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Multimodal Mobility Study
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Project Goals

e To determine the “extent and balance” of all
transportation modes to address future
conditions

e To facilitate mobility and safety of all modes in
the study area

e To formulate parking investment strategies

e To analyze future traffic conditions and determine
optimum street designs

Project Outcomes

e Develop a 10-year implementation plan of recommended projects
and policies.

e Recommend parking investment strategies

Example Recommendations:

e New policy recommendations

e Roadway connections & realighments
e Complete Street improvements

e Bike lanes & sidewalk improvements
e [ntersection modifications



Customer Survey Summary

Survey participants emphasized parking pricing,
availability, and accessibility of different transportation
options as major mobility concerns in downtown.
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Total Respondents: 396

In an IDEAL MOBILITY environment, how would you like to travel
What is the main PARKING issue in downtown? around downtown?

40%

21% 26%
17% 16% 19%
3%
I—

Too expensive Affordable  Not enough off- Not enough on-  Too much

parking too far street parking street parking parking Walk Transit Bike Drive Other

What is the main TRAFFIC issue in downtown? What is the main BICYCLE issue in downtown?

36% 31%

31% 26%
22%
18% 0 0
15% 11% — 10%
. - Conflict with Not enough Poor connection Not enough  Poor pavement

vehicles bicycle lanes to other areas of bicycle parking condition
Congestion Progression through  Difficult to get Difficult to leave Nashville

traffic signals around town

What is the main PEDESTRIAN issue in downtown? What is the main TRANSIT issue in downtown?

21% 19%

16%

Conflict with Crossing time at  Sidewalk not wide Cleanliness -

vehicles signalized enough

e T Not frequent enough Not enough buses Not reliable Too many buses




Supply

Demand

Hope Gardens
North Gulch
The Gulch
Sobro

Rutledge Hill

Rolling Mill Hill

The Core
North Capitol
Stadium

Total Supply

Hope Gardens
North Gulch
The Gulch
Sobro

Rutledge Hill

Rolling Mill Hill

The Core
North Capitol

Stadium

On-Street

Inventory

1,015
3,315
3,862
6,271
2,643

821

20,180

7,238
7,029

Off-Street Private

Surface

428
2,665
1,308
2,290

893

Occupancy

322
1,983
1,976
2,740
1,582

396

14,087
4,651
1,486

Off-Street Private
Structured

Percent Occupied

32%
60%
51%
44%
60%
48%
70%
64%
21%

e The Core has the highest parking
occupancy in downtown.

e High Occupancy blocks are distributed

through-out the study area

Off-Street Public
Surface

Off-Street Public Structured

Parking Data and Analysis

Overall Block

1,015
3,315
3,862
6,271

2,643

821
20,180
7,238

7,029

52,374

Data Collected during July 31 — August 15, 2013 from 9 am — 3 pm

Total Parking Occupancy by Block
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Level-of-Service

Level of Service (A-F) describes the general operational quality of the mode.

Bicycle Level-of-Service Pedestrian Level-of-Service
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Transit Service Analysis

High Ridership Stops and Their Amenities

Stop Name Weekday Boardings
Sign Post
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* Few transit stops have high ridership but limited amenities
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Project Sub-Area
Multimodal Challenges

NORTH CAPITOL

e lack of good east-west connections
HOPE GARDENS e Lack of bike/pedestrian connection to

e Lack of good connections to downtown core
other sub-areas

NORTH GULCH

e lack of good north —
south connections

ROLLING MILL HILL

e Only access via Hermitage Avenue

TLEDGE HILL

e |acks good east-west connections

THE GULCH

e lack of connectivity to other areas

SOBRO

e lacks good east-west connections
e |Lafayette St. intersection geometry



Development Scenarios

e Scenario 1: In-Progress developments + vacancies
e Scenario 2: Potential future developments
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Intersections with Poor
Level-of-Service in 2023

Development Scenario 1

LOS A = Good
LOS F = Bad

Development Scenario 2



