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REVIEW OF PHASE 1
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STUDY BACKGROUND

¢ Began in June 2007

¢ Co-managed by N.C. Department
of Transportation and City of
Charlotte

¢ Analyzing 12 corridors in 10-
county region for managed lanes

feasibility
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FEASIBILITY STUDY PURPOSE

¢ Are there any potential corridors
where HOV, HOT or Truck-Only
Toll (TOT) Lanes are viable?

¢ Where and how these facilities
might be connected to form a
regional Fast Lanes system?
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STUDY CORR]DORS (340 MILES)
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CORRIDOR SEGMENTS (39)
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PHASE 1 SCREENING CRITERIA

¢ Presence of Congestion

= Travel Speeds
= Volume-Capacity Ratio

® HOV Demand

= Persons & Vehicles
= Travel Patterns

® HOT/TOT Demand

= \ehicle
= Travel Patterns
= Revenue Potential

¢ Physical Attributes
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PHASE 1 SCREENING RESULTS

Segment Desription
277 (Brookshire)
- 1277 (John Belk)
l-425 south
~ F4BSsouth
I 1485 cast
~ F4B5east
l-484 northwest
 -4E5 northwwest
| - 455 west
| 4E5west
B 77 south, York Co
77 souih
B 77 souin
B 7 eisting Hov
B 77 north, Meck Co
I 77 north, Iredell Co

[ -85 south, west Gastonia
I -5 south, east Gastonia
B 55 south, outside 1-435

- B5south
[ 85 north

I-24 narth, outside 1-4345
- -85 north, Cabarrus Co

185 north, Rowan Co
B 5-221 norh
O EEN

| |PEEN

B nic-16

[ NC-1B, outside 1-485
B 15, inside 1485
B ic-2aia7

B ic-aaiaT

[ NC-24i77, Stanly Co
US-321 south

- IS-521, Lancaster Co
B Uz-521, hieck Co
US-321 Bypass

- Gpkwey - south Gastonia
I-485 nartheast

Legend:

From
77
1U5-74
77
1J5-521
1574
MC-24827
MC-16
-85
-85
Garden Parkway
Exit 73, 5C
Exit 90 (1U35-21)
Exit 4 (Mations Ford)
I-1 77 {Broakshire)
l-484 north
Mecks lredell CL
Clewvelandl Gaston CL
Exit 17 {J5-3213
Exit 27 (MC-273)
|-485 weast
77
I-485 east
Exit 458 {(Speedway Blvd)
Cabarrus! Rowean CL
S-321 Bypassl US-221
l-277
Albernarle Rd
LincolnfCatawha CL
Killian Rd
l-485 northwest
1Us-74
I-485 east
Caharrus! Stanly CL
LIS-321 Bypassl LUS-321
8C-5, 5C
SCMG state line
s-321
I-85 south
77

TO
115-74
7Y
118-521
s-74
MC-24027
-84
(3
MIC-16
Garden Parkiay
(3
Exit 90 (LUS-21)
Exit 4 (MWations Ford)
F177{Brookshire)
I-484 narth
Mecks redell CL
US-210-77
Exit 17 (U5-321)
Exit 27 (MC-273
I-485 west
7Y
l-485 east
Exit 43 {(Speedway Blvd)
Cabarrusi Rowan CL
Exit 81, Long Ferry R
1J5-321 Business
Albemarle Rd
I-485 southeast
Killian Rd
|-485 northwest
I-277 (Brookshire)
l-485 east
Cabarrusl Stanly CL
LIS-52, Albemarle
-85
SCING state line
i-485 south
-85 gauth
l-485 southwest
-85
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OVERALL SCREENING RESULTS

@ & About 167 miles (49%) advance to Phase 2 of
=  the study

¢ HOV and HOT options are feasible on these
corridors.

¢ Some conditional cases carried forward:
= |-85 assuming major design exceptions
= |-77 South assuming corridor is rebuilt

= NC-16 assuming a reversible lane north of
-85

T
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OVERALL SCREENING RESULTS
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REVIEW OF PHASE 2 MANAGED
LANES DESIGN CONCEPTS




I-85 : 8-Lane, Barrier Separated Shoulder Section
(Between Freedom Dr and W. Sugar Creek Rd)
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NC-16: 4-Lane Shoulder Section with Median
(North of Lawton Rd)
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I-77 north : 2-Lane shoulder Section with Median
. (0.6 Miles south of SR-5544 /Catawba Ave)
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I-485 west : 3-Lane sShoulder Section with Median
(0.7 Miles west of NC-160 /Steel Creek Rd)
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I-485 south : 2-Lane shoulder Section with Median
(0.7 Miles west of NC-16 / Providence Rd)
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I-77 south: HOV and ETL Options

(between Uptown and I-485)
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I-77 south: Concurrent Flow

— = (south of NC/SC Stateline)
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NCDOT RESPONSE ON DESIGN EXCEPTIONS

STATE OF MORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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There is not enough information available today to fully evaluate the need for a design exception for roadway typical
section or Shoulder Use lanes along the studied corridors. The Fast Lanes study should evaluate the ultimate
requirements for the transportation corridor and the criteria shall meet AASHTO standards. Afterwards, an
evaluation of the constrained areas can take place and design exceptions for the typical sections and/or Shoulder
Use lanes may be considered. NCDOT does not conceptually agree to pursue design exceptions or appraval for
Shoulder Use lanes with the FHWA until options that maat AASHTO standards have been evaluated.
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HOV TYPICAL SECTIONS FROM NCDOT
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SCDOT MEETING ON I-77

¢ Arranged by Doug Frate of SCDOT

¢ Attended by senior SCDOT management
& South Carolina FHWA staff

¢ Reviewed national managed lanes
perspectives & Fast Lanes study status

¢ Discussed study implications for I-77 In
York County and potential for connecting
to Fast Lanes concepts along I-77 north
of State line
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DISCUSSION OF PHASE 2
PRELIMINARY CORRIDOR
! RESULTS




HOV 2+ DEMANDIN 2013

Corridors 2013

Segments General Purpose Lanes HOV/ Managed Lane

Persons |  Vehicles Persons |  Vehicles

I-77 Corridor North of Uptown

Iredell County 1,600 1,400 800 300

Iredell/ Meck CL to existing HOV 2,500 2,400 2,200 900

Existing HOV 2,500 2,300 1,800 700

Brookshire to John Belk 2,200 2,000 1,300 500
I-77 Corridor South of Uptown

John Belk to 1-485 south 2,000 1,900 2,000 800

[-485 south to York County 2,000 2,000 2,300 900
I-85 Corridor West of Uptown

Exit 4 in Gaston County to 1-485 west 2,200 2,100 2,000 800

[-485 west to I-77 1,900 1,800 1,500 600
I-85 Corridor East of Uptown

I-77 to 1-485 east 2,000 1,900 1,800 700

[-485 east to Cabarrus/ Rowan CL 1,800 1,700 1,500 600

Rowan County 1,600 1,400 900 300
NC 16 Corridor: Brookshire Freeway 1,200 1,100 900 400
US 74 Corridor: Independence Blvd 1,900 1,700 2,100 900
1-485 Corridor

New 1-485 section between I-77N and 1-85N 1,400 1,200 300 100

[-485 south between |-77 and US74 2,200 2,100 1,200 500

[-485 west between 1-85 to |-77 south 1,300 1,200 300 100




HOV 2+ DEMAND IN 2030

Corridors 2030

Segments General Purpose Lanes HOV/ Managed Lane

Persons |  Vehicles] Persons | Vehicles

I-77 Corridor North of Uptown

Iredell County 2,000 1,800 1,600 600

Iredell/ Meck CL to existing HOV 2,600 2,500 2,900 1,100

Existing HOV 2,700 2,500 2,500 1,000

Brookshire to John Belk 2,300 2,100 1,900 800
I-77 Corridor South of Uptown

John Belk to 1-485 south 2,100 2,000 2,800 1,100

[-485 south to York County 2,300 2,200 3,000 1,200
I-85 Corridor West of Uptown

Exit 4 in Gaston County to 1-485 west 2,300 2,300 2,800 1,100

[-485 west to I-77 2,200 2,100 2,300 900
I-85 Corridor East of Uptown

I-77 to 1-485 east 2,100 2,000 2,400 1,000

[-485 east to Cabarrus/ Rowan CL 2,000 1,900 2,500 1,000

Rowan County 1,900 1,800 2,000 800
NC 16: Corridor Brookshire Freeway 1,400 1,300 1,300 500
US 74 Corridor: Independence Blvd 1,900 1,800 2,800 1,100
[-485 Corridor

New |-485 section between I-77N and I-85N 1,900 1,600 700 300

[-485 south between I-77 and US74 2,100 2,000 1,600 600

[-485 west between 1-85 to |-77 south 1,700 1,500 400 100
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SUMMARY OF HOV DEMAND ANALYSIS

¢ As many high demand segments inside I-
485 as outside on radials

¢ High demand segments (more than 2,500
pphpl) are:
I-77 (Iredell/ Meck. county line to 1-485)
= |-77 (Belk Freeway to York County)
= |-85 (Exit 4 in Gaston County to west of 1-485)

-85 (1-485 to Cabarrus/ Rowan county line)
= US-74 East

® Lowest demand is on 1-485 and outer
portions of radials
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PRELIMINARY INFORMATION

i ¢ Annual toll revenues for 2013 and 2030

= Minimization of travel time and revenue
optimization scenarios

= HOV 2+ free, HOV 3+ free or all pay scenarios
(ETL)
¢ Capital cost estimates by corridor segment
= With design exceptions
= Using NCDOT design standards

¢ Operating & maintenance cost estimates
by corridor segment

T
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16 SEGMEN_'_rs IN PHAs!z
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FAST LANES- PHASE 2 SCHEDULE

Charlotte Region Fast Lanes Analysis

2007 2008 2009
Task # Description Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul [ Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar
0 Project Management
Phase |

1.1 Research §7

12 Data Compilation v
1.3 Evaluation Criteria \/
1.4 Travel Demand Forecasts

v
1.5 Corridor Screening Y KV V

Phase 2
2.0 Mobilization
2.1 Physical Improvements
2.2 Connections Analysis recommend consolidating with Task 2.6
2.3 Mobility Improvements Va4
Assumptions
CDOT Demand Forecasting
2.4 Cost Estimates
2.5 Revenue Forecasts g
CDOT Demand Forecasting
2.6 Corridor & Network Analysis

2.7  Findings & Recommendations VIV
2.8 Market Outreach Y7 Y
HOV/HOT Workshops v v
RTT Meetings v W v W v Y
Proposed Duration V'V Deliverable (Draft/ Final) CDOT Task Work
' Meetings/Workshop - Review Periods

Minimum review period is 3 weeks.

Updated as of November 13, 2008




REPORTS FROM HOV/HOT
CONFERENCE & FHWA HOT
LANES WORKSHOP |
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HOV/HOT SYSTEMS CONFERENCE

¢ September 7-9 In Minneapolis

¢ 13" International Conference, last held
In Minneapolis 20 years ago

¢ Theme was Partnerships for Innovation
¢ Sponsored by TRB

¢ Mid-year meetings of TRB HOV
Systems Committee & Joint Managed
Lanes Subcommittee

® About 125 attendees
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HOV/HOT SYSTEMS CONFERENCE

® General Session on Innovative
Partnerships between MDOT and
Metro Councill

"7 ¢ Tour of -394 MnPASS Project & I-35W
Bridge Re-construction

¢ HOV Systems Committee Awards

|
|

S 11111




T
CONFERENCE BREAK-OUT SESSIONS

What's the HOV/HOT News Across North
America?

Minnesota’s Urban Partnership (UP)
Agreement

HOV/HOT Supporting Elements & BRT
What's Next for HOT Projects?
HOV/HOT Planning, Design & Operations
What's Underway in HOV/HOT Facilities?
HOVs, HOTs & Other User Groups

UP Agreements & the Congestion-
Reduction Program
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HIGHLIGHTED PROJECTS

-394

OV,
HOV
-95 H

MnPass, Minneapolis

SR-167 HOT Lanes, Seattle
-25 HOT Lanes, Denver

-5 HOV Lanes, Seattle
Capital Beltway HOT Lanes, Washington

HOT & TOT Lanes, Atlanta
_anes, Dallas
OT Lanes, Miami

HOT
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_anes, Los Angeles

Freeway HOV Lanes, Toronto
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FHWA HOT LANES WORKSHOP

¢ September 9-10 in Minneapolis
¢ 3" time that workshop has been held

¢ Objective is to discuss HOT Lane
operations & management strategies

¢ Designed for transportation
professionals responsible for planning,
designing, managing & operating HOV
or Managed Lanes

¢ Have CD of workshop presentations
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WORKSHOP TOPICS

Benefits of HOT Lanes
National Trends

® Lessons Learned from HOT Lane
Operations

Public Outreach & Education
HOT Lanes Modeling

¢ FHWA'’s newest Policy Guidance on HOV
& HOT Lanes
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WORKSHOP PANEL DISCUSSION

® National Trends in HOV Conversion —
Chuck Fuhs, Parsons Brinckerhoff

¢ Public Outreach for I-25 Express Lanes In
Denver — Stacey Stegman, Colorado DOT

¢ SR-167 HOT Lanes — Mark Bandy,
Washington State DOT

¢ Modeling Conversion of HOV Lanes to
Managed Lanes — Robert Benz, TTI
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