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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

STUDY BACKGROUND 

Gwinnett County, in collaboration with the Gwinnett Village and Gwinnett Place 

Community Improvement Districts (CIDs), undertook an alternatives analysis (AA) to 

study transit improvement alternatives along the lnterstate Highway 85 (l-85) corridor. 

The study considered a variety of transit alignment and transit technology options to 

improve mobility and accessibility along the corridor. The I-85 AA Study Corridor (l-85 

Corridor) is predominantly within Gwinnett County, is one of the most populous counties 

in the Atlanta metro area and has been one of the nationôs fastest growing counties for 

a number of years. 

The I-85 Corridor extends from State Route (SR) 20/SR 324 on the north , 

Lawrenceville Highway to the south, SR 124 to the east, and I-285 on the west. The I-85 

AA Study Corridor falls within two counties, Gwinnett and the northern portion of 

DeKalb. It also encompasses all or part of the following municipalities: Chamblee, 

Doraville, and Dunwoody in DeKalb County; and Berkeley Lake, Buford, Duluth, Lilburn, 

Lawrenceville, Norcross, Sugar Hill, Suwanee, and Peachtree Corners in Gwinnett 

County. The corridor is approximately 24 miles long, 8 miles wide, and covers 

approximately 129,000 acres or 201 square miles. Figure E-1 provides a map of the I-

85 Corridor. 

A variety of land uses are present in the l-85 Corridor, including residential, retail, office, 

commercial, and industrial. Major activity centers within the corridor include Gwinnett 

Village, Gwinnett Place, Technology Park/Peachtree Corners, Gwinnett Center 

(including The Arena, Convention Center and Performing Arts Center), Sugarloaf Mills, 

and Mall of Georgia. 

The I-85 Corridor has a radial travel shed orientation extending from downtown Atlanta 

through the communities of midtown Atlanta, Brookhaven, Chamblee, Doraville, 

Norcross, and Duluth. This travel shed also extends to the communities of 

Lawrenceville, Suwanee, and Buford. 

I-85 in Gwinnett County remains one of the most congested corridors in the Atlanta 

region despite recent transportation improvements. Growth in population and 

employment is the primary contributing factor to the increased travel demand and 

decreased mobility that has occurred in the study area. The population has grown by 

16.9 percent or 72,800 persons in the I-85 Corridor between 2000 and 2010. Atlanta 

Regional Commission (ARC) forecasts that population will continue to grow in this area, 
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though at a slower pace than experienced in the past two decades; population is 

forecasted to increase by 44 percent or 213,285 by the year 2040.1 

New mobility options are needed to improve connectivity between major activity centers 

in Gwinnett County, provide an alternative to automobile travel, and promote more 

livable communities. A premium transit solution could enhance connectivity both within 

Gwinnett County and throughout the region by interfacing with the Gwinnett County 

Transit (GCT) bus system, the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) 

rail system, as well as other planned transit corridors to provide commuters with an 

integrated regional transit system within the study area. The I-85 Corridor study seeks 

to address the ways in which corridor improvements can foster economic growth by 

promoting redevelopment, opening new markets, and creating jobs. 

The l-85 Corridor study is founded upon several planning efforts that have considered 

transit capacity increases within the proposed corridor to facilitate mobility and spur 

economic development efforts. In October 2007, the Gwinnett Village and Gwinnett 

Place CIDs, and MARTA conducted the Northeast I-85/Gwinnett County Transit 

Corridor Feasibility Study, exploring the feasibility of a MARTA heavy rail transit (HRT) 

northeast line extension connecting the Doraville Rail Station with Gwinnett Place. The 

plan concluded that a MARTA HRT extension would be prohibitively expensive at an 

estimated project cost ranging from $2.2 to $2.5 billion. In January 2010, the Gwinnett 

Village and Gwinnett Place CIDs completed a jointly sponsored feasibility study of light 

rail transit (LRT) as a viable alternative to HRT. It concluded that LRT might be more 

appropriate since it would significantly reduce the total project cost based upon the 

number of stations and alignment characteristics, while still providing a high-capacity, 

premium transit option for the corridor. The results from previous studies served as a 

starting point for this study.  

 

                                                      
1
The socioeconomic, transit and financial related data used in this report is based on the Atlanta Regional Commissionôs Plan 2040 adopted 

July 2011 and is consistent with data reported in the l-85 Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report Existing Conditions and Future Trends Report, 

December 2011. 
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Figure E-1: I-85 Corridor 
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STUDY PROCESS AND REPORT OVERVIEW 

The l-85 Corridor technical work was organized as a three-step screening process, to 

narrow the field from a list of all potential alternatives to a subset that may be selected 

for further analysis by Gwinnett County in the future.  

The three separate screens were: 

1. An engineering and policy screen to quickly review a wide range of alternatives 

to determine their suitability within the known physical and policy constraints of 

the project corridor, 

2. A goals and objectives screen to ensure that the small set of suitable alternatives 

resulting from the engineering and policy screen meet the goals and objectives of 

the project and 

3. A costs and impacts screen to determine which alternative meets the project 

purpose and need most efficiently and with the fewest potential adverse impacts. 

The first screen considered a broad range of alternatives, and then narrowed the field to 

arrive at a small set of alternatives that would be realistic and suitable for the l-85 

Corridor. This step is outlined in Section 7.0 of this report. 

The small set of alternatives, defined in detail in Section 8.0 of this report, included: 

¶ No Action Alternative, 

¶ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative, and  

¶ Streetcar Alternative. 

The second screen evaluated the smaller set of alternatives against the stated project 

goals and objectives. Proposed goals and objectives for the l-85 Corridor (see Table 

E-1) were developed based on:  

¶ The needs and transportation problems identified through the public involvement 

process, 

¶ Consultation with the Project Management Team and Project Advisory 

Committee, and  

¶ Goals included in regional long-range transportation plans. As outlined in 

Section 9.0 of this report, each of the alternatives was evaluated against 

measures derived directly from the goals and objectives. 
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Table E-1: Goals and Objectives 

Goals Objectives 

Mobility Increase mobility within the corridor. 

Community and Economic 
Development 

Contribute to and serve as a catalyst for economic 
development. 

Safety Provide for a safe environment for all modes of travel. 

Regional Connections Improve regional transportation connections. 

Community Goals 
Complement community goals to create a pedestrian 
friendly environment in the corridor. 

The third screen evaluated the potential costs and impacts of the alternatives determine 

which alternative best met the project purpose and need most efficiently and with the 

fewest potential negative impacts (Section 10.0 of this report). Part of this process 

involved a qualitative assessment of the potential for the alternatives to be advanced 

given the limitations of federal, state and local funding sources. 

Section 11.0 of this report summarizes the conclusions of the alternatives analysis, 

reviews the technical and policy recommendations, and outlines appropriate next steps 

for advancing the l-85 Corridor. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The goal of the initial screening was to briefly consider a wide range of possible 

improvements and select from them a short list of the most appropriate alternatives, 

given the known physical and policy considerations of the project corridor. Physical 

constraints include considerations such as roadway and right-of-way widths, features of 

the natural and built environment, and current travel patterns. Policy guidance from the 

committees included these elements: 

¶ Transit should be surface running, 

¶ The proposed transit system should operate in shared travel lanes, 

¶ The proposed transit system should be compatible with the urban scale of the 

study area, and 

This screening process yielded a small set of alternatives that were evaluated in greater 

detail. The three alternatives are summarized below: 
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¶ The No Action Alternative includes transit and roadway projects within the 

study area that have committed funding.  

¶ The BRT Alternative would introduce a new premium transit service, including 

modern 60-foot articulated BRT vehicles, significantly upgraded passenger facilities, 

and curb-to-curb roadway reconstruction to facilitate bus movement and to promote 

traffic and pedestrian safety along the corridor. The corridor would also include a 

signal priority system, which would give transit vehicles (either bus or rail) better 

timed, longer green phases at traffic signals. The service span for the BRT 

Alternative is 10 minutes weekday peak periods; 15 minutes the rest of the service 

day, except 30 minute headways from 8:30 p.m. to 11:30 p.m.; 30 minute headways 

Saturdays and Sundays. The background bus system would be significantly modified 

to support the new BRT service.  

¶ The Streetcar Alternative would similarly introduce a new premium transit 

service. Transit vehicles are assumed to be modern 67-foot trams, powered via 

an overhead electrical contact system. The alternative would include significantly 

upgraded passenger facilities and reconstruction of one lane along the alignment 

for installation of embedded track within existing streets. Service would be 

provided at 15-minute headways throughout the day. It would operate seven 

days a week. The background bus system would be significantly modified to 

support the new Streetcar service. An operations and maintenance facility 

located near the proposed alignment will need to be identified.  

The proposed alignment for the BRT and Streetcar are the same and would traverse 

approximately 16.50 miles between Gwinnett Arena and MARTAôs Doraville Rail 

Station. The proposed Build Alternative alignment would proceed south from the 

Gwinnett Arena on Sugarloaf Parkway towards Satellite Boulevard and turn southwest 

along Satellite Boulevard towards Gwinnett Place Mall and the Gwinnett Transit Center 

at Satellite Boulevard and Gwinnett Plantation Way.  

The proposed alignment would continue southwest along Satellite Boulevard to its 

terminus at Beaver Ruin Road, where it would turn southwest on Beaver Ruin Road, 

then turn southeast on Indian Trail-Lilburn Road towards the existing I-85 Park and Ride 

lot at Indian Trail-Lilburn Road and Brookhollow Parkway. The proposed alignment 

would then proceed southwest along Brookhollow Parkway towards Jimmy Carter 

Boulevard. 

The proposed alignment would cross Jimmy Carter Boulevard to serve the Optical Fiber 

Solutions (OFS) redevelopment site and Norcross Southern Industrial District. It would 

continue along Brookhollow Parkway and Best Friend Road, then turn northwest on 
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Button Gwinnett Drive. At Buford Highway, it would turn southwest and proceed 

eastward along Buford Highway and New Peachtree Road towards the MARTAôs 

Doraville Rail Station.  

Two additional highway lanes from where Brookhollow Parkway transitions to Best 

Friend Road to the Button Gwinnett Drive and Buford Highway intersection (2.35 miles) 

would need to be designed and constructed to accommodate the BRT and Streetcar 

alternatives.  

In general, where frequent high-quality transit service is available, daily ridership increases. 

The BRT and Streetcar Alternatives show significant improvement ï 87 percent and 149 

percent increases, respectively ï over the No Action Alternative. Route 10 A/B is considered 

equivalent to the No Action alternative, with an estimated 2040 daily ridership of 2,540.  The 

estimated 2040 daily ridership for the BRT Build Alternative is 10,290 and for the Streetcar 

Build Alternative is 9,570. 

Table E-2 lists the proposed station sites. Figure E-2 provides a map of the Build 

Alternative alignment and station locations. 

Operating and maintenance costs for current or No Action bus service in the corridor total 

$5.1 million annually in 2014 dollars. The operating and maintenance costs for the BRT 

Alternative totaled $5.8 million and $8.0 million for the Streetcar Alternative. The Build 

Alternatives are more economical due to higher schedule speeds and somewhat fewer 

revenue hours of service needed despite more frequent service, with the Streetcar more 

expensive due to a higher cost per revenue hour of service. 

Several features were consistent across all of the alternatives. Passenger station stops, for 

example, were assumed the same for all of the Build scenarios, including platforms, 

shelters, lighting, off-vehicle fare collection, and traffic signal modifications.   

The Streetcar Alternative is significantly more expensive than the BRT Alternative 

because the combined costs of track construction, electrification, and more expensive 

streetcars outweigh the corresponding costs of street reconstruction and less expensive 

BRT vehicles. The BRT Alternative would cost approximately $149,227 million in 2018, 

and the Streetcar Alternative would cost approximately $611,345 million to construct in 

2018. The alternatives include the costs for a bus or rail maintenance and storage 

facility and for a Transit Terminal/Park and Ride Facility at the Gwinnett Arena, 

consisting of a 500-space parking garage.  
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Table E-2: Build Alternative Station Locations 

Station Access Road Intersection/Site 
Distance Between 
Stations (miles) 

Gwinnett Arena Sugarloaf Parkway North Entrance To Arena NA 

Duluth Highway Satellite Boulevard Duluth Highway 1.58 

Gwinnett Transit Center Satellite Boulevard Gwinnett Plantation Way 2.80 

West Liddell Satellite Boulevard West Liddell Road 1.40 

Indian Trail Indian Trail Lilburn Road Indian Trail Park and Ride 2.79 

Center Way Brookhollow Parkway Center Way 1.70 

Jimmy Carter Brookhollow Parkway Jimmy Carter Boulevard 0.88 

Best Friend Best Friend Road Nancy Hanks Drive 1.00 

Button Gwinnett Button Gwinnett Drive Baker Drive NW 1.37 

Johnson Buford Highway Johnson Drive 1.26 

Doraville Rail Station Buford Highway Doraville Rail Station 1.72 

Length of Build Alternative Alignment from the Gwinnett Arena to MARTAôs Doraville 
Rail Station (excluding 0.25 miles of tail track) 

16.50 
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Figure E-2: Build Alternative Alignment and Station Locations 
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CONCLUSION 

Gwinnett County must consider the various users of its road facilities and balance the 

needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit passengers, goods and services vehicle 

operators, and motorists. One of the most challenging aspects of implementing BRT or 

Streetcar projects in urban areas is deciding how to allocate scarce road space among 

the various modes and users. Unlike a heavy rail system such as MARTAôs HRT 

system, which must be completely separated from traffic conflicts due to its third rail 

power supply, BRT and Streetcar are more flexible and can share roadway space with 

cars and other modes. This flexibility often allows BRT and Streetcar projects to reduce 

capital costs, but this can come with its own price.  

The ability to operate frequent, fast service in a separate, exclusive transit guideway is 

an important feature of a premium, high-capacity transit service such as BRT or 

Streetcar, particularly in corridors with higher transit demand and heavy traffic 

congestion. Some BRT or Streetcar projects are able to build new exclusive transit 

lanes in available road space such as medians, while in many cases the challenge in 

planning to build new lanes or convert existing travel lanes to transit use only proves too 

difficult and buses must share lanes with cars in traffic. When buses are caught in 

traffic, reliability suffers and speeds are reduced, which increases operating cost and 

lessens the appeal of the transit service to potential customers. This is one of the 

fundamental challenges of planning and operating transit in busy, congested 

metropolitan areas. 

The l-85 Corridor Build Alternative alignment features a central median throughout most 

of its length, plus service roads and turn lanes along portions of the corridor. There are 

adjacent businesses and neighborhoods, and natural systems to consider. Will new 

BRT or Streetcar lanes fit within the right-of-way or can the right-of-way be expanded in 

a few places without too many impacts? Could reversible one-way only lanes, operating 

in the peak direction offer a cost effective solution? How will GCT buses operate in 

concert with the new premium service? How much will the alternatives cost? These are 

all questions that the next phase of the study will need to consider and attempt to 

resolve. 

This study was the first step in establishing premium transit service in the l-85 Corridor, 

the results of which can be further refined and analyzed. Coordinating transit investment 

with other land use development initiatives to increase population and employment 

density could maximize the impact of a premium transit system in the l-85 Corridor, 

providing additional potential benefits. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview of Study 

Gwinnett County, in collaboration with the Gwinnett Village Community Improvement 

District (CID), Gwinnett Place CID, and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), is 

undertaking the Interstate Highway 85 (I-85) Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study 

(l-85 Corridor) to analyze and evaluate mobility needs and patterns within the I-85 

Corridor in the northeast Atlanta subregion. The study will consider a variety of 

alignment and transit technology options to improve regional and local mobility and 

accessibility.  

The I-85 Corridor lies within State Route (SR) 20/SR 324 on the north, Lawrenceville 

Highway to the south, SR 124 to the east, and I-285 on the west. The I-85 AA Study 

Corridor falls within two counties, Gwinnett and the northern portion of DeKalb. It also 

encompasses all or part of the following municipalities: Chamblee, Doraville, and 

Dunwoody in DeKalb County; and Berkeley Lake, Buford, Duluth, Lilburn, 

Lawrenceville, Norcross, Sugar Hill, Suwanee, and Peachtree Corners in Gwinnett 

County. The corridor is approximately 24 miles long, 8 miles wide, and covers 

approximately 129,000 acres or 201 square miles. Figure E-1 provides a map of the I-

85 Corridor AA Study area. 

The I-85 Corridor has been the subject of several studies in past years. The I-85 

Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Feasibility Study was conducted in the 2009 and 2010 

timeframe to evaluate the technical and financial viability of a light rail line in Gwinnett 

County. The project co-sponsors, Gwinnett Village CID and Gwinnett Place CID, 

initiated the project to explore the potential benefit of serving the I-85 Corridor with LRT. 

This AA study is being conducted partially because an October 2007 study that 

examined the feasibility of a heavy rail transit (HRT) extension of Metropolitan Atlanta 

Rapid Transit Authorityôs (MARTA) northeast line (connecting the Doraville Rail Station 

with Gwinnett Place) resulted in a prohibitive project cost estimate ranging from $2.2 to 

$2.5 billion.  

The Regional Transit Committeeôs (RTC) predecessor, the Transit Planning Board 

(TPB) led a collaborative, multiyear effort to develop a long range transit vision for the 

Atlanta region called Concept 3. The vision was officially adopted in 2008 and serves as 

the transit element of the Aspirations Plan of the Regional Transportation Plan. Concept 

3 also specified a high capacity rail network within this area that would connect from the 

proposed Norcross Station of MARTA to Gwinnett Arena and to the Perimeter Mall 

area.  
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Figure 1-1: l-85 Corridor 
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1.2 I-85 Corridor AA Process 

The initial step of the AA process is the Project Definition; it involves analyzing the 

existing and future conditions of the study corridor analysis that will result in the 

preliminary purpose and need. During this step, the goals and objectives will also be 

defined. 

During the Alternatives Development step, the preliminary alternatives will be 

developed. This step consists of the initial screening process, during which the initial set 

of alternatives will be narrowed down to a more manageable number for further study. 

This screening process will assess each of the initial set of alternatives against an 

evaluation framework that has been derived from the goals and objectives for the I-85 

Corridor.  

During the Evaluation step, the performance of each alternative will be assessed in both 

numerical and qualitative measures for parameters such as capital and operating costs, 

ridership, revenue and transportation benefits, social and environmental impacts, public 

input, and funding strategies. 

There will be several ongoing public involvement and community outreach programs 

conducted throughout the study process, starting with the FTA initiation as well as 

follow-up, stakeholder engagement through interviews, and Policy Advisory Committee 

(PAC) meetings. 

Once the project alternatives are evaluated and public and stakeholder outreach has 

been conducted, the next step in the process is the identification of a preferred 

alternative(s). 

1.3 Report Organization 

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:  

Section 2.0: Background and Context ï This section provides a historical background 

of the I-85 Corridor and a review of relevant previous studies.2  

Section 3.0: Socioeconomic Overview ï This section is an overview of the 

demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the I-85 Corridor based on the latest 

data available. Some of the data is from the 2005 American Community Survey (ACS), 

and other data sets are from either 2000 or 2010 Census Bureau reporting.  

                                                      
2
 The socioeconomic, transit and financial related data used in this report is based on the Atlanta Regional Commissionôs Plan 2040 adopted 

July 2011 and is consistent with data reported in the l-85 Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report Existing Conditions and Future Trends Report, 

December 2011. 
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Section 4.0: Land Use and Development ï This section provides the land use and 

development context that the transportation system serves. Additionally, this section 

includes a review of the land use plans and policies specifically in relation to transit 

support to develop a policy framework.  

Section 5.0: Transportation System ï This section provides an analysis on the 

existing and future conditions of the transportation system. Included are a 

comprehensive inventory of roadways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and 

freight.  

Section 6.0: This section summarizes the existing transit service with the I-85 Corridor. 

The I-85 Corridor is currently served by MARTA rail and bus in the DeKalb portion of the 

I-85 Corridor and Gwinnet County Transit in the Gwinnett portion of the I-85 Corridor. 

Section 7.0: Screening and Selection Process ï This section describes the process 

and the results of Screen 1, and then defines two transit modes and three alignment 

alternatives that will be advanced through Screens 2 and 3. 

Section 8.0: Definition of Alternatives ï This section describes the alternatives 

considered as part of the l-85 Corridor AA Study. The alternatives include No Action, 

Alternative, Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, and Streetcar Alternative. Each of these 

alternatives is described in detail, including alignment, street configuration, station stop 

location and concept design, vehicle technology, operating characteristics, passenger 

information systems, and Park-and-Ride facilities. 

Section 9.0: Evaluation of Alternatives ï An overview of the evaluation process is 

provided in this section along with the measures of effectiveness used to compare the 

study alternatives. 

Section 10: Impact Screening ïThis section provides an inventory of the community 

resources and natural systems, including major activity centers, historic properties, 

rivers, and soil characteristics within the l-85 Corridor study area. It also addresses 

ridership projections for each alternative, capital cost to design and build each 

alternative, and the cost to operate and maintain each alternative. 

Section 11: Conclusion ï This section highlights the next steps local decision makers 

may want to consider in advancing the proposed transit improvements towards 

implementation. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

The I-85 Corridor has experienced significant growth in the past three decades. Most of 

the area was a bedroom community until the 1980s. The area like the rest of the Atlanta 

region has been heavily impacted by major transportation improvements and land use 

decisions. The western portion of the I-85 Corridor is in DeKalb County and includes 

unincorporated DeKalb County and the cities of Doraville and Chamblee, and part of the 

city of Dunwoody. Most of the I-85 Corridor is in Gwinnett County and includes the 

incorporated areas of Peachtree Corners, Duluth, Norcross, Suwanee, and Berkeley 

Lake. The I-85 Corridor also includes parts of the incorporated areas of Sugar Hill, 

Buford, Lawrenceville, and Lilburn. For the purpose of this analysis, only the 

incorporated areas that are completely contained within the I-85 Corridor are discussed. 

Since only part of the cities of Buford, Dunwoody, Lilburn, Lawrenceville, and Sugar Hill 

are within the I-85 Corridor, the history of these cities is not included in the following 

discussion. The history of Berkeley Lake is also not included since the population is less 

than 2,000 according to the 2010 United States Census. 

2.1 History of I-85 Corridor 

The area was originally ceded from the Creek and Cherokee Indians. Gwinnett County 

was created on December 15, 1818, and named for Button Gwinnett, one of the three 

Georgia signers of the Declaration of Independence. DeKalb County was created on 

January 8, 1821. 

2.1.1 Gwinnett County 

Gwinnett County's first major industry came in 1868 when the RH Allen Tannery was 

established possibly at the Elisha Winn house that Robert Allen appears to have been 

renting before setting up in Buford. Brother Bona soon followed with the Bona Allen 

Tannery, which later purchased the RH Allen Company after Robert's death. Both 

tanneries made leather goods, harnesses, whips, shoes, and became famous for 

handmade saddles. Gwinnett County moved into the modern era in 1950 when the U.S. 

Congress authorized the construction of Buford Dam to provide hydroelectric power, 

flood control, water supply, navigation, and recreational facilities. 

The county constructed its major water and sewer main lines in the 1970s, which 

proved to be an essential step in preparing for the next decade. For three consecutive 

years, 1986 through 1988, Gwinnett ranked as the fastest growing county in the U.S. 

among counties with a population greater than 100,000. During that period, voters 

passed the 1986 bond issue and the 1985 and 1988 1 percent special purpose local 

option sales tax programs, mechanisms that provided funds for significant capital 

investments. The late 1980s witnessed a dramatic increase in the county's road 
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construction program, the development of a countywide parks and recreation program, 

construction of the Gwinnett Justice and Administration Center, renovation of the 

historic courthouse, construction of new public libraries, and other capital 

improvements. 

2.1.2 Chamblee and Doraville 

Doraville was incorporated in 1871 while Chamblee was incorporated in 1908. Both 

areas growth was built on dairies, railroads, and the military. Chamblee was home to 

numerous dairies late 19th and early 20th century while Doraville was primarily 

agricultural. Both areas benefitted from being located near railroads. The General 

Motors plant was built in Doraville after World War II, which contributed to the significant 

growth for both areas. In the 1980s the area had started to change, with many large 

manufacturing sites downsized or closed. At the same time, refugees and immigrants, 

drawn to the employment potentials of metro Atlanta and the affordable housing found 

in Chamblee, began repopulating many neighborhoods along Buford Highway. The 

result is one of the largest Asian communities in the country. Many Latin American 

countries are also represented. In the 1990s, the Chamblee City Council developed new 

zoning that would address the special needs of such a growing diverse community. The 

International Village overlay was the first zoning action in metro Atlanta that allowed for 

mixed-use development and championed livable, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods. 

2.1.3 Duluth, Peachtree Corners, Norcross, and Suwanee 

Duluth's roots as a community stretch back to the early 19th century, when it was 

primarily forest land occupied by Cherokee Indians. The town was renamed from 

Howellôs Crossing to Duluth in 1871 after Congress approved funding for a north-south 

railroad connecting it with the better known Duluth, Minnesota. Duluth grew rapidly in 

the 1970s and 1980s along with the rest of Gwinnett County. A major revitalization of 

the Duluth downtown area was undertaken in the early 21st century. Development 

along Sugarloaf Parkway has continued with construction of the Gwinnett Arena near 

the Gwinnett Convention Center. It is home to Gwinnett Place Mall, Gwinnett Civic and 

Cultural Center, the Arena at Gwinnett Center, Gwinnett Medical Center, Hudgens 

Center for the Arts, and Red Clay Theater.  

Norcross, the countyôs second oldest city, was built as a resort town around the first 

railroad stop on the Richmond-Danville Railroad, which was designed to open up 

northeast Georgia. Suwanee was incorporated in 1949, but remained a small 

agricultural-based community into the 1970s. Then with the growth of the highway 

system, including I-85, in the 1970s, more development occurred along I-85 and 

Lawrenceville Suwanee Road. Residents of Peachtree Corners voted in November 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cherokee
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Duluth,_Minnesota
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minnesota
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gwinnett_Place_Mall
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arena_at_Gwinnett_Center
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gwinnett_Medical_Center
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2011 to incorporate. Peachtree Corners was developed as a planned community by a 

land developer in the late 1970s. 

2.2 Transportation System 

As previously mentioned, the landscape of the I-85 Corridor has been transformed by 

construction of major transportation infrastructure investments, which are highlighted 

below. 

2.2.1 Railroads 

All of the municipalities and the counties themselves in the I-85 Corridor were 

developed as a result of railroads.  

¶ Chamblee was located at the junction of what are now the Norfolk Southern (NS) 

Railroad and the Roswell Railroad. 

¶ A railroad line, the Danville and Piedmont Air Line (now NS), was built through 

Gwinnett County in 1871. The railroad induced the founding of new cities: 

Norcross, Duluth, Suwanee, and Buford. A spur line was run from Suwanee to 

Lawrenceville in 1881, and another main line, the Georgia, Carolina, and 

Northern Railroad (now CSX), was built in 1891 through Lilburn, Lawrenceville, 

and Dacula. 

2.2.2 Transit Investments 

Several significant transit investments have occurred in the study corridor: 

¶ In 1972, MARTA purchased the Atlanta Transit System and took control of the areaôs 

primary bus transportation system. On June 30, 1979, MARTAôs first train, the East 

Line, began operating between Avondale and Georgia State Station. This also 

marked the start of MARTAôs combined bus and rail service. 

¶ Chamblee MARTA Rail Station opened in 1987, 

¶ Doraville MARTA Rail Station opened in 1992, 

¶ Gwinnett County Transit (GCT) was formed in 2000 to provide local, express, 

and paratransit service, and 

¶ Georgia Regional Transit Authority (GRTA) was formed in 2000 and provides 

express transit service outside of Fulton and DeKalb counties. 
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2.2.3 Highway System 

Table 2-1 lists the roadway facilities in the I-85 Corridor that are designated as a State 

Route (SR) or are on the federal highway system.  

Table 2-1: I-85 Corridor Roadway Facilities 

Name U.S. Route State Route 

I-85 I-85 SR 403 

I-285 I-285 SR 407 

Buford Highway US 23 SR 13 

Peachtree Industrial Boulevard 

 

SR 141 

Lawrenceville Highway US 29 SR 8 

Peachtree Parkway 

 

SR 141 

Duluth Highway 

 

SR 120 

Beaver Ruin Road 

 

SR 378 

University Parkway 

 

SR 316 

Lawrenceville Suwanee Road 

 

SR 317 

Jimmy Carter Boulevard 

 

SR 140 

Buford Drive 

 

SR 20 

Chamblee Tucker Road 

 

SR 907 

The major travel corridors through the I-85 Corridor are I-85, US 23/SR 13 (Buford 

Highway), SR 141 (Peachtree Industrial Boulevard [PIB]), and US 29/SR 8 

(Lawrenceville Highway). North-south travel by freeway is provided by I-285/SR 407 at 

the western end of the I-85 Corridor. Arterials that provide north-south travel through the 

I-85 Corridor are SR 140 (Jimmy Carter Boulevard), SR 120 (Duluth Highway), SR 20 

(Buford Drive), Pleasant Hill Road, and SR 317 (Lawrenceville Suwanee Road). Major 

transportation improvements in the I-85 Corridor constructed in the past 30 years are 

listed below. 

¶ Freeing the Freeways: included the widening of I-85 and the addition of the 

collection-distributor system and the Tom Moreland Interchange (I-85N and 

I-285), 

¶ Addition of a high-occupancy lane (HOV) lane on I-85 that was later converted to 

a Managed Lane Facility, 

¶ Conversion of SR 141/Peachtree Industrial Boulevard (PIB) to a limited access 

facility with collector and distributor lanes, 
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¶ Conversion of GA 365 to I-985, 

¶ Construction of the following facilities: 

o Ronald Reagan Parkway 

o Sugarloaf Parkway 

o SR 316/University Parkway 

o Steve Reynolds and I-85 interchange 

o Satellite Boulevard 

¶ Widening and improvements: 

o SR 140/Jimmy Carter Boulevard 

o Pleasant Hill Road 

o I-85 and SR 316 Interchange 

o SR 20/Buford Drive 

o Pleasant Hill Road and US 23/SR 13/Buford Highway Intersection 

o SR 317/Lawrenceville Suwanee Road 

o SR 324/Gravel Springs Road/Auburn Road 

o Club Drive 

2.3 Review of Previous Studies 

2.3.1 Regional Initiatives 

Concept 3 Transit Vision (2008) 

In 2006, the Transit Planning Board (TPB) was established to create and maintain a 

seamless, regional transit system for the metro Atlanta region. The TPB functioned for 

two years as a partnership of the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC), MARTA, and the 

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA). During that time, TPB developed 

and advanced a comprehensive regional transit vision plan, which became known as 

Concept 3.  
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The Concept 3 transit vision was adopted by the TPB of Directors in August 2008. It 

was subsequently adopted by regional planning partners (i.e., MARTA, ARC, GRTA, 

and Georgia Department of Transportation [GDOT]). The plan is a multimodal plan that 

includes MARTA heavy rail extensions, light rail and streetcar lines, commuter rail, BRT, 

and an expanded network of express, local, and activity center circulator bus service.  

Since completion of this study, the Regional Transit Committee (RTC) of the ARC has 

been working towards advancing Concept 3 projects. Figure 2-1 presents Concept 3 

and its components across the region.  

2.3.2 Corridor-Level Studies  

Buford Highway Multimodal Corridor Study (2007) 

The Buford Highway (US 23/SR 13) Multimodal Corridor Study was one of the first 

regional corridor planning studies completed by ARC as part of the Regional Multimodal 

Corridor Planning Program3. The corridor study focused on the 18.4-mile section of 

Buford Highway from Sidney Marcus Boulevard in Atlanta (Fulton County) to SR 

120/Duluth Highway in Duluth (Gwinnett County). In the course of the study, the corridor 

team identified deficiencies within the study corridor, assessed benefits and costs of 

alternative strategies, and selected a preferred alternative program of policies and 

projects within the financial constraints for the Region. The following highway, Intelligent 

Transportation Systems (ITS), and pedestrian and bicycle improvements were 

identified. 

Highway Improvements 

¶ Extend PIB as a limited access facility from current terminus to Sugarloaf 

Parkway, 

¶ Widen Button-Gwinnett Road from two to four lanes from Pleasantdale Road to 

Buford Highway, 

¶ Widen Jimmy Carter Boulevard to six lanes between Buford Highway and PIB, 

¶ Provide direct connection between Beaver Ruin Road and Hopkins Mill Road at 

I-85, 

¶ Realign Beaver Ruin Road and Langford Road/Medlock Bridge Road at Buford 

Highway to facilitate cross-connection. 

                                                      
3
 Gwinnett County has reviewed the study with interest but has not adopted all of the recommendations and conclusions contained in the 

2007 Buford Highway Multimodal Corridor Study. 



I-85 Corridor AA Study  Background and Context 

11 

¶ Extend South Cemetery Street to Mitchell Road, 

¶ Improve cross-corridor connection on Hopkins Mill Road, Old Norcross Road, 

Simpson Circle, and South Berkeley Lake Road between Beaver Ruin Road and 

PIB, 
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Figure 2-1: Concept 3 Transit Vision 
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¶ Safety projects on Buford Highway at Jimmy Carter Boulevard: 

o Evaluate all existing signage and markings and replace damaged and 

faded signs and markings, as needed, 

o Refresh all pavement markings (longitudinal striping and symbols), 

o Install new raised pavement markers, 

o Reduce the width of the wide upstream section of the median on Buford 

Highway on the north side of the intersection. This will allow left turning 

traffic to queue back into the center two-way left turn lane instead of 

queuing into the southbound through lane, and 

o Construct dual left turn lanes on both approaches of Buford Highway with 

protected only left turn phases. 

¶ Safety Projects on Beaver Ruin Road: 

o Remove the yield sign (R1-2) from the southwest quadrant, 

o Evaluate all existing signage and markings and replace damaged and 

faded signs and markings, as needed,  

o Install pedestrian heads and pushbuttons to accommodate east-west 

pedestrian travel crossing Buford Highway along the north side of the 

intersection, 

o Refresh all pavement markings (longitudinal striping and symbols), 

o Install new raised pavement markers, and 

o Determine the installation date for the red-light-running system and track 

the before/after crash data. 

ITS Improvements 

¶ ITS Infrastructure ï Programmed project that will expand ITS into Gwinnett County 

from the DeKalb County line to Sugarloaf Parkway. Specific ITS applications that 

should be considered for the corridor include: 

¶ Fiber Optic Communications ï Fill in existing gaps (Sidney Marcus Boulevard to 

North Druid Hills Road and Oakcliff Road to DeKalb/Gwinnett county line). An 

existing programmed project should provide coverage in Gwinnett County. 
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¶ Changeable Message Signs ï Provide northbound and southbound signs near I-

285 that can display traveler information pertaining to I-285. An existing 

programmed project should provide signs in Gwinnett County that could display 

travel time information generated by vehicle detection devices. 

¶ Closed Circuit Television Cameras (CCTVs) ï Upgrade existing CCTVs and 

communication devices to the new Ethernet architecture. An existing 

programmed project should provide coverage in Gwinnett County. 

¶ Vehicle Detection ï Provide coverage in DeKalb County and the city of Atlanta. 

An existing programmed project should provide coverage in Gwinnett County. 

¶ Signal Upgrades ï Replace existing cabinet/controller assemblies and add 

intersection video detection at traffic signals in the corridor. 

¶ Preemption/Priority Control ï Add this feature at traffic signals along the corridor 

and outfit transit and emergency responder vehicles with emitters. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

¶ Increased pedestrian zone, buffers, and sidewalk widths are recommended for 

both sides of Buford Highway from Sidney Marcus Boulevard to Oakcliff Road, 

on the east side of Buford Highway from Oakcliff Road to Beaver Ruin Road, and 

from Pleasant Hill Road to SR 120. 

¶ Sidewalks are recommended for the east side of Buford Highway from Beaver 

Ruin Road to Pleasant Hill Road. This sidewalk project is needed to fill a gap in 

the existing sidewalk network. 

¶ Bicycle lanes are recommended within the cross-section from Sidney Marcus 

Boulevard to Shallowford Road. 

¶ A multi-use trail is recommended adjacent to the existing railroad line paralleling 

the west side of Buford Highway from Oakcliff Road to SR 120. The multi-use 

trail would connect to the existing W.P. Jones and West Gwinnett trails.  

¶ Bicycle lanes are recommended for New Peachtree Road from Shallowford Road 

to Oakcliff Road, which will connect to the multi-use trail and provide a 

continuous bicycle network within corridor.  

¶ Bicycle lanes are recommended on cross-streets to connect the corridor and 

multi-use trail. Proposed cross-street connections include Shady Valley Drive, N. 

Cliff Valley Way, Briarwood Road, Drew Valley Road, Dresden Road, Chamblee-

Dunwoody Road, McElroy Road, Langford Road, and South Berkeley Lake 

Road. 
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Along with recommendations for roadway safety, operations, and capacity, bicycle and 

pedestrian, and ITS improvements, the study recommended specific transit 

improvements. Transit improvements were identified for implementation in the Long-

Range timeframe from 2021ï2030, and included the following, as shown on Figure 2-2. 

¶ Conversion of outside lanes to a dedicated busway between Sidney Marcus 

Boulevard and Shallowford Road, 

¶ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) queue jumper lanes and bus pull-outs at five locations 

between Oakcliff Road and Pleasant Hill Road, and 

¶ Transit ITS (traffic signal preemption or priority control, traveler information) 

between Sidney Marcus Boulevard and Pleasant Hill Road. 
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Figure 2-2: Buford Highway Multimodal Corridor Study Recommendations 
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Northeast I-85/Gwinnett County Transit Corridor: A Discussion Paper (2007) 

The Gwinnett Village CID, Gwinnett Place CID, and MARTA conducted this study on the 

feasibility of a HRT extension of MARTA northeast line that would connect the Doraville 

Rail Station with Gwinnett Place. At an estimated project cost ranging from $2.2 to $2.5 

billion dollars, this MARTA HRT extension plan was considered prohibitively expensive. 

Gwinnett County Transit 5-Year Transit Development Plan (2010) 

The current Transit Development Plan (TDP) for Gwinnett County Transit (GCT), 

completed in 2010, calls for service improvements in three time frames: immediate, 

short-term (1 to 3 years), and long-term (3 to 5 years). The immediate 

recommendations reflect the adopted service reductions, which were implemented in 

November 2009 for the express service and in January 2010 for the local service. 

These are the most recent major service changes implemented by GCT.  

The short-term recommendations for express route services include four new routes 

from the existing Park and Ride lots at I-85/Indian Trail and I-985/SR 20 to two new 

regional destinations: the Emory/Centers for Disease Control (CDC) in central DeKalb 

County and the Central Perimeter business district in Sandy Springs and Dunwoody. 

Recommendations for local route services include: 

¶ Increasing the Saturday frequency of Route 10 from the current 60 minutes to 30 

minutes,  

¶ Extending the weekday span of service of routes 20, 30, and 35,  

¶ Reconfiguring Route 40 and adding Route 45, with Route 40 serving Georgia 

Gwinnett College on Collins Hill Road off SR 316, and Route 45 serving 

Lawrenceville at 30-minute peak and 60-minute off-peak frequencies and an 

extended weekday service span, and 

¶ Technology improvements to the Americans with Disability Act (ADA) 

complementary paratransit service resulting in improved efficiencies.  

The short-term recommendations are summarized in Table 2-2. In total, the short-term 

recommendations were estimated to add 10,540 revenue hours and 165,490 revenue 

miles at a cost of nearly $575,000.  

The long-term recommendations for express route services include three new routes 

from the now existing Park and Ride lot at I-85/Hamilton Mill and a proposed Park and 

Ride lot on SR 316 at Cedars Road to the Emory/CDC and the Central Perimeter 
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business district. Recommendations for local route services include expanding service 

coverage for Routes 20 and 30 and reconfiguring service into three routes to include: 

¶ A new Route 25,  

¶ Reinstating or establishing Saturday service on routes 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, and 45,  

¶ Replacing the current ADA paratransit service in the Buford area (previously 

served by Route 50) with on-call zone-based service on weekdays and Saturday, 

and 

¶ Improved ADA complementary paratransit service efficiencies due to the 

restoration of Saturday service and the Buford on-call service.  

The long-term recommendations are summarized in Table 2-3. In total, the long-term 

recommendations were estimated to add 24,002 revenue hours and 307,330 revenue 

miles at a cost of just over $1.5 million.  

I-85 Light Rail Transit Feasibility Study (2010) 

The I-85 Corridor LRT Feasibility Study was co-sponsored by Gwinnett Village CID and 

Gwinnett Place CID4. The purpose of the study was to evaluate the technical and 

financial viability of a light rail line in Gwinnett County. This two-phased study examined 

LRT for its viability as an alternative to HRT by reducing the total project cost 

significantly depending on the number of stations and alignment characteristics, while 

still providing a high-capacity, premium transit option for the corridor. Figure 2-3 shows 

the alignment and station locations for the preferred alignment.  

Operating characteristics for the preferred alternative were as follows: 

¶ Span of service:  

o Weekdays: 4:00 AM to 1:30 AM, and 

o Weekends and holidays: 4:00 AM to 1:00 AM. 

¶ Frequencies:  

o Weekdays: 10-minutes peak/15-minutes off-peak, and 

o Weekends: holidays: 20 minutes all day. 

                                                      
4
 Gwinnett County has reviewed the report with interest but has not formally adopted all of the recommendations and conclusions contained in 

the 2010 I-85 Light Rail Transit Feasibility Study. 
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¶ Train consist:  

o Weekdays: 3-car trains in the peak/2-car trains in the off-peak, and 

o Weekends: holidays: 2-car trains. 

¶ Run time and distance:  

o Run time: 31.32 minutes, 

o Distance: 13.93 miles, 

o Average speed: 26.5 mph, and 

o Average station spacing: 1.5 miles. 

¶ Operating requirements:  

o Peak Light Rail Vehicles: 24, 

o Annual revenue car-miles: 2,382,100, 

o Annual revenue car-hours: 120,760, and 

o Annual revenue train-hours: 46,160. 

Estimated daily boardings for the preferred LRT line from Norcross to Gwinnett Arena 

were developed based on the TPB Concept 3 travel demand forecasts for Phase 1 of 

the study and then refined in Phase 2 analyses. The total daily boarding estimate from 

Phase 2 was 11,100 boardings across 9 proposed stations.  This analysis assumed an 

extension of the MARTA line from Doraville eastward to a site in Norcross adjacent to 

Buford Highway.   

The study also developed operation and maintenance (O&M) costs and capital cost 

estimates (in 2009 dollars) for the preferred alternative.  Subsequently, the Georgia 

Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) updated the capital cost estimate in 2010.  

The resulting set of cost figures is summarized as follows: 

¶ Total annual O&M costs: $25.6 million (2009 dollars) 

¶ Total capital costs: $1,058,9 million (2010 dollars); $1,244.2 million (2018 dollars) 

¶ Total capital costs per mile: $80.3 million
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Table 2-2: GCT TDP Short-Term Service Recommendations 

Route 
Number Proposed Modification Description Service Changes New Service Characteristics 

EXPRESS ROUTE SERVICES 

New Indian Trail Park and Ride to Emory/CDC New route 4 AM; 4 PM trips 

New I-985 Park and Ride to Emory/CDC New route 3 AM; 3 PM trips 

New Indian Trail Park and Ride to Central Perimeter Area New route 3 AM; 3 PM trips 

New I-985 Park and Ride to Central Perimeter Area New route 3 AM; 3 PM trips 

LOCAL ROUTE SERVICES 

10 Sugarloaf Mills to Gwinnett Place to MARTA Doraville Station Increase Saturday frequency 30 min. frequency 

20 Buford Highway/Singleton to Indian Trail Expand span of service 5:30 AM ï 9:30 PM 

30 Lilburn to Gwinnett Place to Buford Highway Expand span of service 6:00 AM ï 10:00 PM 

35 Technology Park/Peachtree Corners to Buford Highway Expand span of service 5:30 AM ï 9:30 PM 

40 
Gwinnett Place to Sugarloaf Mills to Gwinnett Medical Center 
to Georgia Gwinnett College 

Extend to Georgia Gwinnett 
College from Gwinnett Medical 

Center; eliminate service to 
Lawrenceville 

30 min. peak & 60 min. off-peak 
frequencies;  

6:00 AM to 10:00 PM  

45 Gwinnett Medical Center to Lawrenceville New route; split from Route 40 
30 min. peak & 60 min. off-peak 

frequencies;  
6:00 AM to 10:00 PM 

Paratransit 
Improved service efficiencies due to technology upgrades that 
should increase productivity 

Reduction of approximately 
1,000 annual revenue hours 
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Table 2-3: GCT TDP Long-Term Service Recommendations 

Route 
Number(s) Proposed Modification Description New Service Description 

EXPRESS ROUTE SERVICES 

New SR 316/Cedars Road Park and Ride to Emory/CDC  

New Hamilton Mill to Central Perimeter Area  

New SR 316/Cedars Road Park and Ride to Central Perimeter Area  

LOCAL ROUTE SERVICES 

20, 25, 30 Expand service coverage for Routes 20 & 30; reconfigure into 3 routes including Route 25  

20, 35 Provide Saturday service Saturday 6:30 AM ï 8:30 PM 

25, 30, 40, 45 Provide Saturday service Saturday 7:00 AM ï 9:00 PM 

Buford On-Call 
Flexible route service to the Buford area (replace existing paratransit service); connect to 
Route 101 at I-985 Park and Ride 

Weekdays 6:00 AM ï 8:00 PM 

Saturday 7:00 AM ï 9:00 PM 

Paratransit 
Improved service efficiencies due to restoration of Saturday service and implementation of 
Buford On-Call service 

Reduction of approximately 
1,500 annual revenue hours 
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Figure 2-3: Preferred LRT Alternative Alignment and Station Locations 
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The study recommended that the I-85 Corridor LRT system be implemented in two 

phases in order to create a more fiscally manageable project. The first phase would 

extend to the Gwinnett Place Mall, while the second phase would complete the 

alignment by extending to Gwinnett Arena.  

2.3.3 Local Comprehensive Plans  

2030 Gwinnett Unified Plan ï Comprehensive Transportation Plan (2008) 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) was developed in concert with the 

Comprehensive-Land Use planning element of Gwinnett Countyôs 2030 Unified Plan. It 

examined alternative land use and transportation scenarios. The scenarios and the 

resulting recommendations considered a full range of intermodal transportation 

improvements and strategies that would enhance the mobility, accessibility, and safety 

performance of the countyôs transportation system.  

The CTP examined a range of transportation options, as well as a variety of supporting 

strategies aimed at improving system performance. With regard to transit, the CTP was 

developed with the concurrent efforts of the TPB and other planning partners in mind, to 

ensure the recommended actions in the CTP were consistent with regional policies and 

directions being taken by other agencies.  

Transportation improvement alternatives for all modes were identified and analyzed. 

The major roadway improvements tested and included in the CTP within the I-85 

Corridor are listed in Table 2-4. 

The CTP did not identify any specific ITS improvement projects, because the Traffic 

Control Center (TCC) master plan provides a good strategy for expanding the current 

system. Refer to the TCC Master Plan for more information. 

The CTP analyzed at-grade rail crossings and recommended that the first priorities for 

consideration be Suwanee Dam Road at NS and SR 120 at NS within the I-85 Corridor. 

The CTP also identified needs for bicycle, pedestrian, and multi-use path facilities falling 

into three categories: 

¶ Pedestrian linkages to existing bus services, 

¶ Pedestrian/bicycle linkages to the existing network and fill in existing gaps, and 

¶ Pedestrian/bicycle linkages between parks and neighborhoods. 

A detailed list of the bicycle and pedestrian projects can be found in the CTP.  
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Table 2-4: CTP Roadway Recommendations 

Project Description 

HIGH PRIORITY   

SR 20 Widen to 6 lanes from SR 124 to Hurricane Shoals Road 

Beaver Ruin Road Widen to 6 lanes from Reagan Parkway Extension (West Fork) to I-85 

Peachtree Parkway  Widen to 6 lanes from PIB to Fulton County 

SR 120 Widen to 6 lanes from Lawrenceville Suwanee Road to Langley Drive 

Beaver Ruin Ext Build 4 lanes from Buford Highway to PIB 

Oakbrook Parkway Ext Widen/build 4 lanes from Indian Brook Way to Hillcrest Road 

Satellite/Old Peachtree Conn 
Build 4 lanes from Smithtown/Sawmills Roads to Horizon Drive/Old 
Peachtree Road 

Hillcrest/Satellite Conn Build 4 lanes from Willow Trail Parkway to Beaver Ruin Road 

PIB CD* System & Grade 
separation 

Build 4 CD lanes from Peachtree Parkway to Sugarloaf Parkway 

PIB CD System & Grade 
separation 

Build 4 CD lanes and Toll mainline 

MEDIUM PRIORITY   

SR 124 Widen to 4 lanes from E o f Hamilton Mill Road to Spout Spring Road 

Thompson Mill Road Widen to 4 lanes from Buford Highway to N. Bogan Road 

Dacula Road/Harbins Road/New 
Hope Road 

Widen to 4 lanes from Auburn Road to Loganville Highway 

Abbotts Bridge Road Widen to 6 lanes from PIB to Medlock Bridge Road 

Ronald Reagan Parkway Build 4 lanes from Pleasant Hill Road to Beaver Ruin Road (Toll) 

Willow Trail Parkway Build 2 lanes from Hillcrest Road to Beaver Ruin Road 

Satellite Boulevard/Indian Train 
Road Connection 

Build 4 lanes from Satellite Boulevard to Indian Trail Road 

LOW PRIORITY   

SR 124 Widen to 4 lanes from SR 20 to E of Hamilton Mill Road 

Buford Highway SR 23 Widen to 4 lanes from Sugarloaf Parkway to SR 20 

Hillcrest Road/Tech Drive Widen to 4 lanes from Willow Trail Parkway to Singleton Road 

Ronald Reagan Parkway/Club 
Drive Conn 

Build 2 lanes from Beaver Ruin Road to Langford Road 

I-85 North CD Lane Add 1 CD lane (NB only) from I-985 to SR 20 

Collins Industrial Way/Hillcrest 
Green Drive Connection 

Build 2 lanes from Collins Industrial Way to Hillcrest Green Drive 
(Grade separation over SR 316) 

Satellite Boulevard Super-arterial 
Build 2 CD lanes, make Satellite Boulevard limited access from 
Pleasant Hill Road to SR 20 

CD = collector/distributor  
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Candidate transit improvements that were analyzed included: 

¶ New express bus routes between the Mall of Georgia and Perimeter Center 

areas, between Dacula and downtown Atlanta, and between the Mall of Georgia 

and Windward Parkway areas, 

¶ LRT from the MARTA Doraville Rail Station to Gwinnett Arena, 

¶ Extension of the MARTA HRT line from Doraville to Gwinnett Arena, 

¶ Commuter rail line along the CSX track through Gwinnett County, connecting 

downtown Atlanta with intermediate stations and terminating in Athens, and 

¶ Commuter rail line along the NS track through Gwinnett County, connecting 

downtown Atlanta with intermediate stations and terminating in Gainesville. 

Potential improvements were evaluated using the regional forecasting model, with two 

performance measures used for transit: (1) impact on the daily transit person trips in 

Gwinnett County and in the Atlanta region, and (2) total daily transit boardings. Each 

mode was tested at three different service frequency (headway) levels. The results 

strongly favored LRT and HRT over commuter rail and express bus service. The CTP 

also projected the percent of transit ridership traveling to/from Gwinnett County 

compared to within Gwinnett County. For all modes tested, the percent traveling to/from 

Gwinnett County was substantially greater than within the County. However, LRT 

showed a somewhat greater potential for ridership within Gwinnett County than the 

other modes, at 72 percent to/from the county and 28 percent within the county. This 

result is reasonable because the LRT is assumed to travel in areas with high 

employment density, while the other modes favor commute trips.  

In the recommendations section of the CTP, the expansion of road capacity and 

improved traffic operations top the list of priority projects. However, all identified transit 

and other multimodal improvements (e.g., bicycle/pedestrian, ITS, etc.) were included in 

the CTPôs Aspirations Plan. The Aspirations Plan network is shown on Figure 2-4. 

Transit improvements included commuter rail lines, extended express bus routes from 

Gwinnett County to MARTA rail stations and downtown Atlanta, BRT, and the 

expansion of local bus service. 
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Figure 2-4: Gwinnett CTP Aspirations Plan Network 
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2.3.4 Livable Centers Initiative and Other Studies  

Livable Centers Initiatives in the I-85 Study Corridor (2001ï2010) 

ARCôs Livable Centers Initiative (LCI) has awarded planning grants on a competitive 

basis since 2000 to local governments and nonprofit organizations to prepare plans for 

the enhancement of existing centers and corridors consistent with regional development 

policies. Within the I-85 Corridor, LCIs have been completed for the following areas: 

¶ City of Chamblee (2000 LCI, 2007 update), 

¶ Norcross Town Center (2001 LCI, 2003 design guidelines, 2010 parking study), 

¶ Downtown Duluth (2001 LCI and 2005 update), 

¶ Gwinnett County (2002) ï covered the Gwinnett Place and Sugarloaf Mills area, 

¶ Suwanee Town Center (2002 LCI, 2003 supplemental study, 2007 update, 2009 

update),  

¶ Buford Town Center (2004), 

¶ Downtown Lawrenceville (2005), 

¶ Jimmy Carter Boulevard (2007), 

¶ Indian Trail-Lilburn Corridor (2006), 

¶ City of Doraville (2006), 

¶ Norcross Activity Center (2008), and 

¶ GM Redevelopment Plan (2010). 

LCIs focus on connecting homes, shops and offices, enhancing streetscapes and 

sidewalks, emphasizing pedestrians, improving access to transit options, and expanding 

housing choices. The LCIs include suggested transportation, land use, revitalization, 

and pedestrian plans, as well as action plans.  

The LCI Transportation Program provides implementation funds for transportation 

projects identified in the planning studies. To date, transportation funds have been used 

in the I-85 Corridor to implement pedestrian, streetscape, and roadway improvements.  
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2.3.5 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan  

The Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan completed in 2008 was conducted by ARC. 

The plan addressed both rail and truck freight issues in the Atlanta region. The freight 

plan is relevant to this study because active CSX and NS rail lines run through the I-85 

Corridor well as I-85, Buford Highway, and I-285 carrying major truck volumes. 

As part of this effort, a survey was conducted to capture information from 

representatives of private sector freight interests including operators, carriers, shippers 

and logistics service providers within the Atlanta region that provides specific data on 

truck delivery and shipping patterns. The initial industry view was that several areas 

consistently impede freight flows. These issues are magnified during rush hour, but 

persist throughout the day. Specific bottlenecks identified by the drivers within our I-85 

Corridor include the following: 

¶ I-85 is a main north-south thoroughfare that many carriers use to get to points 

south and north of I-285. Many traffic issues occur during 6 A.M. and 9 A.M. and 

3 P.M. and 6 P.M., 

¶ I-85 merging onto I-285 eastbound conflicts arise with truck merging. The primary 

concern is the length of acceleration/decelerations lanes (less than ½ a mile), 

¶ Many freight facilities exist west of the I-85/I-285 interchange, primarily located in 

College Park and Fairburn,  

¶ I-285 presents problems due to narrow lanes, and slighted stripping. Merging 

issues occur at PIB, Pleasantdale Road, Lavista Road, I-75, and I-20 

interchanges, and 

¶ Buford Highway extends northeast from the center of Atlanta and parallels I-85. 

The segment from McGinnis Ferry Road to SR 141 struggles to support truck 

volume. 

Rail Market Segment 

Approximately 70 percent of the freight tonnage traveling via rail in the region 

represents through traffic. This segment of rail traffic consumes significant capacity on 

the regionôs rail system and represents some key markets for the private rail companies. 

Not only is the viability of the Class 1 rail service important for offering an alternative to 

trucked through movements, this traffic also requires no local truck trips for loading or 

off-loading. It is estimated that about 18 percent of the rail freight in the region 

transported via truck to/from a regional rail yard, reinforcing the need for efficient access 

to rail yards and seamless intermodal connections. The remaining rail freight comprises 
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goods being shipped by those directly served by the railroads. Intra-regional rail flows, 

which most likely serve customers, are projected to be the fastest growing component 

of rail freight in the region between 2005 and 2030. However, this will continue to 

comprise a relatively small share of the total rail freight volume. The inbound and 

outbound flows, which typically require a truck movement, are projected to grow the 

most in terms of absolute volume, followed closely by through traffic. 

Two of the studyôs main recommendations have implications for the I-85 Corridor. The 

first focused on at-grade rail crossings. At-grade rail crossings not only affect freight and 

passenger mobility on and off the rail, they also create safety risks for the traveling 

public and harm the public attitude toward freight. As rail tonnage is projected to grow 

by 37 percent and high-speed intermodal trains by much more, the delays and safety 

concerns associated with at-grade crossings will only increase. There are over 1,600 at-

grade rail crossings in the 20-county region, and there are 15 crossings in the 20-county 

area where the roadside vehicle volume exceeds 20,000 per day; the most significant 

locations for high traffic volumes and large numbers of crossing trains are in Gwinnett 

County. The other focused on the capacity of the rail system itself. The plan 

recommended that a long-term resolution is needed to handle the forecasted growth in 

freight by rail. 
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3.0 SOCIOECONOMIC OVERVIEW 

3.1 Demographic Profile 

This section provides a demographic profile of the I-85 Corridor based on the latest 

census data available. The profile considers population, households, age, education, 

occupation, income, and housing factors that have the potential to influence ridership. 

Census data for 2010 was available for some variables; however, the 2005ï2009 ACS 

was used for more detailed demographics if the 2010 Census data was not available or 

did not include the level of detail required for the I-85 Corridor.  

ARC is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Atlanta region. Its 

jurisdiction includes a 10-county regional commission, an 18-county MPO, and a 20-

county air quality ozone non-attainment area. It provides a multi-jurisdictional framework 

for developing regional policies including land use, transportation, resource, safety and 

environmental issues. For the purpose of the following analyses, the I-85 Corridor was 

compared to the 20-county region and/or the state of Georgia. In addition to the city of 

Atlanta, ARCôs 20-county region comprises the following counties. 

¶ Cherokee ¶ Clayton ¶ Cobb ¶ DeKalb 

¶ Fayette ¶ Fulton ¶ Gwinnett ¶ Henry  

¶ Rockdale ¶ Barrow ¶ Bartow ¶ Carroll 

¶ Coweta ¶ Forsyth ¶ Hall ¶ Newton 

¶ Paulding ¶ Spalding  ¶ Walton ¶ Douglas 

3.1.1 Population 

Population has grown significantly in the I-85 Corridor in the past decade. Table 3-1 

indicates that the population grew more significantly in the first half of the decade than 

the second half. Population increased by 12 percent or 51,245 persons between 2000 

and 2005 while population growth slowed in the second half of the decade. The 

population increased in the I-85 Corridor by 4.5 percent or 21,560 persons between 

2005 and 2010.  

Based on 2010 census estimates, the I-85 Corridor has a density of 3.75 per acre, 

which is double the 20-county region density of 1.27 per acre. Higher population 

densities are more supportive of higher capacity transit service such as BRT. 
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Table 3-1: Change in Population  

Year I-85 Corridor 
20-County 

Region 

2000 431,570 4,263,255 

2005 482,815 4,944,939 

2010 504,375 5,473,846 

% change between 2000 and 2005  12 16 

% change between 2005 and 2010 5 11 

Average Annual % Change 1.6 2.5 

Source: U.S. Census, 2000, 2010, 2005 estimates. 

3.1.2 Race and Ethnicity 

Table 3-2 lists the racial and ethnic diversity of the I-85 Corridor based on the 2010 

census. Based on the 2010 Census, slightly less than half of the residents within the 

I-85 Corridor are white; while almost one-fourth are Hispanic. The remaining third of the 

residents consist of 17 percent black, 12 percent Asian/Pacific, and 2 percent other 

minority populations. The I-85 Corridor is more racially and ethnically diverse than the 

20-county region in which is 50 percent of the population is white, 32 percent black, 5 

percent Asian, 11 percent Hispanic, and 2 percent other.  

Table 3-2: Race and Ethnicity 

Racial Diversity 
I-85 Corridor  

(%) 

20-County 
Region  

(%) 

White 45 50 

Black 17 32 

Asian/Pacific 12 5 

Hispanic 24 11 

Other* 2 2 

Total 100 100 

Source: U.S. Census 2010. 

*Races other than those listed. 

3.1.3 Household Characteristics 

Table 3-3 lists the household characteristics for the I-85 Corridor. Household size is an 

important factor in determining travel patterns and travel mode; the larger the household 

size the higher the number of daily trips made. There are almost 300,000 households in 

the I-85 Corridor. The largest number of households consists of family households with 

41 percent. The next largest types of households are single person (15 percent), 

married households with children (16 percent), and married households with no children 
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(14 percent). The average household size for the I-85 Corridor is 2.89, which is slightly 

higher than the 20-county region average of 2.84. 

Table 3-3: Household Characteristics  

Household Type 
Number of 
Households 

Percent 
of Total 

Total Single Person Households 43,541 15 

Total Family Households 119,666 41 

 Married Household with Children 47,373 16 

 Married Household with No Children 40,702 14 

 Single Parent Household with Children 18,447 6 

 Other Family Households 13,144 4 

Nonfamily, Two or More Person Households 11,543 4 

Total Households 174,750 100 

Source: U.S. Census, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

3.1.4 Age 

Table 3-4: Age Distribution lists the distribution of the population by age groups. 

Twenty-nine percent of the population is below the age of 18. Half of the population is 

between the ages of 18 and 49, while 20 percent of the population is over 50. According 

to the ARC On-Board Transit Survey conducted in 2009, 85.5 percent of transit 

passengers are between the ages of 18 and 54. The age group of 51 percent of the 

population within the I-85 Corridor ranges from 18ï49, which makes it more amenable 

to riding transit. However, as the population ages toward retirement, many may lose the 

capacity to drive and will have limited alternatives for getting around. This trend creates 

the need to focus on accessibility and the special travel needs of the elderly, particularly 

to medical facilities, grocery stores and other shopping facilities.  

Table 3-4: Age Distribution 

Age Group 
Number of 
Persons 

Percent of 
Total 

Under 5 48,949 10 

5 to 17 97,685 19 

18 to 21 23,551 5 

22 to 29 62,418 12 

30 to 39 89,300 18 

40 to 49 81,244 16 

50 to 64 69,823 14 

65 and Up 31,405 6 

All Age Groups 504,375 100 

Source: U.S. Census, 2005ï2009 ACS. 
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3.1.5 Education 

Almost 80 percent of the population over 25 years old has a high school diploma or 

additional education (Table 3-5). Thirty-six percent of the population over 25 has a 

college degree or an advance degree, while 16 percent of the population does not have 

a high school diploma. The I-85 Corridor distribution of population by educational 

attainment is very similar to the 20-county region distribution.  

Table 3-5: Education 

Educational Attainment Total 
Percent of 

Total 

Up to 9th Grade 33,154 11 

Between 10th 12th Grade, No Degree 14,615 5 

High School Diploma 69,362 22 

Some College 57,083 18 

Associate's Degree 23,404 7 

Bachelor's Degree 79,489 25 

Master's Degree 26,579 8 

Professional Degree 6,768 2 

Doctorate 3,877 1 

Total Population >25 Years Old* 314,331 100 

Source: U.S. Census, 2005-2009 ACS. 

*The population >25 years old represents approximately 62% of the population. 

3.1.6 Occupation 

The majority of I-85 Corridor residents are employed in the Service Producing 

professions (Table 3-6). Twenty-six percent of the residents are in sales and office 

occupations, 17 percent are in management, business, and financial occupations, and 

19 percent are in professional and related occupations. Almost one-fifth, 18 percent of 

the residents, are employed in the Goods Producing profession with 13 percent of these 

residents employed in the construction industry, while the remaining 5 percent are 

employed in the manufacturing industry. 

Those employed in Service Producing professions may see transit as a viable 

alternative for commuting provided transit travel times are competitive with automobile 

travel times. 
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Table 3-6: Occupation 

Industry Total 
Percent 
of Total 

Goods Producing 47,099 18 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 373 0 

Construction 34,490 13 

Manufacturing 12,236 5 

Service Producing 208,378 81 

Sales and office occupations: 67,860 26 

Transportation and warehousing & utilities 12,410 5 

Management, business, and financial occupations: 44,692 17 

Professional and related occupations: 49,546 19 

Healthcare support occupations 2,946 1 

Food preparation and serving related occupations 12,547 5 

Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 
occupations 10,824 4 

Personal care and service occupations 7,553 3 

Government 2,514 1 

Public Administration 2,514 1 

Total Employed Civilian Population* 257,991 100 

Source: U.S. Census, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

*Occupation of employed civilian 16 years and older. 

3.1.7 Income 

The median household income for the I-85 Corridor is $63,400 based on the 2005ï2009 

ACS data. This figure is 10 percent lower than the regional average of $70,057. Income 

is a major influence on transit behavior. According to the 2010 Regional Transit On-

Board Survey, more than one-third (36 percent) of the transit riders had an annual 

household income less than $20,000. Federal guidelines define households in poverty 

as families with four family members and an annual income less than $22,350. The 

results of the transit survey also show that the 45 percent of the current transit 

passengers reported a household income between $20,000 and $60,000. Nineteen 

percent of the transit passengers reported an income greater than $60,000. These 

transit passengers would be classified as ñchoiceò riders, riders who have the financial 

means to find an alternate mode such as the automobile to make their trip.  

Figure 3-1 graphically displays the household median income by census block group. 

Most of the census block groups with lower incomes are concentrated along the I-85 

and Buford Highway corridors in the western portion of the I-85 Corridor. 
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Figure 3-1: Median Household Income 
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3.1.8 Housing 

Table 3-7 shows that the I-85 Corridor has approximately 194,000 housing units with 55 

percent owner occupied, 35 percent renter occupied, and 10 percent vacant (Figure 

3-2). The high rate of owner-occupied housing indicates a relatively stationary 

population. Most of the larger concentrations of owner-occupied housing is distributed 

between SR 120 and the eastern boundary and the areas bordering the I-85 Corridor 

boundaries such as Berkeley Lake, Lilburn, and unincorporated DeKalb County. Most of 

the renter-occupied housing is distributed along the I-85, Buford Highway, and PIB 

corridors. Since most of the housing units were built after 1970, there is limited potential 

for properties being designated as historic in the I-85 Corridor. 

Table 3-7: Age of Housing 

Year Built 
Age as of 

2011 
Number of 

Units 
Percent of 

Total 

2000 to 2010 0ï11 37,937 20 

1990 to 1999 12ï21 56,830 29 

1980 to 1989 22ï31 53,929 28 

1970 to 1979 32ï41 25,096 13 

1960 to 1969 42ï51 13,109 7 

1950 to 1959 52ï71 4,922 3 

1940 to 1949 62ï71 1,189 1 

1939 or Earlier 72+ 1,319 1 

Total Housing Units  194,331 100 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

 

Figure 3-2: Housing Units by Tenure, Study Area 2010 

 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 
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3.2 Environmental Justice Populations 

U.S. Executive Order 12898 defines Environmental Justice (EJ) as the fair treatment 

and meaningful involvement of all peopleðregardless of race, ethnicity, income or 

education levelðin transportation decision making. EJ programs promote the protection 

of human health and the environment, empowerment via public participation, and the 

dissemination of relevant information to inform and educate affected communities. The 

2010 Census data was used to provide detailed information about the diverse 

populations within the I-85 Corridor. The purpose of this effort is to identify EJ 

populations within the I-85 Corridor. This will assist with the examination of potential 

transit improvements in the I-85 Corridor to ensure that they do not have 

disproportionate adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations within the 

I-85 Corridor. On the other hand, these are population groups that may also benefit from 

the implementation of new transit service. 

The U.S. Census data contains a variety of demographic characteristics that provide a 

broad brush picture of the region. Identifying these characteristics and understanding 

their impact on travel patterns within a specific project area is crucial.  

3.2.1 Minority Populations 

Minority persons are defined as those people belonging to the following groups: 

¶ Hispanic or Latino, 

¶ American Indian or Alaskan Native alone (not Hispanic or Latino), 

¶ Asian alone (not Hispanic or Latino), 

¶ Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone (not Hispanic or Latino), 

¶ Black or African American alone (not Hispanic or Latino), 

¶ Some other race alone, or 

¶ Two or more races. 

All of the groups are defined by race except for Hispanic or Latino. Hispanic or Latino is 

defined as an ethnicity by the Office of Management and Budget as well as the Census. 

People of this minority group can belong to any racial group but are still considered 

minorities with respect to EJ. 

Table 3-8 lists the percent minority for the I-85 Corridor, the 20-county region, and the 

state of Georgia. The I-85 Corridor has a minority population of 56 percent, which is 
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9 percent higher than the percentage for the 20-county region, and 14 percent higher 

than the state of Georgia. These estimates vary slightly from previous numbers because 

the source is the 2005ï2009 ACS. Figure 3-3 displays the areas of the I-85 Corridor 

where the percent minority exceeds the regional average by census block group. The 

areas where minority populations are concentrated are primarily west of SR 120 

between PIB and Lawrenceville Highway. 

Table 3-8: Minority Population Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

State of 
Georgia 

Total Population 504,375 5,231,282 9,497,667 

Minority Population 282,467 2,434,292 3,953,788 

Percent Minority 56 47 42 

Source: U.S. Census, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

The percent black population in the I-85 Corridor is less than the regional average as 

shown in Table 3-9. Figure 3-4 shows the census block groups that have higher than 

the regional percentage of black populations. Most of the areas where the black 

population exceeds the regional average are dispersed in pockets south of I-85. There 

is also a concentration in the Peachtree Corners area and the area between Buford 

Highway and Shallowford Road along I-285. 

Table 3-9: Black Population Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

Total Population 504,375 5,231,282 

Black Population 94,116 1,664,358 

Percent Black 19 32 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

The percent Asian population in the I-85 Corridor is 10 percent more than the regional 

average as shown in Table 3-10. Figure 3-5 shows that the majority of the census 

block groups in the I-85 Corridor for Asian population exceed the regional average, 

which is not unexpected since the regional average is very small at 3 percent. 
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Figure 3-3: Minority Populations 
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Figure 3-4: Black Populations 
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Figure 3-5: Asian Populations 

 

 



I-85 Corridor AA Study Socioeconomic Overview 

42 

Table 3-10: Asian Population Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

Total Population 504,375 5,231,282 

Asian Population 65,578 139,951 

Percent Asian 13 3 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

The percent Hispanic population in the I-85 Corridor is 20 percent more than the 

regional average as shown in Table 3-11. Figure 3-6 shows that the majority of the 

census block groups in the I-85 Corridor for Hispanic population exceed the regional 

average, which is not unexpected since the regional average is very small at 6 percent. 

Table 3-11: Hispanic Population Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

Total Population 504,375 5,231,282 

Hispanic Population 132,996 295,626 

Percent Hispanic 26 6 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

3.2.2 Low-Income Populations 

Like minority populations, low-income populations are protected from discrimination in 

the alternative selection process by EJ procedures. Low-income persons are defined as 

those whose median household income is at or below the U.S. Department of Health 

and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines in Census 2005ï2009 ACS data. Table 

3-12 shows that percent of low-income households in the I-85 Corridor is 11 percent. 

This is similar to the pattern found in the 20-county region, while the percent low income 

is 14 percent statewide. As previously mentioned, income is an important variable when 

estimating transit ridership. Low-income households frequently do not have a vehicle 

available for daily travel and rely upon transit as their primary mode of travel.  
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Figure 3-6: Hispanic Population 
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Table 3-12: Low-Income Household Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

State of 
Georgia 

Total Households 174,750 1,835,812 3,417,298 

Low-Income Households 20,095 191,065 484,132 

Percent Low Income Households 11 10 14 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

Figure 3-7 shows the distribution of the low-income households by census block group. 

The majority of the low-income households are located to the east of SR 120. The 

largest concentrations by census block group (31 to 50 percent) are located adjacent to 

the I-85 and I-285 interchange, along I-85 by Beaver Ruin Road, in Lilburn and along 

Rockbridge Road. The next largest concentrations (21 to 30 percent) are located along 

Buford Highway with smaller pockets around Jimmy Carter Boulevard. Figure 3-8 

shows the percent of census block groups that exceed the 10 percent regional 

threshold. 

3.2.3 Linguistically Isolated Households 

The need for accommodation of people who are unable to communicate in English was 

supported by legislation, or more accurately, interpretation of legislation, specifically the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Bilingual Education Act, and the Voting Rights Act. The 

legislation grew out of recognition that an individualôs inability to communicate in the 

common language can hamper access to employment, transportation, medical and 

social services, voting, and childrenôs participation in schooling. The December 14, 

2005, guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of the Secretary of 

Transportation asks that an analysis be done of those who do not speak English well 

and do not speak English at all for those who speak Spanish, other Indo-European, 

Asian and Pacific Island, and Other languages. 

ñLinguistic isolationò is dependent on the English-speaking ability of all adults in a 

household. A household is linguistically isolated if all adults speak a language other 

than English, and none speaks English ñvery well.ò Adult is defined as age 14 or older, 

which identifies household members of high school age and older. Thirteen percent of 

the households in the I-85 Corridor are classified as Linguistically Isolated (Table 3-13). 

This is almost 10 percent more than the Atlanta regional average. This is an important 

consideration when designing potential transit services and public outreach activities. 

Figure 3-9 shows that the largest concentrations of linguistically isolated households 

are located in the western portion of the I-85 Corridor along the I-85 and Buford 

Highway corridors. 
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Figure 3-7: Distribution of Low Income Households 
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Figure 3-8: Low Income Households 
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Figure 3-9: Linguistically Isolated Households  
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Table 3-13: Linguistically Isolated Households 

Language Ability (English) I-85 Corridor 
20-County 

Region 
State of 
Georgia 

Total Households 174,750 1,835,812 3,417,298 

Linguistically Isolated Households 22,106 81,301 107,667 

Percent 13 4 3 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

3.3 Traditionally Transit Dependent Populations 

In addition to EJ populations, this section also identifies areas of concentrations of 

traditionally transit-dependent populations. These are defined as those who do not have 

access to a vehicle at their household or are unable to drive due to age or disability. 

One of the benefits of improved transit in the I-85 Corridor would be the resulting ability 

to better and more equitably serve the populations for whom transit is the only 

transportation option. This section discusses this population within the I-85 Corridor. 

3.3.1 Zero-Vehicle Households 

Vehicle ownership is an important factor in determining how a trip is made for work or 

shopping purposes. When implementing new transit service, the service should be 

designed to meet the needs of potential transit captive households. According to the 

2010 Atlanta Regional On-Board Transit Survey, 41 percent of the current transit 

passengers do not have a vehicle available to make their daily trip. This shows that 

transit service improvements could provide increased mobility to these households. 

Table 3-14 lists the households with zero vehicles by residents who own their homes 

versus those who rent. (The Census measures the number of vehicles available per 

housing unit; for the purpose of this analysis, the housing unit is called households.) 

Within the I-85 Corridor, 4 percent of the households are without a vehicle, which is 

lower than the 20-county regional and state average. Within the I-85 Corridor, the 

majority of households without a vehicle rent their residence. This trend is consistent 

with the patterns in the rest of the region and state.  

Figure 3-10 shows that the largest concentration of households without vehicles by 

census block group are concentrated in the Chamblee and Norcross areas.  
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Figure 3-10: Zero-Vehicle Households 

 

 



I-85 Corridor AA Study Socioeconomic Overview 

50 

Table 3-14: Zero-Vehicle Households 

Households 
I-85 Corridor 20-County Region State of Georgia 

Total Owner Renter Total Owner Renter Total Owner Renter 

Total 
Households 174,750 107,031 67,719 1,835,812 1,255,798 580,014 3,417,298 2,307,248 1,110,050 

Households with 
No Vehicle 7,430 1,295 6,135 109,999 22,811 87,188 229,113 58,330 170,783 

Percent 4 1 9 6 2 15 7 3 15 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

3.3.2 Elderly and Disabled Households 

Elderly and disabled populations are not protected by EJ requirements; however, they 

are potential transit markets, and the implementation of transit service could improve 

their mobility and accessibility needs and patterns. Based on the 2010 Census, 6 

percent of the I-85 Corridor population is over 65 as shown in Table 3-15. This is 

slightly less than the regional average of 8 percent and the state average of 10 percent. 

This indicates that the population in the I-85 Corridor is younger than the average for 

Georgia. However, as shown previously in Table 3-4, 30 percent of the population 

within the I-85 Corridor is over the age of 40. Currently only a very small percent (2 

percent) of the regional transit trips are made by persons over 65, but 24 percent of the 

transit trips are made by persons between the ages of 45 and 64. As the population 

ages, there will be increased demand to provide transit service for these populations 

that cannot or do not want to drive. Figure 3-11 shows that the elderly populations are 

distributed throughout the I-85 Corridor. The largest concentration of elderly populations 

is located on the periphery of the I-85 Corridor. 

Table 3-15: Elderly Population Comparisons 

  
I-85 Corridor 

20-County 
Region 

State of 
Georgia 

Total Population 504,375 5,231,282 9,497,667 

Population over 65 31,405 423,508 947,276 

Percent 6 8 10 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, 2005ï2009 ACS. 

Table 3-16 lists the percent of disabled populations. These values are from the 2000 

Census because 2010 estimates are not yet available. Although the numbers are dated, 

they do give a good indication of the potential transit needs for disabled populations. In 

2000, 15 percent of the I-85 Corridor population over the age of 5 had a disability, which 

is slightly lower than the regional and state average. 

.
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Figure 3-11: Elderly Households  

 

 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































