40 percent of trips are work-related, and
non-work travel is typically valued at a lower rate. If GDOT instead
assumed half the wage rate rather than the full rate, the above time savings
estimates would be cut in half.

b. The calculation of the number of hours saved (see Table 1 above, column
2) assumed that the end-year traffic volume applied for the entire 20-year
period. That is, GDOT used traffic counts for 2030 — after the road would
have been in operation for 20 years — as the forecasted counts for every
year. In fact, a starting-year traffic volume should have been assumed for
half the period. If this correction were made, the resulting EVIs would be
approximately 20 percent lower than published.
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3. The failure to include revised cost estimates and EVIs in the
FSEIS improperly hid key information from the public.

The GDOT’s decision to not determine a new EVI for the preferred alternative once the
estimated cost of the alternative tripled, and further to keep that information out of the FSEIS,
improperly prevented the public from evaluating GDOT’s consideration of alternatives — a
requirement of any EIS. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)(iii). That means the public is permitted not
only to evaluate any alternative plans considered by the relevant agency — the public must also
be permitted to consider the alternative of taking no action at all. In addition, the public must
be permitted to evaluate its direct share of the costs necessary to complete the project, which it is
unable to do without full disclosure of key project cost information that is missing from the
FSEIS. By failing to provide easily generated data that would allow the public to consider the
viability of the project— and indeed, by leaving the issue of project cost almost entirely out of the
FSEIS™ — GDOT has denied the citizens of Georgia the information needed to evaluate whether
any new U.S. 411 Connector project is a prudent use of their limited resources.

As always, the Rollins hope these comments are helpful in determining the course of
action that will best serve the people of Bartow County and all of Georgia. The Rollins urge
GDOT to work with us and other interested parties in this common endeavor.

Gordon A. Smith
KING & SPALDING LLP
1180 Peachtree Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521

1 See n.13, supra.
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Responses to FSEIS Comments



Responses to Comments on FSEIS

The following section identifies the responses to comments received on the FSEIS. Comments
were received from King and Spalding on behalf of the Rollins family, and from EPA. The
comments are in bold font and are followed by the response(s) in italics:

1.1 Rollins Comments

A. Comment-
The data underlying the traffic model are insufficient and inappropriate.

1. The traffic model does not consider induced travel.

o Individual capacity improvement projects — even projects the scale of the US 411 Connector —
rarely have significant or even noticeable impact on regional or even county-wide trip
distribution.’

o Induced growth, and the induced traffic associated with it, is not appropriate for use in an
Environmental Impact Statement or Alternatives Analysis. The concept of induced growth is
based on the hypothesis that the transportation facility inducing the growth — in this case
US 411 Connector — will be so attractive that more population and employment (residents and
businesses) than forecasted will locate in the area and use the facility simply because it is
there. Induced growth is not a well-understood phenomenon, and analysis methodologies are
not yet universally accepted. As a result there is much room for manipulating the
numbers/results to support a specific outcome, and there is no way to ensure that regional
total population and employment distribution remains the zero-sum game it should. That is,
regional population and employment totals are based on the economic capacity of the region,
and should not change with different transportation system improvement alternatives. If every
transportation agency or project proponent could incorporate induced growth in the analysis
of their projects, the resulting regional population and employment sums would likely exceed
the forecasted totals by substantial margins.

2. The traffic model was not properly calibrated.

Traffic models used for this project have been thoroughly and properly calibrated. The subarea
traffic assignment models used to conduct the Concept analyses were derived directly from
GDOT's Year 2000 and Year 2030, 21-county traffic forecasting model, which is used for all
projects in the region, per State and Federal requirements. The model was developed and

! Theoretically, for a given population/employment distribution, one might expect that the advent of a major
highway linkage like the US 411 Connector would result in some trips shifting to origin-destination patterns
served by the corridor (e.g., for the fixed number of work trips generated in Rome, the trip distribution model
might show more of those work trips traveling to jobs south of Cartersville in the I-75 Corridor with the US 411
Connector than without it). However, the several minutes’ travel time savings provided by such a facility — as
compared to other nearby routes — would not by itself significantly affect regional or localized trip distribution.



calibrated by Day Wilburn Associates and Cambridge Systematics, recognized experts in the
field.

3. The use of ‘speed wells’ on I-75 links in the model remains unexplained.

This discussion asserts that specific link times were adjusted in the Year 2000 model to “slow
down” I-75 relative to other links and that the adjustments were not made consistently. This
assertion is baseless, because it is derived from an erroneous interpretation of the contents of the
traffic model database. In the traffic model, several fields in the network database concern time
and speed, and the analysis from which this comment is derived was based on an incorrect speed
field.

4. The expansion factor used to expand peak-hour capacities to 24-hour capacities
is too low.

The “expansion factor” referenced in the comment converts the one-hour link capacities coded
in the networks to daily values in order to match the daily trip tables being assigned. This
expansion factor is an integral element of the calibrated model, and because the expansion
factor used in the subarea traffic model comes directly from the regional 21-county model from
which the subarea models were created, it is by definition the appropriate factor to use.

5. The FSEIS failed to include intermediate access in the study alternatives.

As identified in the Concept Screening Report, the Corridor Concepts all specifically excluded
intermediate connections because the purpose of the analysis was to determine each Concept’s
relative attractiveness to corridor traffic (or lack thereof), and its ability to relieve the existing
route (inclusion of local access points and local traffic would obscure this information). The
purpose of the concept screening analysis was not to establish the overall volume of traffic for
the purposes of design and environmental analysis. However, as previously requested by the
Rollins, a Modified Concept F was evaluated with an intermediate interchange, which also
included analysis of an Alternative D with an intermediate interchange. This analysis is clearly
documented in Section 2 of the FSEIS.

The intermediate access points were incorporated in the Project Alternatives, which were
developed for the Concepts that were found suitable for further development via the concept
screening process.

6. The “re-calibrated model” tests incorrectly applied universal modifications
throughout the model network.

As described above, the model was re-calibrated strictly to respond to King & Spalding’s
questions about the traffic assignments for the northerly concepts by showing what the traffic
forecasts for those northerly concepts would be if the model were ‘calibrated’ (substitute the
term “adjusted”) to produce a no-build congested travel time deemed reasonable by King &
Spalding (i.e., 18 minutes from I-75 to US 411 via SR 20 and US 41 in the peak hour). In other
words, the “re-calibrated model tests” were sensitivity tests developed solely to respond to the



Rollins’ specific questions, and were not used for any other purpose in the US 411 Connector
alternatives development or environmental analysis processes.

We continue to assert that the original Concept Screening Analysis (as reported in the US 411
Concept Screening Report) is complete, accurate, and applicable, and that the results of the
Sensitivity Analysis reported in the re-calibration memo do not warrant any revision or
reconsideration of the original Concept Screening Analysis, or of the conclusions and decisions
derived from them.

7. The set of alternatives should have considered alternatives appropriate for two-
lane roads.

SR 20 and SR 3/US 41 currently provide the main connection from US 411 to I-75. These
facilities carry the burden of both through traffic from US 411 to I-75 and local traffic that travel
to and from the commercial and government centers in and around the City of Cartersville. The
combination of these two different types of traffic is creating congestion and safety problems
along this corridor with traffic volumes in the corridor predicted to be over 40,000 vehicles per
day in the project design year (2030).

There are two primary needs for this project: one is to provide a more direct connection to I-75,
and the second is to improve the congestion on the arterial roadways that presently connect US
411 to I-75, which in turn will improve the safety in the corridor.

Based on the in-depth traffic analysis completed for the project, it was determined that the
volume of traffic that would need to be diverted from the existing corridor combined with the
traffic that would use the new connector would exceed the capacity of a two-lane roadway. Put
another way, a two-lane alternative would not provide sufficient roadway capacity to adequately
reduce traffic volumes on the existing roadway network and would not provide an improved
connection to I-75. A two-lane alternative would not meet the project need and purpose and
was, therefore, not considered to be a reasonable alternative.

B. Comment-
Concerned that GDOT is misleading the public regarding the travel time data in the traffic
model.

1. The travel time data included in the FSEIS do not match those used in the traffic
predictive model.

The comments continue to imply that GDOT is using travel times as an input to the model,
when they are actually outputs of the model. Travel times have been reported accurately
throughout the DSEIS and FSEIS. Travel time data has been derived by progressively more
detailed and accurate methods as the concepts and alternatives evaluation process evolved.
Evaluations were completed differently, depending upon what data was available at the time
of reporting; moreover, the methodologies for all calculations have been referenced
appropriately.



2. Use of unreasonable and unreported travel time led to GDOT improperly
eliminating many concepts.

The definition of the term “reasonable” as it applies to travel times is subjective. However,
the definition of ‘reasonable” is irrelevant in that the results of both the initial traffic
forecasts and the subsequent, much more sophisticated, sub-area traffic modeling all are
quite consistent and clearly point to the same conclusions regarding the viability and impact
of the various corridor concepts. While the specific model output data may vary — as they
can be expected to when going from an initial estimate to a complex network analysis — the
results consistently lead directly to the finding that the northern concepts (E-H) fail to meet
the basic project Need and Purpose (that is, they would not attract enough traffic away from
the no-action US 411 scenario to justify an expenditure of public funds), while Concepts B
and D would improve network travel times in the study corridor and thus constitute a more
viable public investment. As a result (and completely consistent with good NEPA practice),
the northern concepts were not carried forward, and the more southerly concepts were more
fully developed as the “range of reasonable alternatives.”

3. By failing to report travel times as modeled, the FSEIS is deficient and
misleading.

Travel time data has been reported appropriately throughout the entire project development
process beginning with the Concepts Screening Report, in the DSEIS, in the FSEIS, and as
part of the most recent project outreach to the CAC, and PIOH held on February 12, 2008.
For example, in Section 2 of the DSEIS, Figure 2.1.1.4-2, the travel time between US 411 at
US 41 and I-75 South at SR 20 for the No Build (No Action) scenario is reported as 16.3
minutes; and the source of this information was clearly identified as the Concepts Screening
Report (CSR). The methodology used to determine this travel time estimate, which is
described in detail in Appendix C of the CSR, used actual travel distances and assumed
average travel speeds along the routes of the proposed concepts. At this initial point in the
NEPA process, the concept travel times were estimated because the regional travel model
was not yet available for the consultant team to use. Subsequently, traffic forecasts were
prepared for all concepts using a Bartow County sub-area traffic model, as is very clearly
stated in pages 6-8 of the CSR.

Also in Section 2 of the DSEIS and FSEIS, Table 2.4-1, travel times are identified for the
alternatives (not to be confused with concepts). In this table the travel time for the No Action
scenario is identified as 15.8 minutes and the methodology used to calculate this (which is
different from that used in the CSR), is referenced as a footnote in the table.

C. Comment-
Concerned that the Preferred Alternative is not an efficient use of limited transportation
funds, question the accuracy and correctness of project cost and benefit analysis, and
concerned that the project cost information has not been presented to the public.



All cost estimates have been prepared following accepted standard methodologies using the unit
prices as approved by GDOT at the time of the cost estimate preparation. As the project
development process has proceeded, there have been several rounds of cost estimates completed.
For example, during the development of the concepts, estimates based on a more general scale
using factors including Cost per freeway mile, Cost per arterial mile, Cost per minor
interchange, or Cost per major interchange were used. As the concepts were developed into
alternatives, more specific detail for each alternative was developed, thus allowing for a more
refined estimate. During the most recent cost estimates, even greater project details have been
determined as the preliminary engineering for the Preferred Alternative has advanced. What is
important to note is that at each level of cost estimating, the concepts or alternatives were
evaluated consistently across the board based upon the detail available and the unit prices at the
time of estimation.

Over the past several months GDOT has been continuing with preliminary design work and
more refined construction cost estimates of the preferred alternative. Currently, GDOT follows
a policy that requires all projects with a cost of 825 million or more to go through a value
engineering process. Because it was estimated during the FSEIS process that the preferred
alternative would cost approximately 3399 million (later reduced to approx. $341 million after
further design, using more refined quantities and unit prices), a Value Engineering (VE) study
was completed on the US 411 Connector project. The results of the study recommended a series
of modifications to the project in order to reduce the construction cost. The project
modifications suggested by the VE study and combined with other related modifications from the
preliminary design process were presented to the project CAC (January 29, 2008), to the
regulatory agencies involved throughout the project planning process (February 7, 2008), and to
the public (February 12, 2008). Each of the proposed modifications have been evaluated by
GDOT and its consultants to determine the feasibility of implementing the modifications from an
operational, environmental, and cost perspective.

Project cost has become an important factor in the overall project evaluation especially in light
of increased construction materials costs and more limited transportation funding budgets.
Various cost benefit analyses have been completed, beginning at the concept development stage
on through determination of a Preferred Alternative. The results of these cost benefit analyses is
that the Alternative D-VE, which is the Selected Alternative, is a viable project from a cost
perspective. The construction of the US 411 Connector would provide a more direct connection
to I-75 for through traffic from western Bartow and Floyd counties. Through traffic would no
longer be combined with locally generated traffic along these existing facilities, reducing
congestion in the corridor. The diversion of through truck traffic away from the existing system
would enhance the safety and operation of SR 20 and SR 3/US 41. The continued growth and
economic vitality of the City of Rome and Floyd County would be supported by the
implementation of the US 411 Connector by providing improved access to the interstate system
for commercial traffic, in particular trucks. The Department believes that construction of the US
411 Connector would be a reasonable expenditure of public funds.



1.2 EPA Comments

A. Comment-
It is recommended that GDOT coordinate with affected communities (during final design)
where noise walls are proposed to discuss visual and aesthetic mitigation measures, as

appropriate.

GDOT is committed to meeting with these affected communities as recommended.

B. Comment-
It is recommended that GDOT/FHWA confirm that the project Preferred Alternative is
included in the updated ARC long range transportation plan (Envision 6).

The US 411 Connector is in the current (2008-2013) TIP as project BT-042, which was included
in the most recent ozone and PM 2.5 conformity determinations for the TIP.

C. Comment-
Concerns that the Preferred Alternative has the greatest impacts to jurisdictional wetlands,
regulatory floodplains, loss of upland forest habitat, and is predicted to add the most acres
of impervious surfaces due to induced future growth is noted. However, support for the
proposed mitigation and monitoring measures proposed to offset these impacts is also
noted. Itis recommended that the mitigation commitments be included in the ROD.

As a result of a recent Value Engineering (VE) study and ongoing design evaluations, there are
several modifications that are being proposed in order to reduce the overall cost of the US 411
Connector project. These evaluations have reduced potential project cost estimates from
approximately $399 million for the original preferred alternative (later reduced to approx. $341
million after further design, using more refined quantities and unit prices) to less than 3200
million for the modified preferred alternative. The following list represents the modifications
determined to be feasible from an engineering perspective while not causing an additional
adverse environmental impact,; they have therefore been recommended for implementation:

Reduce median width from 68-feet to 44-feet
Reduce right-of-way (ROW) from 400-feet to 250-feet
Use folded diamond interchange rather than full diamond interchange at SR 61
Related reductions in bridges, retaining walls, drainage systems, paving, erosion control,
traffic control, signing/ marking/signals, guardrail, and miscellaneous items
o Use a split diamond connection of US 411 to I-75, which retains a diamond ramp to SR
20 from the south
e More compact interchange at US 41
Raise design profile, allow 7% grade to accommodate mountainous terrain
e Terminate Clifton Way south of US 411, and connect it to US 411 on north side with an
at-grade intersection for gated access to the cell tower



Although some of the project details, including the interchange type and configurations and
other construction and engineering details as identified above are being incorporated into the
preferred alternative, the alignment of the proposed roadway has not changed from what was
presented in the FSEIS. The modified Preferred Alternative is being referred to as Alternative
D-VE.

The project team has evaluated the proposed modifications that define Alternative D-VE, and in
most cases, the impacts to the environment are less than what was reported for Alternative D -
Avoidance/Minimization Variation. Other modifications include the more compact interchange
configurations at US 41, SR 61, and at I-75. This condensed footprint reduces direct impacts to
environmental resource areas. For example, the more compact interchanges have reduced the
limits of transition required to connect to the existing roadway network, which has eliminated
impacts to both streams and wetlands that would no longer be crossed or filled. In addition, the
narrower roadway section would require a smaller area of fill to cross existing streams,
wetlands, and floodplains, which effectively reduces the overall impact to these protected
environmental resources.

Although the overall impacts have been reduced, GDOT is still proposing to implement the
mitigation plan as originally proposed. The commitments to complete this mitigation are
described in Section 4 — Measures to Minimize Harm of this ROD.



