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Congestion Management |
Process System Status | DCHC
Report 2014 : ’

Overview

« Today’s Action: Approve release of report for 21-day comment
period (through February 4t).

+ Return: March 11t Board meeting for approval (with comments
and Technical Committee review at their February 25" mtg.)

« Purpose of Presentation: Introduce to key findings and content
of CMP System Status Report 2014

+ Additional Information: Staff plan to present System Status
Report and Mobility Report Card at special session.
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Pu rpose: DCHC are documented or
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Address Federal CMP Needs | StatusReport 2014, as well as
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In our experience, people tend to

. have opinions about transportation
Purpose:

performance, but little access to good

. information. Dashboard-style
1 H [ graphics and maps are used
M ake I nfo rm atl on Access I b I e | extensively with carefully-chosen
wording to overcome this problem.
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Data and Process

= Multiple Data Sources
Address federal requirements

Validate Dashboard-style of reporting, lay audience tone, and performance
measures

= Multi-modal Data Collection by the MPO
Traffic and transit counts

Turning movement counts

Corridor auto and transit travel time

« Telephone Survey conducted by UNC
- Data Analysis by the MPO
= Consultant’s Assistance in Report Writing and Organization

| Mobility Report Card will have detailed data.

What Others Say about Us

« Taking advantage of third-party
sources ]

« Information accessible and / &
used by corporate decision- L
makers, people relocating to the
area, etc.

« Provides a picture of how our
Region is perceived by others,
important when considering a
competitive economic position

1/13/2015
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What We Say About Ourselves

« Special survey of 951 people
conducted over a period of two
days

+ Responses are cross-tabulated
for various socio-demographic
variables

« Useful for EJ reporting as well
as gauging public perception of
conditions - normally very hard
to acquire in a systematic
fashion

1/13/2015
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HOW WOULD YOU ADDRESS TRAFFIC PROBLEMS IN YOUR AREA?

Redesign Communities

More Bike-Walk
More Transit
Maintain Roads

Build Wider Roads

1S TRAFFIC WORSE NOW IN YOUR AREA?

25% | ABOUT THE SAME

DO YOU OWN A CAR?
8] A umeworse

HOW ARE WE ALIKE AND HOW ARE WE
DIFFERENT?

Congestion Is a lot worse 2%
Infrequent driver 16% 28%
Frequent biker 33% 21%
Pay aver $50 / year to implement change 25% 14% as%
Safety is very important 68% 80%
Maintain reads better 5%
Reducing delay is very important a%
Create better biking and walking options
Owns a car

GETTING THERE: HOW MUCH WE DRIVE & BIKE
(NUMBER OF TIMES WE BIKED OR DROVE EACH WEEK])

. A

WHICH IS MORE IMPORTANT - SPEED OR SAFETY?
SAFETY IS VERY IMPORTANT - 74%

REDUCE TRAVEL DELAY - 46%

©

« Although our Metro is doing
well on travel performance
measures, a lot of people
(45%) think congestion is
“alot worse” now than
when they got here

Safety trumps travel
delay - are we paying
attention?

Basically, just about
everyone owns a car
...but we would like to have
more transit, biking and
walking options
African-Americans in this
survey tend to think
congestion is worse and
reducing delay more
important; younger people
are twice as likely to favor
biking and walking options
while the Over-65 set
values safety more highly

Study Corridors and Subareas

1/13/2015
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Roadways

COMPARISON OF MINUTES SPENT IN CONGESTION IN OFF-PEAK V. PEAK PERIODS

Off-Peak Period Travel Time (Minutes) Percent Additional Minutes Spent in Peak Congestion

US 501N weso 7.0%
Us 5015 «=4.4%
NC 147 1 0.6%
s 501 % 3.8%
us1s t1.4%
US 15-501 *1.4%
us70 = 14.9%
NC98 w22 9.0%
1-85 South 10.3%
1-85 North 0.0%
1-40 East (Durham) 42.2%
1-40 West (Orange) s 38.4%
o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

COST OF CONGESTION PER TRIP BY COUNTY WAGE RATE (MONETIZED PEAK HOUR CONGESTION COST)
Orange = Orange County; Blue = Durham County; Green = Chatham County

$1.06
Y

$0.06  $0.07 $0.09 004 $0.14
- P - - -

US 15-501 usis us 501 NC147

6.7%

of the Peak Hour
Driving Time is
under Congested
Conditions

usso1s US501N

Hilisharough and Northeast Orange

o3 |
|
0.21

0.18

oos |

e The cost of
congestion
varies by
corridor and
time-of-day

« Our five districts
that we studied
also contain
some variation,
but in general
the DCHC area
is managing
congestion
quite well

1/13/2015
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Alternative Modes

Public
Transportation

DURHAM AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY
u A u

Performance for Bus Service

Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue Mile
Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue Hour
Mile

per Unlinked P

Operating per P

Operating Exp
Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Hour

ger Trip

Performance for Bus Service

Mile
Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue Hour
Mile

(o] per Vehicle

Operating Exp per F

o per Unlinked

Trip
Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Mile
Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Hour

Performance for Bus Service

[o] per Vehicle Mile
Operating per Vehicle Hour
Op ing E per P Mile
Operating Exp per Unlinked P: ger Trip

Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Mile
Unlinked Passenger Trips per Vehicle Revenue Hour

$s78  $8.03 39%
$73.22  $92.07 26% [
s091 s103 13% [l
$250  $212 -15%

23 38  64%

203 435 48%

3486  $627 29% L
$67.30 s8s.72 32% N
%079  $074 6%

5227 268 18% [
22 23 9%

207 331 12%

8376  $5.70

s86.90 s116.70 34% N
$0.87 5067 -23%

7212 796 12% |
05 07 36%

12.2 147 20%
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B TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME (MIN|
ROADWAY TRAVEL TIME (M|

CHANGES OVER TIME IN OUR METRO AREA

METRO AREA CHANGES

BETTER?
[)

Weighted Transit Cost L]
Transit Passenger-Miles [ ]
Peak Period Travelers

Excess Fuel Consumption
Greenhouse Gas (CO2)
Cost of Congestion

CONNECTIVITY INDEX (B)

CORRIDOR TRAVEL TIME COMPARISON: BUS TO AUTOMOBILE

)
INUTES)

SIDEWALKTO §
.T"r:" e DISTRICT
@ worse S. Durham/ N.E. Chatham

BETTER THAN POPULATION? North Durham
Hillsborough/N.E Orange
Chapel Hill/Carrboro
Central Durham

09 -
s

-85 in
US 15-501 N. OF SPLIT
US 15-501 BUS. you have to be
US 15-501 “u
140in Orange auto-competitive
1-40 in Durham .
us 70 - in most of the
185 in Durham - 5
big corridors
studied, we
ET CENTERLINE RATIO al‘en't

» To get “choice”
riders on transit,

RATIO

But our recent
history, at least
compared to the
big population
and jobs gains
here, suggests
we are doing
well in adding
passengers
and controlling
emissions

All five
subareas have
similar
connectivity

More: the Mapbook

While many congestion
concepts are best distilled to a
summary level like major
corridors and subareas, others
are best mapped individually

1/13/2015
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Transit Accessibility

» MPOs are required to consider the
effects of their policies and programs on
low-income and minority communities
(EJ populations)

Type of Block Group Stops / Square Mile

All with at least one stop 39
High minority population 54
High poverty population 82

dchcj

Morning Peak

dchcj

Evening Peak
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Crash Rate
Very Low

Low

e Medium

m— High

i~ _| DCHC MPO Boundary
- Street Centerline
l:' Municipal Boundaries
B County Boundary

Bottleneck Locations

e Both Non Recurring and
Recurring Congestion

G Non Recurring Congestion

Recurring Congestion

= CMP Network

i~ _ | DCHC MPO Boundary

== Interstate

— US Routes

—— NC Routes
Local Streets

I:l County Boundary

| Municipal Boundaries

1/13/2015
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Findings

+ Excellent Metro-to-Metro Peer Performance Now, Even
Considering Population Growth

+ Areas within DCHC are not Equally Connected by
Alternative Modes of Travel

» Transit-Dependent Populations are Served Well

+ Various Locations Need Attention, and Overall More
Attention Should be Paid to Non-Recurring Sources of
Congestion

Recommendations

+ Four Program or Area-Wide Measures

+ Peer-to-Peer/Private Sector Engagement

» Durham Signal System

+ Ramp Metering

+ Integration of Non-Recurring Congestion into Planning and Design
= Cross-Reference 18 Hot Spots to Funded and SPOT-
Prioritized Projects to Arrive at 7 Improvements with Actions
Pending

+ Document Remaining Locations of Concern Identified in this
Report and Prioritized Projects

1/13/2015
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Questions?
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