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What do we do?

[ SGQa aul NI 0 ¢
the problem.
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10 Leading Causes of Death by Age Group, United States - 2014

Data Source: National Vital| Statistics System, Mational Center for Health Statistics, CDC.
Produced by: National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, CDC using WISQARS ™.

Age Groups
Rank <1 45-54 55-64 65+ Total
Congenital Unintentional =~ Unintentional  Unmintentional =~ Umintentional  Umintentional  Unintentional Malignant Malignant Heart Heart
1 Anomalies Injury Injury Inmjury Imjury Injury Injury Neoplasms Neoplasms Disease Disease
4 746 1,216 T30 Th0 11 836 17,357 16,048 44 834 115,282 489,722 G614, 348
Short Congenital Malignant - - - Malignant Heart Heart Malignant Malignant
2 Gestation Anomalies Neoplasms 5[""1?5“& 55"0"}';& %ﬂ;& Neoplasms Disease Disease Neoplasms MNeoplasms
4173 399 436 d d 11,267 34,791 74473 413,885 591,609
Matemal N Malignant N N Chronic Low. Chronic Low.
3 Pregnancy Homicide Neoplasms Homicide Homicide Respiratory Respiratory
Comp. 364 dellﬁ 4144 4159 Disease Disease
1574 124 693 147101
. - . - Chronic Low.
Malignant == Congenital Malignant Malignant - . Cerehro-
4 15:5155 Neoplasms ““Q‘Q'E"E Anomalies MNeoplasms Neoplasms %?"ﬁ%e Rﬁgg:;gw vascular
; 321 = 156 1,569 3,624 L 113,308
16,492
Heart Heart o Heart Heart o Liver Diabetes Alzheimer's Cerebro-
b Disease Disease H"?E'gde Disease Disease Huznggé:le Disease Mellitus Disease vascular
149 64 953 3341 d 8627 13,342 92 604 133,103
Placenta Cord. Influenza & %ggnii::‘kgw : Heart Congenital Liver Liver Diabetes Liver Diabetes Alzheimer's
G Membranes Pneumonia Digeasew Disease Anomalies Disease Disease Mellitus Disease Mellitus Disease
965 109 68 122 3T 725 2582 6,062 12,792 54,161 93,541
Bacterial | SUUNCLOW | nfluenzag | SINOMCLON | influenza & Diabetes Diabetes Cerebio- Cerebro-
T Sepsis Digeasew Pneumaonia Digeasew Pneumonia Mellitus Mellitus vascular vascular Mellitus
bd4 53 57 1 199 709 1,999 5,349 11,727
. . Chironic Low.
Respiratory S Cerebro- Cerebro- Diabetes Cerebro- . Influenza & Influenza &
8 Distress Seplicemia vascular vascular Mellitus i vascular Respiratory Pneumonia | Pneumonia
460 45 43 181 1,745 4409 44 836 05227
Girculatory Benign Benign Influenza & | ChOmICLOw | pornm Influenza &
h i HIV h Septicemia Nephritis Nephritis
] 3?':::2; Neoplasms Neoplasms Pneumonia R%Sigg:;gw vascular 1174 Pneumonia E?T{JQ 39“957 4!5 146
38 36 a1 579 2731
444 178
Meonatal . . — Benign Cerebro- Influenza & Influenza & — Influenza & S s
10 Hemomhage Fennat;éPennd SEN;%EHIIE MNeoplasms vascular Pneumonia Pneumaonia Seghﬁnﬂma Pneumonia S';p;]ﬁ':'a Suicide
441 38 177 549 1,125 i 5,390 '
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Safety Ge?rgziﬁ &

Commuter Rail

Transit Bus l 0.05

Amtrak 0.03

Rail Transit 0.02

0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 14 1.6
Fatalities per 100,000,000 passenger miles

Source: APTA, 2011, Public Transportation Fact Book
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Obesity
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No Data

< 10%

] 10% 14% 5% 19% || 20% 24% [l 25% 29% [l >30%

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2011
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The risk of obesity increases 6% with every additional Georgia &

hour spent per day commuting in a car Tech
- = White male - == Black male
—e— \White female — Black feamale

0.40 “pu

Probability of obesity
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Minutes spent in a car per day

Frank, L., Andresen, M.8chmid T. (2004). Obesity Relationships with Community Design,

Physical Activity and Time Spent in CAreerican Journal of Preventative Medicin€2)7
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Bus?

Bicycle?
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what do you think of?

How do you think we are planning to get
around in 20 years?
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Georgia
Future of Transport Tg%h&
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autonomous car
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How can we ensure a livable
and effective future
transportation system?
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All | really need to know I learned In Georgia
Kindergarten
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Share everything.

Play fair.

Don't hit people.

Put things back where you found them.

CLEAN UP YOUR OWN MESS.

Don't take things that aren't yours.

Say you're SORRY when you HURT somebody.

Wash your hands before you eat.

Flush.

Warm cookies and cold milk are good for you.

Live a balanced lifelearn some and drink some and draw some and paint some and sing and dance and play and work everyday some
Take a nap every afternoon.

When you go out into the world, watch out for traffic, hold hands, and stick together.

Be aware of wonder. Remember the little seed in the Styrofoam cup: The roots go down and the plant goes up and nobkdgweddtyw
or why, but we are all like that.

Goldfish and hamster and white mice and even the little seed in the Styrofoanrtioey all die. So do we.
And then remember the Dieand-Jane books and the first word you learndtie biggest word of alt LOOK.
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Possible Autonomous Futures Te%h
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1. Personal autonomous vehicle ownership
I Typical driver only able to afford one vehie®zed to maximize usefulness
I Zerooccupant trips

2. Single occupant ridbailing
I Circling to wait for pickips
I Passengerlesselivery trips
I Increased travel demand
Dinner in Chattanooga?

3. Shared usage of mobility services
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Future of Public Transport Ge%%iﬁ&

1. If travel is a utility, then mobility must be a service

2. Spatial priority must be given to collective transportation
modes

3. Focus first on service, then on technology

4. oScientigpotentia este - knowledge is power
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Future of Public Transport Ge%%iﬁﬂ

1. If travel is a utility, then mobility must be a service

I Seamless travel with collective transportation as the backbone

ABest of high capacity public transportation for the bulk of travel distances
I Travel collectively = system efficiency

ALocalized services for short trips and finsite, lastmile connectivity
I Individual needs for origin to destination
I Mobility must be transformed to be seen more like a high quality
utility
AConnection from one service to another must be efficient and pleasant
AGood information and minimal delay
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Future of Public Transport Ge%'re%ﬁ@

2. Spatial priority must be given to collectivge B8 . &
transportation modes T
i Transit + carpooling mixed with general traffic  jme cii®
no incentive to share
I Exclusive righof-way to collective
transportation modes

AHOV lanes, transit lanes, BRT must become the norm _

A Heavy rail versus bus has never been about steel vs
rubber wheels

I Spatial allocation for collective modes much
more important with driverless vehicles

CREATING THE NEXT"®



Future of Public Transport Ge‘%;%ﬁ&

3. Focus first on service, then on

technology

| Streetcar? Gondola? Hyperloopfp 4

52y Qi OKIasS (SO0 e

i First create a connected, accessibia i —
transit network

I Link major nodes with frequent
service

T Minimize number of modal transfers

‘,'. ol 2
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Future of Public Transport Ge%gﬁ &

4. oScientigpotentiaeste - knowledge is power  FREEEERAEE

= OneBusAw.. Q O = i

I Use of technology and data to improve transit B et X
services has been far too slow for transit to compe§, ¢ —

I Information intense society
Alnform customers in reaime
AOpen data kept updated
A Service disruption alerts
A Customer feedback mechanisms

Y Alumni Dr @ Beard v
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Georgia
Takeaways Tech &

A Many in industry are assuming driverless vehicles will
automatically be shared

I Little evidence to show this Is true

A Individuals who are using space efficiently must receive priorit:
over those who congest the network

I Design for preferential righof-way for transit
I Price the travel of vehicles
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Thank You! Geqeth t&

Dr. Kari Watkins
Frederick Law Olmsted Associate Professor
Civil & Environmental Engineering
kari.watkins@ce.gatech.edu
@transitmom
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Shared Autonomous
Shuttle Project
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Feasibility Study and Capital Improvements
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Comparative | oayeme : ok
Analysis Complex : Airport

Number of
residents
along route

Number of
job along
route

Number of
trips per
hour with
2 vehicles

Compatibility j
with low

speed

shuttle

Increase
in transit
service

coverage

LEGEND

OK mmmm Good Q{,ﬁ Great i@'

Peachtree

Station

Chamblee

Plaza

Keswick
Park

* Third Rail/ °
¢ Assembly

CDC/
IRS

Phase |
Feasibility Study:

Description of technology
Chamblee analysis

Cost estimates

Route alternatives
Recommendations

Next steps

To To Do o To Ix



Doraville
MARTA
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Phase |

Peachtree Road Streetscape:

A Road diet

A Safety and operational
Improvements

A Future project i MARTA Mobility
Hub
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Smart Communities Challenge

2. Phase Il



Challenge Scope

Research:

A Ellen Dunham-Jones + Zach
Lancaster 1T Best Practices Manual

Georgia JM Implementation:

G EORG |A S MART feen A Stantec i Operations Plan

COMMUNITIES CHALLENGE



Research

Best Practices Manual:

A Study of how the prevalence of

= [mm“mmm?:.hl 4 autonomous vehicles will alter user
P preferences (mode choice,

commute distance, parking ratios)

that will eventually impact land use

patterns.

A Research into the user experience
at existing and proposed SAV
installations.

A Design of the mobility hub adjacent
to the MARTA station.

A Proposals for retrofitting existing
parking lots and garages to park
fully autonomous fleets or for more
intense redevelopment.
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www.analvyticsindiamag.com



http://www.analyticsindiamag.com/
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Context Map

CHAMBLEE

|
DOWNTOWN/ ¥ '\
LCI ‘ »

N

MARTA GOLD
LINE )

UNINCORPORATED
AREA
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Implementation

Operations Plan:
Project description and schedule
Charging/Storage/Maintenance plan

Routing and signage/signalization
criteria

Technology provider(s) and
operations team and responsibilities

Use case scenarios
Testing and evaluation plan

Funding (if applicable) and
procurement of system/services

Risk assessment and mitigation
strategies

Emergency response plan
Licensing requirements
Cost estimates

o Io T>o  To  To o To To  To Io Ix



Route Analysis

Core Route:

A Peachtree Station to Broad
Street

Extended Route:
A Broad Street to Assembly Yards

Doraville

CORE ROUTE (1.1 miles) OPTION TO EXTEND (1 mile)

ASSEMBLY

CHAMBLEE-DUNWOODY

PEACHTREE STATION
THIRD RAIL

MERCYCARE
MARTA (CHAMBLEE)
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* Chamblee Tucker
Intersection

Required Improvements:
A Connected intersection




SAV Stops

~ Required Improvements:
~— A ADA concrete landing pad
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Operations

Peachtree Station - Assembly 10 hour service day / Single SAV (no spare)
Length = 2.1 miles 7/ days / week = 15-minute headway



! In-Service: 5am to 10am : Charge: 10am to 3pm : In-Service: 3pm to 8pm !

Service Profile

A Commuter / Last Mile
Service

A Leisure/Entertainment
A Hybrid

In-Service: Charge: In-Service:
9am to 2pm ¢+ 2pm to 5pm ! 5pm to 10pm
13 1

Charge: Charge:
. In-Service: . 9am to . In-Service: . 2pm to . In-Service:
¢ famto9am @ 11am : 11amto2pm ! 4pm 4pm to 8pm




Estimated Cost to Implement

Infrastructure Improvements
$75,000 - $100,000

A Connected infrastructure
A Flashing beacon stop signs
A Benches

A Sidewalk connectivity

A Lane painting / signage

Capital Expenditures

$10,000 - $35,000 (monthly lease)

$250,000 - $425,000 (own)

A Vehicle
A Start up training & programming

Annual Operating Costs
$250,000 - $350,000

A Software licensing

A Insurance

A Maintenance

A Onboard attendant

A Program management



Next Steps

Stakeholder Vehicle Vendor
Buy-In: Evaluation: Manufacturer’s
Support & Determine which Site Review
Funding vehicle to
purchase

Manufacture
Vehicle
& Import

Route
Programming
& Testing

Operator Service
Training Launch




