WELCOME!

The Lower Town Area
Mobility Study Meeting
Will Begin Soon.

Technology Overview -
Things to Know

A To help prevent “Zoombombing,” (when an
unauthorized person or stranger joins a Zoom
event and says offensive comments or shows
offensive images), the video, speaking, and
screen sharing functions are available to
presenters, but disabled for participants.

A You can communicate through the Chat
feature.

A You can leave and rejoin the meeting at any
time (unless the meeting is at capacity or you
are removed for inappropriate behavior).

A Multiple opportunities for questions will be
provided throughout the presentation.

A Presentation and additional materials are
available at www.a2gov.org/lowertown



We will be using the Q&A feature for those using a computer and the Raise Hand
feature for those who are on the phone.
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Zoom Meeting Norms

A Commit to learning and avoid speculation - we encourage you to ask
questions through the chat feature so we can explore the issue

together.

A When speaking over the phone, please move to a quiet area and
silence any background sounds. We want to be sure that we hear

what you are saying.

A Please remember the importance of rights and the dignity of others.
With that, we ask that you:

A Critigue ideas, not people.

A Are thoughtful about your language so this can be a comfortable and
respectful forum for all participants - inappropriate written and/or verbal
comment or language, including personal attacks and accusations, will
result in the attendee being removed from the meeting.
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Follow-up Expectations

A Meeting summaries will be posted by Monday, June 14 on the project
website.

A Your feedback will be considered in addition to technical and cost
considerations for the recommendations of this study.
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YOUR PROJECT TEAM

Stephen Dearing
Traffic Engineer

L auren Hood
Facilitator

Heather Seyfarth
City Planner

L uke Liu
City Project Manager

Steven Lovelanad
OHM Project Manager



Why Do a Mobility
Study?

ANeed a holistic view of transportation
conditions in the Lower Town area

AConsider all travelers in the area

AOverall goal is to make traveling
around the Lower Town Area easier,
safer, and more efficient
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Purpose Is to identify opportunities to
make traveling easier within Lower Town.

Looking Specifically at:
A Traffic Congestion
A Bicycle Travel and Connections
A Pedestrian Movements
A Public Transit
A Roadway Safety
A Intersection Designs

Miller.

Downtown Ann Arbor " E
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Study Process

ATwo Year Timeline
AApproximately 75% complete
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We Are Here

Project Kick Off Conditions Analysis Project Vision and Solution Development Final Recommendations
Goals
Understanding the exisiting Developing the metrics needed Evaluating and refining potential Selecting and reporting the
transportation conditions in the to evaluated each solution based solutions to address mobility short-term and long-term

area on impact deficiencies recommendations

ﬁ Public Engagement Opportunity



Outcomes of the Study

Aldentify ways to improve mobility for all users
ADrivers, cyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, etc.

AExplore opportunities to change travel habits
AChanging travel habits and patterns can help limit congestion issues

Alnnovative solutions that improve efficiency of the system
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Walking Transit Bike Mobile/ Flex-Time Rideshare/
Off-site Carpooling
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Today’s Public Meeting

Aldentification of recommended mitigations, and alternatives
being considered

ALooking for Further Input
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What We’ve Heard

Stakeholder Concerns

A Gaps in non-motorized facilities

A Few walkable businesses

A Growing population in area

A Peak hour congestion from commuters
A Inadequate public transit frequency

A Traffic safety discourages walking/biking

A New development parking is inadequate

A Limited crossing opportunities of Huron River



What We’ve Heard

Concerns from Virtual Office Hours

A Specific areas in Study Area in need of safety
Improvements

Residents dondot feel comfo
Transit is not frequent enough to use

Heavy traffic from M-14 coming through area

Bike infrastructure is disconnected

Safety concerns around A2 STEAM school

New development is adding to traffic

o To Po Io Do Io Do

Safety conflicts between bikes and pedestrians




What We’ve Heard

Opportunities

A More frequency and more visibility to transit

A Improve walking connection to Hospital

A Easier access to Border-to-Border trail

A Add more mixed-use retail to new developments

A Improve snow clearance in winter for bikes and peds

A Add safe crossing infrastructure
A Create a cultural shift to more walking and biking

A Educate public on safely using streets
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Pedestrian Analysis |
ApproaCh ;uality

Team used multiple tools: Index:
A Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PEQI) Street Auditor’s Training Manual
A RSA
A NCHRP 562
A Public and Stakeholder Engagement
Benefits of these tools: —
A Based on feedback from national experts 2 g
A Comprehensive e
A Customizable -~
A Observational fleld Survey San Francisco Department of Public Health
Program on Health, Equity and Sustainability
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Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PEQI)

1 mi

N / E Side S/ W Side
[ ] @
O ©
® @
&) ®
® ° ®
‘; Q. p
'L'I)Q P .‘r_l, ®
v0-¢ Pe m
©® 59{ 1
‘\. @
Oe
@ ]
e
é);’.‘,,m
% <P
0 9
0 0
8 0
PEQI Score Intersections
41-60  Basic pedestrian conditions exist 1 Signalized
o ) ~ 20) Unsuitable for pedestrians 61 -80 Reasonable pedestrian conditions exist Non-Signalized
21-40  Poor pedestrian conditions exist = 80 - 100 Ideal pedestrian conditions exist 5 "
|

Street & Intersection BEQI Scores calculated based on San Francisco Department of Public Health Methodology.




Pedestrian Findings

A Need for pedestrian crossing improvements

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs)

High emphasis crossings
Ramp upgrades

Countdown signal heads

(G - N et

Install pedestrian warning signs
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A Need for pedestrian crossing improvements
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Pedestrian Findings

A Improve the Pedestrian Experience

Change Parking Angle

U Street trees and increased greenbelt j (rom 45 o 60 Desrees)

Fill in system gaps (sidewalk, fence, etc.) " ,

Circulation Aisles

Lighting

u
u
U School improvements
U Traffic reductions

u

Speed management
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Street trees and increased greenbelt
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Questions and Answers Break



Bicycle Analysis
Approach

Team used multiple tools:

A Bicycle Environmental Quality Index (BEQI)
A Road Safety Audit

A Public and Stakeholder Engagement

Benefits of these tools:

A Based on feedback from national experts
A Comprehensive

A Customizable

A Observational field survey
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Bicycle Environmental Quality Index (BEQI)
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Bicycle Findings

A Cyclist Amenities

U Wayfinding sighage
U Beginning and end of routes

U On street bike lanes




Bicycle Findings

A Safety Features

Bike lanes blocked
Obstructions
Boardwalk

Bike boulevard

c: c: c: c: c:

Lanes adjacent to parking




Bicycle Findings

A Safety Features
U Bike lanes blocked
U Obstructions
U Boardwalk
U Bike boulevard
u

Lanes adjacent to parking

|

Ann Arbor Lower Town
Mobility Study

D Project Study Area
Ann Arbor City Limits

Beginning and Ends of Bike
Lanes

e

Dhu-Varren-Rd

@ Add On-Street Bike Lanes
@ Add Bike Boulevard

Miles
¢} 01 0.2 04

Hubbard Rd

WASummitvSl——\ ~

Gl
¢
o



Questions and Answers Break



Transit

Team used multiple tools:
A Road Safety Audit

A Public and Stakeholder
Engagement

A Brainstorming Session

Benefits of these tools:
A Observational field survey




