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2011 Urban Mobility Report
For the complete report and congestion data on your cily, see: http.//mobility.tamu.edu/ums.

Congestion is a significant problem in America’s 439 urban areas. And, although readers and
policy makers may have been distracted by the economy-based congestion reductions in the
last few years, the 2010 data indicate the problern will not go away by itself — action is needed.

o First, the problem is very large. In 2010, congestion caused urban Americans to travel 4.8
billion hours more and to purchase an extra 1.9 billion gallons of fuel for a congestion cost of
$101 billion. (see Exhibit 1)

e Second, 2008 was the best year for congestion in recent times (see Exhibit 2); congestion
was worse in 2009 and 2010.

e Third, there is only a short-term cause for celebration. Prior to the economy slowing, just 4
years ago, congestion levels were much higher than a decade ago; these conditions will
return with a strengthening economy.

There are many ways to address congestion problems; the data show that these are not being
pursued aggressively enough. The most effective strategy is one where agency actions are
complemented by efforts of businesses, manufacturers, commuters and travelers. There is no
rigid prescription for the “best way'—each region must identify the projects, programs and
policies that achieve goals, solve problems and capitalize on opportunities.

Exhibit 1. Major Findings of the 2011 Urban Mobility Report (439 U.S. Urban Areas)
(Note: See page 2 for description of changes since the 2010 Report)

Measures of... 1982 2000 2005 2009 2010
... Individual Congestion
Yearly delay per auto commuter (hours) 14 35 39 34 34
Travel Time Index 1.09 1.21 1.25 1.20 1.20
Commuter Stress Index - - - 1.29 1.30
“Wasted" fuel per auto commuter (galions) 6 14 17 14 14
Congestion cost per auto commuter (2010 dollars) $301 $701 $814 $723 $713
... The Nation’s Congestion Problem
Travel! delay (billion hours) 1.0 4.0 52 4.8 4.8
“Wasted” fuel (billion gallons) 04 1.6 2.2 1.9 1.9
Truck congestion cost (billions of 2010 dollars) - - - $24 $23
Congestion cost (billions of 2010 dollars) $21 $79 $108 $101 $101
... The Effect of Some Solutions
Yearly travel delay saved by:
Operational treatments (million hours) 8 190 312 321 327
Public transportation (million hours) 381 720 802 783 796
Fuel saved by:
Operational treatments (million gallons) 1 79 126 128 131
Public transportation (miliion gallons) 139 294 326 313 303
Yearly congestion costs saved by:
Operational treatments (billions of 2010$) $0.2 $3.1 $6.5 $6.7 $6.9
Public transportation (billions of 2010$) $6.9 $12.0 $16.9 $16.5 $16.8

Yearly delay per auto commuter — The extra time spent traveling at congested speeds rather than free-flow

speeds by private vehicle drivers and passengers who typically travel in the peak periods.
* Travel Time Index (TT1) — The ratio of travel time in the peak period to travel time at free-flow conditions. A

Travel Time Index of 1.30 indicates a 20-minute free-flow trip takes 26 minutes in the peak period.

Commuter Stress Index — The ratio of travel time for the peak direction to travel time at free-flow conditions. A
TT! calculation for only the most congested direction in bath peak periods.

Wasted fuel — Extra fuel consumed during congested travel.

Congestion cost — The yearly value of delay time and wasted fuel.

TTIs 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data 1
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The Congestion Trends
(And the New Data Providing a More Accurate View)

The 2011 Urban Mobility Report is the 2™ prepared in partnership with INRIX, a leading private
sector provider of travel time informatioty for travelers and shippers. This means the 2011 Urban
Mobility Report has millions of data points resulting in an average speed on almost every mile of
major road in urban America for almost every hour of the day. For the congestion analyst, this is
an awesome amount of information. For the policy analyst and transportation planner, these
congestion problems can be described in detail and solutions can be targeted with much greater
specificity and accuracy.

The INRIX speed data is combined with traffic volume data from the states to provide a much
better and more detailed picture of the problems facing urban travelers. This one-of-its-kind
data combination gives the Urban Mobility Report an unrivaled picture of urban traffic
congestion.

INRIX (7) anonymously collects traffic speed data from personal trips, commercial delivery
vehicle fleets and a range of other agencies and companies and compiles them into an average
speed profile for most major roads. The data show conditions for every day of the year and
include the effect of weather problems, traffic crashes, special events, holidays, work zones and
the other congestion causing (and reducing) elements of today's traffic problems. TT] combined
these speeds with detailed traffic volume data (2) to present an estimate of the scale, scope and
patterns of the congestion problem in urban America.

The new data and analysis changes the way the mobility information can be presented and how

the problems are evaluated. Key aspects of the 2011 report are summarized below.

s Hour-by-hour speeds collected from a variety of sources on every day of the year on most
major roads are used in the 101 detailed study areas and the 338 other urban areas. For
more information about INRIX, go to www.inrix.com.

o The data for all 24 hours makes it possible to track congestlon problems for the midday,
overnight and weekend time periods.

= Truck freight congestion is explored in more detail thanks to research funding from the
National Center for Freight and Infrastructure Research and Education (CFIRE) at the
University of Wisconsin (http://www.wistrans.org/cfire/).

* A new wasted fuel estimation process was developed to use the more detailed speed data.
The procedure is based on the Environmental Protection Agency's new modeling
procedure-Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES). While this model does not capture
the second-to-second variations in fuel consumption due to stop-and-go driving, it, along
with the INRIX hourly speed data, provides a better estimate than previous procedures
based on average daily traffic speeds.

» One new congestion measure is debuted in the 2011 Urban Mobility Report. Total travel
time is the sum of delay time and free-flow travel time. It estimates the amount of time spent
on the road. More information on total travel time can be found at:
hitp://mobility.tamu.edu/resources/

80

TTI's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data 2




81

“SUIn/npa nwey AJIqou//-dny pue 6 0} | Sojqe] ©8S UOjBWIoL] uopsabuoo aloul 104 ;810N

894 69 £0¢ LEL 961 12¢ 5°00L 61 28’y yye 02t o0l02
gal JARS) ELE 8zl €81 L2e 600} 26°L 08'v 0ve 02’V 6002
69} g9 9ce 9zl 208 A% 0°L6 88°} 29y L'Ee 0c’L 8002
681 9/ [A2% csi 688 €9¢€ oLl 0ce 6L°G ¥'8E ¥Z'L 002
£l 2. ¥8E 0s} Sv8 65E 00} 8L'c §g2's L'6€ ¥2'L 9002
66l £'9 oge getl 608 Gee L'801} al'e 2e's L'6¢ GZ'L 5002
gl G'g Lee yXA" 86/ 66¢ £'001 90'¢ 96'v L'6E ¥Z'L  $00C
g€l 8'Y Lig Sii yAYA 9.2 ¥'e6 £6°1 99y 6°9¢ €2'L €002
¢eEl [ 145% L0l 8G. 6€¢C 2'/8 28’} 6Et 6'9¢€ €2}t 200¢
621 L'E L0¢g 68 6v. Giz 9'Z8 Ll 91’y 6'SE 2z’ 1002
ozl L'E ¥6¢ 6L 0¢2. 06} 26L £9'} 16°¢ 8've b2l 0002
L 8¢ 682 65 £89 gLl B8'€l GGl 0g8'e ave L2l 6661
0}t e 19¢ Z§ 79 0S5} 6'89 'l ¥5°€ 8'EE 0Z'L 8661
gol (A4 6¥¢ 514 109 cel 149 PAS" oPe 8'Ee 6L} L6611
£0L 6') L¥e 0¥ 685 9Ll 8'¢€9 og'l (44> 12¢ 6L 9661
6'6 Ll 2¢€2 Ge 89S Lol L'6S Lz’ 20°¢ L'LE gL'l G661
¥'6 i AN 0gE 87454 98 ¥'a8 4 28'c 9'0¢ L'V ¥661
0’6 [ 802 12 028 Ll L'es 2071 bLe 9'6¢ Ll €66}
L'6 b L2 ¥e 128 69 §'08 20} 182 g'ge 91’1 266l
£'6 0l 9i¢ (¥4 9eg 19 (A% 96°0 e g'ge 9l'L |66l
6 60 9le 0Z [4%] . _BS ¥'9p £6°0 GE'e g'8e 91’1 066}
&6 80 1424 At 4% LS ey © B0 [4A4 Y12 91t 6861
8'8 L0 161 14 8085 44 1'6¢ 640 £0¢ g£'6c 71l 8861
2. 90 1ol Ll 9y A% 9yt 890 9Lt 2’ee el /861
0L 70 954 8 12017 sz AR 090 8G1 Lz ZL'L 986l
9/ £0 091 9 12¥ 6l 08¢ LG0 BE'l 0’6t L G861
£/ £0 4 S £0¥ 14 £v2 0 Bl 691 oLt 861
(2 20 Zri £ 68E ) £2ee o0 60} L'GL 60°L €861
69 Z20 6E1 } 18€ 8 9'0¢ 9g0 66°0 'yl 60°1 286l
dsuel} saleT] dsuei] saueT dsuel] saue’] {uonpg™ (suojeB (sinoy (sinoy) Xapu] Jesj
anand AOH %3 ollgnd AOH % alignd AOH % $01L02)  uoljjiq) uoljjiq) JeInwiwo)  Bwij
sjuawijeal] sjuawilealj sjusawuyeal] }1s09 paisepy Aejeq Jed Aejaq  j8Aely
jeuopesadQ jeuopesadp |euonelsdQ {ejot fend 1ejol

{010z 30 suoijiq)
paAeg siejjoQq

(suojjeb uoljjiw)
pdARg suojjen

(sanoy uoyw)
poAEg Sinoy

010Z 0} 2861 ‘sainsealy uonsabuog [euoneN 'z HAIyx3

TTI's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data




82

TTI's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data




One Page of Congestion Problems

In many regions, traffic jams can occur at any daylight hour, many nighttime hours and on
weekends. The problems that travelers and shippers face include extra travel time, unreliable
travel time and a system that is vulnerable to a variety of irregular congestion-producing
occurrences. All of these are a much greater problem now than in 1982. Some key descriptions
are listed below. See data for your city at mobility.tamu.edu/ums/congestion_data.

Congestion costs are increasing. The congestion “invoice” for the cost of extra time and fuel
in 439 urban areas was (all values in constant 2010 dollars):

s In 2010 — $101 billion

o In2000— $79 billion

o [n 1982 — $21 billion

Congestion wastes a massive amount of time, fuel and money. In 2010:

o 1.9 billion gallons of wasted fuel (equivalent to about 2 months of flow in the Alaska
Pipeline).

= 4.8 billion hours of extra time {equivalent to the time Americans spend relaxing and thinking
in 10 weeks).

o §$101 billion of delay and fuel cost (the negative effect of uncertain or longer delivery times,
missed meetings, business relocations and other congestion-related effects are not
included).

= $23 billion of the delay cost was the effect of congestion on truck operations; this does not
include any value for the goods being transported in the trucks.

o The costto the average commuter was $713 in 2010 compared to an inflation-adjusted
$301 in 1982.

Congestion affects people who make trips during the peak period.

o Yearly peak period delay for the average commuter was 34 hours in 2010, up from 14 hours
in 1982.

e Those commuters wasted 14 gallons of fuel in the peak periods in 2010 a week’s worth of
fuel for the average U.S. driver — up from 6 gallons in 1982.

o Congestion effects were even larger in areas with over one million persons — 44 hours and
20 gallons in 2010.

o “Rush hour” — possibly the most misnamed penod ever — lasted 6 hours in the largest areas
in 2010.

o Fridays are the worst days to travel. The combination of work, school, leisure and other trips
mean that urban residents earn their weekend after suffering 200 million more delay hours
than Monday.

e B0 million Americans suffered more than 30 hours of delay in 2010.

Congestion is also a problem at other hours.

= Approximately 40 percent of total delay occurs in the midday and overnight (outside of the
peak hours of 6 to 10 a.m. and 3 to 7 p.m.) times of day when travelers and shippers expect
free-flow travel. Many manufacturing processes depend on a free-flow trip for efficient
production; it is difficult to achieve the most desirable outcome with a network that may be
congested at any time of day. ,
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More Detail About Congestion Problems

Congestion, by every measure, has increased substantially over the 29 years covered in this
report. The recent decline in congestion brought on by the economic recession has been
reversed in most urban regions. This is consistent with the pattern seen in some metropolitan
regions in the 1980s and 1990s; economic recessions cause fewer goods to be purchased, job
losses mean fewer people on the road in rush hours and tight family budgets mean different -
travel decisions are made. As the economy recovers, so does traffic congestion. In previous

regional recessions, once employment began a sustained, significant growth period, congestion '

increased as well.

The total congestion problem in 2010 was approximately near the levels recorded in 2004;
growth in the number of commuters means that the delay per commuter is less in 2010. This
“reset” in the congestion trend, and the low prices for construction, should be used as a time to
promote congestion reduction programs, policies and projects.

Congestion is worse in areas of every size — it is not just a big city problem. The growing
delays also hit residents of smaller cities (Exhibit 3). Regions of all sizes have problems
implementing enough projects, programs and policies to meet the demand of growing
population and jobs. Major projects, programs and funding efforts take 10 fo 15 years to
develop.

Exhibit 3. Congestion Growth Trend

Hours of Delay
per Commuter

70
60
m 1982 = 2000 = 2005 22009 82010
50
40
30
20
10
O p
Small Medium Large Very Large
Population Area Size
Small = less than 500,000 Large = 1 million to 3 million
Medium = 500,000 to 1 million Very Large = more than 3 million

Think of what else could be done with the 34 hours of extra time suffered by the average
urban auto commuter in 2010:

o 4 vacation days ,

o The time the average American spends eating and drinking in a month.

And the 4.8 billion hours of delay is the equivalent of more than 1,400 days of Americans
playing Angry Birds — this is a lot of time.

TTI's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data 7 6




Congestion builds through the week from Monday to Friday. The two weekend days have
less delay than any weekday (Exhibit 4). Congestion is worse in the evening but it can be a
problem all day (Exhibit 5). Midday hours comprise a significant share of the congestion
problem (approximately 30% of total delay).

_Exhibit 4. Percent of Delay for Each Day  Exhibit 5. Percent of Delay by Time of Day

Percent of Percent of
Weekly Delay Daily Delay

Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun 1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 '23
Day of Week Hour of Day

Freeways have more delay than streets, but not as much as you might think (Exhibit 6).

Exhibit 6. Percent of Delay for Road Types
Off-Peak

Streets
19% = Peak
> Freeways
42%
Peak Streets
21%
Off-Peak
Freeways
18%

The “surprising” congestion levels have logical explanations in some regions.

The urban area congestion level rankings shown in Tables 1 through 9 may surprise some
readers. The areas listed below are examples of the reasons for higher than expected
congestion levels.

o Work zones— Baton Rouge. Construction, even when it occurs in the off-peak, can
increase traffic congestion.

o Smaller urban areas with a major interstate highway — Austin, Bridgeport, Salem. High
volume highways running through smaller urban areas generate more traffic congestion
than the local economy causes by itself.

s Tourism — Orlando, Las Vegas. The traffic congestion measures in these areas are divided

by the local population numbers causing the per-commuter values to be higher than normal.

o Geographic constraints — Honolulu, Pittsburgh, Seattle. Water features, hills and other
geographic elements cause more traffic congestion than regions with several altemative
routes.
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Travelers and shippers must plan around congestion more often.

e In all 439 urban areas, the worst congestion levels affected only 1in 9 trips in 1882, but
almost 1 in 4 trips in 2010 (Exhibit 7).

o The most congested sections of road account for 78% of peak period delays, with only 21%
of the travel (Exhibit 7).

e Delay has grown about five times larger overall since 1982.

Exhibit 7. Peak Period Congestion and Congested Travel in 2010

Vehicle travel in Travel delay in
congestion ranges congestion ranges
Extreme Uncongested Uncongested Light

0% 3%

[+
13% ~21% Moderate

9%

Severe
8% —_Heavy
10%
Heavy..
9% Extreme
64% Severe
14%

Moderate
18%

While trucks only account for about 6 percent of the miles traveled in urban areas, they are
almost 26 percent of the urban “congestion invoice.” In addition, the cost in Exhibit 8 only
includes the cost to operate the truck in heavy traffic; the extra cost of the commodities is not
included.

Exhibit 8. 2010 Congestion Cost for Urban Passenger and Freight Vehicles

Travel by Vehicle Type Congestion Cost by Vehicle Type

Truck
26%

Passenger
Vehicle
74%

Passenge
Vehicle
94%
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The Future of Congestion

As Yogi Berra said, "l don't like to make predictions, especially about the future...” But with a
few clearly stated assumptions, this report provides some estimates of the near-future
congestion problem. Basically, these assumptions relate to the growth in travel and the amount
of effort being made to accommodate that growth, as well as address the current congestion
problem. In summary, the outlook is not sunshine and kittens.

¢ Population and employment growth—two primary factors in rush hour travel demand—are
projected to grow slightly slower from 2010 to 2020 than in the previous ten years.

o The combined role of the government and private sector will yield approximately the same
rate of transportation system expansion (both roadway and public transportation). (The
analysis assumed that policies and funding levels will remain about the same).

o The growth in usage of any of the alternatives (biking, walking, work or shop at home) will
continue at the same rate.

o Decisions as to the priorities and level of effortin solving transportation problems will
continue as in the recent past.

= The period before the economic recession was used as the indicator of the effect of growth.
The years from 2000 to 2006 had generally steady economic growth in most U.S. urban
regions; these years are assumed to be a good indicator of the future level of investment in
solutions and the resulting increase in congestion.

If this “status guo” benchmark is applied o the next five to ten years, a rough estimate of future
congestion can be developed. The congestion estimate for any single region will be affected by
the funding, project selections and operational strategies; the simplified estimation procedure
used in this report will not capture these variations. Combining all the regions into one value for
each population group, however, may result in a balance between estimates that are too high
and those that are too low.

= The national congestion cost will grow from $101 billion to $133 billion in 2015 and $175
‘billion in 2020 (in 2010 dollars). .

= Delay will grow to 6.1 billion hours in 2015 and 7.7 billion hours in 2020.

= The average commuter will see their cost grow to $937 in 2015 and $1,232 in 2020 (in 2010
dollars). They will waste 37 hours and 16 gallons in 2015 and 41 hours and 19 gallons in
2020.

e Wasted fuel will increase to 2.5 billion gallons in 2015 and 3.2 billion gallons in 2020.

e If the price of gasoline grows to $5 per gallon, the congestion-related fuel cost would grow to
$13 billion in 2015 and $16 billion in 2020.

TTV's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data 9




Freight Congestion and Commodity Value

Trucks carry goods to suppliers, manufacturers and markets. They travel long and short
distances in peak periods, middle of the day and overnight. Many of the trips conflict with
commute trips, but many are also to warehouses, ports, industrial plants and other locations that
are not on traditional suburb to office routes. Trucks are a key element in the just-in-time (or
lean) manufacturing process; these business models use efficient delivery timing of components
to reduce the amount of inventory warehouse space. As a consequence, however, trucks
become a mobile warehouse and if their arrival times are missed, production lines can be
stopped, at a cost of many times the value of the truck delay times.

Congestion, then, affects truck productivity and delivery times and can also be caused by high
volumes of trucks, just as with high car volumes. One difference between car and truck
congestion costs is important; a significant share of the $23 billion in truck congestion costs in
2010 was passed on to consumers in the form of higher prices. The congestion effects extend
far beyond the region where the congestion occurs.

The 2010 Urban Mobility Report, with funding from the National Center for Freight and
Infrastructure Research and Education (CFIRE) at the University of Wisconsin and data from
USDOT's Freight Analysis Framework (6), developed an estimate of the value of commodities .
being shipped by truck to and through urban areas and in rural regions. The commodity values
were matched with truck delay estimates to identify regions where high values of commodities
move on congested roadway networks.

Table 5 points to a correlation between commodity value and truck delay—higher commodity
values are associated with more people; more people are associated with mare traffic
congestion. Bigger cities consume more goods, which means a higher value of freight
movement. While there are many cities with large differences in commodity and delay ranks,
only 17 urban areas are ranked with commodity values much higher than their delay ranking.

The Table also illustrates the role of long corridors with important roles in freight movement.
Some of the smaller urban areas along major interstate highways along the east and west coast
and through the central and Midwestern U.S., for example, have commodity value ranks much
higher than their delay ranking. High commodity values and lower delay might sound
advantageous—lower congestion levels with higher commodity values means there is less
chance of congestion getting in the way of freight movement. At the areawide level, this reading
of the data would be correct, but in the real world the problem often exists at the road or even
intersection level—and solutions should be deployed in the same variety of ways.

88
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Possible Solutions

Urban and rural corridors, ports, intermodal terminals, warehouse districts and manufacturing
plants are all locations where truck congestion is a particular problem. Some of the solutions to
these problems look like those deployed for person travel—new roads and rail lines, new lanes
on existing roads, lanes dedicated to trucks, additional lanes and docking facilities at
warehouses and distribution centers. New capacityto handle freight movement might be an
even larger need in coming years than passenger travel capacity. Goods are delivered to retail
and commercial stores by trucks that are affected by congestion. But “upstream” of the store
shelves, many manufacturing operations use just-in-time processes that rely on the ability of
trucks to maintain a reliable schedule. Traffic congestion at any time of day causes potentially
costly disruptions. The solutions might be implermented in a broad scale to address freight
traffic growth or targeted to road sections that cause freight bottlenecks.

Other strategies may consist of regulatory changes, operating practices or changes in the
operating hours of freight facilities, delivery schedules or manufacturing plants. Addressing
customs, immigration and security issues will reduce congestion at border ports-of-entry. These
technology, operating and policy changes can be accomplished with attention to the needs of all
stakeholders and can produce as much from the current systems and investments as possible.

The Next Generation of Freight Measures

The dataset used for Table 5 provides origin and destination information, but not routing paths.
The 2011 Urban Mobility Report developed an estimate of the value of commodities in each
urban area, but better estimates of value will be possible when new freight models are
examined. Those can be matched with the detailed speed data from INRIX to investigate
individual congested freight corridors and their value to the economy.

TT¥'s 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data 11




Congestion Relief — An Overview of the Strategies

We recommend a balanced and diversified approach to reduce congestion — one that
focuses on more of everything. It is clear that our current investment levels have not kept pace
with the problems. Population growth will require more systems, better operations and an
increased number of travel alternatives. And most urban regions have big problems now —
more congestion, poorer pavement and bridge conditions and less public transportation service
than they would like. There will be a different mix of solutions in metro regions, cities,
neighborhoods, job centers and shopping areas. Some areas might be more amenable to
construction solutions, other areas might use more travel options, productivity improvements,
diversified land use patterns or redevelopment solutions. In all cases, the solutions need to
work together to provide an interconnected network of transportation services.

More information on the possible solutions, places they have been implemented, the effects
estimated in this report and the methodology used to capture those benefits can be found on the
website http://mobility.tamu.edu/solutions.

e Get as much service as possible from what we have — Many low-cost improvements
have broad public support and can be rapidly deployed. These management programs
require innovation, constant attention and adjustment, but they pay dividends in faster, safer
and more reliable travel. Rapidly removing crashed vehicles, timing the traffic signals so
that more vehicles see green lights, improving road and intersection designs, or adding a
short section of roadway are relatively simple actions.

e Add capacity in critical corridors — Handling greater freight or person travel on freeways,
streets, rail lines, buses or intermodal facilities often requires “more.” Important corridors or
growth regions can benefit from more road lanes, new streets and highways, new or
expanded public transportation facilities, and larger bus and rail fleets.

e Change the usage patterns — There are solutions that involve changes in the way
employers and travelers conduct business to avoid traveling in the traditional “rush hours.”
Flexible work hours, internet connections or phones allow employees to choose work
schedules that meet family needs and the needs of their jobs.

= Provide choices — This might involve different routes, travel modes or lanes that involve a
toll for high-speed and reliable service—a greater number of options that allow travelers and
shippers to customize their travel plans.

» Diversify the development patterns — These typically involve denser developments with a
mix of jobs, shops and homes, so that more people can walk, bike or take transit to more,
and closer, destinations. Sustaining the “quality of life” and gaining economic development
without the typical increment of mobility decline in each of these sub-regions appear to be
part, but not all, of the solution.

» Realistic expectations are also part of the solution. Large urban areas will be congested.
Some locations near key activity centers in smaller urban areas will also be congested. But
congestion does not have to be an all-day event. Identifying solutions and funding sources
that meet a variety of community goals is challenging enough without attempting to eliminate
congestion in all locations at all times.
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Congestion Solutions — The Effects

The 2017 1Urban Mobility Report database includes the effect of several widely implemented
congestion solutions. These sirategies provide faster and more reliable travel and make the

most of the roads and public transportation systems that have been built. These solutions use a

combination of information, technology, design changes, operating-practices and construction
programs to create value for travelers and shippers. There is a double benefit to efficient
operations-travelers benefit from better conditions and the public sees that their tax dollars are

921

being used wisely. The estimates described in the next few pages are a reflection of the benefits
from these types of roadway operating strategies and public transportation systems.

Benefits of Pubﬁc Transportation Service

Regular-route public transportation service on buses and trains provides a significant amount of
peak-period travel in the most congested corridors and urban areas in the U.S. If public
transportation service had been discontinued and the riders traveled in private vehicles in 2010,
the 439 urban areas would have suffered an additional 796 million hours of delay and
consumed 300 million more gallons of fuel (Exhibit9). The value of the additional travel delay
and fuel that would have been consumed if there were no public transportation service would be

an additional $16.8 billion, a 17% increase over current congestion costs in the 439 urban

areas.

There were approximately 55 billion passenger-miles of travel on public transportation systems
in the 438 urban areas in 2010 (4). The benefits from public transportation vary by the amount
of travel and the road congestion levels (Exhibit 9). More information on the effects for each

urban area is included in Table 3.

Exhibit 8. Delay Increase in 2010 if Public Transportation Service

Were Eliminated - 439 Areas '

Reduction Due to Public Transportation
Population Group Average Annual Hours of Percent of | Gallons of Doliars
and Passenger-Miles | Delay Saved Base Fuel Saved

Number of Areas of Travel (Million) (Million) Delay {Million) {$ Miltion)
Very Large (15) 41,481 681 24 271 14,402
Large (33) 5,867 74 7 23 1,518
Medium (32) 1,343 12 3 2 245
Small (21) 394 3 3 1 62
Other (338) 5,930 26 5 6 584
National Urban Total 55,015 796 16 303 $16,811

Source: Reference (4) and Review by Texas Transportation Institute

TTI's 2011 Urban Mobility Report Powered by INRIX Traffic Data

14






















































































































