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City Of Inter-Office Communication
Gainesville Department of Community Development
Phone 334-5022, FAX 334-2282, Station 11
Item No. 5
To: City Plan Board Date: October 19, 2000
From: Planning Division Staff
Subject: Petition 146CPA-00PB. City Plan Board. Update the Transportation Mobility

Element of the City of Gainesville 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan for the
proposed 2000-2010 Comprehensive Plan.

Recommendation

Planning Division staff recommends approval of draft Transportation Mobility Element.

Explanation

Attached is the current draft of the Gainesville Transportation Mobility Element and Data & Analysis of
the updated 2000-2010 Gainesville Comprehensive Plan. The Element strongly emphasizes the use of
transportation choice strategies, and overall assumes a close connection between transportation and land
use.

The Plan Board has previously reviewed earlier versions of the draft Element and provided comments to
staff at 2/24/00 and 4/27/00 public workshops. In addition, staff has made presentations regarding this
element to the Citizens Advisory Committee of the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization
on 5/24/00, to the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Board on 6/27/00 and 9/26/00, and community workshops
at Millhopper Public Library on 5/23/00, Northeast Recreation Center on 6/1/00, Westside Park on
6/21/00, and T.B. McPherson Park on 7/12/00.

The current draft reflects recommendations from the adopted Evaluation and Appraisal Report for the
Comprehensive Plan.

In the Data and Analysis for the Element, strike-through’s and underlines indicate changes since the most
recent Plan Board meeting regarding the Element. In the Goals, Objectives, and Policies, strike-through’s
and underlines indicate changes to the adopted Goals, Objectives, and Policies. Shading indicates
changes since the most recent Plan Board meeting regarding the Element.

The most substantial changes to the Data & Analysis since the most recent Plan Board meeting include:

e Compliance with Rule 9-J5 of the Florida Administrative Code, which specifies State requirements
for local government comprehensive plans (p. 4).

e A list of public transit capital needs (p. 54).

e Addition of a bicycle sustainability indicator chart showing trends in major streets designed for
bicycle travel (p. 69).

e New discussion regarding the City perspective in terms of level-of-service for car travel (pp. 80, 86).

e A compilation of traffic calming efforts the City (p. 96).

e A list of funding sources (p. 128).
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Respectfully submitted,

Ratple Wodlio-d

Ralph Hilliard
Planning Manager
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Transportation Mobility Element

Draft: October 19, 2000

Underlines and strike-thru’s are changes from 1991 adopted policies. Shading shows changes since last
Plan Board public meeting.
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Transportation Mobility Element

Goals, Objectives, and Policies

Overall Goal

Establish a transportation system that enhances compact development and redevelopment
and that is sensitive to the cultural and environmental amenities of Gainesville. The
transportation system shall provide equal attention to pedestrian, bicycle, auto and mess
transit needs. The system should provide vehicular, mass transit and non-motorized
access to activity centers, community facilities and neighborhood commercial areas.
Safety and efficiency shall be enhanced by limitations and care in the locations of
driveways, provision of sidewalk connections within developments and an overall effort
to enhance pedestrian mobility throughout the community by improvement and provision
of safe crossings, complete sidewalk and trail systems and sidewalks of adequate widths
to encourage pedestrian activity. Basic transportation should be provided for
transportation disadvantaged residents to employment, educational facilities and basic
services.

Goal 1: Develop and maintain a safe, convenient and energy efficient motorized and
non-motorized transportation system to accommodate the special needs of the service
population and the transportation disadvantaged and which provides access to major trip
generators and attractors.

Objective 1.1:

reate vironment that promotes transportation choi act nt. and a
livable city.
Policy 1.1.1 2010, the City shall modify University Avenue between downtown
F (University of Florida) to enhan e connection between these
two areas, and promote transportation choice and livability. Such
odifications may include sidewalk improvements val of travel
lanes and excessive travel lane widths (in order to achieve wider sidewalks
and on-str arking). in tion of raised medians, infillin irface
arking fronting the Avenue with buildin itional street tree

crosswalk improvements to make pedestrian crossings more safe and

convenient, and additional on-street parking. This project shall include

ntification of alt tive ro hat can be us r non-local, non-
tination trips alon 26 (University Avenu
Policy 1.1.2 hal rd inate  with F ”[_'_ reduce largg truck traffic on
t from R _‘_H‘!‘T“Avenue {0 SWil6RAvent

 Valda Rand
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 1.1.3 j!fhg Ci gg shall Iﬂ—eféef to promote yibraney, transnortatlon_qhoxce healthv

commuity-priae, an d

J.Q,jp_ef_im@tuming radii; new, continuous and permanent on-street
ar edestrian- cale lI htm narrow 1rave lanes: S¢

Policy 1.1.4  The City shall ensure that street modifications support land use, housing
choice, and transportation choice objectives.

Policy 1.1.5  The City shall inventory and prioritize regulations-and enhancements for
“A” streets by 2005. An “A” street shall be defined as a street which is
designed with, or otherwise characterized by, features that promote the

fety. comfi nd convenience of pedestrians, and does so in
exceptional way, as determined by the city manager or designee, and as
laborate the | elopment code.

Policy 1.1.6  The City shall coordinate with he UF to ensure that the Campus Master
Plan is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the
Transportation Element of the City Comprehensive Plan.

Policy 1.1.8 The City, in accordance with the policy a the MTPQ in 1
shall aveid using biased transportation terminology, such as efficient,

mu:rovement enhancement, alternative, accident, upgrade, and

hen more objective terms a re appropriate.
Policy 1.1.9 i 11 encourage the installation of' 8 arki arages
hared parking lots within neighborh activity) centers,

amen requir ial use i th t
performance obj ectives when-near feﬁid-eﬂ-t-l-&l—pfepeﬂy‘
heuﬂmg,
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 1.1.10 T

C1)
S

travel, and motor vehicle g_gg' istration.

Policy 1.1.11 Site plans for new developments and redevelopment of non-residential
sites shall be required to show any existing and proposed bicycle and
trian ac to adjacent properties and transit stops.

Policy 1.1.12 New development will be required to provide non-motorized vehicle and

non-street connections to nearby land uses such as schools, parks, retail,
ffice, and residential when feasible.

Objective 1.2
Ensure that future land use map designations promote transportation objectives by

ignating residential dev ment of suffici ity in a iate location

Policy 1.2.1 2 he City shall a future land use map that is consisten
with transportation choice strategies such as: higher residential and non-
residenti nsities and intensities near and withi i h
activi nters and within transit route corridors; car-oriented land us
outside of areas oriented toward transportation choice; more mixed use
esi ions:; tral i Vi ilities.

Objective 1.3

Ensure that the City coordinates with the plans TPO for the Gainesvill

urbanized area, the Florida rtation Plan a FDOT’ ted Work Proeram.

Policy 1.3.1 The City shall coordinate with the MTPO in the Gainesville urbanized
rea DOT ther related st nd regional and local agencies
to implement land transportation, and parkin licies tha

promote transportation choice.

Policy 1.3.2  The City shall coordinate with FDOT and Alachua County to implement
Access Management, Rule 14-96-and-14-97, F.A.C., and Sections 334.044
n 188. F

Policy 1.3.3  The City shall continue to propose transportation projects that affect the
City to the MTPO for consideration in the 5-Year Transportation
Improvement Program.
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 1.3.4 B-y—l—994—The Clty shall g_o_g_tmugjg coordinate with FDOT, MTPO, the
am, and Alachua County to improve
transportatlon system management and enhance safety by the continued

expans slgn and L;pg agl msta{%aﬁeﬂ—of the trafﬁc 51gna1 system and tlmmg,

Objective 1.4
Fhe-City-shelt Protect existing and future rights-of-way from building encroachment to

the extent that doing so promotes transportation choice,

Policy 1.4.1 By 2005 By1994, the City shall work with FDOT, MTPO, and Alachua
County to identify future transportation rights-of-way and to provide for
development regulations and acquisition programs which will protect such
corridors for their intended future use. Such protection and long-range
plannmg shall mclude pedestrlan b1cyc1e,£a_. and A% tran51t facilities.

Pedestrians

Goal 2: Provide a safe. convenient, continuous. cgmfgnable M’ . and
aesthetically pleasing transportation environment thg_m‘_o_rnguﬂal&ng_hm@

pedestrians. Develop a “park once” environment at each city neighborhood (activity)
center.

Objective 2.1

Policy 2.1.1 By 2002, the City shall i rioritize street segments with
sidewalk ga lowing criteria e used in prioritizin
sidewalk ap improvements: (1) proximit major public park
¢ | facilities: (2) proximi ic schools: roximity to higl
densnrv residential and commercial areas, or any area exhibiting (or

potentla]]y exhlbltmgl a w hlgh volume of wa]km& and (4]

Policy 2.1.2

so that at least one linear mile of sidewalk is installed annually.

Policy 2.1.3 Bv 20025, the City shall complete an inventory of sidewalks on all

ial | r and local street la ni n the ci
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies

October 19, 2000

Policy 2.1.4

Policy 2.1.5

Policy 2.1.6

Policy 2.1.7

Policy 2.1.8

Policy 2.1.9

Geographic Information System to assist in the identification of gaps and

priorities.

B 1 identify arterial and collector segments that
houl made more walka ised medians, wider sidewalks, and
n-street parking shoul

be used, where feasible, on
hese sel rterials an

collector streets within the
irban area -- particularl

in pedestrian-oriented

areas, or adjacent to. such

as downtown, UF, and

other neighborhood

2. all new streets within ity shall, where feasi i

sidewalks on both sides.

The City shall identify, prioritize, and retrofit needed bicycle/pedestrian

links between adjacent land uses, where feasible.

shal

e used as a criterion for site plan approval or-a-5 :

ien:_Turning lanes should

NGE]

Policy 2.1.10 By200
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

gr § wherg a !a[gg volume of pedest:jgﬂs‘_ gm" d bigyghs;s are expgc;gd Qr

Policy 2.1.11 In new development or redevelopment, walkin icycling shal

romoted by establishin t, human- scale nsions such a
§m‘111 street blocks, pgdegtri’m—ggaled street and bmldmg d§§1gn, gmplg
w to carry si cant pedestrian tr i
commercial areas (and other areas where high pedestrian volumes are
expected), maximum (and modest) rather than minimum building setbacks
nd street widths in entrances that face the street or square, parking to
the side or rear of the building, and, where appropriate, alleys.

Policy 2.1.12 Drive-throughs shall be prohibited-eenditienak or restricted in areas

where high pedestrian volumes are expected, or where walkable areas are
designated or anticipated. Restriction 1l include number of lanes
width and turning radius of lanes. and entrance t exit from the drive-

hrou

Policy 2.1.13

bstacles that reduce the acc nggblg clear w;d;h of the sidewalk belew—l—@

Policy 2.1.14 The Cit 2002, in dination with the CR/ | prepare a pla
inventories the need for pedestrian enhancements in the downtown
ntral Ci istric inl ing filling sidewalk gaps, installing street
iture, addin d curb extensi other pedestria
enhancements, and s_hgll prepare an affordable and feasible schedule for

Policy 2.1.15 The City shall work with FDOT and the CRA to enhance and widen
idewalks and provide traffic control and i to enhan

pgdegtnan ﬂgthlLY a long Umversntg Avenue fmm W. 34" Street to ‘Waldo
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Transit

Goal3 ate a remiere munity transit s te whlch o Vi esavarle of

service thmggh aggre §§ive efforts to prov1dc convenient service throughout the city and

urban area. Service is provided with the cleanest, quietest, most efficient equipment

feasible.

Objective 3.1
Design the City RTS to strike a balance between the needs of those who are transit-

_m&w‘_and the need to become a viable service designed for the

substantially larger market of those who have a choice about using the bus. Viable

ervice shall be supported by ensuring that the stem es maj

a ch as the UF campus and nei rh activit nd that
mployment and housin adequatel afe. pleasant and convenient transit
s while also providi the tran ion-disadvant

Policy 3.1.1 The City shall stnve to mcrease the amount of land designated for

ulti-famil ment n the Future L
Map near 1mpgﬂgnt transit stops along arterials and collectors.

beeome_as “transit-oriented dev ts.” Ideally, transit
volve into having a 24-hou ay presence, and a sense of place and
community.

Policy 3.1.3 By 2005 June19594, the C1ty shall evaluate the citywide bus s st
ietln r bus st rovements such as shelter ]
parking, route information, begghgs, waste receptacles, or the nggd fora
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Objective 3.2

Increase transit ridership. Strive to carry 5.5 million riders per year by 2005 and 8

million riders per year by 2010.

Policy 3.2.2

Policy 3.2.3

Policy 3.2.4

Policy 3.2.5

ransit. The hall strive for an average net residential density of up t
6 7 du/acre city-wide.
The Ci all equip new R’ to ith easy-to- rstan

timetable and route information and an easily recognizable RTS logo.

The City shall gt'rixg- to provide main bus service within %4 mile of 80
percent of all medium and high density residential areas identified
designated on the Future Land

Use Map of the AN
Comprehensive Plan, and =)
within the RTS service area. 7 = S
The City bus service shall be l
o
b
05
Mwmmmw@muw and expand

SRR
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Bicycling

Goal 4: Provide a safe, convenient, efficient, continuous, and aesthetically pleasing
transportation environment that is conducive to bicycling.

Objective 4.1
Strive to increase the number of bicycle trips within city limits.

Policy 4.1.1  The City shall strive to provide an interconnected bicycle system with a
route to every major destination in the city.

Policy 4.1.4

10
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 4.1.5 2 the City shall identify all arterials and collector segmen
which ar cu designed for in-street bi e transportfation

gn_dgj_r_mmc the mggt apggoprlate dgsngn to accom Qgia 51;_ h

IR

COns llte to prioritize such modifications.

Policy 4.1.6

improvements: (1) proximity to major lic parks or cultural facilitie
public schools, high-density residential and commercial areas, or any area
exhibiting (or potentially exhibiting) a relatively high volume of bicycle

affic; (2) arterial and collector streets; (3 motion of bi ou
continuity: ck of alternative parallel routes; treets servin
important transit stops such as park-n-ride; (6) areas exhibiting a high _
incidence of car crashes with bicycles; and (7) proximity to the Traditional
City.

Policy 4.1.7 2 when sufficient right-of-way is avail d when not an “A”

street, all new construction, reconstruction, and resurfacing of arterials
and collectors shall be designed to accommodate in- strgg; bicycle

transportation as approv a cle nd

Policy 4.1.8 - i i i
fgr all deglgnated blcyclg and nedestrla_l_l_fa(:llltles in city rlghts-of-wgy_
Maintenance shall include sweeping of bicycle lanes, filling potholes. and
confirming calibration of bi i vices at signali
intersections.

Policy 4.1.9 By 2003, the City shall conduct an inventory of the major streets
network within city limits to identify bicycle hazards and barriers, and
repare a plan for removing or mitigating such impediment

Policy 4.1.10 The City shall continue to equip each transit system bus to carry bicycles.

Policy 4.1.11 All new park-n-ride lots shall be designed to ac omme date

11



O 00 ~J N U b LW N =

— e ma
[, T~ US I S I

[ I
OO 0~

NN NN
wn bW N

NS
~ N

28

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 4.1.12

Policy 4.1.13 The City shall s ntinuation of provision of bicycle estrian
safety programs in Alachua County schools.

Objective 4.2
rove bicycle-relat ecuri

Policy 4.2.1

bggygle lggkers gnd the “mvcrted U” bicycle raqls_ﬁaﬂ&&ﬁﬂlﬁ

Trail Network

oal 5: Develop an interconnected Trails Network throughout the urba

Objective 5.1 - .
Develop. by 2 an ave at least one mi rail designed f¢

pedestrians, and wheelchairs annually.

Policy 5.1.1 T

and Analysis R icycle Master Plaj 2010.
Policy 5.1.2 1 ing with previding
w élachug lemty g;gg;mg efforts to expgnd the Network -
th for ¢ a nd tr. nstruction -- larly fo
tensi 1 ail-Trai inesville-Hawthorne Rail-Trai

nd the Arch oad corri

12
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 5.1.3  The City shall amend the land development code regutations to require
new development and redevelopment to prov1de pedgstrgan ang hlgyg

&depteé—gfeeﬂwaypl-&ﬂs nearby tral]s, whcre fgaglblc, ort gl;,; ea

future retrofit connection,

Policy 5.1.4  The City shall evaluate prepare-eriteria-forthe-evaluation-of public lands for

pedestrian and bicycle trail mass-transit-trail-and-bileway connections
that link various land use destinations by 2003. Fhese-criteria-shall-also-be

used-when-negetiating Utility and stormwater management rights-of-way
and easements w1l1 also be evaluated for ';ugh connectlgn S to-provide

Livable Streets that Promote Safety and Quality of Life

Goal 6: Create and retain streets that promote a mix of uses such as car travel, transit,

and bicycling by designing streets ( 1) for slow motor vehlcle sneeds (2) for quiet
ighborhoods : 2ople

residential streets, (4) for a livable community featuring neighborhood pnde, a sense of

place, and a pleasant tree canopy; and (5) that support a sidewalk system supportive of
socializing.

Objective 6.1
Revise street design standards and continue installing street design features so that
construction of new streets and repair of existing streets will create a safe, balanced,

liva treet that can 1sed for all forms of travel -- to the benefit of neighborhoods

] inesses, and the overall communi

Policy 6.1.1 In the Traditional Ci iversit ights, an llege Park, the Cit
shall u ign features ha w' 1(1 wal (S, tr t trees n- tre

parking, narrow travel lane ,.m.mm..,..m..m-;.u--;u-,.mm
u lanes. bus st t cca rominent
crosswalks, m t building setbacks, and si Itimin to a
re modest average car more than 25-30 mph) in order t

create a more livable street system rich in transportation choice. The

13
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

design of street romote lan t are intended along streets in
this portion of the city, such as healthy and walkable retail, residential,

Policy 6.1.2 Use traffic calming, where appropriate, to promote transportation

25 mph

14

30 mph
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

® ; ;
travel lanes t arking, otherwise enhance
transportation choice, or w11 1CT erage car P
e Travel lang_s_ are D_Q. ygld er than 10 or 11 feet gx_g'-g' pt on streets I :_n;
iate for wide bicycle ¢ Shi g .
@
L ]
Lh_pugh traffic. Q m sn‘_egj;,s, 11 gﬂig Qalmmg is thc nm‘ma] prag_t ce. -
Other street designs must be warranted.
» The maximum turning radius for local streets is 15 feet, and up !;Q 20
feet for streets expecting large truck volumes in industrial or highway-
rient -str i xtensions increase the
effective si radius, in whi 15 feet shal
maximum. . Syl

15
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 6.1.4

Policy 6.1.5

Policy 6.1.6

Policy 6.1.7

Policy 6.1.8

The City shall use street resurfacing projects as an rtunity to
install or enhance sidewalks, bicycle lanes, raised medians and brick

r brick-imprin aver, or. inted crosswalks. where feasible.
If not a City project, the City shall recommend that the State or the County
make such enhancements.

The g; Iy §th1 wgrk m;h Lhe State and the qumy to pro gg; ng lmga

he eet lé ut wdevel ment hall ec mate w1t he -
str nd parking of surr ing areas. This sh e done b
establishin street nnectl n t ad acent t ntially adjacent

The City should de-emphasize the hierarchical street system in ferms of
lvi n a fi street arry. i hall

incre ally move toward a more balan nected em wher

trips are more dispersed throughout the entire street system. Additional
nections should be a whe ed an ible t r

overall street system m nction

T ity shall set asi least one day each year as a desi a
icized sustaina ns i a n citi swit

from single-occupant car use to another commuting form of travel.

16
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies
October 19, 2000

Policy 6.1.9 The City shall set aside at least one day each year as a designated and

lici 1stai : 1sportati ay 1o € rage citizens to switch

from single-occupant car use to another commuting form of travel.

SOV Travel

Goal 7: Strive to minimize single-occupant vehicle trips within the Gainesville

metropolitan area.

Objective 7.1
Strive, by 2010, to have at least 8 percent of all trips within the city be rnade by a means
other than single-occupant vehicle:

Oy - CHT P OO O YV-otS D5 -_L".L‘A OOy tHE YOO

Policy 7.1.1 The maximum number of travel lanes for a new or widened street within
city limits shall not exceed 4 travel lanes.

.
streets-that-proviae-more-transpeortation-chotee:

Policy 7.1.2  In general ermined on -by-case basis, the City shal instal
or permit the mstallatton of, a turn lane, unless it is determmed to be a
necessary component in a travel lane removal project, a necessary

WMM@M@@MM

nteisectlon safety for all wever, a ne i
ible if there is no practical v ntial pedestria
safetv features are installed. Under no circumstances shall the city install,

or Den’mt the 1n%tallat10n of dual turn lanes nor sha]l '_ncw contmuogs t'u_m

Policy 7.1.3

vernmen iliti Fshall ¢ encouraged to a fn

net increase in the numbcr of car parking spaces on the megmg nmyglﬁlty

campus.

Ponllcy714 Whgrg app gprlate, thg ( :le §hall cgnvgrt mini m!gm g pgrgng'_
[gggj_mmmt_s_ﬂﬁeughem—the-ew to maximum requirements as a way to

O VT 0 P e T e e P ARy

17
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Transportation Mobility Element
Draft Goals, Objectives and Policies

October 19, 2000

Policy 7.1.6

Policy 7.1.7

Policy 7.1.8

Policy 7.1.9

shall Tran tati necurre tion Area i
the Concurrency Management Element to encourage redevelopment
within the city, and t e transportati hoices.

The City shall adopt LOS “C” for Eimited-Aceess-Highways; Controlled
Aceess Highways-the Florida Intrastate Highway System and LOS “D” for
State two-way arterials, except development within the Gainesville
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) shall be regulated as
shown in the Concurrency Management Element.

The City shall adopt LOS “E” for non-state streets readways including
Non-state streets readways functioning as arterials) which are city-
mamtalned fac111t1es in the street feadrw&y network as—ﬁhevm—m—ehe

WWM%D velopment within the Gainesville TCEA
hall b lated as shown in the Concurrency Mana nt Element.

The City shall adopt LOS “D” for non-state streets Readways ineluding
Non-state-Roadways-funetioning-as-arterials) which are Alachua County-
mamtamed facﬂltles in the street feadway network as shown in j;hg

L  Report”; GU:%’PS szt

M&mgemeni—,ﬂrrea-(iPGMA-) Develonment w1th1n the Gamesvﬂle TCEA

hall be regulated as shown in the C e a lement
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Policy 7.1.10 Whenever redevelopment or reuse of a site would result in the
combination of one or more parcels of land that had previously operated as
separate uses, having separate driveways and parking, which are now
proposed to operate jointly or to share parking facilities, the total number
and location and width of driveways shall be reviewed. In order to reduce
access points on the street readway system, driveways shall be
eliminated when the area served can be connected within the site.

Policy 7.1.11 The City shall coordinate the transportation network with the Future
Land Uses shown on the Future Land Use Map Series in order to
encourage compact energy-effieient development patterns and to provide
safe and convenient multi-medat access for work, school, shopping and
service-related trips by walking, transit and bicycle, to protect the cultural

and environmental amenities of the City, and to protect the integrity of the
Florida Intrastate Highway System.

) e R S 1 Lransporation 1 )
Policy 7.1.13 The City shall adopt a Transportation Demand Management ordinance
that requires new larger employers with mo n'100 er vees

Objective 7.2
Reduce car dependency to obtain environmental, financial, and social benefits.

Policy 7.2.1 By 20102085, single-occupant vehicle trips within the city shall be
€ d by 5 ent.

Policy 7.2.3 The City’s adopted transportation level of service standards will
continue to accept some level of congestion in order to encourage use of
re sustainable forms of travel, more transportation choi tter retail

environment, and less urban sprawl.
Policy 7.2.4 Widening a street Addingtravellanes will not be used as a strategy to

reduce car congestion. Instead. if car congestion is considered excessive.
the City shall s rt alternate solutions such as strateeies that promot
bus use, bicycling. and walking.

Policy 7.2.5

19
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ADA

Goal 8; Create a transportation environment that is free of barriers for people with
disabilities.

Objectlve 8. 1

Policy 8.1.2  The City shall continue to identify-and equip seleeted RTS buses
to carry people with disabilities.

Policy 8.1.3 ar parking spaces for pe with disabilities sha nform to ADA
standards.

Aviation

Goal 9: Provide an aviation facility to meet the needs of passengers, commercial airlines,
and general aviation in a safe and efficient manner.

Objective 9.1
The-City-shall Promote the Gainesville Regional Airport as the aviation facility for
Gainesville and its air service area, and sugport thg lmplcmentatlon of the 1987

Gainesville Airport Master Plan 1 as long as its improvements and
operations are consistent with the C1ty s Comprehenswe Plan.

Policy 9.1.1 The City shall monitor the ridership Dotcntlal for main bus service to t_h_
Gainesville Regional Airport. and in te such service when the
Commission determines that demand warrants transit service to the airport
and the surrounding area.

Policy 9.1.2  The City shall use the 1987 Gainesville Regional Airport Master Plan as
the future land use guide for development in and around the airport.

Policy 9.1.3  The City shall ensure that airport improvements are in compliance with
the City’s Conservation, Open Space and Groundwater Recharge Element.

Objective 9.2
By—l—?t%,—the-Gi-t-y—ﬁhaH— Continue to eliminate incompatible land uses within airport

noise contours and hazardous obstructions affecting the landing, takeoff, or maneuvering

of aircraft,and coordinating the siting of new (or r expansion of existing) a mgﬂg, or
related facilities with the Future La and Conservati en e and

Groundwater Recharge Elements.
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Policy 9.2.1 The City's Future Land Use Element shall designate compatible land
uses within the vicinity of the airport.

Policy 9.2.2  The City shall continue to work with Alachua County to ensure that
incompatible land uses within the 65, 70 and 75 Ldn airport noise
contours are eliminated.

Policy 9.2.3  The City shall encourage the Gainesville-Alachua County Regional -
Airport Authority to acquire adjacent land which is not compatible with
the Airport as identified in the FAR Part 150 Study, and determined to be
economically feasible by federal and state land acquisition regulations.

Objective 9.3

Coordinate proposed airport expansions by the Gainesville-Alachua County Regional
Airport Authority shall-be-coerdinated-with transportation plans by the Florida
Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Organization.

Policy 9.3.1  The City shall continue to ensure that future aviation projects and the
Al mgrt Industrial Park are integrated with the City's traffic circulation
system and with other forms medes of transportation, such as transit and

bicycling.

Objective 9.4

The-City-shall-Continue to coordinate airport growth with appropriate aviation or other
related organizations.

Policy 9.4.1 The City shall continue to work with the Gainesville-Alachua County
Regional Airport Authority on all of its aviation projects.

Policy 9.4.2 The Gainesville-Alachua County Regional Airport Authority shall
coordinate with the City, the Federal Aviation Administration, the Florida
Department of Transportation, North Central Florida Regional Planning
Council, the Continuing Florida Aviation System Planning Process and
other appropriate agencies on all of its aviation projects.
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9J-5.019 Transportation Element

(1) APPLICATION AND PURPOSE. A local government which has all or part of its jurisdiction
included within the urban area of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) pursuant to
Section 339.175, F.S., shall prepare and adopt a transportation element consistent with the
provisions of this Rule and Chapter 163, Part II, F.S. Local governments that are not located
within the urban area of a MPO shall adopt traffic circulation, mass transit, and ports, aviation
and related facilities elements consistent with the provisions of this rule and Chapter 163, F.S.,
Part II, F.S., except that local governments with a population of 50,000 or less, as determined
under Section 186.901, F.S., shall not be required to prepare mass transit or ports, aviation and
related facilities elements.

Within a designated MPO area, the transportation elements of the local plans shall be coordinated
with the long range transportation plan of the MPO. The purpose of the transportation element
shall be to plan for a multimodal transportation system that places emphasis on public
transportation systems.

(2) EXISTING TRANSPORTATION DATA REQUIREments.
The element shall be based upon the following data requirements pursuant to Subsection 9J-
5.005(2) of this Chapter.

(a) The general location of the following transportation system features shall be shown on an
existing transportation map or map series:

1. Road System:;
a. Collector roads;
[See Figure 20]

b. Arterial roads;
[See Figure 20]

¢. Limited and controlled access facilities;
[See Figure 21]

d. Significant Parking facilities, as determined by the local government.
[See Figure 9, 10]

2. Public Transit System:

a. Public transit routes or service areas;
[See Figure 7, 8]

b. Public transit terminals and transfer stations;
[See Figure 13]

c. Public transit rights-of-way and exclusive public transit corridors;
[None]
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3. Significant bicycle and pedestrian ways, as determined by the local government.
[See Figure 14. See Figure 18 for off-street trails]

4. Port facilities;
[not applicable]

5. Airport facilities including clear zones and obstructions;
[See Figure 28, 32]

6. Freight and passenger rail lines and terminals; and
[See Figure 28]

7. Intermodal terminals and access to intermodal facilities;
[Put on Figure 9, 13,]

8. The existing functional classification and maintenance responsibility for all roads;
[Functional: Figure 20. Maintenance: Figure 23]

9. The number of through lanes for each roadway;
[See Figure 22]

10. The major public transit trip generators and attractors based upon the existing land use map or
map series; [See Figure 11, 13]

11. Designated local and regional transportation facilities, critical to the evacuation of the coastal
population prior to an impending natural disaster.
[See Figure 34]

(b) The existing transportation map or map series shall identify the following:

1. Existing peak hour, peak direction levels of service for roads and mass transit facilities and
corridors or routes; and

[See Figure 24. The City has hired a consultant to prepare a 2020 transportation plan
update that will contain the transit levels of service.]

2. Capacity of significant parking facilities and duration limitations (long-term or short-term),
where applicable.
[See Figure 9, 10]



Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

(3) TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS.
The element shall be based upon the following analyses which address all modes of
transportation and support the comprehensive plan pursuant to Subsection 9J-5.005(2).

(a) An analysis of the existing transportation system levels of service and system needs based
upon existing design and operating capacities; most recently available estimates for average daily
and peak hour vehicle trips; existing modal split and vehicle occupancy rates; existing public
transit facilities, including ridership by route, peak hour capacities and headways; population
characteristics, including transportation disadvantaged; and the existing charactéristics of the
major trip generators and attractors within the community.

[Levels of service and system needs: See “Peak Hour Level of Service for Street Network,”
“Projected Level of Service for Cars,” “Street Needs for Cars,” “Need for New Facilities for
Transportation,” and “Exception Areas and Level of Service Analysis”; Average daily and
peak hour vehicle trips: See Table 15; Existing modal split and vehicle occupancy: See
“Percentage of Trips by Transit and Other Forms of Travel”; Transit facilities, including
ridership by route, peak hour capacities and headways: See Table 5, 6, 8; Population
characteristics, including transportation disadvantaged: See: “Existing System and Analysis
for Transit System;” Generators and attractors: See “Major Trip Generators and
Attractors”]

(b) An analysis of the availability of transportation facilities and services to serve existing land
uses.

[availability of transportation facilities and services: See “Exception Areas & LOS
Analysis,” “Projected Level of Service for Cars,” and “Land Use.”]

(c) An analysis of the adequacy of the existing and projected transportation system to evacuate
the coastal population prior to an impending natural disaster. [According to Alachua County
Emergency Management Office on 7/15/99, no analysis has been done. See “Emergency
Management” section.]

(d) An analysis of the growth trends and travel patterns and interactions between land use and
transportation, and the compatibility between the future land use and transportation elements,
including land use compatibility around airports.

[Growth trends and travel patterns and interactions between land use and transportation;
See “Exception Areas and Level of Service Analysis,” “Adoption of a Transportation
Concurrency Exception Area”. Compatibility: See the “Land Use” portion of the airport
section.]

(e) An analysis of existing and projected intermodal deficiencies and needs such as terminals,
connections, high occupancy vehicle lanes, park-and-ride lots and other facilities.

[Intermodal deficiencies, terminals, connections, high occupancy vehicle lanes, park-and-
ride lots: See “Integration Between Forms of Travel,” “Transit System Capital Needs.”]
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(f) An analysis of the projected transportation system levels of service and system needs based
upon the future land use categories, including their densities or intensities of use as shown on the
future land use map or map series, and the projected integrated transportation system. The
analysis shall demonstrate integration and coordination among the various modes of
transportation, including rail, airport and seaport facilities. The analysis shall address the need for
new facilities and expansions of alternative transportation modes to provide a safe and efficient
transportation network and enhance mobility. The methodologies used in the analysis, including
the assumptions used, modeling applications, and alternatives considered shall be included in the
plan support document. The analysis shall address the effect of transportation concurrency
management areas, if any, pursuant to Rule 9J-5.0055(5), F.A.C., and the effect of transportation
concurrency exceptions, if any, pursuant to Rule 9J-5.0055(6) and (7).

[Levels of service and system needs and need for new facilities and expansions of alternative
transportation modes: See “Street Network and Existing System for Car Travel” and
“Exception Areas and Level of Service Analysis;” Integration and coordination among the
various modes of transportation: See “Integration Between Forms of Travel”]

(g) The analysis shall consider the projects planned for in the Florida Department of
Transportation’s Adopted Work Program, long range transportation plan and transportation
improvement program of the metropolitan planning organization, and the local transportation
authority(ies), if any, and compatibility with the policies and guidelines of such plans.

[Adopted Work Program, long range transportation plan and transportation improvement
program of the metropolitan planning organization, and the local transportation
authority(ies), if any, and compatibility: See “Street Needs for Cars” and “Need for New
Facilities for Transportation”]

(h) The analysis shall demonstrate how the local government will maintain its adopted level of
service standards for roads and transit facilities within its jurisdiction and how the level of service
standards reflect and advance the purpose of this section and the goals, objectives, and policies of
the future land use element and other elements of the comprehensive plan.

[How the local government will maintain its adopted level of service standards for roads
and transit facilities and how the level of service standards reflect and advance the purpose
of this section of the future land use element: See “Peak Hour Level of Service for the Street
Network,” “Exception Areas and Level of Service Analysis,” “Adoption of a Transportation
Concurrency Exception Area,” “Projection of Level of Service for Cars,” “Street Needs for
Cars,” “Maintenance of Level of Service for Car Travel”, “Need for New Facilities for
Transportation,” and “Transportation Demand Management.”]

(i) The analysis shall explicitly address and document the internal consistency of the plan,
especially its provisions addressing transportation, land use, and availability of facilities and
services.

(Internal consistency: See “Peak Hour Level of Service for the Street Network,” “Exception
Areas and Level of Service Analysis,” “Adoption of a Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area,” “Land Use,” “Maintenance of Level of Service Standards for Car
Travel,” “Widening Streets Does Not Reduce Traffic Congestion”, “Too Much Street and
Car Parking Capacity Creates More Air Pollution and Fuel Consumption”, and
“Sustainability Indicators for Car Travel.”]

(j) An analysis which identifies land uses and transportation management programs necessary to
promote and support public transportation systems in designated public transportation corridors.
[There are currently no “designated public transportation corridors.”]
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(4) REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSPORTATION GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES.

(2) The element shall contain one or more goal statements which establish the long-term end
toward which transportation programs and activities are ultimately directed.
[See Goals 1-9]

(b) The element shall contain one or more specific objectives for each goal statement which
address the requirements of subsections 163.3177(6)(b), (6)(j), (7)(a), and (7)(b), F.S., and
which: ;

1. Provide for a safe, convenient, and energy efficient multimodal transportation system;
[See Objectives 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 3.1-2, 4.1-2, 5.1, 6.1, 7.1-2, 8.1]

2. Coordinate the transportation system with the future land use map or map series and ensure
that existing and proposed population densities, housing and employment patterns, and land uses
are consistent with the transportation modes and services proposed to serve these areas;

[See Objective 1.2]

3. Coordinate the transportation system with the plans and programs of any applicable
metropolitan planning organization, transportation authority, Florida Transportation Plan and
Florida Department of Transportation’s Adopted Work Program; and

[See Objective 1.3]

4. Address the provision of efficient public transit services based upon existing and proposed
major trip generators and attractors, safe and convenient public transit terminals, land uses and
accommodation of the special needs of the transportation disadvantaged.

[See Objectives 3.1-2]

5. Provide for the protection of existing and future rights-of-way from building encroachment.
[See Objective 1.4]

6. Coordinate the siting of new, or expansion of existing, ports, airports, or related facilities with
the future land use, coastal management, and conservation elements;
[See Objective 9.2]

7. Coordinate the surface transportation access to ports, airports, or related facilities with the
traffic circulation system shown on the traffic circulation maps or map series.
[See Objective 9.3]

8. Coordinate with any ports, airports, or related facilities plans of the appropriate ports, airports
or related facilities provider. United States Army corps of Engineers, Federal Aviation
Administration, metropolitan planning organization, military services, or resource planning and
management plan prepared pursuant to Chapter 380.F.S., and approved by the Governor and
Cabinet, the Florida Department of Transportation 5-Year Transportation Plan, and the
Continuing Florida Aviation System Planning Process as adopted; and

[See Objective 9.4]

9. Ensure that access routes to ports, airports, or related facilities are properly integrated with
other modes of surface or water transportation.
[See Objective 9.3]
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(c) The element shall contain one or more policies for each objective which address
implementation activities for the:

1. Establishment of level of service standards at peak hour for roads and public transit facilities
within the local government’s jurisdiction. For facilities on the Florida Intrastate Highway
System as defined in Section 338.001, F.S., the local governments shall adopt the level of service
standards established by the Department of Transportation by rule. For all other facilities on the
future traffic circulation map, local governments shall adopt adequate level of service standards.
These level of service standards shall be adopted to ensure that adequate facility capacity will be
provided to serve the existing and future land uses as demonstrated by the supporting data and
analysis in the comprehensive plan;

[See Policies 7.1.7-9]

2. Control of the connections and access points of driveways and roads to roadways;
[See Policies 7.1.12, 7.1.10]

3. Establishment of parking strategies that will promote transportation goals and objectives;
[See Policies 1.1.1,1.1.3, 1.1.9, 1.3.1, 2.1.4, 2.1.11, 3.1.3,4.1.11-12,4.2.1, 6.1.1, 6.1.3, 6.1.6,
7.1.3,7.1.4,7.1.10, 7.1.13, 8.1.3]

4. For existing or future transportation rights-of-way and corridors designated in the local
government comprehensive plan, establish measures for their acquisition, preservation, or
protection;

[See Policy 1.4.1]

5. Establishment of land use and other strategies to promote the use of bicycles and walking;
[See Policies 1.1.1-5,1.1.8, 1.1.10-12, 1.3.1, 1.4.1, 2.1.1-16, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3..2.3, 4.1.1-13, 4.2.1,
5.1.1-7, 6.1.1-8, 7.1.1-6, 7.1.13, 7.2.1-5]

6. Establishment of transportation demand management programs to modify peak hour travel
demand and reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled per capita within the community and
region;

[See Policies 1.1.1, 1.1.3, 1.1.5, 1.3.1, 2.1.6-12, 3.2.3, 6.1.1, 6.1.3, 7.1.1-6, 7.1.13, 7.2.3-4]

7. Establishment of transportation system management strategies as appropriate to improve
system efficiency and enhance safety;
[See Policies 1.3.2, 1.3.4, 6.1.1-3]

8. Coordination of roadway and transit service improvements with the future needs of seaports,
airports, and other related public transportation facilities;
[See Policy 9.3.1]

9. Establishment of land use, site and building design guidelines for development in exclusive
public transit corridors to assure the accessibility of new development to public transit;
[N.A]

10. Establishment of numerical indicators against which the achievement of the mobility goals of
the community can be measured, such as modal split, annual transit trips per capita, automobile
occupancy rates;

[See Policies 1.1.10, 2.1.2, 7.2.1]
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11. Establishment of strategies, agreements and other mechanisms with applicable local

governments and regional and state agencies that demonstrate the areawide coordination
necessary to implement the transportation, land use, parking and other provisions of the

transportation element;

[See Policy 1.3.1]

12. A coordinated and consistent policy with the future land use element to encourage land uses
which promote public transportation in designated public transportation corridors;
[See Policies 1.2.1, 3.1.1-2, 3.2.1, 3.2.3]

13. Establishment of strategies to facilitate local traffic to use alternatives to the Florida Intrastate
Highway System to protect its interregional and intrastate functions;

[See Policy 7.1.7. The City will continue to use such strategies as the Transportation
Concurrency Management Area, bicycle lane and sidewalk installation, transit
enhancements, increased land use densities, and more mixed land uses to remove local
motor vehicle trips from the Florida Intrastate Highway System to protect its interregional
and intrastate functions.]

14. Development of strategies to address intermodal terminals and access to airport, rail and
seaport facilities;
[See Policies 9.1.1, 9.3.1]

15. Provision of safe and convenient on-site traffic flow, considering needed motorized and non-
motorized vehicle parking;
[See Policies 1.1.11, 2.1.12, 2.1.16, 7.1.10]

16. Establishment of measures for the acquisition and preservation of existing and future public
transit rights-of-way and exclusive public transit corridors;
[See Policies 1.4.1]

17. Promotion of ports, airports, and related facilities development and expansion consistent with
the future land use, coastal management, and conservation elements;
[See Policies 9.1.2, 9.1.3, 9.2.1-3]

18. Mitigation of adverse structural and non-structural impacts from ports, airports, or related
facilities upon adjacent natural resources and land uses;
[See Policies 9.2.1-3]

19. Protection and conservation of natural resources within ports, airports and related facilities;
[See Policy 9.1.3]

20. Coordinated intermodal management of surface and water transportation within ports,
airports and related facilities; and
[See Policies 9.1.1, 9.3.1, 9.4.2]

21. Protection of ports, airports, or related facilities from the encroachment of incompatible land
uses.
[See Policies 9.1.2, 9.2.1-3]

10
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(5) FUTURE TRANSPORTATION MAP.

(a) The general location of the following transportation system proposed features shall be shown
on the future transportation map or map series:

1. Road System:

a. Collector roads;
[See Figure 20]

b. Arterial roads;
[See Figure 20]

¢. Limited and controlled access facilities;
[See Figure 21]

d. Local roads, if being used to achieve mobility goals;
[None]

e. Parking facilities that are required to achieve mobility goals;
[See Figure 9, 10]

2. Public transit system:

a. Public transit routes or services areas;
[See Figure 7, 8]

b. Public transit terminals and transfer stations;
[See Figure 13]

c. Public transit rights-of-way and exclusive public transit corridors;
[None]

3. Transportation concurrency management areas pursuant to Rule 9J-5.0055(5), F.A.C,, if any;
[None]

4, Transportation concurrency exception areas pursuant to Rule 9J-5.0055(6), F.A.C., if any;
[See Figure 19]

5. Significant bicycle and pedestrian facilities;
[See Figure 14. See Figure 18 for off-street trails]

6. Port facilities;
[N.A.]

7. Airport facilities including clear zones and obstructions;
[See Figure 28, 32}

8. Freight and passenger rail lines; and
[See Figure 48]

11
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9. Intermodal terminals and access to such facilities.
[Put on Figure 9, 13]

(b) The future transportation map or map series shall identify the following:

1. The functional classification and maintenance responsibility for all roads;
[Functional: Figure 20. Maintenance: Figure 23]

2. The number of proposed through lanes for each roadway;
[See Figure 22]

3. The major public transit trip generators and attractors based upon the future land use map or
map series;
[See Figure 11, 13]

4. Projected peak hour levels of service for all transportation facilities for which level of service
standards are established; and
[See Figure 24]

5. Designated local and regional transportation facilities critical to the evacuation of coastal
population prior to an impending natural disaster.
[See Figure 34]

Specific Authority 163.3177 FS.

Law Implemented 163.3177, 163.3178 FS.
History—New 3-23-94, Amended 3-21-99.

12
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Data and Analysis

Introduction: The Transportation-Land Use Connection

“Mobility” and “access” should be defined as the freedom to safely, conveniently, and pleasantly
get from one place to another with any form of transportation; be it car, bus, bicycle, wheelchair,
or on foot. In order to accomplish this, travel distances should be as short as possible.

A "livable" and “sustainable” city is one where citizens are free from extreme levels of danger,
noise, air pollution, and water pollution. A place where pleasure, safety, comfort, civic pride, a
pleasant ambience, a sense of belonging, and a sense of community can be experienced.
Communities that use the above definitions for “mobility,” “access,” “livable” and “sustainable”
are striving to encourage transportation choice (see box and Figure 1 below), in which it is
possible and pleasant to
travel by foot, bus, or : : :
bicycle mstead of being Figure 1. A street designed for transportation

forced by the design and choice

layout of the community
to travel only by car.
Encouraging higher
levels of transportation

choice by these L
sustainable means A (n] o] | @5
requires compact, =
higher-density, mixed- D DD &
use development ‘ =

patterns. It is for these
reasons, among others, - 0
that the primary theme -

of the Comprehensive -

Plan is compact urban e e

development within the S — A A L S A A i i "

Town/Village Center

Cafe

\

Concept, along with : sEeT——)

high-quality, pedestrian-
and transit-oriented urban design.

In the past, transportation planning has mostly been focused on optimizing street performance for
cars based on minimum level of service standards for free-flowing car travel. Development
impacts on streets have mostly been measured by how much available street capacity will be
consumed as a result of the car trips expected to be generated by the development.

Yet this conventional approach does not take into account the close connection between
transportation and land use, quality-of-life impacts, or problems associated with “induced” car
travel. Nor does it consider the capacity that is added to the streets when people travel by
carpool, bus, bicycle, or walking.

An important goal of the Gainesville Comprehensive Plan is to reduce the rate, pressures, and
incentives to urban sprawl. Nevertheless, using the Plan to strive to retain street capacity for free-
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flowing car travel (through street level-of-service standards) has created strong incentives for

more sprawl. Generally, nanspgngngn cgncnrrgugx (street level-of-servic 5;3;3@3@_51
encourages new development Hevingstreet-level-ef-serviee-stan

development-is-encouraged to seek out development sites in places where there is available street
capacity for car travel, and such capacity is inherently found in outlying areas.

Our in-town, eempaet development locations are the most appropriate places to encourage further
development, in part because they feature efficient use of transportation facilities and services,
and a healthy level of transportation choice. Yet the conventional approach to level-of-service for
streets encourages new development to find locations where people are forced to make more and
longer trips by car, thus degrading our overall transportation and access goals throughout the
urban area. It is at least in part for these reasons that our area has seen a dramatic increase in
motor vehicle registration, percentage of trips made by car, gasoline consumption, and vehicle
miles traveled over the past several years.

An important way to reduce these undesirable trends is to emphasize the movement of people
instead of the movement of cars. This element adopts this philosophy, and is consistent with the
overriding intent to design our community more for the needs of people.

The City recognizes that it is primarily transportation that determines land use in this county. We
cannot “build our way out of congestion” because widening streets inherently attracts car trips
that would not have occurred without the widening (known as “induced traffic”). And-beeause-ear

wdmmﬁwmm%mmeﬁmm&&&ﬁﬁﬂmm

+mp1=e¥e—eeﬂé+t+eﬁ-&-fer—eafe Des1gn1ng streets excluswely for free ﬂowmg car trafﬁc reduces
residential and commercial viability for “in town” locations, shifts a higher percentage of trips to

car trips, encourages strip commercial development, and conversion of residences to businesses.
Urban sprawl inevitably results from these factors.

An important reason why freer flowing car travel encourages land use sprawl is that cross-
culturally and throughout time, humans have maintained, on average, a “fixed travel budget” of
approximately 1.1 hours of commuting travel time per day. Changes that speed travel will, over
time, disperse land uses as this time budget equilibrium is re-established. Conversely, slowing
travel (for example, with traffic calming or transportation choice strategies) will, over time, result
in more compact land use patterns.

Transportation does not merely respond to land use patterns and plans. Our transportation system
largely determines what those patterns and plans will be. It is only by recognizing that street
widenings and abundant car parking enables and encourages urban sprawl that we can
successfully discourage sprawl and build a more livable, safe, sustainable eempaet community
rich in transportation choice, environmental conservation, economic health, and civic pride.
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Important Components for Retaining and Creating Transportation Choices

Streets & Travel

e Modest street dimensions.

e Connected sidewalks of ample width on both sides of street, shaded with trees and awnings.
e Modest number of street travel lanes (no more than 4).

e Connected streets (rather than cul-de-sacs or dead ends) with modest block sizes (no more
than 500 feet long). ’

Modest supply of parking for cars, and surface parking and storm basins at the side or rear of
buildings.

Pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly connections from neighborhoods to neighborhood centers.
Pricing that encourages sustainable travel and discourages single-occupant vehicle travel.
Frequent, clean, easy-to-use buses coupled with transit passes and bicycle racks.

Alleys.

Formally aligned street trees.

On-street parking.

Pedestrian short-cuts (cross-access sidewalks, diagonal sidewalk alignment, no walled/gated
subdivisions).

e A connected, citywide trail system.

e @ © o @ o ©

Buildings & Land Use

e Mixed use (vertical, or horizontal within % mile walking distance).

e Buildings at least 2 stories high.

e Mixed housing types.

e In-town development instead of development remote from downtown or neighborhood
centers.

o Daily needs (residence, office, retail, recreation, civic) within /4 mile walking distance, and
less frequent needs within 3-mile bicycle/transit range.

e Residential density of at least 7 du/acre and commercial intensity of at least 1.00 FAR (floor

area ratio).

Modest front yard setbacks. For example, building facades aligned at streetside sidewalks.

Building entrances facing the street.

Front porches.

Buildings, lighting, parking scaled for people instead of cars.

Car-oriented uses designed to be scaled for, and compatible with, neighborhoods, ef

- PH OOy ot - y-poip

The street system in Gainesville is the fundamental driving force in shaping the character of the
city. “They [streets] enliven daily life or deaden it. They foster human contact or frustrate it.
They broaden people’s choices or limit them to a narrow range of experiences.™

A prominent Florida transportation planner agrees that transportation drives land use and makes
this point about a street designed for 50 miles per hour and 50,000 car trips per day: “The 50/50
arterial is a gift-wrapped, gold-plated, gift to strip development. Once in place, almost no power
on earth will stop its march toward strip commercial.”

By recognizing that transportation drives land use, and that car-focused level-of-service standards

encourage sprawl into outlying areas, the City has established a Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area (TCEA), the details of which are described later below.

15




Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Some Problems Associated with a Lack of Transportation Choices

Excessive Car Dependency Bad for Gainesville’s Economy. If cities such as Gainesville invest
too much in street widenings, they become less efficient and ultimately less competitive than
cities with transportation choices.’ Cities with the most substantial investments in widening
major arterials and other streets, and the highest levels of per capita motor vehicle use, show no
corresponding economic advantages. Their "gross regional product" (GRP) is no better than cities
with more modest streets.

The world's most car-dependent cities are in the United States and Australia, and devote, by far,
the highest share of their GRP to expenditures for transportation (for all forms of travel, private
and public). The more money a city puts into street widenings and cars, the less healthy the city
transportation systems become. In the United States, on average, 12.4 per cent of a city's GRP is
spent getting around. In Toronto, with significantly greater transit capacity and correspondingly
lower levels of car use, the equivalent figure is 7.4 per cent.

High Financial Costs. High levels of car travel are extremely costly for households. The
average car now costs approximately $4,500 each year to operate,* which is equivalent to a
$45,000 home mortgage, at 10 percent interest.* The average family spends 25 percent of its total
income to own and operate cars, compared to 20 percent for housing, 19 percent for food and
alcohol, and 1 percent for education. In 1960, only 13 percent of family income went to cars.

Car travel is also expensive for businesses, which spend $85 billion each year to provide free
parking for employees. Vehicle crashes in 1992 cost the U.S. $137 billion.

Large Subsidy. The social costs of driving that are not paid by the driver amount to a $300
billion subsidy each year.” The EPA (Lowe, 1988) found that if employees were directly handed
this subsidy, transit and bicycle use would go up and motor vehicle traffic would go down by 25
percent. A Seattle study found that society pays a $792 subsidy to each motorist each year
(excluding a $1,920 annual free parking subsidy).® In New York City, the metro area loses $55
billion each year in hidden car costs associated with safety and environmental damage.® More
than 90 percent of all commuters park for free at work.'"

Urban Sprawl and Strip Commercial Development. Car infrastructure promotes urban sprawl
and reduces the viability and livability of downtown Gainesville." Increasing street capacity (by
widening streets, synchronizing signals, or adding turn lanes) reduces travel costs, which in turn
reduces the need for citizens to live close to their day-to-day travel destinations, which therefore
encourages citizens to locate in remote, dispersed areas. Sprawl also reduces the viability of
bicycling and walking by increasing trip distances."

Summary

The key objective is for the City to establish an environment which balances the various forms of
travel — an environment rich in transportation choices. By achieving and maintaining such an
environment, the City will ensure a high quality of life, a healthy local economy, a healthy natural
environment, attractive streets promoting civic pride, transportation equity, independence of
travel for those without access to a car, affordable costs for households and local governments,
and minimization of costly urban sprawl.
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Pedestrians

The 3 keys for establishing a pedestrian-friendly community are:

1. Convenience
2. Comfort
3. Safety

One fundamental yardstick of life within a city is the quality of the walking environment.
Walkable cities are livable cities.

Advantages of Walking as a Form of Travel

e  Walking is the most reliable form of travel, and is cost-free. It is an “equal opportunity”
form of travel because, more so than with other forms of travel, walking can be done by
nearly anyone -- regardless of income and without need for athletic physical ability.

e  Walking requires none of the enormous space requirements demanded by motor vehicles
for parking and driving.

e  The maximum field of vision is obtained when walking. As a result, when there are
reasonable numbers of pedestrians, buildings along the street tend to be more detailed
and interesting -- because it is only at the speed of the pedestrian that such detailing can
be seen and appreciated.

e A quality walking environment promotes a healthy transit system.

Walking is good for retail health.
Walkable cities tend to be attractive to tourists.

Existing System and Analysis for Walking

Levels of Travel by Pedestrians

Gainesville has a relatively high level of citizens who are active and outdoors-oriented. The
community is also the youngest in Florida. For these reasons, a relatively high number of city
residents either walk or have the potential to walk regularly.

In 1990, over 10 percent of all trips to work in Gainesville were by foot (including those who
worked at home), according to the 1990 U.S. Census.

Pedestrian Facilities and Programs

As of 1999, there are approximately 116 miles of arterial and collector streets within the
Gainesville urban area. Of this, approximately 14 miles lacked sidewalk on both sides, and an
additional 14 miles lacked sidewalk on one side. Therefore, approximately 28 miles of major
streets in the urban area lack sidewalk on at least one side. This represents 24 percent of all major
streets in the urban area (see Figures 2 & 3).

The citywide Trail Network is, in general, not associated with the city street system. The Network
provides off-street travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, and, when the trail is paved, the disabled (see
Figure 17).
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However, it should be noted that in 1998, city residents voted to amend the City charter to
prevent the City from constructing impervious [paved] trail surfaces within the Hogtown Creek
watershed in the western portion of the city.

From 1983 to 1989, and from 1992 to 1997, the City employed a full-time bicycle/pedestrian
coordinator. Since 1999, the btcvclgfpedestnan coordinator posmgn has been replacgd b}{ 0

ew | sitions. A tra Spo an t manages the plan vel )mct esi

r ted with overall trai

a bicycle!pedgt[mn program assistant manages special events and marketing efforts to improve

safety awareness and encourage the use of non-car travel. The program encompasses long- and

short-range facility planning, development review, safety education. and publicity to promote

bicycling and walking.

The City Land Development Code was amended in 1998 to include “Traditional City” and
“Central Corridors” ordinances. These ordinances are intended to dramatically improve the
safety, comfort and convenience of pedestrians. Through these ordinances, new developments in
the central areas of the city must abide by such objectives. In addition, throughout the city, the

Code (Sec. 30-188) has recently adopted new requirements for the i ion of sidewal
nearly all new streets the-folowingrequirements-forthe-installation-of sidewalks, all of which
must be at least 5 feet wide, and have a clear width of at least 5 feet.
| NoSidewalkRequired | SidewalicRequiredon-OneSide | SidewalicRequired Both-Sides |
Enl-de-sae-er-deadond-or Cul-de-sne100-te250-fi-long Arterial-street
leop-less-than-100-firdens
Collectorstreet
Eeeal-Street
Cul-de-sae-preater-thun-230-fi-long

As noted above, the City has also designated a Trail Network (see Figure 17). Over time, the
City is incrementally developing trails available for use by pedestrians to complete the Network.
When completed, this Network will provide pedestrian links from neighborhoods to public
schools, jobs, parks, other neighborhoods, civic and cultural facilities, shopping areas, and
outlying towns. For areas outside of the Hogtown Creek watershed, the trails can also provide
travel for bicyclists and those in wheelchairs.

Pedestrian Safety

The Surface Transportation Policy Project” reports that walking is more dangerous than driving,
flying, or riding a bus or train. This group notes that this is primarily because our streets are
designed for cars instead of people -- essentially high-speed freeways. The group also notes that
most pedestrian fatalities occur on neighborhood streets.
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Research shows that car/pedestrian crashes are expensive:™

The average economic cost of a vehicle/pedestrian crash is $42,340. This includes medical,
legal, emergency, vehicle repair, and administrative services, lost productivity, travel delay
and workplace disruption.

The vehicle/pedestrian crash cost is second only to “head-on” crashes at $50,770, and almost
twice as much as the third most expensive crash type: those occurring at a signalized
intersection with perpendicular movements ($21,690). In other words, if one concentrates on
preventing or lessening the impact of vehicle/pedestrian and “head on” crashes, they are
getting good value.

The average “comprehensive” cost of a vehicle/pedestrian crash is $141,480. This includes
economic costs plus pain and suffering. The latter is based on willingness-to-pay studies.

It is important for pedestrian safety that the following pedestrian safety principles be adopted:

Modest turning radii at intersections, which slows motor vehicle turning movements, and
reduces the exposure time of a pedestrian within motor vehicle travel lanes.

Traffic calming. Research shows that slower motor vehicle traffic dramatically enhances
pedestrian safety. Features include speed humps; speed tables; landscaped bulb-outs; on-
street parking; crosswalks with special textures, materials, or colors; and narrower streets and
travel lanes. Ewing" recommends that local streets use a speed limit no higher than 20 mph,
and that arterials and collectors be no higher than 35 mph.

Modest travel lanes, crosswalks, and street widths. In general, travel lanes should not
exceed 11 feet in width, and the number of travel lanes should not exceed 4. More excessive
widths dramatically endanger the safety of a pedestrian because it increases both the exposure
time of a pedestrian within motor vehicle travel lanes, and increases average motor vehicle
speeds. Another dangerous feature is a turn lane -- particularly when there is more than one.
Such lanes can dramatically increase vehicle speeds and the width of street that must be
crossed. They also tend to make the motorist less attentive to pedestrians and bicyclists.
Traffic signal cycles should be no more than 60 seconds.

Modestly-sized parking lots at the side or rear of buildings. Large parking lots, or lots in
front of the building, decrease pedestrian safety because they increase the amount of
interaction between pedestrians and moving vehicles. Pulling buildings relatively closely to
the street and installing an entrance that faces the street greatly improves pedestrian safety,
comfort, and convenience,

Adequate sidewalk widths. Ample sidewalk width promotes pedestrian safety by providing
additional separation between a pedestrian and moving vehicles on the street. Adequate
width also enhances the pedestrian experience because pedestrians can walk side-by-side.
Adequate width is achieved both by ensuring that sidewalks are wide enough to
accommodate pedestrian volumes expected by the nearby land uses, as well as keeping the
needed width free of obstructions such as sign poles, light poles, and utility structures.
Modest driveway widths. Driveways that are wide enough to accommodate the infrequent
turning movement of large trucks tend to reduce pedestrian safety because such excessive
widths encourage high-speed turning movements by the frequent, smaller car and truck.
Excessive widths also increase the exposure time the pedestrian experiences in the motor
vehicle movement zone along the sidewalk.

Minimized walking distances. The most effective ways to minimize walking distance -- an
important means of encouraging walking -- is to establish relatively high residential and
commercial densities, mixed land use, creating non-street pedestrian access points between
adjoining properties (especially schools and retail areas) and modest building setbacks. Other
techniques include modest block face lengths (no more than 400-500 feet),'s diagonally
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aligned sidewalks, pedestrian connections at dead-ends or cul-de-sacs, straight instead of
curvilinear sidewalks along streets, provisions for mid-block crossings, streets with narrow
travel lane widths or a modest number of lanes, and building entrances facing the primary
pedestrian street.

¢ No Superelevations. Low speed streets in traditional neighborhoods never superelevate
street curves. Superelevation makes the driver feel safer driving at higher speeds (the reason
for banked curves at race car tracks). Therefore, such design encourages motorist speeding.
Superelevation also makes drainage, intersection and pedestrian crossing design more
difficult.” -

o Modest Centerline Radii. Like excessive turning radii, a large centerline radius encourages

high vehicle speeds, which tend to be dangerous and otherwise inappropriate within the city.

The residential subdivision ordinance should not allow a centerline radius in excess of 150

fect (appropriate for a design speed of 25 mph). Preferably, residential streets would not

have a centerline radius in excess of 90 to 120 feet."

Pedestrian-friendly streets and intersections

Streets should be more than public utilities, more than the equivalent of water and sewer lines,
more than just a conduit for cars. Streets in cities must also provide places for casual socializing,
business transactions, and leisurely strolling. Great streets are places where you can comfortably
and safely walk, where you find clearly defined boundaries and qualities that engage your eye,
where buildings complement each other and work together to provide a quality public realm.”

Raised medians provide a safe refuge area in the middle of the street for crossing pedestrians.
Pedestrian safety and convenience is promoted because pedestrians only need to look in one
direction when moving to or from the refuge to cross the street, can wait in a safe area in the
middle of the street, and do not need as large a gap in the motor vehicle traffic flow, as is required
when no raised median is :

present.

In areas designed to promote
the pedestrian, intersection
crosswalk lengths should be
minimized by minimizing
turning radii, so that motor
vehicle turning speeds are less
than 20 miles per hour on left

turns and less than 10 miles
per hour on right turns, and so that the length of the crosswalk is no more than 48 feet. Left turns
should be minimized or eliminated in downtowns and neighborhood (activity) centers. Sidewalk
extensions bulbeuts can also be used to reduce crossing lengths and slow motor vehicle speeds.”

Definition of “A” Streets. It is important that the City identify those streets that demonstrate —

or have the potential to demonstrate — exceptionally high pedestrian qualities. “A” streets provide
quality comfort, safety and convenience for pedestrians.
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“A” street: A street which is designed with, or otherwise characterized by features that promote
the safety, comfort, and convenience of pedestrians, and does so in a relatively exceptional way,
as determined by the city manager or designee. Such streets typically feature sidewalks at least 5
feet wide (higher for commercial, mixed-use, in-town locations), narrow streets, buildings pulled
up close to the street, no front yard off-street parking, pedestrian-scaled lighting, on-street
parking, landscaped medians, articulated building walls, aligned building facades, a building
entrance on the street, modest turning radii, trash receptacles remote from the sidewalk, and
outdoor mechanical equipment on the side, rear or roof of buildings.

“A” streets are the streets where the City should focus its regulatory and pedestrian enhancement
efforts. Striving to make all streets quality pedestrian streets leads to mediocrity, because “anti-
pedestrian” features must be placed somewhere, and “A” street designation establishes a clear
distinction about where such features should not be located.

Obstructions. Sidewalks should, to the extent possible and appropriate, remain free of
obstructions such as poles. When installation of obstructions is necessary, at least 5 feet should
remain unobstructed, with larger unobstructed areas for relatively major streets or higher-density
areas.

Disordered and Messy. Because of their unsightly, noisy, smelly nature, dumpsters, outdoor
mechanical equipment, and long expanses of blank walls (including a lack of street-level and
transparent windows) should be remote from, or screened from, streetside sidewalks to promote a
more pleasant pedestrian experience.

Street trees. Formally aligned, consistently-sized street trees provide a means of “narrowing
down” a street where the facing buildings are too far apart to create the pleasant “outdoor room”
ambience. They provide shade, reduce the “heat island” effect of heat radiating from asphalt and
concrete, provide habitat for urban wildlife, enhance nearby property values, and create a
memorable, picturesque, inviting place to walk.

Gated Subdivisions. A residential development practice being used over the past decade or so is
to develop a gated residential subdivision, or to place a wall around the residences. Such a
practice can be is detrimental to the “inclusive” sense of community objectives of the City, and
the desire to ensure transportation choice. Gates and walls usually reduce travel choice because
they significantly increase walking or bicycling distance (which, thereby, also harms transit use).

Sidewalks on streets. Portland, Oregon has established a "pedestrian friendliness" index. The
index measures the quality of the pedestrian environment based on the following criteria: (1) ease
of street crossing; (2) sidewalk continuity; and (3) street characteristics (grid being better than
cul-de-sac).?* Portland has been restricting or removing vehicle parking in downtown (a
permanent cap on such parking was imposed in 1972), has stopped widening downtown streets,
has converted about one mile of streets into people-oriented transit areas, has widened sidewalks,
and prohibits large blank walls along sidewalks. The downtown is now widely recognized for
being economically healthy, vibrant, and livable. Carbon monoxide violations have dropped
from 100 per year to zero.?

An increase in pedestrian-friendly designs (such as ease of street-crossing, sidewalk continuity,
and grid street patterns) in Portland was found to reduce car ownership and increase travel by
means other than a car. The average number of cars per household in areas that were hostile to
pedestrians was 32 percent higher than in pedestrian-friendly areas.”
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Existing and Future Pedestrian Needs

While Gainesville has made significant progress in providing an environment conducive to
pedestrian transportation, there is much that needs to be done.

For example, traffic signals should be evaluated to determine if sufficient time is provided for
pedestrians to cross at crosswalks, and if certain street segments — such as East University
Avenue — require additional, specially-designed crossing locations.

The City Public Works Department and Community Development Department have identified
needed sidewalk projects as shown in Table 1. Many of these projects are needed to complete
sidewalks that are discontinuous (sidewalk gaps), or where sidewalks only serve one side of the
street.

As can be seen in Figures 2 & 3, important sidewalk gaps currently exist on city arterials and

collectors. The most serious gaps that need to be filled are those where pedestrian travel is most
likely:

e Arterial or collector street

o Areas of relatively high residential density or commercial intensity

e Areas with a compact, mixed land use pattern (residential and non-residential within a % mile
walking distance)

e Proximity to a public school
Proximity to a public park

Using these criteria, the most important sidewalk gaps that need to be filled include (see Figure
2):

North Main Street between NE 8th Avenue and N 23™ Avenue.
NW 2™ Street between NW 4™ Avenue and NW 8" Avenue.
NW 6™ Street between University Avenue and NW 7" Avenue.
SE 4™ Avenue between SE 3™ Street and Williston Road.

NW 10" Street between University Avenue and NW 3™ Avenue.
NW 12% Street between University Avenue and NW 5" Avenue.
NW 17" Street between NW 3™ Place and NW 8" Avenue

Nk b=
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Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Sustainability Indicators for Walking

e Miles of sidewalks on arterials and collectors over time

This indicator chart shows the progress being made by the City to provide important travel
corridors in the city with more transportation choices. An increase in sidewalk mileage over time
indicates progress in improving the environment for pedestrians and transit users.

e Percentage of arterials and collectors w/ sidewalks over time

Like the “miles of sidewalks on arterials and collectors” chart, this indicator shows progress
being made in making the city environment more accommodating for transportation choice. A
percentage indicator shows whether progress is being made in making the sidewalk system
comprehensive. An absolute mileage increase indicator does not necessarily show this, since it
could be the result of additional streets being built, rather than a more comprehensive coverage.
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Transit

Introduction

The Regional Transit System (RTS) has recently been successful in reversing several years of bad
service design principles. Unlike in the past, ridership is growing, fares are stable instead of
increasing, more transit passes are now made available, and public support is growing. Now,
instead of assuming that the only people who are forced to use the bus will, in fact, use the bus,
the system is being designed for people who have other travel choices, as well as for those with
special needs. A new ridership market being sought (people with a choice) means that RTS must
work hard to be competitive with other forms of travel. This new attitude can result in improved
bus service. By contrast, a system designed to carry people without a choice lacks this ean-aiford
incentive to provide improved peer service, since the small iy “no choice” market will use the
bus regardless of quality.

By also targeting the larger market of those who have travel choices, RTS is able to attract a
much larger number of riders, since most licensed drivers can choose to drive a car.

Also, by targeting the “choice” market, RTS is now successfully avoiding the “empty bus
syndrome.” Full buses create more public support for transit. By contrast, empty buses create a
negative public image of transit and reduces support for more buses. It is clear that a healthy
number of passengers is the way to create a healthy transit system. If the RTS assumes that the
only passengers will be the few people who have no choice but to ride the bus, then RTS will,
indeed, have very few passengers on the buses. The RTS would be planning for failure. The
“choice” and “no choice” market strategy is bringing success. This is evident in the case of
service to UF, which, in recent years, has increased substantially — as has ridership on the routes
serving UF.

Nevertheless; The City is committed to striking a balance between the transit needs of those who
are forced to use a bus, and the large percentage who have the choice to drive a motor vehicle
instead of ride a bus.
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Advantages of the Bus as a Form of Travel

e An increase in bus travel reduces air pollution, noise pollution, and water pollution.

e Anincrease in bus travel reduces the need for surface parking lots.

¢ An increase in bus travel reduces local consumption of gasoline.

e Buses provide mobility for those who do not have access to a motor vehicle.

o Bus travel costs individual passengers less money than private motor vehicle travel.

e An increase in bus travel can reduce motor vehicle traffic volumes on city streets.

e Bus travel is much safer than car travel.

o Buses require substantially less space, overall, than cars, for the number of people carried.

e Designing the street network to accommodate buses creates an environment that is more
conducive to bicycling and walking.

Dramatic Recent Increases in Bus Ridership*

13

through 1989, ridership fell every year (see Figure 6). Buses operating on the streets were cut
every year during this period. Bus fares were raised from 50 cents to 75 cents to $1.00.
Transfers that were free increased to 10 cents, then 25 cents. RTS was just barely surviving.

Since 1998, major changes have been made to RTS to better serve the University of Florida (UF)
campus. A partnership between the City, Alachua County, UF, the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT), and the Federal Transit Administration has directed that the transit
system focus on the UF campus more so than ever before. Over 60,000 faculty, staff, employees,
visitors, and students, make their way each day to UF and Shands. UF has enormous transit
ridership potential. As a result, the City believes that even with the substantial increase in
ridership in recent years (in large part due to the students voting to increase their fees to obtain a
transit pass), we have just scratched the surface in terms of ridership levels.

In 1998, RTS completed its best year ever, as measured by ridership on city bus routes. RTS
carried 2,314,384 passengers. That number is up from 1,303,463 in 1997 and 1,148,568
passengers in 1996 (See Figure 6). That represents a 102-percent increase in ridership in just two
years. The best previous year for city route ridership was 1985 when transit carried 1,535,737
passengers in Gainesville. After adding in campus shuttle services, overall ridership was
3,355,341 for 1998.

Ridership for the month of September 1998 was up 184 percent from the two prior Septembers.

City bus routes boarded 325,855 passengers in September 1998, compared to 154,881 passengers
during September 1997 and 114,883 passengers during September 1996. These ridership gains
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Transportation, the University of Florida, UF Student Government, and the Federal Transit
Administration.

City Transit Priorities>

Obtain additional local funding for public transit operations. Currently, the County has the
ability to increase the local option gas tax by 5 cents. The Alachua County Transportation
Funding Advisory Committee has recommended the County increase the tax by 5 cents, as well
as dedicate a portion of the increase in County ad valorum revenue to transportation over the next
5 years. These actions would make available an additional $7 million per year in funding for all
transportation. The committee recommended that approximately $1 million per year of the total
$7 million should be allocated to public transit. The City should work with the County to
implement the recommended increase in transportation funding.

Pursue on-going Congressional earmarks of transit capital funds. The City obtained 21 used
buses from two other Florida transit systems in 1998. These buses were needed to sustain a
substantial increase in ridership being experienced by the transit system. All of these buses were
already eligible for replacement under federal regulations. They need to be immediately
replaced. The City obtained a Congressional earmark of federal transit capital funds for FY 1999
in the amount of $1.5 million. This amount will allow the purchase of 5 buses and related
equipment. An earmark of $5.5 million to purchase another 19 buses will be made for FY 2001.
Congressional earmark requests for transit should be made regularly.

Obtain additional FDOT funding for transit operations. The City, working with the County
through the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization (MTPO), successfully
encouraged FDOT to include the purchase of buses with Federal Surface Transportation Program
(STP) funds in the FDOT work program in 1998. Through the MTPO, the City should pursue the
allocation of FDOT state highway funds to transit operating expenses. All FDOT state funds are
flexible and may be used for either transit operating or transit capital projects. Many local transit
routes serve state corridors, such as US 441, SR 20, and SR 24. FDOT needs to be encouraged to
share in the operating expenses of transit that serves state corridors.

A multi-jurisdictional transit authority. Since the City acquired the Regional Transit System
from Alachua County in the early 1980s, the City has been the primary local funding agency for
transit in the Gainesville urbanized area. At the time the transit system was acquired there was
much more federal operating assistance available than is now the case. As a result, the City’s
financial commitment to the transit system (which serves the entire urbanized area) has increased
to the point that almost all of the City’s share of the local option gas tax is now devoted to the
transit system. On the other hand, the County’s financial commitment has remained modest and
not connected to the amount of bus service provided to unincorporated areas.

Recently, UF has made a major commitment to funding transit service through its Campus
Development Plan and a new Student Government transit fee paid by each student.
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Effective Tools to Increase Transit Ridership

In general, transit is seen as a more attractive form of travel when it is perceived as...

Accessible and convenient
Frequent

On Time (reliable)

Safe

...in comparison to using a car.

Tools for a Healthy Transit System

Develop strong, walkable, mixed use areas & neighborhood (activity) centers.
Restrict the supply of parking for cars -- especially free surface parking.

Increase the cost of parking with, for example, cash-out.

Develop more frequent and more reliable bus service, with expanded weekday evening
service.

Develop a transportation demand management ordinance that requires employers to
achieve non-single-occupant-vehicle (SOV) commute targets.

Have employers and neighborhoods purchase transit passes.

Make using the bus easier to understand with a highly visible theme logo, and
understandable schedules and routes.

Bus stops close to offices, residences, retail, schools, workplaces, or parks.

Street capacity is not increased for cars.

Transit stop enhancements (see Figure 4)

Comfortable seating
Roof protection from sun and rain
Easy-to-read route maps and schedules
Lighting
Bicycle parking
Easily recognizable as a city RTS bus stop
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Bicycle Carriers on Buses

This effective example of a "modal link" expands the service area of a bus stop. For example, the
RTS service area is approximately 38 square miles if ridership is drawn from a one-quarter mile
walking distance from bus routes, but expands to approximately 84 square miles if ridership is
drawn from a one-mile bicycling distance. In addition, bicycle carriers help expand the area that
a bicyclist can bicycle. Each of these factors thereby increase both bus and bicycle trips (see
Figure 8).

In Portland, Oregon, 14,300 bicyclists used city buses in 1993 after front-mounted bike carriers
were installed.” In Santa Barbara, bikes on buses were estimated to add over 40,000 new
passengers -- 30 percent of whom were formerly using a car. Between November 1978 and
November 1979, ridership rose 218 percent. At Connecticut and Chicago rail stations, five to
seven percent of all passengers are bike-and-ride patrons.”

The City should continue to install bicycle carriers on newly-acquired buses to realize these
benefits. Currently, all City RTS buses are equipped with carriers.

Provide bus fare reductions and subsidized transit passes

In October 1985, the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council cited a study finding that
fare-free service improves service for existing transit users but has
Figure 4 limited impact on car use. Most of those who are recruited to the
bus by a free fare are low-income
and without a car. In
AN addition, for fare-free
service to encourage
28737 )N : people to live in central
e e : locations and reduce car
3 ownership, high-quality,
=96 LILTS fare-free bus service must
| be assured and coupled
i with motor vehicle
i parking restrictions. The
QJE study also found that both
=T merchants and apartment
owners served by buses
benefited from fare-free
service.®

v/

¢ { ek SN Greg Dubois, UF Parking

s Administrator, indicated
in 1994 that the biggest
obstacle to attracting UF
students and staff to ride a bus is that the buses are too inconvenient. In 1994, a UF math
professor found that a free bus pass for UF students would cost UF $235 per year for each student
given a pass, compared to $550 that UF pays per year (for 20 years) for a parking space
(including maintenance, and not including land, lighting, security, and parking enforcement).”
The University has, since 1998, instituted a Gator One Bus Pass Card that provides a pre-paid
suchfree bus service for students. This program w i a i
2000,
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Bus ridership in Boulder, Colorado rose 14 percent in 1993 due to incentive programs such as
free student bus passes.® The $18,000 start-up cost in 1989 was less than what it costs to build
one downtown parking space. The City expected a 10 percent participation rate in the first year. It
turned out to be 25 percent. The program also includes a free package delivery service for
downtown shoppers that use the bus, which discourages people from driving to work on days
when they need to shop.* New shuttle buses and discounted transit passes have helped increase
bus ridership in that city by 24 percent from 1992 to 1994. Another program at that time
reimbursed 350 businesses up to a quarter the cost of purchasing annual bus passes for their
employees. The program encourages businesses to subsidize transit instead of parking. In 1992,
during "Alternative Transportation Month," a local hospital saved 35,000 car commuter miles
using the program. Like the University of Florida, where students now pay $6 per semester,
University of Colorado students voted to increase their student activity fee (by $10 at Colorado)
and are now able to use their student ID card for pre-paid free bus rides.” Other cities providing
free employee bus passes include San Francisco, Milwaukee, and Denver.»

Unfortunately, IRS rules state that employers can only provide $22 per month tax free to
employees who commute by bus. Free parking, on the other hand, is fully tax free.»

Increase bus frequency

In October 1985, the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council* cited a study calling for
10-minute frequency (headways) during peak periods and 20-minute frequency off-peak.
Calthorpe? calls for 15-minute frequency throughout the day. See Table 5 for current frequencies
for RTS buses.

Bus traffic signal pre-emption/priority

These devices allow bus drivers to trigger a green light at traffic signals. They are currently
available to the City Fire Department.

Light rail

The feasibility of light rail is based on sufficient non-residential square footage downtown (at
least 20 million square feet) and high residential densities along the rail corridors. Weissman &
Corbett” report that the minimum residential density needed within 1/8 mile of a station is 43
dwelling units per acre and 10 dwelling units per acre in the next 1/8 mile. Even though
Gainesville is currently well below the minimum densities needed to make rail feasible, it may be
wise to pursue rail regardless, since, in the long run, a rail line will encourage the higher, mixed-
use densities needed to make the rail feasible. In the short run, of course, such a strategy would
require heavy subsidies, which perhaps can be justified by the significant quality-of-life
improvements the rail would provide. Portland, Oregon, for example, is taking this approach.

Light rail is considered more effective than bus systems in encouraging more dense, mixed-use
development along the transit route, primarily because rail infrastructure is more permanent than
bus infrastructure -- due to cost -- and investors can therefore better rely on the rail line to remain
well into the future.” It is much easier to move a bus route than a transit route, which makes an
investment that assumes the existence of transit a safer investment.

Because of substantial highway infrastructure, large subsidies for car travel, and dispersed, low-
density development patterns in cities such as Gainesville, "rubber-tire" transit (including
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decentralized bus and van service) appears to be the only viable transit option in cities such as

Gainesville.®

Sustainability Indicators for Using Transit

It is generally recognized that for bus
transit to be viable and healthy — that is,
free of unsustainably high public
subsidies and freedom from the “empty
bus syndrome” — an average net
residential density of at least 7 dwelling
units per acre is necessary. As can be
seen in Figure 5, from 1960 through
current times, the density has been
nearly 2 times less than this threshold
density. The decreases in overall
density is largely due to the City
annexing low-density areas over

time.

As noted above, there has been a
substantial increase in bus ridership
over the past few years (see Figure 6
and Table 2) due to a number of
important bus enhancements. The City
should set a goal of at least 5.5 million

annual riders by 2005, and 8 million riders by

2010.

du/ac (net)

Figure

5. Gainesville Density and

Transit Threshold (1950-1999)
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Figure 6. Gainesville Citywide Bus Ridership (1985-1998)
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Source: Gainesville RTS.

Existing System and Analysis for Transit System

Existing Transit Services. The City owns and operates the RTS. Four types of transit services
are offered by RTS:

1. A fixed route, “main bus” service serving the urban area.
Contractual service with the University of Florida (UF) to provide on-
campus bus service.

3. A demand-responsive system serves ADA paratransit eligible individuals
who are travelling in the service area (within % mile of a fixed bus
route).

4, Service for special events provided upon request, at cost.

More specialized transit services are provided by private and non-profit transit providers
including taxi companies and emergency transport agencies.
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Table 2: Annual Main and UF Campus Bus Ridership

Calendar Year Citywide Riders UF Campus Riders

1985 1,535,737

1986 1,188,733

1987 1,127,753

1988 1,080,546

1989 1,286,739

1990 1,336,899

1991 , 1,407,016

1992 1,297,534

1993 1,165,005

1994 1,062,354

1995 1,084,862

1996 1,148,568 1,001,225
1997 1,303,463 941,355
1998 2,314,384 1,040,957
1999 3,299,933 1,196,787

“Riders" include anyone who gets on a bus for a ride.
Source: Gainesville RTS, March 1999.

Main Bus Service. The main bus service has 18 routes. These routes, as noted above, create an
RTS service area of approximately 38 square miles if ridership is drawn from a one-quarter mile
walking distance from bus routes, and approximately 84 square miles if ridership is drawn from a
one-mile bicycling distance. This service area reaches outside of city limits, but for comparison
purposes, the City currently is 49 square miles in size, and including the unincorporated
Gainesville urban area, the urban area is 148 square miles in size. Figure 7 compares the service
area of the main bus system to the area within the city limits. Several of the routes have common
bus stops, but the only transfer station is the main bus terminal in the downtown plaza. Figure 8
shows the transit service area if bicycle access is assumed.

Each of the fixed bus routes has a wheelchair-accessible bus assigned to it. For routes with more
than one bus providing service, at least one of the buses is wheelchair-accessible. Currently, 28
of the 72 buses in the fleet, or 39 percent, are wheelchair-accessible.

Demand-Response System Service. The City transit system operates a demand-responsive,
curb-to-curb paratransit service. RTS determines if applicants are eligible for Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit service and certifies eligible applicants. Coordinated
Transportation Systems (CTS) administers “demand-responsive” service in Alachua County.
RTS contracts with CTS to provide this service for ADA paratransit eligible individuals who are
travelling in the service area (within % of a mile from a fixed bus route). Persons using this
service must request transportation from CTS at least one day in advance. CTS notifies RTS of
the request.

Paratransit service is provided on the same days and with similar hours as the RTS fixed route
service. The current price for a paratransit trip is $2.00 each way. As of March 1999, RTS had a
total of 233 certified ADA paratransit recipients of which 196 are fully eligible and 37 are
conditionally eligible.
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Chapter 427 Florida Statutes (enacted in 1979 and amended 1989) requires that all federal, state
and local moneys used to transport elderly and low income persons be coordinated through one
transportation system to avoid duplication of services and costs. The City currently contracts for
this service with CTS.

The provider (CTS as of 9/29/99) arranges transportation for the transportation disadvantaged
population of the city and Alachua County. The clients include persons who, because of physical
or mental disability, income status, age or remoteness from other public transit are unable to
transport themselves.

The provider coordinates 5 types of transportation services:

1. 24 hour, non-emergency medical transportation to non-ambulatory (wheelchair
and stretcher) clients.

2. 24 hour, ambulatory transportation in Alachua County supplementing RTS
demand-responsive routes.

3. Transportation for clients of Mental Health Services (MHS) to and from MHS
facilities, and Developmental Service clients to and from their training facilities.

4. School Board sponsored transportation of residents from public housing
communities. School buses are used to transport primarily elderly residents of 4
Gainesville communities and one Alachua County community for medical
appointments and personal shopping.

5. “Meals on Wheels” and “Gainesville Meals Transport” by contract with MHS.

The provider requests proposals to meet various transportation demands from sub-providers.
This procedure is carried out every one to two years. Currently, there are 4 sub-providers under
contract with the provider: RTS (paratransit service), Medicoach, Inc., North Central Florida
Mental Health Services and the School Board of Alachua County.

The provider also provides itemized bills to agencies and programs such as Medicaid
Transportation Disadvantaged Commission, Developmental Services (HRS), the Division of
Blind Services (HRS), Foster Grandparents and Retired Senior Volunteer Program, whose clients
use the RTS demand-responsive system and other services.

Campus Shuttle and other Campus Services. UF contracts with RTS to provide on-campus
shuttles. Nine buses shuttle students and university personnel between classes and from
commuter lots. The shuttle system operates between 7:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., 7:15 p.m., and 7:30
p.m. on Family Housing and Fraternity Row, Commuter Lot, and Park-n-Ride, respectively.
Shuttles service only operates on weekdays. Shuttle service does not run during semester breaks,
and only four buses run during summer session. The Park-n-Ride shuttle does not operate in the
summer.

Transit routes 1, 4, 5, 8,9, 10, 12, 13, 16, 20, and 43 serve the UF campus. Santa Fe Community

College (SFCC) main campus is served by routes 10 and 43. Routes 5, 6, and 10 serve the SFCC
downtown campus. Demand-responsive services are available to disabled students on the same
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basis as the general public. UF student government also finances and provides transportation for
disabled and temporarily disabled students.

The students approved a referendum in March, 1997 to authorize up to $1 a credit hour of their
Activity and Service Fee be allocated to transit. In return for these funds, the City has authorized
the “Gator One” card as a bus pass, systemwide, at all times. The card provides the student with
free use of RTS buses. As of Spring 1999, UF Student Government collected 15 cents a credit
hour and intends to collect 50 cents a credit hour in the fall of 2000. These funds will be used to
enhance bus service to campus.

Private Transit Systems. Additional transit for non-emergency patient transportation is
available through the private sector. These systems currently include Accent Medi-Van,
Medicoach Incorporated and Southern Comfort. Area hospitals and nursing care facilities broker
services from these sources for their patients. Many of these firms also provide limousine and
charter bus service.

Private carriers such as cab companies and limousines also provide transportation opportunities
on a demand-responsive basis. Limousine and taxi services tend to provide specialized services
such as transportation to airports and area tours. Table 3 shows these privately available transit
services, including several bus lines that offer regular long-distance service from Gainesville.

Table 3: Private Transit Services

Bus Companies Limousine Services Taxi Services

Boca Bus Company A Candies Coaches Gainesville Cab Company

Breakaway Tours Modern Age Limousine Gator Cab

GMG Transportation Airport Passenger Express Safety Cabs

Greyhound Bus Lines Santa Fe Cab Company
Yellow Cab

Source: City of Gainesville, Department of Community Development. Staff survey, April, 1999.

There are a number of companies located outside the county that provide charter services in the
Gainesville area. The list of providers shown above often changes. The list simply indicates the
variety of transportation alternatives available at a recent point in time.

Exclusive Transit Rights-of-Way or Corridors. Currently, there are no exclusive transit rights-
of-way or corridors in the RTS service area.

Transit Service and Frequency

Table 4 shows the main bus service (the “fixed route” service) by route as of Spring 1999.
Included are the route numbers and names, the route attractors/generators served, round trip
mileage on route per hour and number of buses by route that are wheelchair accessible. Table 5
shows the bus frequency and service span as of Spring 1999. The number of buses used on each
route and the frequency are shown for both peak and off peak hours. Also included in Table 5 is
the weekday service span of each route.
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Table 4: Main Bus Service, by Route,

Route Name and No.

phh

~ad

Attractor/generator served

Round trip
mileage on
route per
hour

No. of buses that are
wheelchair accessible

1. Butler Plaza to
Downtown

Butler Plaza

Alachua General Hospital
Downtown Plaza
University of Florida
Shands at UF

VA Medical Center

9.5

1

2. Downtown to
Robinson Heights

Downtown

Williams Elementary
Lincoln Middle

Prairie View Elementary

8.2

5. Oaks Mall to Downtown
via University Ave.

N. Fl Regional Medial Ctr.
Oaks Mall

University of Florida
Westgate Plaza

SFCC, downtown campus
Downtown

10.9

6. Downtown to Gainesville Mall
via 6th Street

Downtown

SFCC, downtown campus
Stephen Foster Elementary
Gainesville Mall

12.2

7. Downtown to Eastwood Meadows

Downtown
Eastside High School

15.9

8. Pine Ridge to Shands at UF
via NW 13th Street

Gainesville Mall

Shands at UF
Gainesville High School
University of Florida

17.9

9. Lexington Crossing to McCarty Hall

University of Florida

7.4

10. SFCC to Downtown
via NW 16th Avenue/University Avenue

SFCC

Millhopper Square
University of Florida
SFCC, downtown campus
Downtown

16.7

11. Eastwood Meadows to Downtown
via University Ave.

Downtown

Health Department
Duval Elementary
Loften High School
Lake Forest Elementary

11.7

12. Campus Club to McCarty Hall
via Archer Rd.

Butler Plaza
University of Florida

7.9

13. One Stop Career Center to Museum Rd./
Newell Dr. via SW 13th St.

University of Florida
Shands at UF

City College

Mental Health/One Stop

6.0

43



Draft Transportation Element
October 13, 2000

15. Downtown to NW 23 Ave & NW 6" St Center for Independent Living 14.7
Stephen Foster Elementary
Family Service
Rawlings Elementary
Downtown

16. Newell Dr./Museum Rd. to University of Florida 5.6
Sugar Hill via SW 16th Ave. Shands at UF
Winn Dixie on Main

20. Oaks Mall to McCarty Hall Oaks Mall 13.2
via SW 20th Ave. N. Fl Regional Medial Ctr.
Kash & Karry Plaza
University of Florida

24. Downtown to Job Corps Downtown 17.1
Health Department
HRS
Rawlings Elementary
Family Service
Gainesville Regional Airport
Job Corps

43. SFCC to Downtown SFCC 26.7
via NW 43rd Street Timber Village Shops
Millhopper Square
Westgate Plaza
University of Florida
Shands at UF
P.K. Yonge
Downtown

75. Butler Plaza N. Fl Regional Medial Ctr. 26.2
Qaks Mall via 75th Street Oaks Mall
Tower Center
Tower Hill Office Park
Butler Plaza

Source: Gainesville RTS, September 2000.
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Table 5: Main Bus Frequency and Service Span, March 1999

FT/PT

(PT)
(PT)
(PT)
(PT)

[ Route # I Route Description | Revenue Mi.—l Revenue Hrs | Operating Cost |Vehlcles Req. (W) Frequency Service Span (Weekdays) | Driver
Peak | Off Peak | Peak | Off Peak FT/PT
1 Vet Mem. Pk to Newel! Dr./Mus, Rd. 32,422 2,176 $83,776 2 I 30 60 5:45 am - 9:44 pm 4
2 Downtown to Robinson Heights 22,089 1,364 $52,495 1 ] 30 30 6:30 am - 7:57 pm 2
4 Shands to Downtown (Shuttle) 13,761 1,529 558,867 1 1 30 30 6:00 am - 9:28 pm 3
5 Oaks Mall to Downtown 30,947 2,691 $103,604 2 2 30 30 6:00 am - 9:27 pm 5
6 Gainesville Mall to Downtown 14,244 1,261 $48,529 1 1 60 I 60 6:30 am- 6:57 pm 2
7 Downtown to Eastwood Meadows 22,640 1,415 $54,478 i 1 60 60 6:00 am - 7:57pm 2
8 Pine Ridge to Shands 43,700 2,526 $97,251 2 2 30 30 6:12am- 8:13 pm 4
9 Lexington Crossing to McCarty Hall 35,392 3,291 $126,704 3 2 15 20 6:45 am - 9:12 pm 6
10 SFCC to Downtown 21,328 - 1,270 $48,876 1 1 60 60 7:00 am - 6:58pm 2
11 Eastwood Meadows to Downtown 16,281 1,346 $51,802 1 1 60 60 6:30 am - 7:57 pm 2
12 Campus Club to McCarty Hall 39,577 3,423 $131,786 3 2 15 20 6:30 am - 9:17 pm 6
13 Job Serv to Newell Dr./Musuem Rd. 22,590 2,017 $77,655 2 1 15 30 6:28 am - 8:45 pm 4
15 Downtown to Gainesville Mall 19,178 1,279 $49,222 1 1 60 60 6:30 am - 6:58 pm 2
16 Newell Dr./Museum Rd. to Sugar Hill 23,502 2,026 378,001 2 1 15 30 6:45 am - 8:45 pm 4
20 Oaks Mall to McCarty Hall 44,369 3,729 $143,547 4 2 15 30 6:15 am-9:15 pm 7
24 Downtown to Job Corps 23,631 1,415 $54,478 1 1 60 60 6:00 am - 7:57 pm 2
43 SFCC to Downtown 30,440 2,230 $85,855 2 2 60 60 6:00 am - 7:58pm 4
75 Vet. Mem. Park to Oaks Mall 37,878 2,140 $82,390 2 1 30 60 5:45 am - 8:43 pm 4
101 Lexington Express to Reitz Union 8,330 595 $22,908 1 - 30 30 7:10-11:30,2:24-5:08 1
Subtotal 502,296 37,720 1,452,220 33 25 66
118,119,127,128 [ Park-N-Ride 33,600 3,360 $129,360 3 3 10 10 7:00 am -7:30 pm 6
120 Family Housing 8,232 840 $32,340 | 1 30 30 7:00 am - 5:30 pm 1
121,122 Fraternity Row 15,392 1,480 $56,980 1 1 15 15 7:00 am - 5:30 pm 3
123,124,126 | Commuter Lot 16,120 2,600 $100,100 3 3 10 10 7:00 am - 7:15 pm 5
100 UF Express. Oaks Mall to The Hub 12,760 1,160 $44,660 3 - 15 15 6:20-9:15a-3:08-6:16p 2
Subtotal 86,104 9,440 $363,440 11 8 17
300 Later Gator A (Reitz Union to DT) 7,742 842 $32,398 3 10 10 9:30pm-3:20am H
301 Later Gator B (Lex Pk to Reitz Union) - - - 2 15 15 9:30pm-3:00am -
302 Later Gator C (Cps Club-Reitz Union) - - - 2 20 20 9:30pm-3:00am -
303 Later Gator D (Oaks Mall-Reitz) - - - 2 20 20 9:30pm-3:00am -
Subtotal 7,742 842 $32,398 - 9 5
l 61, 62,63 ADA Complemt Par;atransit Service 2 1 3
Totals 596,142 48,002 $1,848,058 46 43 - - - 91
Regular Service:
Number of Weekday Service = 80 Peak Hrs:
Number of Saturday Service = 18 Route 1: 5:45-10:42 a.m. & 2:45 ~ 6:42 p.m.
Number of Holiday Service = 5 Route 9: 6:45-11:30 a.m. & 2:20 - 6:30 p.m.
Total Number of Days = 103 Route 12: 6:30-11:30 a.m. & 2:15 - 6:30 p.m.
Route 13: 7:45-11:40 a.m. & 2:30~6:10 p.m.
Night Service Route 16: 7:45— 11:40 a.m. and 2:30 - 6:10 p.m.
Number of Weekday Service = 32 Route 20: 7:15~10:30 a.m. and 2:15 — 6:30 p.m.
Number of Saturday Service = 17 Route 75: 6:15 - 10:45 a.m. and 2:45 — 6:45 p.m.
Number of Holiday Service = 2 Notes:
Total Number of Days = 51 PNR, CL (1 Bus After 6:00 pm)

Source: Gainesville RTS, March 1999.

Operating Costs are based on a rate of $38.5/Rev. Hour

(PT)
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UF Campus Shuttle Bus Service Area and Frequency

Frequency of the shuttle service is determined by contract between the City and UF. The nature
of a campus shuttle requires frequent bus service. Current frequency is 10 minutes from
commuter parking lots, 15 minutes on Fraternity Row, and 30 minutes for service to on-campus
married student housing. Shuttle bus service does not extend to the School of Veterinary
Medicine.

Inventory of Bus Facilities and Vehicles

Table 6 shows the bus vehicle inventory for the Main Bus System and the Campus Shuttles.
There are 56 buses in the Main Bus/Campus Shuttle Fleet. Table 7 shows the bus vehicle
inventory for the Demand Response paratransit service. There are 6 buses in the Demand

Response paratransit service fleet.

Table 6: RTS Inventory: Main Bus and Campus Shuttles

Year Length Width Type of with
Built Status Seats (feet) (inches) Power Total Active Wheelchair
Access
87 A 33 30 96 DF 7 Y N
89 A 33 30 96 DF 9 Y N
89 A 37 35 96 DF 5 Y N
89 A 43 35 96 DF 5 Y N
95 A 42 40 96 DF 12 Y Y
85 A 46 40 96 DF 6 Y N
85 A 38 35 96 DF 4 Y N
82 A 37 35 96 DF 2 Y N
82 A 45 40 96 DF S Y N
83 A 37 35 96 DF 1 Y N
81 A 40 40 102 DF 10 Y Y
2000 P 38 40 102 AF 6 N NA
Notes:
AF = Alternative Fuel N=No
DF= Diesel Fuel A= Available
Y=Yes P=Procurement

Source: Gainesville RTS, March 1999.

Table 7: Demand Response Fleet

Year Length Width  Type of with
Built  Status Model Seats (feet) (inches) Power Total Active Wchair Access
96 A CS 2000 25 28 96 DF 6 Y Y

Notes:

DF= Diesel Fuel

Y=Yes

A= Available

Source: Gainesville RTS, March 1999.
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Bus Ridership

Main Bus and Campus Shuttle Bus Ridership

Ridership is based on RTS Monthly Reports and is shown in Table 8. Overall annual ridership
since 1985 is shown in Figure 6.

Route 12 began running in January 1998. Route 39 only ran May-August 1998. Route 43 began
running in August 1998. The following routes began running in May 1998: 13, 15, 16, 20, 24,
39, 75.

Most of the routes were re-routed in May 1998.

ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Ridership

Table 9 presents the average daily ridership for the RTS ADA Complimentary Paratransit
Service. Currently, there appears to be adequate capacity to meet demand.

Table 9: ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Ridership, by Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year Ridership Change Since Prior Year
1985/86 67,266 NA
1986/87 62,900 -6%
1987/88 61,700 -2%
1988/89 63,529 +3%
1989/90 NA NA
1990/91 65,576 NA
1991/92 65,576 0%
1992/93 54,100 -18%
1993/94 54,100 0%
1994/95 74,547 38%
1995/96 98,400 32%
1996/97 6,005 NA
1997/98 11,156 NA
1998/99 7,769 -30%

Total 692,622

Source: Gainesville RTS, April 2000.
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Table 8. RTS Calendar Year Ridership by Route

Route 1997 1998 1999
9 81,988 242,904 414,831
20 NA 100,124 361,317
12 NA 126,616 296,303
5 207,248 192,696 279,794
16 NA 41,813 253,544
13 NA 53,316 240,226
1 149,976 158,213 208,669
8 128,303 150,163 183,131
75 NA 48,335 171,266
43 NA 22,953 130,355
15 NA 33,297 102,586
6 83,408 88,770 88,438
10 92,920 82,659 88,205
11 18,920 50,541 81,808
24 NA 31.408 77,885
7 85,855 88,834 T 713
2 68,838 88,139 74,817
4 183,650 196,954 72,112
300 (Later Gator) NA 2,561 58,870
100 (UF Express) NA 5,259 21,608
101 (Lexington Express) NA NA 11,115
3 117.491 94,361 NA
39 NA 10,997 NA
Total 1,101,106 1,805,555 3,294,653
Campus
Park-N-Ride 360,070 400,387 379,621
Park-N-Ride2 28,864
Frat Row 260,252 250,348 315,222
Commuter Lot 230,563 250,809 314,539
Commuter Reverse 16,501
UF Circulator 22,899
Additional Frat Row 26,137
Family Housing 96,791 83,505 93,004
Total 947,676 985,049 1,196,787

Other Services

Gator Aider NA 12,360 36,808
Basketball Game Service NA 1,119 7,666
Special Services NA 17,993 36,967
ADA Paratransit Service 6,005 11,154 10,011
VanPool 3,032
Total 6,005 42,626 94,484
Grand Total 2,048,782 2,833,230 4,585,924

Park-n-Ride does not run May - July.

Routes that began running 8/17/98: 43, UF Express.

Later Gator started 9/98. Route 11 began 5/97. Lexington Express began 1/99.

Several routes changed substantially in 1998. Therefore, ridership by route in prior years is not comparable.

Source: Gainesville RTS, Aprit 1999 9/22/00



Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Integration Between Forms of Travel

A number of initiatives have been undertaken to improve pedestrian and bicycle integration with
the bus system:

e The Campus Shuttle Bus is well-integrated with pedestrians and bicyclists at UF. The 9-bus
system circulates with frequency ranging between 10 and 30 minutes, depending on the
destination. This system provides car-to-bus integration for commuters from the park-n-ride
lot at SW 34th Street, commuters who park their cars in the various commuter lots on
Campus (Norman Hall, North/South Drive and O’Connell Center), and it also serves
pedestrians who would otherwise need a car to travel to distant locations on campus.

e RTS provides special park-n-ride services for major events such as UF football games
(Gator Aider), UF basketball games (Fastbreak Shuttle), and concerts at the O’Connell
Center. Temporary services have been provided for several years. Figures 9 and 10 show
major parking facilities — some of which currently provide park-n-ride, and some of which
have potential to serve as park-n-ride.

e In addition to these programs, there is now a park-n-ride service available from the Oaks
Mall to the UF campus (UF Express), and at Harn Museum on the UF campus. A new park-
n-ride has recently been built on SW 34" Street near SW 20™ Avenue. (see Figure 9)

e In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Central Business District of the downtown underwent
streetscape and street lighting improvements as part of downtown revitalization efforts
which were started in 1985. The Community Redevelopment Agency has completed a
downtown design plan which is designed to enhance the pedestrian environment, and
improvements to encourage more vibrant street activity. The bus system benefits because the
downtown is a bus system hub, and the system gains more riders in this location because a
larger set of pedestrians have safer and more convenient access to the plentiful downtown
buses.

e Coordinated with downtown improvements, the City's Cultural Affairs Department schedules
events for the downtown throughout the year. The bus system benefits in the same way as
described above.

e New investment in the downtown area includes the recent completion of the Matheson
Historical Museum, downtown multi-family residential development, the mixed use, multi-
story Union Street Station, and the main branch of the Public Library. Soon-to-be-completed
projects include the Commerce building, which includes conversion of a surface parking lot
to townhouses, construction of a new county courthouse, and renovation of older buildings
for restaurants, retail, services, and offices. The City and County have taken a very active
role in maintaining the concentration of cultural, residential and government facilities in the
central business district and proceeding with a pedestrian streetscape system. The bus system
benefits in the same way as described above.
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In 1998, the City adopted the Traditional City and Central Corridors ordinances, which
promote a more safe, convenient, and pleasant pedestrian environment in the core area of city and
the main streets leading into the core. The bus system benefits in the same way as described
above.

e The downtown has a number of parks and public spaces. The city-wide bicycle, pedestrian,
and disabled person-carrying Trail Network has several trails that converge at the southern
fringe of downtown. By doing so, the Trail Network and bus system enjoy a symbiotic
relationship.

e RTS has equipped all of its main buses with bicycle carriers. These carriers greatly expand
the service area of the bus system, and increases ridership. See Figures 7 & 8.

e The in-street bicycle system provides facilities for the commuting cyclist. All new arterials
and collector streets include bicycle lanes. Bicycle lanes or wide curb lanes are also installed
whenever feasible when existing streets are resurfaced. Like bicycle carriers on buses, the in-
street bicycle system expands the bus service area. In addition, new development is required
to provide bicycle parking as a part of the on-site traffic circulation plan.

e RTS is currently seeking the following to correct deficiencies in transferring from another
form of travel to the bus. For example, funding is needed to construct the new transfer
facility at in the Depot Area downtown, as well as a terminal or transfer station near or on the
UF campus. “Busways” may be needed along University Avenue and Archer Road. Park-n-
Ride lots are needed at Gainesville Mall, Haile Plantation, Winn Dixie on NW 13" Street, and
the Winn Dixie on South Main Street.

There are no passenger rail or seaport facilities in Gainesville. However, a bus shuttle is provided
from the Downtown Plaza to the Amtrak station in Palatka. The Gainesville Regional Airport is
not currently served by bus because ridership was too low to sustain that service. There is taxi
service and van service from some hotels to the airport. Bike lanes on NE 39th Avenue and the
Waldo Road Rail-Trail provide bicycle access to the vicinity of the airport.

Population Served by RTS

The estimated walking distance (1/4-mile from routes) transit service area population for the year
2000 is approximately 107,300. For the year 2020, it is approximately 130,000. It is important
to note that over time, there is a declining percentage of the Gainesville Urban Area population
located within the transit service area due to the fact that most new homes that are built are
located outside of the service area.

Persons with Transit-Related Disabilities

RTS provides two services to disabled riders.

e The demand response paratransit service provides service to ADA paratransit eligible
individuals.
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e The main bus service includes limited handicapped-accessible buses serving the urban area.
CTS and other private providers supplement this service.

Table 10 shows estimates of persons with transit-related disabilities for the city and the
unincorporated portion of the urban area.

Table 10: Persons with Transit-Related Disabilities

Group 1980 1996 2001 2005 96-01 Change  Total Change
City 16-64 843 993 1,050 1,098 57 207
City 65+ 1,040 1,314 1,419 1,509 105 379
Unincorp. 336 585 647 701 62 311
16-64
Unincop. 330 1,200 1,391 1,565 191 1,061
65+
Total 2,549 4,092 4,507 4,873 415 1,958

Source: Bureau of the Census, July 1983; Department of Community Development staff calculations, April 2000.
Numbers do not always total due to the use of samples and rounding error. Data for 2005 are extrapolated forward from
1996-2001 annual percentage increases for each age group. 2000 Census data are not available at this time.

Special Needs Populations

The population groups considered to have special transportation needs include seniors, low
income persons and persons with transit-related disabilities. Each of these groups have been
discussed in the preceding sections. Studies by the FDOT (July 1984) and the Gainesville
Urbanized Area MTPO (February 1990) estimate the total of these groups to comprise 34 percent
of Alachua County's population. Analysis by City staff indicates that this total could be above 50
percent for the City and unincorporated urban area.

Transit Trip Generation and Future Bus System Capacity

The location of future primary trip generators and attractors for the city is discussed in the “Major
Trip Generators and Attractors” section. That discussion showed that almost all anticipated
attractors and generators are served by the city transit system.

According to Gainesville RTS in February 2000, the number of RTS person trips at full capacity
is 21,200,000, and existing transit demand is 4,413,198 person trips.

The distribution of trips is expected to change by the year 2005 as development intensifies in
some areas and peaks or declines in other areas. Changes in the distribution of trips may lead to a
change of transit route configurations in the future. The overall capacity of the RTS system is, in
most cases, adequate to handle trips in the year 2000. However, additional capacity is required
in particular areas — particularly in Southwest Gainesville and nearby southwestern
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unincorporated urban areas, where people are being left at bus stops because buses are full on
weekday mornings. In 1985, 78 percent of all main bus trips were in the City. By the year 2000,
this percentage is expected to decline to 65 percent. The largest single trip generator is UF for
each of these two years, with 16 percent of all trips in 1985 and a projected 65 43 percent in the
year 2000.

Transit System Capital Needs

The Florida Department of Transportation 5-Year Work Program, dated February 14, 2000,

contains the following committed capital projects for the transit system:

e Passenger amenities (bencl helters. and t

e Expansion of the bus fleet to include “Alternate Fuel” buses (15 in FY 00°-01’ & 4 in FY
01°-02)

e ILa iisition and design funding for new transfer center

The Gainesville RTS prepared a Capital [ ment Program i hat, in addition to th
ve, included the wing:

e 2 - A-compliant replacement buse next ar

° xpansi 1 40-foot e liant) t i a assenger | !
experienced in recent years. These buses will be used to provide new RTS routes, including
more routes to the UF campus, a route to the Gainesville Regional Airport, and additional late
night service.

e lift-equipped vans leased to a local operator providing the ADA-require
paratransit service.

o vans to be use art a new va l and com istance pr in the

Major Trip Generators and Attractors

Existing Major Trip Generators And Attractors. There are 23 areas identified as major trip
“generators” or “attractors” (see Figure 11). These areas are identified based on the existing and
future land use map series. These include neighborhood (activity) centers within the city and
those identified by the County in the Gainesville Urban Reserve Area. Figure 12 shows existing
and future industrial concentrations. Table 12 lists these areas, and the main bus routes which
serve them. Major trip generators and attractors contain the vast majority of jobs, shopping,
government offices and other essential services needed by city residents. The only existing trip
generators and attractors not served by transit are Northwood Village, the Gainesville Regional
Airport and the Airport Industrial Park. These are developing neighborhood (activity) centers
and RTS will assess the need for service to these areas as they develop. (RTS provided service to
the airport in the 1980’s, but service was discontinued upon evaluation of the ridership generated
and attracted by the airport.)
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Table 12: Bus Service to Major City Generators and Attractors

Generator/Attractor Bus Route
Santa Fe Community College 6, 10
Oaks Mall 4,5
Archer Road/Butler Plaza 1,12
Westgate Regency 5,6
Millhopper 6, 10
Ridgeway Village 8
Northwood Village 8

NW 13th Street at 39th Avenue 2
Gainesville Mall 2,8
University of Florida and Alachua Gen. Hospital 1,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 12
Shands and Veteran's Hospital 1,3,4,6,8,9, 12
SW 13th Street 3
Downtown Gainesville 1,2,3,4,5,10, 11
Gainesville Shopping Center 3
Winn-Dixie Shopping Center at North Main Street 7
Airport None
Tacachale (Sunland Center) 7
University Avenue at Waldo Road 7

SE Hawthorne Road at SE 27th Street 7
39th Avenue and North Main Street None
Industrial

South Main Street 4,8
NW 6th Street 2
Koppers at North Main Street None
Hugh Edwards 7
Airport Park None
Outside City Limits

Springhill 10
Nationwide Insurance on Williston Road 12
North Central Florida Mental Health 3

The Land Use Element of the County Comprehensive Plan lists a number of urban activity
centers, rural activity centers and rural employment centers located outside the Gainesville Urban
Reserve Area. Currently, these are outside the RTS main bus service area, but within the
Demand-Response System Zone 3 service area. Improvements within the existing main bus
service area would have a higher priority than would extension of main bus service to these areas.
Through adoption of a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA), the City identified

“existing and potential transit hubs (see Figure 13).
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Significant City-Owned Parking Facilities. Table 11 is an inventory of major city-owned
parking facilities.

Table 11: Significant City-Owned Parking Facilities

Lot Spaces Type of Parking Time Duration
Restriction . Limitations
1 77 Permit, Reserved, 2-hour Short-term
Meters
2 73 Permit, Meters 10-hour Long-term
7 83 Reserved None Long-term
10 90 Permit None Long-term

Source: Gainesville Public Works Department, March 22, 2000. "Significant’ defined as a facility with at least 50 parking
spaces for cars.

Percentage of Trips by Transit and Other Forms of Travel (Modal Split)

In 1985, the GUA MTPO adopted a long range modal split goal that 5 percent of all trips in the
area would be transit trips in the year 2005. This goal was to be met incrementally:

Transit “Percentage of Trips” Goals

Year Percent Transit

1990 1.02
1995 1.73
2000 2.93
2005 5.00

The percentage of non-car trips (modal split), as reported in the 1991 Transportation Mobility
Element as follows:

Non-Car Percentage of Trips

Form of Travel % of Areawide Vehicle Trips
Fixed Route Transit 1.1%
UF Shuttle Bus 0.7%
Bicycle 0.8%

The percentage of trips by various forms of travel varies throughout the city, with the
concentration of bicycle and transit trips being highest on the UF Campus and in surrounding
areas. The average motor vehicle occupancy, as reported in the 1991 Mobility Element, is 1.36
persons per vehicle.

The City should establish an objective that at least 6 percent of all trips within the city be made
by a means other by car: by bus, by foot, or by bicycle.

59



Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Bicycling
The 3 keys for establishing a bicycle-friendly community are:

1. Convenience
2. Comfort
3. Safety

Advantages of Bicycling as a Form of Travel*

e  Bicycling can be the quickest way to travel for most short urban trips, especially during
rush hour, or in more congested, high-density areas.

e  Bicycles require only one-sixteenth of the parking space needed for cars. As a result,
more bicyclists mean a smaller need for land-consumptive parking facilities. The small
bicycle space needs also offer the bicyclist the convenience of parking closer to the
entranceways of his or her destination.

e  An increase in bicyclists would reduce wear and tear on streets, thereby reducing on-
going operation and maintenance costs for the street network.

Existing System and Analysis for Bicycling

Levels of Bicycle Transportation

Gainesville has long been recognized as a community with a high level of bicycle transportation.
For example, it was once estimated that approximately 28,000 daily trips are made by bicycle in
Gainesville, and that over 70 percent of these trips were for utilitarian purposes such as
commuting to work, school, or shopping.©

A 1990 modal split estimate® showed that 2.4 percent of the person trips in the Gainesville urban
area were made by bicycle in 1990.

However, while the number of trips made by bicycle have remained relatively high, bicycle
counts by the MTPO and the Urban Area Bicycle Advisory Board showed a steady decline in the
number of trips made by bicycle from 1984 through 1997.4 See Figure 16.

Existing Bicycle Facilities and Programs

As of December 1998, there are approximately 70 miles of arterial and collector streets within the
Gainesville urban area designed to accommodate bicycle transportation. See Figure 14.
Nevertheless, 39 percent of the arterial and collector street system mileage has not yet been
retrofitted to accommodate bicycle transportation (see Figure 15).

The citywide Trail Network is, in general, not associated with the city street system, and provides

off-street travel for pedestrians, physically-adept bicyclists, and, where the trail is paved, less-
abled bicyclists and the disabled (see Figure 17).
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The City Land Development Code requires that a certain percentage of off-street parking consist
of bicycle parking facilities. In addition, the Traditional City ordinance has removed the bicycle
parking exemption for the downtown area. As a result, most recent developments within city
limits now provide bicycle parking. There remain several existing developments, however, that
were not required to provide such parking, because the development occurred before the City had
bicycle parking requirements in place. ‘

Over time, the City is incrementally developing trails to complete the Trail Network. In recent
years, the Depot Rail-Trail and the Waldo Rail-Trail have been constructed. The City is
attempting to acquire the 6th Street railroad corridor in anticipation of developing a rail-trail for
use by pedestrians and bicyclists. The City also anticipates developing a “Downtown Connector
Trail” that will link downtown Gainesville with the Gainesville-Hawthorne Trail and the overall
citywide Trail Network.

When completed, this Network will provide links from neighborhoods to public schools, jobs,
parks, other neighborhoods, civic and cultural facilities, shopping areas, and outlying towns.

Bicycle Safety

A leading cause of motor vehicle crashes with bicycles is the lack of bicyclist predictability, or
awareness by bicyclists of motorists. A second and related cause is the failure of motorists to see
bicyclists while driving.

For example, studies of bicycle crashes in the Gainesville urban area have found that most
reported crashes occur at intersections. The three actions by bicyclists that cause most crashes
are: (1) riding a bicycle against the flow of motor vehicle traffic; (2) failure to obey traffic signals
and signs; and (3) riding at night without proper lights.*

A study of Gainesville bicycle crashes from 1973-1981% found that almost 50 percent of all
bicycle crashes involved college-age individuals (18 to 25 age group), and that 35 percent of all
bicycle crashes within city limits occurred on West 13th Street or University Avenue. This study
also found that the 3 leading causes of crashes over this time period were: (1) a bicyclist
travelling on a main street colliding with a motorist turning onto or crossing through the main
street on a street controlled by a stop sign; (2) a bicyclist travelling through an intersection
colliding with a motorist making a left turn in the path of the bicyclist; and (3) a bicyclist
travelling in the same direction or opposing direction of traffic colliding with a motorist making
an unexpected right turn.

It is clear from the above that most car crashes with bicycles result from bicyclists not observing
cars, or motorists not being able to observe or predict the behavior of bicyclists. Therefore, a
bicycle crash reduction program must focus on engineering, education, and enforcement practices
which increase bicyclist visibility and predictability. For these reasons (and others), the focus of
bicycle planning has shifted from an emphasis on separating bicyclists from motor vehicle traffic
to an emphasis on integrating bicyclists with motor vehicle traffic. This largely translates into
recognizing the bicycle as a vehicle, providing in-street bicycle lanes, and assigning to the
bicyclist all of the responsibilities and benefits associated with vehicular travel.
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Existing and Future Needs

There are 5 types of bicycle travel facilities: (1) an in-street bicycle lane; (2) a paved shoulder; (3)
a wide curb lane; (4) a bicycle path physically separated from the street; and (5) a sidewalk with
ramps. In general, the first 3 types are considered safest for bicycle travel.

Bicycle paths (type #4) should only be constructed for routes not served by streets and where
there is little or no cross flow by motor vehicles. Paths should be designed for exclusive or
preferential use by bicyclists. Sidewalks (type #5) are generally unsuitable for bicycle
transportation. Sidewalks for bicycle transportation should only be considered for a very special
circumstances where other forms of bicycle route design are not feasible.*

One of the best ways to encourage bicycle use is to remove the conditions, costs, and barriers
which limit bicycle use or make it unsafe. The barriers to commuting to work (or other utilitarian
trips) by bicycle continue to be significant and widespread. Bicyclists are often faced with:

e A lack of street designs which accommodate bicycle transportation.

e Street hazards such as storm sewer grates, debris, rough pavement, high motor vehicle
speeds, shoulder rumble strips, narrow traffic lanes on streets with high average vehicle
speeds and excessive driveways.

e Traffic signals which ignore bicyclists.
e Workplace destinations without showers or lockers for a change of clothes.

e A lack of choice to live in housing that is close enough to destinations to allow
convenient bicycling.

Key Engineering Strategies to Promote Bicycling in Gainesville

Street Design. Because of the increased speed and convenience it provides, utilitarian bicyclists
(those making shopping trips, or commute trips to work or school) generally prefer to travel to
destinations by using the same street network found most popular by motorists; namely, arterial
and collector streets. As noted earlier, Figure 15 shows that 39 percent of arterial and collector
street mileage within the Gainesville urban area are not currently designed to accommodate
bicycle transportation.

Bicycle lanes on streets. Up to 95 percent of the public will not bicycle to work, to shopping, or
to a park unless they are provided with bike lanes or separate bike paths. On local neighborhood
streets, in downtown, and other neighborhood (activity) centers, there is a reduced need for bike
lanes when vehicle speed is 20 to 25 miles per hour, and the need is minimal when speeds are 15
to 20 miles per hour. One study has found that cities with substantial bicycle lane mileage have
three times more bicycle commuters than cities without such facilities. No significant bicycling
occurs in any industrialized area without dedicated bicycle facilities.® Of people who biked at
least once in the past year, 46 percent would occasionally commute to work by bicycle if safe
bike lanes were available.®

In Gainesville, bicycling facilities are relatively prevalent and a large number of trips to the UF
campus are made by bicycle. Over 75 miles of lanes were built in the 1980s, at the same time in
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which a significant increase in bicycling activity occurred, and an 80-percent reduction in
bicyclist fatalities were observed from 1980 to 1984.5 Nevertheless, as noted above,
approximately 39 percent of all arterial and collector street mileage within city limits is not
designed to accommodate bicycle travel. Priority retrofitting should be assigned to those routes
that link important local destinations such as shopping areas, schools, and parks.

Bike lanes allow more motorist swing-turning width onto and off of side streets, which enables
turning radii at intersections to be smaller. This, in turn, reduces pedestrian crossing time and
distance by 60 to 100 percent.»

Cities with higher levels of bicycle commuting have 70 percent more bikeways per street mile
and 6 times more bike lanes per arterial mile than average.*

Strategic gaps. In most cities, the most effective way to use bicycle funds is to concentrate on
projects that fill strategic gaps in the bicycle system or provide connections between major trip
generators. These improvements complete bicycling corridors that would probably be used more
often except for a critical missing section or the presence of a barrier. For prospective bicyclists,
gaps in a corridor could mean the difference between riding a bicycle or driving a car. An
example of a successful gap-filling project occurred in Eugene, Oregon. There, a "Greenway
Bicycle Bridge" resulted in a reduction of at least 665 motor vehicle trips per week.
Approximately 30 percent of all bicyclists surveyed would not have made the trip by bicycle if
the bridge had not been built.*

Prioritizing Street Improvements for Bicycle Travel. As can be seen in Figure 15, important
bicycle route gaps currently exist on city arterial and collector streets. Currently, 39 percent of
arterial and collector street mileage within the city is not designed to accommodate bicycle travel.
The most serious gaps that need to be filled are those where bicycle travel is most likely:

Areas of relatively high residential density or commercial intensity

Areas with a compact, mixed land use pattern (residential and non-residential within a 3-mile
bicycling distance

Arterial or collector street

Proximity to a public school

Proximity to a major public park or cultural facility

Lack of alternative parallel routes

Street segments that link existing bicycle routes

Street segments displaying a high incidence of motor vehicle crashes with bicycles

Streets serving major transit stops such as park-n-ride

e @

® © ¢ & & o o

Using these criteria, the most important bicycle route gaps that need to be filled are (see Table 13
for gaps identified by the MTPO):

NW 6" Street between University Avenue and NW 50" Avenue.

N 8™ Avenue between NW 14 Street and Waldo Road.

NW 16" Avenue between NW 43" Street and N Main Street.

Archer Road between SW 34™ Street and SW 13" Street.

SW 16™ Avenue between Depot Avenue and SW 13" Street.

NW 31% and 23" Avenues between NW 34" Street and Waldo Road.
NE 15" Street between NE 16" Avenue and NW 53" Avenue.
University Avenue between NW 21* Street and NW 23™ Street.

00 RIOMGARERCoRtD g
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Table 13: Important Bike Lane Gaps Within Gainesville Urban Area

Priority Street Type of Bicycle | Implementing
Segment From To Improvement Agency
MTPO ‘95 W. 75" St. Archer Rd University Ave  Bicycle lanes County
MTPO 95 SW 2™ Ave Newberry Rd University Ave  Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 Newberry Rd 1-75 NW 8" Ave Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 W. Univ. Ave  NW 23" St North/South Dr  Bicycle lanes State
MTPO 95 W. Univ. Ave NW 13" St North/South Dr  Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 N. Main St N. 16™ Ave N. 23rd Ave Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 N. Main St N. 8" Ave N. 16" Ave Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 S. Main St SW 16" Ave Williston Rd Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 Depot Ave PD&E start pt ~ PD&E end pt Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 NE 2nd St NE 16" Ave NE 10" Ave Bicycle lanes City
MTPO 95 NW 2™ St NW 23" Ave NW 16" Ave Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 NW 6™ St NW 13" St NW 8" Ave Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 NW 23" Ave 1-75 N.W. 55" St Bicycle lanes County
MTPO 95 NW 23" Ave NW 13" St Waldo Rd Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 SW 16" Ave Archer Rd SW 13" St Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 NW 19" St NW 45" Ave NW 31 Ave Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 NW 53" Ave U.S. 441 Waldo Rd Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 SE 15" St SE 41* Ave SE 14™ Ave Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 NW 31* Ave NW 16" Terr NW 34" St Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 NW 34" St University Ave  NW 1th Ave Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 NW 38" St NW 16" Ave NW 8" Ave Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 SE 43rd St Hawthorne Rd  University Ave  Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 E. 18" St NE 8" Ave Hawthorne Rd  Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 Archer Rd 1-75 SW 13" St Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 NW 45" Ave NW 24" Bivd  NW 13" St Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 SW 62" Blvd  Newberry Rd SW 20" Ave Bicycle lanes City
MTPO ‘95 NW 143 St Newberry Rd CR 235 Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 SW 63" Blvd SW 41* Pl Archer Rd Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 Williston Rd 1-75 SW 13" St Bicycle lanes State
MTPO ‘95 University Ave Hawthorne Rd  Lakeshore Dr Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 Lakeshore Dr University Ave Hawthorne Rd  Bicycle lanes County
MTPO ‘95 SW 25" St University Ave  SW 2™ Ave Wide curb lanes City
Millhopper Rd  The Hammock  NW 43% St Bicycle lanes County

Source: North Florida Regional Planning Council. (12/14/95) "Year 2020 Long Range Transportation Plan Update:
Bicycle/Pedestrian Element.”

Bicycle Parking. The City requires that most new developments provide bicycle parking. The
result has been that the City now has a relatively large amount of parking suitable for bicycles.
Nevertheless, important bicycle parking problems persist.

Within the City, bicycle parking inadequacies are found at most older developments which were
constructed before adoption of the current parking ordinance. Also, many recently installed
bicycle parking facilities are incorrectly designed or installed.
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One bicycle parking strategy which can result in significant increases in both bicycle and bus
commuting is the installation of bicycle parking adjacent to transit stops. (The University of
Florida campus provides at least one example of such a facility.) In certain communities in
California, Connecticut, Illinois, and New Jersey, such bike-and-ride lots allow 5 to 10 percent of
all park-and-ride commuters to arrive at the lot by bicycle.”* Such success is probably attributed
to the fact that bicycling is in many ways well suited to trip distances often found between
suburban homes and park-and-ride lots. However, because bicycles must be parked for long
periods of time at such relatively unsupervised lots, bicycle parking facilities at such lots should
provide a relatively high degree of bicycle protection from weather, theft, and vandalism.
Prioritizing the installation of bicycle parking at park-and-ride lots should be based on the
expected demand for such parking.

Top-of-the-line bicycle parking costs approximately $100 per space for racks to $1,000 per space
for bicycle lockers as a fixed, one-time expense. Motor vehicle parking, by contrast, costs $1,450
to $3,820 per year at Stanford University.s

Encouraging Bicycling as a Form of Travel

"Encouragement" is the promotion of increased bicycle transportation through the creation of
incentives for bicycling. While incentives should be offered to all citizens, it is most important
that employers and school officials provide incentives to the two largest groups of potential
utilitarian bicyclists: employees and students.

Both employers and employees benefit when employees commute to work on a bicycle.
Employers benefit from lower parking costs, lower employee health costs and lower absenteeism,
and increased employee morale. Employees benefit by enjoying increased physical fitness and
lower transportation costs.

Employers can encourage employees to be bicycle commuters by:

Providing adequate, sheltered, secure, convenient bicycle parking.

* Offering employees a transportation allowance (or “parking cash-out”) that can be used

to pay for motor vehicle parking, bicycle equipment, bus passes, or walking shoes.

Providing a flex-time option.

Providing showers and clothing lockers.

Offering bicycle riding information through an employee newsletter.

Purchasing a fleet of bicycles for employee errands.

Sponsoring encouragement campaigns such as bike-to-work days and public service

announcements.

Offering rewards and other recognition to employees who bicycle.

o Sponsoring community-wide bicycle recreation events, such as "Prairie Day" at the rail-
trail.

¢ Reimbursing employees for trips made by bicycle, usually through use of a car trip
reduction policy/ordinance.

o Sponsorship of employee bicycle clubs and outings.

Similar strategies are available to school officials for the encouragement of student bicycling.
An essential education tool and encouragement strategy in Gainesville is the development of the

Trail Network. Trails are a critical gateway or “training ground” for novice bicyclists -- those
just starting to ride and who are uncomfortable and unsure about bicycling. Trails are seen by the
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novice as a safe, pleasant, sociable, recreational place to bicycle. Because they safely and
conveniently link homes to jobs, shopping, schools, offices, and parks, they encourage high levels
of travel by bicycle and foot. As has been shown in other communities with extensive trails, such
off-street paths attract large numbers of novice bicyclists who, after bicycling on the trails,
develop the skills, enjoyment and confidence to “graduate” to bicycling on streets, where it is
more appropriate for “utilitarian” (as opposed to recreational) bicycle trips. By being such
powerful gateways for beginners, trails educate large numbers of citizens about the feasibility and
enjoyment of bicycling -- resulting in dramatic increases in bicycle travel throughout the
community. There are currently 27.6 miles of designated Trail Network in the city (see Figure
17).

Bicycle Capital Improvements Needed

The 1995 Bicycle/Pedestrian Element of the MTPO “Year 2020 Long Range Transportation Plan
Update” identified the following independent bicycle capital improvement priorities as needed in
the urban area (see Table 13). By adopted policy, bicycle lanes or wide curb lanes are planned as
an integral part of each street construction project. Therefore, many projects that are bicycle
capital improvements are not listed below because they will be included as part of a street
modification project.
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Sustainability Indicators for Bicycling

An important indicator for how “bicycle Figure 16. Bicycle Counts for Gainesville

friendly” the city has become is the annual Urban Area
bicycle counts trend. As can be seen

in Figure 16, the trends in bicycle
counts have steadily declined since
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Another important sustainability
indicator for bicycling is the
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motorists, these routes are the

fastest for bicycle travel and are

therefore preferred by the bicycle
commuter. Without safe bicycle
access to major streets, bicycle
commuting is unlikely to occur at
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meaningful levels.

Figure 17 shows historical trends in the percentage of major streets within city limits that are
designed for safe bicycling.
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The Trail Network

The Trail Network is a set of paths serving bicyclists, pedestrians, and people in wheelchairs that
are separate from the street and sidewalk system -- usually following a creek or abandoned
railroad right-of-way. Trails are a cost-effective way to provide a popular transportation system
for pedestrians and bicyclists. (Note that because of the low-density, suburban character of
American cities such as Gainesville, most trails and rail trails have higher levels of bicycle use
than pedestrian use.)” Gainesville's 1991 Comprehensive Plan designated 28 miles of trails as
part of the Trail Network (see Figure 18). The trails run through each of the four quadrants of the

urban area.

The 3 keys to making such trails useful for transportation are accessibility to the trail (including
convenience of the trail to major destinations and a large number of access points along the trail),

an active maintenance program, and trail safety.”

The importance of trails as a safe alternative for
bicyclists and pedestrians is shown by studies indicating
that the main disincentives to bicycling, besides weather,
is motor vehicle traffic safety hazards and lack of bicycle
routes.® Also important are travel time and travel
distance, secure parking, and destination facilities such
as showers and lockers.®

Of the people who have bicycled at least once in the past
year, 53 percent would commute by bicycle if safe,
separate paths were available.®

A recent survey along the urban-oriented Pinellas Rail
Trail (Pinellas County, Florida) found that 30 percent of
the trips were for utilitarian purposes such as shopping or
commuting to work. Most or all of these trips would

have been motor vehicle trips had it not been for the trail.©

Lake Kanapaha

Gainesville Trail Network

Depot Fub-Trait

Paynes Pralrle

The City is incrementally establishing a citywide Trail Network consisting of creekside trails,
rail-trails, and utility easements and right-of-way corridors. The intent is that these trails
accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists and people using wheelchairs in the interest of maximizing
transportation choice for all ages and skill levels, and promoting the most efficient use of public
transportation expenditures. Therefore, to the extent possible, the trails should be designed to
safely and conveniently provide access for all forms of non-motorized travel.
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Trail Network gaps

A number of “gaps” in the Trail Network need to be filled to make the Network significantly
more effective and popular. The most important gaps needing to be filled include:

o The 6" Street Rail-Trail Gap. This gap is an abandoned rail corridor that runs from NW
23" Avenue to Depot Avenue, and would provide trail network access from north and
northeast Gainesville.

e The Downtown Connector, which would link the Waldo, Depot, 6™ Street and Sweetwater
Trails (which connect in the downtown area on Depot Avenue) to the highly popular and
scenic 17-mile Gainesville-Hawthorne Rail-Trail.

e The Waldo/University Avenue Gap. This gap occurs at the intersection of East University
Avenue and Waldo Road, where a major street intersection creates a significant barrier to the
convenient and safe use of the Waldo Rail-Trail.

e The Matheson Center Gap. This gap occurs just west of the Matheson Historical Center,
where the Sweetwater Trail crosses E. University Avenue.

o The UF Campus Gap. This gap occurs just west of the Depot Rail-Trail bridge crossing SW
13th Street, where the Depot Trail must cross the very dangerous Archer Road in order to
reach the UF campus. There is no clear trail route from this point to SW 34" Street.
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Cars
Widening Streets Does Not Reduce Traffic Congestion

An analysis by The Surface Transportation Policy Project, a respected transportation research
organization, shows that the most common way to ease congestion has had little effect on the
growth of motor vehicle traffic congestion in major urban areas in the last 15 years.® The analysis
compared urban areas that have added extensive new street capacity with those that have not, and
found no significant difference in the rise in motor vehicle traffic congestion.

Extravagant spending by various urban areas did not help drivers avoid the costs of being stuck in
traffic, compared to those areas that did not spend large amounts of money to add capacity. The
analysis found that between the two groups, the urban areas that added more new lanes spent
roughly $22 billion more on construction, but their drivers are still paying high costs due to
congestion delays, and these delays are not made up for by time savings due to the widenings,
since the savings are either small in comparison to the delays, or result in more lost time due to
the “triple convergence” (or “induced traffic”’) problem. Therefore, widening streets is not only
ineffective, but it is expensive as well.

The report noted that part of the problem may be what is known as "induced traffic." Several
recent studies have documented that widened streets actually encourage more driving and more
motor vehicle trips than would have occurred had the street not been widened. A University of
California study of 30 urban counties in the state found that every 1 percent increase in lane miles
generates a 0.9 percent increase in motor vehicle traffic within five years, negating the
congestion-easing effect of wider streets. The Federal Highway Administration found in a recent
study in Milwaukee that induced traffic accounted for 11-22 percent of the area's increased motor
vehicle traffic from 1963 to 1991.

When drivers perceive an increase in either travel time or cost, they typically respond by
changing their travel routes, traveling at a different time, or traveling less by car. When street
capacity is expanded near congested routes the opposite happens -- drivers throughout the region
flock to the new facility hoping for reduced travel times, thereby increasing the total amount of
motor vehicle traffic in the region. Anthony Downs® calls this the “Triple Convergence.”

Almost all car drivers normally hunt for the fastest route, according to Downs. Since most drivers
know where the fastest routes are, they converge on the fastest routes from many points of origin.

Downs notes that unfortunately, during rush hour on weekdays, so many drivers converge on
these fastest routes that the routes quickly become congested, particularly in urban areas. Car
travel on these routes eventually slows to the point where they have no advantage over the
alternative routes. In other words, a “route speed” equilibrium is reached on the various routes.
Sometimes the direct street may become even slower than alternative streets, and some drivers
eager to save time will switch to these indirect streets. Soon, travel times on both types of route
is approximately the same. The opposite happens if travel becomes slower on alternative streets
than on the direct arterial or collector route.

If the more direct and major urban street is widened to have more travel lanes, the drivers using it
move much faster than those using alternative routes. But this faster movement condition only
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lasts briefly because other drivers soon learn that this newly widened street is faster. Once they
learn, they converge on this faster route and soon congest it.

Therefore, 3 types of convergence inevitably occur on the widened street:

(1) Many drivers who formerly used alternative routes during rush hour switch to the widened
street (spatial convergence);

(2) Many drivers who formerly traveled just before or after rush hour start traveling during rush
hour (time convergence); and

(3) Some commuters who used to take transit during rush hour now switch to driving, since
driving a car has become faster (modal convergence).

Conventional transportation models typically ignore human reactions to time costs and prices.
They also assume that land uses won't change, regardless of what transportation infrastructure is
built. In using these conventional models for transportation planning, land use is only an input to
the models. That is, the models claim, unrealistically, that if you build a freeway out into the
cornfields, the farmers won't sell out to developers.

Finally, the models assume that levels of bicycling and walking remain the same, regardlcss of
the quality of the bicycle and pedestrian space provided. This is clearly untrue, since
contemporary transportation facility construction is a “zero-sum” game. In other words, any
modification that improves conditions for motor vehicle travel will result in a less safe, less
convenient, and less pleasant trip for all other forms of travel -- thereby discouraging such trips.

Therefore, the conventional models overestimate the congestion produced by removing travel
lanes; and they fail to predict that new lanes added to a congested system will quickly generate
new motor vehicle traffic, and become congested.

Evidence of induced traffic is rarely used in travel modeling, where it would have a big impact on
deciding whether a street modification project gets built. The City position is that travel
modeling used for street analysis in the Gainesville area shall incorporate induced traffic impacts
in the traffic models used.

In the early 1990s, the City Commission adopted a resolution stating that streets within the city
shall not be widened beyond 6 travel lanes. However, Reid Ewing® states that “...the concept of
human scale implies two or four travel lanes, no more. It is hard to find a 6-lane street that is
easy to cross, pleasant to walk along, or comfortable to wait along when using transit.”

Too Much Street and Car Parking Capacity Creates More Air Pollution and Fuel
Consumption

According to researchers in Australia,* cities that

Increase residential and job density;

Increase transportation choices by designing for all forms of travel and not just single-
mindedly for cars;

Rarely or never widen streets;

Focus on the core area downtown; and

Have healthy transit
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are cities where gasoline consumption diminishes. In addition, cities with a very high percent of
total trips made by motor vehicle have 2.5 times more central area parking per 1,000 Central
Business District (CBD) jobs than cities where trips are more balanced between the car and other
forms of travel. These researchers recommend no more than 200 parking spaces per 1,000 CBD
jobs. A 1995 analysis found that Gainesville’s CBD has more than 4 times this threshold:
approximately 840 parking spaces per 1,000 CBD jobs.

In addition, the research points out that even though congestion diminishes significantly from
central to outlying areas and vehicle fuel efficiency improves, actual per capita gasoline use
increases significantly in outlying areas. Vehicles in central areas have lower fuel efficiency than
the average for a city due to congestion, but the central area residents use approximately 25
percent less gasoline.

Essentially, the better fuel efficiency and lower air pollution emissions that individual cars
experience in outlying areas are negated because in the congested but denser and more compact
central area, travel distances are shorter and people are more likely to use transit, walk or bicycle.
Widening streets tends to disperse the city and create greater levels of car dependence. Both
gasoline consumption and air pollution are higher overall in a more dispersed, car-dependent
community.

The objective, therefore, is to “level the playing field” so that there is less car dependence and car
subsidy, and a reallocation of available transportation funds toward more transportation choice.
So for example, less effort should be devoted to widening streets and increasing car parking
supply, and more spent buying buses, building sidewalks and bike routes, and more effort
directed toward developing compact, in-town development.

Existing System and Analysis for Cars

We are now 15 years into implementation of the 1985 Florida Growth Management Act, which
was billed as the solution to Florida's uncontrolled and explosive population growth problems.
Yet the state is more plagued than ever with sprawling low-density suburban growth, a
proliferation of citizen opposition to such growth, the emergence of a "property rights"
movement, an escalation of taxes, a decline in services, the creation of seas of asphalt, the
construction of miles of commercial strips, and near-gridlock motor vehicle traffic congestion.”

Why has the Act not succeeded in controlling sprawl? The answer, it seems, lies in our approach
to transportation problems.

For the past several decades, our response to motor vehicle traffic congestion has been directed
toward measures which increase street capacity (primarily by adding travel lanes and turn lanes).
However, because this increased capacity has created a positive feedback loop (increased street
capacity creates incentives for more low-density suburban development and disincentives for
bicycling, walking, and transit, which, in turn, creates incentives for more street capacity, ad
infinitum), street capacity increases have not been able to keep pace with the demand (a
substantial increase in the numbers of cars on streets, the distance traveled by car, and the number
of car trips per household since the street widening sprees of the 1950s and 1960s).

The demand by motorists for more street capacity has become so great that a growing number of

transportation agencies (such as the California and New Jersey Departments of Transportation
and the US DOT) can no longer justify the astronomical costs necessary to widen streets. The
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response to motor vehicle traffic congestion is increasingly shifting from increasing street
capacity to a much cheaper and socially beneficial strategy of "managing demand.”s

Unfortunately, this fundamental shift in perspective regarding transportation solutions has still
not made much headway in Florida. An important reason why this shift has not yet occurred here
is the transportation concurrency requirements of the Growth Management Act.

It is widely acknowledged that the "teeth" of this legislation was to force local governments to
establish level-of-service (concurrency) standards that cannot be degraded or lowered by new
development. The standards came in response to rapid growth over the past few decades --
growth that often led to congested streets; overcrowded schools and parks; excessive,
environmentally destructive demands for water, electric and sewer service; higher taxes; and
overflowing landfills throughout the state.

In theory, the level-of-service standards are laudable. They establish a "truth in planning"
requirement which gives local governments a choice: either certify that the new shopping center
or subdivision will not lower service standards, or prohibit the development.

In general, the standards seek to ensure that enough capacity exists to absorb the new
development -- enough landfill space, enough park space, enough drinking water supply.
However, while this "capacity" approach makes sense for most services, it is counter to
sustainable community improvement objectives when it is applied to maintaining capacity for car
travel.®

This is true for at least 2 reasons: The first is that most available street capacity typically exists in
the places that are least appropriate for new development -- the remote, dispersed locations that,
when developed, cause environmental and social problems, excessive dependence on cars for
travel, and place excessive service demands on local governments. Meanwhile, lack of street
capacity is typical in those parts of the community that are most appropriate for development --
the closer-in locations near or within our existing commercial and residential neighborhood
(activity) centers. The result of applying a capacity (concurrency) standard to streets is that we
create a plan which, when implemented, will create strong incentives for developing in outlying
areas. And such a development pattern is counter to the objectives of our Plan for a more
compact, sustainable, livable city with transportation choices. Therefore, street concurrency
standards, when they encourage more dispersed development, are clearly an internal contradiction
within a Plan that calls for such land use and transportation objectives.

The second reason that a capacity standard is flawed when applied to streets is that it erroneously
assumes that maintaining or increasing street capacity in cities is beneficial for cities. But this is
simply untrue. The reason that maintaining or increasing street capacity is considered beneficial is
that most of us have come to think that the sole purpose of streets is to move the maximum
number of cars (and to allow them to move as fast as possible). In fact, the purpose of streets (and
other parts of our transportation system) is actually to move people and goods (as well as to allow
people to congregate along streets for socializing, business, and politics). It has become
abundantly clear that increasing street capacity cannot, in the long run, keep up with the demand
for capacity (as already noted above).

Because of such factors as “induced traffic” and “triple convergence” (see “Widening Streets

Doesn’t Reduce Traffic Congestion” below), the fact that higher levels of street vehicle
congestion promotes many community livability and sustainability objectives, and the fact that
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area-wide level-of-service concurrency requirements promote urban sprawl, the City has recently
established a “Transportation Concurrency Exception Area” (see Figure 19).

If transportation level of service is to accommodate the City objectives of transportation choice
and livability, it must, as a concurrency measure, go beyond simply using the capacity of streets
to carry large numbers of high-speed cars.” Transportation concurrency must be revised to
include additional measures of quality of life: How well the streets create livable neighborhoods,
healthy retail, economic efficiency, and a sustainable future, for example.
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Street Classification

Arterials, collectors and limited access streets. Figures 20 and 21 show arterial streets,
collector streets, and limited and controlled access streets that are at least partially within city
limits. The classifications are based on state “functional classification.” The number of travel
lanes is shown on Figure 22. The number of travel lanes is based on the number of “through”
lanes, in both directions, passing through the “terminal intersection” of a particular street
segment. The number of travel lanes therefore does not include turn lanes. None of the city
arterials are one-way streets. Figure 23 shows maintenance responsibility for all functionally
classified streets.

Peak Hour Level of Service for the Street Network
Peak hour level of service for the city street network is shown in Figure 24. Note that this figure
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Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

In additi e abov ventional level-of- ice st 1 m th
that they do not take into account street conditions that would protect and promote healthy
conditions for adjacent land uses, the needs of forms of travel other than by motor vehicle, and
e ma tial uses of th acc ti. e i i ializing, et
n other w the condition reets within the ci far bevond evaluating ave lor

vehicle speeds, average motor vehicle delays, and average travel time for motorists.

Examples of this theoretical and policy shift away from free-flowing, higher speed motor vehicle
travel are plans to redesign a portion of University Avenue from West 34" Street to Waldo Road,

tion of a t ati Ire ion area citywi t;
install traffic calming features.

To balance thi -emphasi ntiona el-of- i reet ¢ rren easures, th
City has established a TCEA for nearly all of the city. The City will nevertheless continue to
monitor motor vehicle traffic volumes and level of service for motor vehicles on streets within the .

ity as one valuate ffectiven f the TCE ires. t track
i ar trav atisf requirement: asawa ire - vehicle tr
1ction 1res from pr ed new ments within the cit

For the small portions of city that are outside of the TCEA, the City intends to establish a
ively | vel-of-service (LOS E). linimum tandard low 1
ad in th inc rate

The Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA — see “Exception Areas” section below)
requires the City to annually monitor and evaluate the impacts of developments in the TCEA on
the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) and share that information with FDOT. The
Intrastate System serving Gainesville consists of 3 routes:

Intrastate Street  Existing Level of Service Maximum Service Volume

I-75 B 73,400
Hawthorne Road B 33,300
Williston Road B 33,300

None of the Intrastate (FIHS) streets are projected to exceed the maximum service volume (LOS
Q) for the adopted level of service standard within the TCEA. Since there are no major land use
amendments, which potentially would change development density, being considered or proposed
for these street segments, the TCEA will have a minimal impact on these streets. The City will
engage in an annual review and monitoring of these street segments. Thus, an early warning
system has been instituted to evaluate potential level of service problems on these streets.

Land Use

The transportation system has a profound influence on future land use patterns. The City
recognizes that transportation drives land use and the feasibility of transportation choice. Street
modifications in the city should therefore support land use, housing choice, and transportation
choice objectives.
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For example, transportation system modifications that promote free-flowing motor vehicle traffic
encourage longer motor vehicle trip distances and more frequent motor vehicle trips. This tends,
over time, to make it more feasible to live in more remote, outlying residential areas, and to
scparatc land uscs into singlc-usc pods. Thercfore, the following modifications effectively
promote urban sprawl:

Transportation Modifications and Attributes that Promote Urban Sprawl:

o Adding travel lanes (street widening)
e Adding turn lanes
Svnchromizi cfo-sional
e Adding free and abundant parking for cars
e Removal of on-street parking for cars, or removal of raised medians

e Installation of one-way streets, unless doing so is necessary to create more space for on-street
parking or sidewalk widening.

The Future Land Use Map Series (see FLUE) shows a multi-centered land use pattern based on a
network of neighborhood (activity) centers throughout the city. This contrasts with a “single
downtown center” land use pattern. Figure  (see FLUE) shows the existing neighborhood
(activity) center pattern. The intent of the City, to achieve several transportation and livability
objectives, is to increase the density and intensity of the neighborhood (activity) centers through
redevelopment and other forms of in-town development. Table 14 shows designated future land
use by acreage and percentage of the city.

Table 14 shows acreages and percent of total city acreage for each land use category. Since 1991,
due to annexation, there is now 9 times more agriculture land within city limits, and more than
twice as much conservation land (only the single family, industrial, and public facilities land use
categories have greater proportions of land within the city than conservation land). Industrial
land nearly tripled since 1991, office land nearly doubled, and the amount of planned unit
development land is now 7 times greater than in 1991.
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Table 14: Acreage and Percent of Total for City Land Uses

Land Use Acreage Percent of Total
Single Family 7,952 29
Public Facilities 4,157 15
Industrial 2,496 9
Conservation 2,468 9
Education 2,263 8
Residential Low Density 1,617 6
Agriculture 1,486 5
Residential Medium Density 1,231 4
Planned Use District 982 4
Commercial 591 2
Recreation 556 2
Mixed Use Low 537 2
Mixed Use Medium 427 2
Office 422 2
Residential High Density 294 1
Mixed Use High 131 <1
Mixed Use Residential 36 <1
Total 27,647 100

Source: Gainesville Department of Community Development, March 1999.

Housing and Employment Patterns

The City designates land for single- and multi-family residential development, and mixed use
(residential and non-residential) development. Office designations also allow multi-family
development.

The City seeks to have the highest residential density in the areas immediately surrounding the
UF campus and the downtown area, which is an effective way to reduce trip lengths and increase
transportation choice, but in a manner that preserves single-family neighborhood stability and
quality of life. This land use objective is reflected in land use designations. Additional multi-
family designations are found along arterial streets and surrounding neighborhood (activity)
centers. Nearly all neighborhood (activity) centers contain land which has been designated for
mixed use development. The existing mixed use designated lands are primarily commercial,
retail, and office. These mixed use lands are significant employers that could have a positive
impact on reducing car trips if residential development were incorporated into them. The largest
employment concentrations, however, are found in the downtown/UF area, which contains the
main UF campus, Shands Hospital, Veterans Administration Hospital, Alachua General Hospital
and various City, County and other government offices. Each of these significant employment
areas can have a beneficial impact on reducing car trips if various tools (such as parking
management. site design. or transportation demand management) are incorporate
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Projected Levels of Service for Cars

Methodology. Projected service volumes for 2020 are based on the Gainesville 2020 Long-
Range Transportation Plan (see Table 15).

Projected Transportation System Needs for Cars. Several factors shape the City’s need for
future transportation facilities for motor vehicle traffic with regard to the Future. Land Uses
shown on the Future Land Use Map. These factors are:

1.

Amount of vacant land. As of April 1999, 93 percent of the land area of the
City was developed. Only 3,569 acres of unimproved land remains. Most of the
vacant land is limited in its development potential by site constraints, such as
floodplains, creeks, wetlands, uplands and irregular shape. Altheugh-the-future
land-use-map-shows-inereased-densities-and-intensities-withinthe-eity, Itis
unreasonable to expect any significant change in the current pace of
development. The 1980-2000 plan also included land use designations at greater
density than the actual built condition. While the 1991-2001 Plan provided some
incentive for redevelopment as result of the relatively high allowable densities, it
is not expected that the amount of redevelopment will significantly alter the
straight line projections used in the current 2020 Gainesville Long Range Plan to
predict level of service conditions for motor vehicle traffic circulation in 2020.

Rate of growth. The population projections indicate a 1.18 percent annual
growth rate from 2000-2010. In the 1980s, the growth rate in the City was less
than 1.00 percent per year.

Development areas. The Future Land Use Map is similar to the 1980-2000
Land Use Map. The differences between the two can be summarized as
increased flexibility in non-residential areas (mixed use) and greater allowable
densities in the central city core (including College Park & University Heights).
A Transportation Concurrency Exception Area is included in this plan to promote
City land use and transportation objectives.

Existing Capacity. There is existing capacity to put more motor vehicle trips
on many of the streets serving the city. However, City land use and
transportation objectives, as expressed through such mechanisms as the
TCEA, makes available capacity for motor vehicle trips less necessary to
achieving the goals of this Plan. Sufficient developable area, which allow a
variety of land uses, can be accessed by streets with capacity for more motor
vehicle trips. Table 15 provides an assessment of motor vehicle trip volumes
expected in year 2020 if current trends continue.
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Table 15. Street Segment Car Traffic Volume

enter Dr. Archer Rd. Museum Rd.

Depot Ave./SE 7th Ave. Main St. SE 15th St. 6,100
Depot Ave./SE 7th Ave. SW 13th St. 6th St. 9,500
Depot Ave./SE 7th Ave. 6th St. Main St. 5,300
E 1st St. SE 2nd PI. NE 8th Ave. 1,400
E 3rd St. SE Depot Ave. NE 2nd Ave. 1,600
Hull Rd. Mowry Rd. SW 34th St. 4,600
Hull Rd. extention SW 62nd Bivd. SW 34th St. 18000 (1)
Hull Rd. extention Mowry Rd. SW 16th Ave. 2,800
Inner Rd. NW 13th St. Newell Dr. 400 -
Interstate 75 Archer Rd. Newberry Rd. 45,200
Mowry Rd. Center Dr. Hull Rd. 1,000
Mowry Rd. Hull Rd. Archer Rd. 1,200
Museum Rd. Radio Rd. Hull Rd. 1,000
Museum Rd./Radio Rd. S 34th St. S 13th St. 6,600
N 53rd Ave. W 13th St. Waldo Rd. 3,800
N 8th Ave Waldo Road NE 25th St. 3,900
N 8th Ave. NW 34th St. W 22nd St. 16,900
N 8th Ave. Newberry Rd. NW 43rd St. 20,200
N 8th Ave. NW 43rd St. NW 34th St. 17,000
N 8th Ave. NW 22nd St. NW 6th St. 12,700
N 8th Ave, N Main St. Waldo Rd. 8,200
N Main St. NW 16th Ave. NW 23rd Ave. 12,400
N Main St. NW 8th Ave. NW 16th Ave. 17,000
N Main St. NW 23rd Ave. N 39th Ave. 8,100
N Main St. NW 39th Ave. NW 53rd Ave. 2,800
NE 11th Terr, NE 23rd Ave. NE 39th Ave. 800
NE 15th St. E University Ave. NE 8th Ave. 7,600
NE 15th St. NE 16th Ave. NE 39th Ave. 3,800
NE 15th St. NE 8th Ave. SE 16th Ave. 900
NE 15th St. NE 39th Ave. NE 53rd Ave. 400
NE 25th St. E University Ave. NE 8th Ave. 600
NE 2nd St. NE 2nd Ave. NE 16th Ave. 1,300
NE 2nd St. NE 23rd Ave. NE 16th Ave. 200
NE 31st Ave. N Main St. Waldo Road 4,500
NE 5th Ave. NE 2nd St. Waldo Rd. 400
NE 6th Ave. NE Bilvd. NE 9th St. 3,000
NE 6th Terr. NW 16th St.  NW 23rd Blvd. 1,600
NE 9th St. SE 2nd Ave. NE 31st Ave. 5,900
NE Bivd. NE 8th Ave. NE 10th Ave. 900
NE Blvd. NE 2nd Ave. NE 4th Bivd. 2,800
NW 10th Ave. NW 13th Ave. NE 9th St. 1,300
NW 10th St. NW 8th Ave. NW 16th Ave. 3,400
NW 14th Ave. NW 2nd St. Main St. 8,700
NW 16th Ave. NW 34th St. W 13th St 22,500
NW 16th Ave. NW 34th St. NW 43rd St. 21,200
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NW 16th Ave.

W. 13th St.

Mai

Table 15. Street Segment Car Traffic Volume

NW 16th Ave. Main St. Waldo Rd. 10,200 0.64
NW 16th Terr, NW 16th Ave. NW 23rd Ave. 10,800 0.92
NW 17th St. University Ave. NW 16th Ave. 9,000 0.77
NW 17th St. W University Ave. NW 8th Ave. 9,800 0.98
NW 21st St. NW 31st Ave. NW 39th Ave. 1,700 0.17
NW 22nd St University Ave. NW 16th Ave. 10,900 0.74
NW 23rd Ave. NW 55th St. NW 43rd St. 12,700 0.45
NW 23rd Blvd. NW 16th Terr. W 13th St. 11,200 0.42
NW 23rd St. Unlversity Ave. NW 8th Ave. 1,400 0.14
NW 24th Bivd. NW 39th Ave. NW 53rd Ave. 4,300 0.43
NW 2nd Ave. NW 6th St. NE Bivd. 6,900 0.70
NW 2nd Ave. NW 2nd St. Main St. 0 0.09
NW 2nd St. NW 8th Ave.  NW 23rd Blvd. 5,500 0.55
NW 30th Ave. NW 13th St. Main St. 1,700 0.17
NW 31st Ave/Glen Spgs Rd W 34th St. NW 16th Terr. 10,100 0.53
NW 38th St. NW 8th Ave. NW 16th Ave 4,500 0.38
NW 3rd Ave. NW 6th St. NW 13th St. 5,300 0.53
NW 43rd St. NW 39th Ave. NW 53rd Ave. 24,500 0.75
NW 43rd St. Newberry Rd. NW 8th Ave. 25,300 0.78
NW 43rd St. NW 8th Ave. NW 23rd Ave. 18,200 0.56
NW 43rd St. NW 23rd Ave. NW 39th Ave. 14,800 0.46
NW 43rd St. NW 53rd Ave. NW 13th St. 9,300 0.49
NW 51st St. NW 23rd Ave. NW 39th Ave. 9,400 0.70
NW 53rd Ave. NW 52nd Terr. W 13th St. 12,100 0.79
NW 55th Ave. NW 53rd Ave NW 13th St. 600 0.06
NW 5th Ave. NW 6th St. NW 13th St. 5,100 0.51
NW 5th Ave. NW 22nd St. NW 13th St. 8,600 0.87
Newell Dr. Archer Rd. Museum Rd. 10,400 0.89
Newell Dr. Museum Rd.  University Ave. 5,800 0.49
North-South Dr. Museum Rd. Archer Rd. 6,500 0.25
North/South Dr. University Ave. Museum Rd. 11,300 0.77
S 2nd Ave. SE 7th St. Williston Rd. 4,500 0.18
S 2nd Ave. W 13th St. SE 7th St. 7,100 0.46
S 4th Ave. SW 13th St. SE 15th St. 2,400 0.20
SE 11th Ave./SE 9th St. Depot Ave. SE 15th St. 3,600 0.36
SE 15th St. Hawthorne Rd  University Ave. 8,600 0.86
SE 21st Ave. SE 27th St. SE 35th Ave. 200 0.02
SE 3rd St. Depot Ave. SE 1st Ave. 900 0.09
SE 4th St./SE 22nd Ave. Depot Ave. Williston Rd. 3,900 0.39
SE 4th St./SE 22nd Ave. Williston Rd. SE 15th St. 1,400 0.14
N 23rd Ave. W 13th St. Waldo Rd. 15,100 0.55
W 34th St. Archer Rd.  University Ave. 40,400 0.83
W 34th St. University Ave. NW 16th Ave. 19,000 0.87
W 34th St. NW 16th Ave. W 39th Ave. 10,600 0.47
W 34th St. W 39th Ave. W 13th St. 12,600 0.84
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Hawthorne Rd.

Table 15. Street Segment Car Traffic Volume

Waldo Rd.

SE 43rd St.

0.63
NW 6th St. N.W. 8th Ave. N 39th Ave. 16,300 0.50
NW 6th St. N 39th Ave. W. 13th St. 12,700 0.39
NW 8th Ave. NW 6th St. N Main St. 9,800 0.39
N 39th Ave. Interstate 75 (East) NW 43rd St. 18,500 0.54
N 39th Ave. NW 43rd St. NW 34th St. 26,500 0.78
N 39th Ave. NW 34th St. NW 13th St. 20,500 0.60
N 39th Ave. NW 13th St. Waldo Rd. 14,700 0.43
S 16th Ave Archer Rd. W 13th St. 23,600 0.52
S 16th Ave W 13th St. Main St. 16,500 0.56
S 16th Ave Main St. Williston Rd. 7,000 0.44
Archer Rd. SW 34th St. SW 16th Ave. 53,500 1.05
Archer Rd. SW 16th Ave. W 13th St. 32,500 1.02
Waldo Rd. University Ave. E 39th Ave. 18,900 0.55
Waldo Rd. E 39th Ave. NE 77th Ave. 22,200 0.52
Newberry Rd. Interstate 75 NW 8th Ave. 56,900 1.11
Newberry Rd. NW 8th Ave. W 34th St. 27,100 0.75
University Ave. W 34th St.  North/South Dr. 19,400 0.86
University Ave. North/South Dr. W 13th St. 31,800 0.88
University Ave. W 13th St. Waldo Rd. 24,400 0.76
University Ave. Hawthorne Rd. Lakeshoré Dr. 9,700 0.28
University Ave. Lake Shore Dr  N.E. 27th Ave. 4,500 0.23
SW 2nd Ave. Newberry Rd. W 34th St. 17,700 0.30
SW 2nd Ave. W 34th St.  University Ave. 12,400 0.55
Main St. Williston Rd. Depot Ave. 18,200 0.70
Main St. Depot Ave. N. 8th Ave. 13,700 0.53
Williston Rd. Interstate 75 (south) SW 13th St. 25,200 0.53
Williston Rd. SW 13th St.  University Ave. 11,300 0.36
SW 11th St./SW 11th Ave. SW 13th St. Archer Rd. 2,200 0.22
SW 12th St. SW 8th Ave. SW 4th Ave. 11,200 1.13
SW 16th St. SW 16th Ave. Archer Rd. 12,100 0.98
SW 20th Ave. SW 62nd Blvd. W 34th St. 23,900 0.70
SW 21st Ave. SW 13th St. Main St. 2,200 0.22
SW 23rd Terr. Williston Rd. Archer Rd. 3,700 0.27
SW 27th St. Williston Rd. SW 35th PL. 2,700 0.20
SW 2nd Ave. SW 1st St. SE Bivd. 1,900 0.19
SW 33rd PL./SW 37th St. SW 42nd St. SR 24 3,000 0.22
SW 62nd Blvd. End of 4 lanes SW 20th Ave. 18,800 0.55
SW 62nd Blvd. Newberry Rd. End of 4 lanes 19,400 0.57
SW 8th Ave./SW 9th Ave. SW 13th St. Depot Ave. 7,900 0.80
SW 9th/10th St. SW 8th Ave. SW 4th Ave. 5,400 0.54
Stadium Rd. Museum Rd. University Rd. 5,000 0.43
Stadium Rd. Buchman Dr. Newell Dr. 5,400 0.55
NW 13th St. Williston Rd. SW 16th Ave. 25,100 0.73
NW 13th St. SW 16th Ave. Archer Rd. 28,800 0.56
NW 13th St. Archer Rd.  University Ave. 42,300 1.29
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NW 13th St.

NW 16th Ave.

NW 23rd Ave.

Table 15. Street Segment Car Traffic Volume

NW 13th St. NW 23rd Ave. NW 38th Ave.

NW 13th St. NW 39th Ave. NW 6th St.

NW 13th St. NW 6th St. NW 53rd Ave. 25,100 0.74
NW 13th St. NW 53rd Ave. NW 34th St. 24,600 0.72
NW 13th St. NW 34th St. Buck Bay 14,600 0.43
Village Dr. Stadium Rd.  University Ave. 3,300 0.28
W 10th St. SW 4th Ave. NW 8th Ave. 3,600 0.31
W 12th St. SW 4th Ave. NW 8th Ave. 4,700 0.47
W 6th St. SW 16th Ave. SW 4th Ave. 9,200 0.36
W 6th St. SW 4th Ave. NW 8th Ave. 20,700 0.82
W 6th St. University Ave. SW 4th Ave. 14,300 1.22
W. 2nd St. SW 4th Ave. NW 8th Ave. 300 0.02
W. 3rd St. SW 4th Ave. NW 8th Ave. 700 0.05
Windmeadows Blvd. SW 33rd PI. . SW 34th St. 3,700 0.27
Woodlawn Dr. University Ave. Museum Rd. 1,300

Notes:

(1) Volume on Hull Road extension taken from the Technical Advisory Committee Alternative 1.
The Hull Road extension was not included in the Needs Plan model run; instead, SW 20th Avenue was shown as having
four lanes.

*A Ratio that exceeds 1.00 shows that the volume is projected to exceed the street capacity in 2020.

Source: Gainesville 2020 Transportation Plan, North Central Florida Regional Planning Council, 11/30/95
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Street Needs for Cars

The MTPO's FY 99/00-03/04 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) indicates those
streets that are consistent with the Gainesville Metropolitan Area Year 2020 Transportation
Plan.

Outside the TCEA, state streets designated by FDOT as backlogged or constrained and
functioning below the adopted level of service for cars must maintain current operating
conditions for car travel. Hrtaing i continuie-ope

wisas 5. 0 = £ - H co

existing-at-the-time-of loeal-government-comprehensive-plan-adeption. The City intends Fhis
requires-efforts-to reduce or moderate the negative impacts of car travel, or reduce the
number of car trips when new development is proposed. These moderation efforts are
necessary to return the facility to acceptable (as defined by FDOT) operating standards for
free-flowing car travel. Moderation efforts can include closing poorly located curb cuts,
installation of pedestrian and bicycle access to the site, and transportation demand
management strategies for employees and clients if significant impacts are expected.

Traffic calming

Traffic calming uses street design strategies to reduce the dominance and speed of motor
vehicles. Traffic calming makes streets mixed use rather than single [car]-use.” When done
effectively, traffic calming reduces average vehicle speed, noise, crashes, and air pollution.” Tt
can also make neighborhoods and commercial areas more livable.

FIELDS OF VISION

“The right-of-way width for a
residential subdivision street as
specified by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers has
remained at 50 to 60 feet for the
last 30 years. Constructing
relatively wide cross sections in
residential streets where there is
little motor vehicle traffic (fewer
than 1,000 trips per day) permits
and even encourages high speeds.
High speeds are also encouraged
by...good sight distance called for
by street standards. These
relationships between design speed
and sight distance, curve radius, 25 mph
and width were established for

vehicular efficiency, but are incompatible with residential livability. The function of a residential
area street as a facilitator of social interaction has often been diminished by the priority accorded
to traffic performance...’It is often forgotten that residential streets become part of the
neighborhood and are eventually used for a variety of purposes for which they were not designed.
Residential streets do not only provide direct auto access for the occupants to their homes, but

30 mph
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they also provide a visual setting; an entryway for each house; a pedestrian circulation system; a
meeting place for residents; a play area (whether one likes it or not) for children, etc. To design
and engineer residential streets solely for the convenience of easy automobile movement
overlooks the many overlapping uses of residential streets.”””

In Europe, the beneficial effects of traffic calming have been astounding. A study of 30 German
neighborhoods found that traffic injuries declined by 44 percent and serious injuries and deaths
declined by 53 percent. In another German study,” fatalities fell by 43 to 53 percent and injuries
by 60 percent. Air pollution declined by 10 to 50 percent, noise pollution fell by 14 decibels, fuel
use was cut by 10 percent, pedestrian crashes fell by 43 percent, bicycle crashes fell by 16
percent, motor vehicle crash costs fell by 16 percent, child crashes fell by 66 percent, and bicycle
use doubled. And whereas 27 percent of motorists and 39 percent of the neighbors approved of
the changes before installation, 67 percent and 75 percent approved of the changes after they were

installed.
7 Sovols ol moler shewih, whih . y -
P e o i congaonanc These substantial benefits, in addition,
[} Nt Use Q . . . .
/ were achieved by increasing motorist
Jr Lack of allays puls garages; trip time by an average of only 33
service vehiclas, ulility equipment, .
s and qaibage recoplacies n ron fear seconds. Motorists who found the 18
% mile-per-hour speed limit acceptable
Lack of Norin-Sauth, Easl- grew from 27 percent before the streets
Waest sireet orientation is
dlcrienting. were calmed to 67 percent after the
g{;%l; @t | program began. Receptive residents
l’niﬁ.{.}?é‘”" along the streets grew from 30 percent
pedesirans.
O \/ before to 75 percent after.”
Strasts are wkde and turning Strosls discannecied and » Streat Ighla ta Similar results have been found in
;‘qd;: are :advge, e:'coura?ma . strael blocks are long, which ::',emggmay
R L PO Tiakas waking and beycky appearance. Denmark, Japan, Sweden, Italy, and
excesaiva front bullding setbacks, On-slreet parking ks nol provided. France

Conventional streets 41t are more likely to collide with pedestrians at higher

speeds. At 60 miles per hour, the field of vision of the motorist is
two-thirds less than at 30 miles per hour. In addition,

the probability of a pedestrian being killed is only Traditional Connected Streets
3.5 percent when a vehicle is traveling at 15
miles per hour, but jumps to 37 percent at 31 _~ Comnectod et provide good
miles per hour and 83 percent at 44 miles per -~ e il he bioat
Stroats are connected and slreat congeslion,
hOl.lI' 76 block langihe ate modeot, which
. makes walking and bicycling
convanient and transit oificient,
North-South,. East-Weel
. I orientation is memorable
Street geometry in safety-sensitive areas, such and isgible.
as schools, should keep motor vehicle speeds :
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A German study found that traffic calming Gl tpoocy and ancursges [ vos ok unsioy, dangoraus
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changing by 12 pe.rcent, brake use by 14 - I
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Similarly, a study in Portland, Oregon found bR s propurly valuss.
that a pedestrian-friendly environment can

behind bulldings away from

reduce vehicle miles traveled by 10 percent.”
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Other studies show up to a 114-percent increase in non-motorized travel on traffic-calmed
streets.®

Calming also helps reduce neighborhood noise pollution. From a distance of 48 feet, a motor
vehicle traveling at 56 miles per hour makes 10 times more noise than a motor vehicle traveling
at 31 miles per hour. Reducing average speed from 25 miles per hour to 12 miles per hour
reduces noise levels by 14 decibels (ten times quieter). At higher speeds, every 12 to 15 miles
per hour in speed increases results in a 4 to 5 decibel noise increase.®

The City of Oakland CA recently budgeted $1 million to install traffic calming measures
throughout the city in response to citizen petitions for safer streets. The City has already installed
speed humps and is pursuing street narrowing and barriers to through traffic. A similar strategy
in Menlo Park CA has reduced through traffic by 66 percent, has reduced top speeds by 40
percent, and has reduced average speed by 20 percent.®

Traffic calming in Gainesville,

The Citv has been involved in traffic calming since the mid-1980s. Since that time, traffic

Iming strategi ve bee early alw local residenti eets. The

a i I n reet i ini traffic circl o reduce
raffic problems i ighborh

I'raffic calming is distinguished from other measures such as route modification, traffic control
devices such as “ston" and “sneed limit” sn:zns and streetscaping. h;sg dg vices require
nforceme raffic cal evices ar e raf in
devices rely on the laws of nhvsws rather than human psycholoczv to sl()w trafﬁg. Items such as
treet iture ete. ment tr Imin t themselves compel

rivers t w dow:

j!:[g !zgxg;:;gz. ley one d:verter Iocatlon has been constructed. Traffic is forced to turn left

r th . Diverter. t a i e r vehicle vol and
speeds.

i d onl t cause vehicles are allowed in fr

mini traffic circle provided a sponsor agrees to perform regular maintenance Mini circles are
intended an ign vehicl umer ini circl v
installed in the Ci
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a passenger car to rest on the flat i1 ) ity is 22
10 foot flat top. Speed tables can be located mid-block or at intersections.

hoker. Chok arcrexteni t mid- cati iev e

the chokcr Chokers are tvmca!leO feet in icnp.th and can be Iandscaned or constructed w1th

ick ther 1 1 ateri rsecti led “i n bul 4
i cti t Ave nd Ist Streetisa. e f an intersection
Chokers work very well with on-street parking because the choker “shadows” th
rkin i is at t six feet in widt ers wi -street parking hav
been installed on the north side of NE 13th Avenue, 500 block (on the south side of Northeast
Park).

tructin island in the cen f the stree reduce the Wldth of the travel lanes. The cente
' 2 i h. T nter islands t o
§ heas evard is i i island

land ca r constructed with bricks or other hard surfaced material. On-street parking i

‘av ; 1 this technique in the Citv are NW 55“‘ treet between Newbe
W 23™ Avenue and NE 9" Street be E 3™ 1 ]
rb extensions that alternate from one side he otl

ing ‘S’ sha rve 'n e street. i v ili vi -street

metimes difficu te cll n f treetthatd esnoth
wi ict wi chicane.
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raffic Circle. Traffic circles are rotary intersecti ire traffi
kwi nd the ci he ircular raised i ti
landscaped. In order for the design vehicle to negotiate the traffic circle, the outside diameter
should be a2 minimum of 90 feet, with 100 feet desired. Traffic circles require significant
construction and frequently [ggmre p],; rchase of rlqht—of-wav This results in 51en1ﬁcant costs
compar ther tra Imin er rsecti W rive eas
ide Pa of ircle. T a i ntroll
i n i all-wa ~Wi ntroll

undabout e uts are installed at major intersections i f traffi
signals. Like traffic circles, traffic flows counterclockwise in the roundabout. The features that
distinguish roundabouts from traffic circles are yield upon entry, splinter islands on the
aches t rate traffic f1 from each other estrians tric featur
w traffi he outside diameter rou 1t should be a minimum of with 1
feet desired. Roundabouts require significant construction and frequently require purchase of
right-of-way, This results in significant costs compared to other traffic calming devices.

mbination of Strategies. Iti ncomm instal vices to cal ffic i
el hoods. i d a combination of ini tr: i i
ichborh Wh ln' iS i lled ei in torina
e is fre s

fd
10"' Avenue 2300 block‘i Libby Hei ghts (N W 10"l Avenue 3400 block) and Northwood Pines

n 4" C s ini traffic circles were u e
streets in these neighborh re all | treet th Av wee
vard ald d. center islands and e were u The pref
h i rhood and th he vari vi ltimatel ‘mine the traffi
Iming devi 1sed

ntl r the first time Imi d alm motor icle tr

collector street. This was done on NE 8" Ave between NE Blvd and Waldo Road. Medians
installed to reduce travel lane width about was i 11

intersection of NE 8" Avenue and 9" Street. Additional projects on collector streets are

anticipated.

Turn Lanes

Like adding travel lanes, turn lanes (particularly additional turn lanes) can have undesirable land
use and transportation impacts. The undesirable impacts of turn lanes often include:

e Increasing the exposure time of pedestrians crossing the street to moving motor vehicles

no re i is provi

o Increasing the average speed of motor vehicles, which endangers pedestrians, bicyclists and
transit users.

e By adding motor vehicle traffic volume capacity, turn lanes can indirectly promote land use
sprawl.

e Often, the turn lane is installed in situations where there is not enough right-of-way to retain
sidewalks or bicycle lanes along the segment (which results in such features being removed),
or installation of the turn lane prevents future installation of such features due to lack of right-
of-way.
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¢ By adding motor vehicle traffic volume capacity, turning lanes encourage trips by motor
vehicle, which increases the motor vehicle traffic volume in the area.

For these reasons, the City should not install a turn lane, unless:
1. Itis possible to do so without discouraging pedestrian, bicycle, or transit trips;

2. Special pedestrian safety features are installed; and/or
3. Ifa turn lane is needed to allow travel lane removal or to avoid adding travel lanes.

In addition, the City should evaluate existing turn lanes within the City to determine the
feasibility of removing lanes that, on balance, discourage transportation choice.

Narrow Streets

One recent study® has determined that the safest residential street width is 24 feet wide --
curbface to curbface. Streets that were 36 feet wide had 400 percent more crashes -- especially
those with low motor vehicle traffic volumes. The study suggested that the wider streets often
called for by fire and emergency service personnel provide only minimal public safety benefits in
comparison to the significant public safety benefits provided by relatively narrow residential
streets. The “life safety” benefits delivered by more narrow streets provide a more substantial

health and safety pa h re narrow “fire safety” objective delive er fire truck
response times to fires.#

Transportation Demand Management

Demand management strategies are now being used for transportation, where rising demand
cannot be met (or sustained) through continued construction of new and very costly street
capacity supply increases such as widenings.

An important reason for the need to use Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is that the
demand for travel by motor vehicle is quite distorted by the significant public subsidies for motor
vehicles. TDM is therefore a way to at least partly correct this distortion.

TDM is a program, usually involving a partnership of local employers and local government, to
reduce single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips. Local governments around the nation have adopted
a TDM ordinance that requires the employer to meet SOV trip reduction targets, and usually
includes a menu of strategies to reach the targets, such as:

Flexible work hours or other modification of the work schedule

Establishment of a trip reduction coordinator for the employer

Telecommuting

Increased fees for SOV parking

Monetary incentives for van pooling, use of public transit (usually with transit passes),
bicycling, and walking

e & © o o
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e Parking cash-out to encourage non-SOV trips by removing the large subsidy for free
employee parking, while still allowing the option of making such trips

Institution of shuttle services

Provide showers and lockers at job sites
Provide a “guaranteed ride home” program
Park-n-ride services

On-Street Parking

Curb-side, on-street parking downtown is preferred to
off-street parking because it:

kb Liaditienall
moving-motor-vehiele-traffie;

¢ minimizes pedestrian-motor vehicle conflicts;

e minimizes the need for off-street parking (off-street
parking reduces the compactness of the
downtown);

e acts as a buffer, or physical barrier, between
pedestrians and moving motor vehicle traffic;
increases usable sidewalk space; and
provides “friction” that reduces the speed of
moving motor vehicles.

Each of these benefits of on-street parking promote a
safe, convenient, and pleasant environment downtown
for the pedestrian and the emerging trend toward
sustainable, smart transportation.
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Restrictions on number of travel lanes or number of parking spaces provided
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On-Street Parking:

Creates a buffer between
pedestrians and moving cars.
Provides convenient public parking.
Reduces need for parking lots.
Slows cars.

Makes it easier for pedestrians to
cross street.

Improves health of retail shops.
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Non-street access points

Often, development patterns are compact enough to allow convenient travel by bicycle or on foot.
However, travel by bicycle or on foot is often not possible due to barriers. Examples of barriers
are fences, walls, and ditches that separate a school or shopping center from nearby
neighborhoods -- which force bicyclists and pedestrians to travel significant distances to get
around the barrier in order to get to the school or center via a major street.

This site design problem illustrates importance of allowing non-car movement between adjacent
land uses so that smart travel can be encouraged. In fact, Ewing® defines sprawl as "any
development pattern with poor accessibility among related land uses." Development with barriers
separating it from nearby land uses, in other words, represent sprawl even if the development is
within the urban core. Cul-de-sacs similarly create such inconvenient barriers. Barriers created
by cul-de-sacs increase the number of trips made by motor vehicle and concentrates them all on a
few arterial streets.®

Creating side and rear pedestrian and bicycle path connections between land uses such as schools,
shopping centers, parks, and neighborhoods (as well as at the end of cul-de-sacs) encourages such
smart forms of travel as bicycling and walking by significantly reducing travel distances and

increasing convenience.”

Connected Streets

Traditionally, at a time when motor vehicles were
less dominant, our street network was, typically,
designed so all streets were connected to other
streets. Today, however, because the motor vehicle
makes distance nearly irrelevant, cul-de-sacs, dead-
ends, and large block face lengths are built.
Unfortunately, such street network design reduces
transportation choice, because trip distances are
often significantly longer when streets are
disconnected in such a way, which makes it
necessary to make a much larger number of trips by

motor vehicle. A common, related problem in A Network of Connected Streets:
Gainesville is the construction of new subdivisions, e Creates pedestrian-scaled block
and commercial areas near residential areas. sizes.

Usually, there are not any interconnections between e Gives pedestrians, cyclists, and
such land uses except by major streets, which are drivers more route choices, and
hostile, inconvenient and dangerous except by reduces response time for
motor vehicle. emergency vehicles.

¢ Discourages speeding in
neighborhoods.

Without adequate street connections, there is not

only a discouragement of sustainable forms of

travel. The lack of connections also reduces “real time” trip choices. Adequate street
connectivity offers a positive alternative. For example, if an emergency vehicle or passenger car
comes upon a street where there are obstructions, a connected street network provides immediate
choices of alternative routes to travel to the desired destination.
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In addition, there is more dispersal of motor vehicle traffic when the streets are connected,
because there are a number of ways to travel -- not all trips are forced to use one or a couple of
collectors or arterials. As a result, connected street networks are better “ventilated” (or more
“permeable”) and less prone to motor vehicle traffic problems.

Connected street networks are make services such as transit, garbage, school bus and postal
service more efficient, since there is less need to “backtrack.” Connected streets also provide
transit users with more convenient access to transit stops.

Finally, a connected street pattern, by offering more direct routes to destinations, is able to reduce
vehicle miles traveled. Such a pattern reduces average vehicle speed while reducing average trip
time.

There are various ways to determine how “connected” a street network is.* The most common
and objective method is through use of a “connectivity index.”

Over the past several decades, Gainesville’s street network has become less connected. A
number of local streets are disconnected cul-de-sacs, which creates substantial increases in travel
distances for all forms of travel. The density of disconnected, cul-de-sac’d streets is particularly
high in the more recently developed northwest quadrant of the city.

Adoption of the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area

Sec. 163.3180, F.S., and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C., require that jurisdictions establish a concurrency
management system throughout the city to ensure that public facilities and services needed to
support development are available concurrent with the impacts of such development. To comply
with this provision, level of service standards are adopted. In practice, past transportation
concurrency requirements for cars encouraged development to locate in outlying areas. These
concurrency requirements have resulted in urban sprawl and have often prevented development in
close proximity to existing government, employment, and shopping facilities.

Sec. 163.3180, F.S. and Rule 9J-5, F.A.C. also provide guidelines for establishing Transportation
Concurrency Exception Areas (TCEAs). This option allows exceptions to the transportation
concurrency requirements for all types of development within specifically defined areas. The
TCEA regulations are intended to reduce the adverse impact that transportation concurrency
requirements had on several city goals and objectives, such as development, redevelopment, and
transportation choice.

The following criteria were used to designate the TCEA in the city:
e A specific geographic area delineated in the local government comprehensive plan for urban
redevelopment

o The redevelopment area is within an urban infill area within an existing urban service area
The specific geographic area does not contain more than 40 percent developable vacant land

The TCEA establishes a set of pedestrian- and transit-friendly design features based on
magnitude of motor vehicle traffic impact and of development which have the intent of creating
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transportation choices — choices that enable those living in the TCEA to have a choice about how
to travel, instead of being forced to make every trip — no matter how trivial - by car.

The design features are implemented through a flexible, menu-driven system which allows the
developer to select those design features which are most feasible and appropriate for the site. The
features include such elements as bus shelters, transit payments, enhanced landscaping to increase
pedestrian and transit appeal, improved sidewalks and crosswalks, and bicycle lanes.

The TCEA also temporarily applies pre-existing overlay regulations that currently apply to the
“Central Corridors” — main entryway streets to the traditional city core — which similarly have a
“transportation choice” intent by reducing off-street car parking requirements, pulling buildings
closer to the street, and ensuring that buildings face the street, among other things. These
temporary regulations will be supplanted by implementing regulations in the future.

The portions of the city which comply with the TCEA criteria are shown in Figure 19 above.
This area has been adopted by the City as a TCEA and approved by the state. Level of service
standards for tran31t blcycle and pedestrlan travel continue to apply both inside and out51de the
TCEA. This trans > ill n llblle\fb ' ¢ :

f 5E.S. and th i tabli within the nsportation

impact area.

In Zone A, the City would provide the funding for certain components of the needed motor
vehicle traffic moderation efforts as a means of further encouraging development in downtown
and east Gainesville. The developer will continue to be responsible for moderation efforts in
Zone B.

Maintenance of Level of Service Standards for Car Travel

As noted elsewhere, the City seeks the maximum amount of relief from transportation
concurrency requirements, and therefore adopted a TCEA for most of the city. Maintenance of
level-of-service standards for single-occupant car travel is inconsistent with several City
transportation objectives because maintaining street capacity for car travel promotes:

Low-density residential and non-residential sprawl

Increased air pollution, noise pollution and wildlife habitat loss

Increased vehicle trips due to increased dependence on car travel

Strip commercial development

Higher public infrastructure and public service costs

Less affordable housing (due to the costs of owning more cars th ight oth
needed)

Less development and redevelopment within the city

Higher average motor vehicle speeds

e Less transportation choice since transit, walking and bicycling are less viable

Nevertheless, despite andards which narrowly strive t
flowing traffic, in TCEA Zone A the City is requiring new development to maintain lgvg]s-of-

service that promote transportation choices, such as providing sidewalk connections, cross-access
when feasible, bus shelters, and closure of curb cuts.
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Outside Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas, streets will be maintained at the adopted
Level of Service standard (set in the Comprehensive Plan) for car travel. This will be
accomplished through the City transportation concurrency
management system. The City should also explore the
following strategies that discourage car trips, such as:

 © © o o

Parking cash-out

A trip reduction ordinance (TDM)

The City transit enhancement program, as described
elsewhere

The City pedestrian and bicycle enhancement programs,
as described elsewhere, and including such strategies as
construction of sidewalks, non-car and non-major street
connections to adjacent land uses, mixed uses, higher
densities, development and redevelopment, construction
of a trail network, and new land development
regulations (such as the Traditional City and TND
ordinances, and the City Buildings Design Manual) that
promote transportation choices

Construction of in-street bicycle lanes

Parking space maximums and fees

Restrictions on drive-through’s

Revised, more modest street design specifications
Enhancement of the downtown to make it more of a
destination, in part by building more downtown
residential units

Revised, more modest building setbacks

Restrictions and prohibitions on cul-de-sacs

Promotion of a connected street pattern

Maintenance of alternative, by-pass routes for drive-

-

Flowen

] 17
@

Transportation Choices:

o Makes it easy to travel without
driving.

o Creates enjoyable, quick and
safe ways for residents,
commuters, shoppers and
tourists to travel to and within
the neighborhood centers by
bus, foot, bicycle and car.

e Creates a “park once”
environment.

through, non-local trips on the Intrastate Highway System, such as Williston Road and North

39" Avenue

Acceptance of a modest level of congestion for transportation and land use
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Sustainability Indicators for Car Travel

An important indicator of how . . . .
s o e A T Figure 25. Estimated Gas Consumption in

travel, and the overall trend in car Gainesville (1 982-1 985)
use, is a chart showing gasoline
consumption over time. Since
cars are the leading source of air

pollution in the city, a key 50000 iy
indicator of city air quality is the
amount of gasoline burned by car 48000 -
trips. As can be seen in Figure
25, there is an upward trend in 46000
gasoline consumption since
1982. This trend is especially g
e = 44000 -
noteworthy in light of the fact =
that the fuel efficiency of cars 2
has improved dramatically 42000 1
during that time period. Clearly,
gasoline consumption increases 40000 1 Trend
show that city drivers
(households) are following the 38000 TS e

A ] O ) N b D ) ) () A
G
R I I AC S I . 2

i i IR S
national trend of making & F &SP

substantially more trips by car
than previously, and driving Source: UF Bureau of Economic & Business Research. Florida Statistical Abstract.

longer distances. Table 15.67. Assumes proportional consumption within city is same as city population
as a proportion of county.

]
)
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Another important

indicator for how Figure 26. NW 43" St Traffic Volume (1980-1997)
o e (NW 8" Ave to NW 39" Ave)

developed

transportation

choices is the trend

in motor vehicle

trafﬁc \{olume on 28,000 +

major city streets.

Like gasoline 26,000 +

consumption, motor 24,000 -

vehicle traffic 2 22,000

volume trends can =

show how dependent 2 20000 1

the City is on car 8 18,000 -+

travel, and the 5’ 16,000

overall trend in 14.000 1

motor vehicle use. As '

can be seen in Figure 12,000 +

26, motor vehicle 10,000 +—F——+—+—+—+———— At ———————
traffic volume on S N O O 6 H A D D D N D DN D P G
NW 43 Street — a FEFLITFL S TS LT

major north-south

arterial in the city -- Source: City of Gainesville Traffic Engineering
has risen substantially
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since 1980. It should be noted that a significant increase in volume corresponds to the time at
which this street was widened from 2 to 4 travel lanes — indicating that this widening has created
“induced traffic,” as described previously. In addition, the new development at Blues Creek,
Millhopper Station, and other projects along 43" Street indicate an example of transportation
driving land use and development along this corridor. As traffic engineer Walter Kulash recently
noted.® Gainesville must make a choice about whether it will accept streets and congestion on its
own terms. Which “flavor” is preferred? A congested 2-lane street, a congested 4-lane, congested
6-lane, or a congested 8-lane street? In other words, as noted above, adding lanes will not
eliminate congestion. It therefore becomes a choice about how wide of a congested street is
preferred.

At high motor vehicle traffic volumes, residential land uses become unviable and incrementally

are abandoned, rented, or converted to retail or office uses. As indicated by Kulash, it is

important to avoid creating a street that is designed for and accommodates high-volume, high-
speed car trips, since to do so inevitably creates a “sellscape” of garish signs, glaring lights, car-
oriented architecture, drive-

throughs, and other Figure 27. UF Campus Parking Spaces
“anywhere USA” strip

commercial, “parking
22,000 -

lot architecture”
features. Itis
inevitable because the
large number of cars 20,000

21,000

passing by on the street

each day are potential 9% //
customers that most

18,000
retailers have a 8 /
strong desire to % 17,000
“shout” to in order
to attract their = 16,000

business.

15,000
A critically important 14,000 /

sustainability, compact

development, and 13,000
livability indicator for

Gai e is th 12,000 ' g : ; . : ; :
aimnesvilie 1s the 1987 1988 1969 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

trend in the number of
parking spaces on the UF
campus. A declining trend
is essential for healthy transit, walking, and bicycling, a healthy number of students and staff
living reasonably close to campus, and reduced political pressure to widen streets. As can be seen
in Figure 27, the upward trend over the past decade is a negative trend for the City that must be
stabilized or reversed.

Source: UF Transportation & Parking Services. 1999.

Attributes of Sustainable, “Smart” Transportation
Sustainable, “smart” transportation is characterized by the following:

e Low fuel or energy consumption
o Low harmful air emissions
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Low water pollution impacts

Affordable, modest costs for households, governments

Safe for the traveler and those near the travel route

Benign for wildlife and wildlife habitat

Quiet

Promotes interaction with fellow citizens and with buildings

Available for use regardless of age, skill, physical condition, financial status

® ¢ © & o © o

Given such attributes, the following constitute sustainable, “smart” forms of travel, in order of
decreasing desirability:

1. walking

2. bicycling

3. bus

4. carpool

5. single-occupant car

Biased Transportation Terminology

The City, through the MTPO, recently (8/17/99) adopted a policy that removes the biases
inherent in some of the current transportation language used for street projects associated with the
city.* This change is consistent with the shift in philosophy as the City works towards becoming
a sustainable community. Objective language should be used for all correspondences, resolutions,
ordinances, plans, language at meetings, etc. and when updating past work.

Background. Much of the current transportation language was developed several decades ago at
a time when the car was the major priority in the city. However, an important contemporary City
objective is creating a balanced, equitable, and sustainable transportation system characterized by
freedom of travel choice. Unfortunately, transportation language has not evolved to comply with
this objective, and much of it still carries a pro-car bias. Continued use of biased language is not
in keeping with the objective of a balanced, equitable, sustainable, “smart” transportation system.

Language Changes. There are several biased words and phrases that are still commonly used,
and which should be phased out as a way to achieve this objective.

The word improvements is often used when referring to the addition of through lanes, turn lanes,
channelization, or other means of increasing motor vehicle capacity, speeds or both. Though
these changes may indeed be improvements from the perspective of those driving a car, they
would not be considered improvements by those using a sustainable form of travel. For example,
a resident may not think that adding more lanes in front of the resident's house is an
improvement. A parent may not think that a channelized right turn lane is an improvement on
their child's pedestrian route to school. By City staff referring to these changes as improvements,
it indicates that the City is biased in favor of one group at the expense of others. Suggested
objective language includes being descriptive (e.g., use through lanes, turn lanes, etc.) or using
language such as modifications or changes.

107



Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Examples:

Biased --

The following street improvements are recommended.
The intersection improvement will cost $5,000.00.
The motor vehicle capacity will be improved.

Objective--

The following street modifications are recommended.
The right turn channel will cost $5,000,00.

The motor vehicle capacity will be changed.

Like improved and improvement, there are similarly biased words such as enhance, enhancement,
and deteriorate. Suggested objective language is shown in the examples below.

Examples:

Biased --

The level of service was enhanced.

The level of service deteriorated.

The capacity enhancements will cost $40,000.00.

Objective --

The level of service for cars was changed.

The level of service for cars was decreased.

The level of service for cars was increased.

The increases to car capacity will cost $40,000.00.

Upgrade is a term that is currently used to describe what happens when a local street is
reconstructed as a collector, or when a two-lane street is expanded to four lanes. Upgrade implies
a change for the better. Though this may be the case for one constituent, others may disagree.
Again, using upgrade in this way indicates that the City has a bias that favors one group over
other groups. Objective language includes expansion, reconstruction, widened, or changed.

Examples:

Biased --
Upgrading the street will require a wider right of way.
The upgrades will lengthen sight distances.

Objective --
Widening the street will require a wider right of way.
The changes will lengthen sight distances.

Promoting alternative modes of transportation is generally considered a good thing at the City.
However, the word alternative begs the question "Alternative to what?" The assumption is
alternative to cars. Alternative also implies that these alternative modes are nontraditional or
nonconventional, which is not the case with the pedestrian, bicycle, nor transit forms of travel. In
addition, the term alternative disparagingly implies that it is a form of travel only used by
undesirable or unusual people, and will therefore never be a form of mainstream transportation
used by us "normal" people.
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If we are discussing alternative modes of transportation in the City, direct and objective language
or modifiers such as "non-automobile" or “sustainable” forms of transportation should be used.

Examples:

Biased --
Alternative modes of transportation are important to downtown.

Objective --

Non-automobile forms of transportation are important to the downtown.
Non-motorized forms of transportation are important to the downtown.
Alternative forms of transportation fo the car are important to the downtown.
Sustainable forms of transportation are important to the downtown.

Accidents are events during which something harmful or unlucky happens unexpectedly or by
chance. Accident implies no fault. It is well known that the vast majority of accidents are
preventable and that fault can be assigned. The use of accident also reduces the degree of
responsibility and severity associated with the situation and invokes a inherent degree of
sympathy for the person responsible. Objective language includes collision and crash.

Examples:

Biased --

Motor vehicle accidents kill 200 people every year in the County.
He had an accident with a light pole.

Here is the accident report.

Objective --

Motor vehicle collisions kill 200 people every year in the County.
He crashed into a light pole.

Here is the collision report.

Everyone at the City should strive to make the transportation systems operate as efficiently as
possible. However, we must be careful how we use efficient because that word is frequently
confused with the word “faster.” Typically, efficiency issues are raised when dealing with motor
vehicles operating at slow speeds. The assumption is that if changes were made that increase the
speeds of the motor vehicles, then efficiéncy rises. However, this assumption is highly debatable.
For example, high motor vehicle speeds lead to urban sprawl, motor vehicle dependence, and
high resource use (land, metal, rubber, etc.) which reduces efficiency. Motor vehicles burn the
least fuel at about 30 miles per hour, and the capacity of a street to carry cars is maximized at this
modest speed; speeds above this result in inefficiencies. In urban areas, accelerating and
decelerating from stopped conditions to high speeds results in inefficiencies when compared to
slow and steady speeds. There are also efficiency debates about people's travel time and other
issues as well. Therefore, it is important that if the intent is “faster,” the term faster should be
used. Faster is not necessarily more efficient. Similarly, if slower is meant, the term slower
should be used.

Examples:

Biased --
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The traffic signal timings were adjusted to increase motor vehicle efficiency.
Let us widen the street so that cars operate more efficiently.

Objective --
The traffic signal timings were adjusted to increase motor vehicle speeds.
Let us widen the street so that it cars operate faster.

Summary

Biased Terms Objective Terms

Improve change, modify

Enhance, deteriorate change, increase, decrease

Upgrade change, redesignate, expand, widen, replace
Alternative [bus, bicycle, and walking] sustainable, non-car
level of service level of service for ...

Traffic motor vehicles

traffic demand motor vehicles use

Accident collision, crash

Protect purchase, designate

Efficient Fast
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Need for New Facilities for All Forms of Transportation

The Gainesville Metropolitan Area Year 2020 Transportation Plan identified Jong-range
transportation needs throughout the urban area that are anticipated to be needed by 2020 and that
can be funded over the next 20 years (see Table 16). This Study is now being updated with
completion anticipated by December 2000.

The projects in the 2020 Needs Plan were identified by the Gainesville MTPO as the major
transportation network modifications needed by the year 2020 in order to address projected
patterns and volumes of travel. Of these, those projects for which funding was identified (cost-
feasible), in order of priority, include:

1. Continue existing bus service levels and frequency;
. Prepare long-range transit peer evaluation study;

3. Modify W. University Avenue/SW 2" Avenue from NW 38" Street to N-S
Drive;

4. Modify S.W 20th Avenue/Hull Road Extension from SW. 62" Blvd to SW 34"
Street;

5. Modify NW 39" Avenue from NW 98™ Street to end of 4-lane;

6. Enhance bus service via SW 20™ Avenue;

7. Enhance bus service via Archer Rd from park-n-ride west of I-75 to Shands;
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Table 16: Adopted 2020 Cost Feasible Plan for the Gainesville Urban Area

Long-Range Transportation Needs for which Funding has been Identified

[shaded areas of table are not cost feasible]

Priority Project From To Description Estimated Cost
Rank ) (millions)
1 SW 20™ Avenue Charrette Projects (excluding committed projects and priorities 2 and 22) $12.1
2 SW 24" Avenue Extension SW 34" Street Archer Road new 2-lane divided road (2LD) $1.8
3 SE 16" Avenue Main Street Williston Road corridor capacity enhancements $2.1
4 SE Connector Williston Road SE 27" Street corridor planning study and charrette $0.3
5 Depot Avenue Corridor SW 13 Street Williston Road reconstruct 2LD w/ bikelanes & $6.0
sidewalks
6 Archer Road AT: SW 16" Avenue realign intersection 514
SW 16™ Avenue | Shands Hospital limit vehicular access at SW 16"
Avenue and create dedicated bus lanes
7 University Avenue W 13" Street Waldo Road reduce to 2-lane divided with bus bays $0.8
8 W 6™ Street SW 4™ Avenue NW 8™ Avenue enhanced multimodal capacity $2.8
9 Archer Rd/ SW 23" Tr Rail-Trail SR 121-Depot Ave Trail / SR 331-SR offroad bike / pedestrian trail $0.5
24
10 Bicycle Master Plan AT: Countywide placeholder for $3.7 million in $3.7
dedicated bike / pedestrian projects
11 Intermodal Center Archer Road @ Interstate 75 transit transfer facility with park-n-ride $0.1
lot
12 Archer Road Enhanced Transit Interstate 75 Shands/ VA increased transit headways $6.2
area
13 NW 34" Street NW 16" Avenue | US 441 widen to add center turnlane $10.7
14 Park-and-Ride / Express Bus-Alachua | City of Alachua NW 43" Street express bus to transfer facilities in $7.7
GMA
15 Park-and-Ride / Express Bus- Archer City of Archer Tower Square IC | express bus to transfer facilities in $6.5
GMA
16 NW 83" Street NW 23" Avenue | NW 39" Avenue corridor capacity enhancements $0.4
17 NW 83" Street Extension NW 39" Avenue | Millhopper Road new 2-lane divided road $3.6
18 Park-n-Ride / Express Bus- City of SE 50" Street express bus to transfer facilities in $8.0
Hawthormne Hawthorne GMA
19 Park-n-Ride / Express Bus- Newberry | City of Jonesville express bus to transfer facilities in $6.2
Newberry GMA
20 Park-n-Ride / Express Bus- Waldo City of Waldo NE 50™ Avenue express bus to transfer facilities in $8.0
GMA
21 Tower Road Enhanced Transit Archer Road Newberry Road increased transit headways $6.0
22 Hul! Road Extension SW 62 SW 34" Street new 2-lane divided road (IF NEEDED) $5.3
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Boulevard

23 SW 40" Boulevard Extension Archer Road SW 62" new 2-lane divided road $1.8
Boulevard

24 Transit- Town / Village Center (TV) Transit Projects (excluding priorities 11, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20 and 21) $123.0

25 Tower Road Charrette Projects (except for the Tower Road enhanced transit service) $22.7

26 NW 24™ Boulevard Cxtension NW 31% Avenue | NW 39" Avenue new 2-lane divided road $1.8

27 NW 8" Avenue NW 31* Drive NW 23 Street reduce to 2-lane divided road $0.4

28 E 27" Street Extension Hawthorne Road | NW 39" Avenue new 2-lane divided road $10.7
TOTAL $260.6

Source: Year 2020 Liveable Communities Reinvestment Cost Feasible Plan, December 2000.

112-a




Draft Transportation Element
October 19, 2000

Airports and Freight Rail Lines

Introduction

Figure 28 shows the freight rail lines and the location of the airport. The Gainesville Regional
Airport is operated by the Gainesville-Alachua County Airport Authority.

The Airport serves a vital role in the City. It encourages industrial growth, promotes trade,
expands travel opportunities, and provides employment. The viability of the Airport directly
affects the health of the community. It is therefore in the interest of the City to maintain a healthy
airport and to be able to expand airport facilities when necessary.

In an effort to achieve this objective in the long term, the "Gainesville Regional Airport Master
Plan Update 1987"" and the "FAR Part 150 Study 1986" were both prepared for the Gainesville-
Alachua County Regional Airport Authority by CH2M Hill consultants.

Background

The Gainesville Regional Airport is located in the northeast quadrant of the city (see Figure 28).
The airport served as an Army base during World War II, after which it became City property.
The Gainesville Regional Airport was later established by the State as a dependent special district
operated by the Gainesville-Alachua County Regional Airport Authority. The Authority is
comprised of 9 members--5 from the City, 3 appointed by the Governor and one from the County.
The City owns the land and airport improvements and the Authority leases and operates the
airport facilities.

The Airport is defined as a primary commercial service facility by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and as a commercial service airport by the FDOT. The Airport also
attracts a sizable number of general aviation aircraft and is one of several airports for general
aviation in north central Florida.

Existing Airport Facilities

Gainesville Regional Airport (GNV) is located in northeast Gainesville. The Airport is operated
and maintained by the Gainesville-Alachua County Regional Airport Authority (GACRAA). The
airport has a primary 7,503-foot long runway and a secondary 4,147-foot long runway. All
runways and taxiways are lighted. The Airport has a category I Instrument Landing System, and
several non-precision approaches. GNV’s Airport Surveillance Radar (ASR-9) was
commissioned in August 1996.

The principal terminal area facilities at the Airport include a passenger terminal complex at 3880
NE 39th Avenue on the south side and general aviation facilities on the north side. The passenger
terminal complex includes a passenger building and supporting airline apron and motor vehicle
parking facilities. GACRAA is currently involved in a phased, multi-year expansion of the
passenger terminal complex to meet current and projected facility requirements. The general
aviation fixed base operator areas include hangars and apron areas for aircraft storage and
tiedown and support facilities located on approximately 48 acres of land.
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Other key facilities at the Airport include an air traffic control tower and an FAA Automated
Flight Service Station. The control tower is in operation from 6:45 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. while the
flight service station is operated around the clock. FAA also operates an airways facilities office
at the Airport.

The Airport occupies a total of about 2,000 acres of land. Of this, 1,715 acres are designated for
aeronautical purposes such as runways, terminal facilities, and clear zones, and 285 acres are
designated for the development of the Gainesville Regional Airport Industrial Park.

Other Aviation Facilities

Flying Ten Airport is located about 12.5 nautical miles away from GNV. Low Altitude Airways
will pass over GNV when new VORTAC is commissioned. The nearest public-use airport is
located in Keystone Heights, about 15.5 nautical miles to the northeast. The relatively low
amount of activity at that facility offers no constraint to operations at the Gainesville Regional
Airport. However, 3 hospitals within the city have helicopter flight pads (Shands, the Veterans
Administration, and Shands at AGH), which add to aviation activity. North Florida Regional
Medical Center has been granted City approval to install a new helistop within the Center.

Airport Operations

Aircraft Operations and Passengers. All aircraft operations are classified by functional activity
into one of the following categories: air carrier, air
taxi, general aviation and military. General aviation Figure 29. GNV Airport

operations at the Airport are the most dominant and Passengers 1961-1998
account for between 85 percent and 94 percent of )

total operations. General aviation consists of both

business and personal aircraft which includes air taxi
service and charter air service. This includes 500000
everything other than military or scheduled 450000 {—

5 oo 400,000 4—
commercial airline traffic. 350,000

300,000 +—
250,000
200,000 +—

The Airport does not contain a base for military

Passengers

aircraft. The military aircraft activity which does Jonoo [ A
occur at the Airport consists of pilot proficiency Ml - R T T R et EEERS
training flights from neighboring military N 03 o oA o i By By G
installations and accounts for less than 2 percent of O O LA D PR R

: NN N NN

total activity in recent years.

The remaining aircraft activity comes from

commercial air carriers and commuter air carriers
consisting of the following: Comair, Atlantic
Southeast Airlines, Continental Connection
(Gulfstream International Airlines), and US Airways Express (CCAIR).

Source: Gainesville Regional Airport Records, 8/99.

Table 19 and Figure 29 show total annual enplaned and deplaned passengers at GNV from 1961-
1998.
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By 1993, the Airport hoped to achieve a 300,000 annual passenger enplanement level with annual
growth rates of 14 percent. This could only have been attained with an aggressive and strong
marketing program. Table 17 provides a forecast of passenger demand on both air carriers and
air commuters to the year 2003.

Table 17: Enplaned Passenger Demand Forecast for 2003

Year | . Air Carrier [ Air Commuters | Total

2003 338,000 85,000 423,000

Source: The Gainesville Regional Airport Master Plan, 1987.

The forecast for general aviation (Table 18) was based on an average ratio of about 630 general
aviation operations per based aircraft and increasing to about 700 by the year 2003. The forecast
reflects the increased use of based multi-engine aircraft for business, and the Airport's continued
ability to attract general aviation engaged in transient activity.

Table 18: General Aviation Operations Forecast

Year -~ ] Local | Ttinerant | _ Total

2003 65,200 121,000 186,200

Source: The Gainesville Regional Airport Master Plan, 1987.
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Table 19: Gainesville Airport Deplanements and Emplanements

Year Deplaned and Year Deplaned and
Enplaned Passengers Enplaned Passengers
1961 12,623 1980 363,910
1962 7,225 1981 325,421
1963 9,397 1982 283,244
1964 5,630 1983 248,066
1965 8,848 1984 272,077
1966 10,701 1985 313,723
1967 13,738 1986 373,197
1968 19,129 1987 393,829
1969 39,764 1988 395,425
1970 66,912 1989 349,172
1971 90,998 1990 437,219
1972 116,639 1991 349,850
1973 130,916 1992 396,207
1974 183,101 1993 368,564
1975 206,998 1994 385,655
1976 240,259 1995 362,588
1977 276,439 1996 328,076
1978 352,814 1997 358,044
1979 404,363 1998 300,707

Air Cargo. Cargo volumes for mail has been steadily decreasing in recent years (see Table 20).
Mail has plummeted from a high of 549 tons in 1987 to a low of 13 tons in 1997 due to the loss
of mail contracts. Express cargo, on the other hand, has risen from 12 tons in 1983 to 113 tons in
1997. Freight has experienced a constant decrease from 1980. Much of the problem is
attributable to the lack of industries to form the "critical mass" needed to make cargo transport
viable. In addition, the lack of cargo space on passenger aircraft serving the Airport is limiting
volumes being served. Until Gainesville and Alachua County attract more industry, designated
space for cargo aircraft will not be needed at the Airport.
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Table 20: Total Airport Freight, Mail and Express Cargo, in Tons, (1983-1997)

| Year |  Mail | Freight |Expressi Total |

1983 46 337 12 395
1984 101 340 11 451
1985 295 266 11 572
1986 173 226 16 415
1987 549 186 20 755
1988 69 180 19 269
1989 40 102 21 163
1990 58 190 28 276
1991 11 248 25 284
1992 18 408 25 451
1993 16 441 26 484
1994 8 369 96 473
1995 14 313 81 409
1996 16 319 84 419
1997 13 243 133 389

Source: City of Gainesville Regional Airport records, August 1999.
Local Factors Affecting Airport Growth and Operations

Population. The demand for aviation facilities and services depends on the number of people
using them. In this case, the Gainesville Regional Airport marketing program has identified 3
counties (Alachua, Bradford, and Marion) that account for the majority of population which use
air carrier services. The Airport is in direct competition with Jacksonville, Orlando, and Tampa
Airports, which offer a variety of services. According to a 1984 Gainesville passenger traffic
survey, 55 percent of travel was for pleasure purposes by passengers who could afford to wait for
the cheaper fares for flights from larger ai

Alachua County is the general aviation service area for the Airport. Almost all of the owners of
aircraft based at the Airport reside in the City limits, with remaining owners residing in Alachua
County.

The Airport is expected to experience a growth in passengers due to the population growth in the
air service area shown in Table 21. Marion County is one of the fastest population growth areas
in the country and Alachua County is expected to keep pace with the State and exceed that of the
nation. The trend for Alachua County is expected to continue into the future. Table 21 compares
projected population growth between Alachua County, the Tri-County air service area, and the
State of Florida.
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Table 21: Projected Population (2000-2010)

Year | Alachua County Alachua, Marion, Florida
Bradford Countys

2000 218,000 498,000 15,524,000

2005 234,000 543,000 16,773,000

2010 249,000 586,000 17,942,000

(rounded to nearest 1,000)
Source: Population Projections Table 1.40, 1999 Florida Statistical Abstract.

Local Economy. Gainesville is the largest city in Alachua County and the center of economic
activity. The City's population comprises about half of the County's population. The Alachua
County labor force is heavily employed in the service industry due to the presence of UF, Santa
Fe Community College, and 4 major hospitals (Shands, Veterans Administration, Shands at
AGH, and North Florida Regional). Many of the employment positions provided by these
employers are filled by professional and skilled workers whose disposable incomes provide them
with the opportunity to travel. Unemployment is lower in Alachua County than state and national
levels due to the stability of these major employers.

Socioeconomic factors, such as population and employment characteristics indicate that the
economy of the region will continue to grow at a moderate rate. Thus, demand for commercial
and private air transportation is also expected to grow moderately in relation to this growth.

Natural Features. The Airport and surroundings have natural areas which must be protected.
More specifically, the airport area contains several environmentally important features (see
Figure 30) including Little Hatchet Creek, wetlands, and Gum Root Swamp east of the airport.
The airport also lies partially within the floodplain zone and falls within the Murphree Wellfield
designated secondary and tertiary management zones.

All of these conditions may make certain types of development inappropriate for environmentally
sensitive areas surrounding the Airport. Alachua County has adopted a Murphree Well Field
Management Code to protect the community water supply. Development in the Airport Industrial
Park must be in compliance with the code's requirements and restrictions. The City's "Regulation
of Development Near Creeks" Ordinance provides standards for development along Little
Hatchet Creek. It prohibits any activity within 35 feet of the centerline and requires prior
approval for construction within 150 feet. Floodplain characteristics place further restrictions on
development activity by limiting density and requiring sometimes costly moderation measures.

Land Use. All designated existing and proposed future land uses within city boundaries are
compatible with the airport (see Future Land Use Map and Figure 31). There are no residential
land uses that fall within the airport noise contours. Future land use designations within city
limits near the airport are industrial, transportation, public service, residential, agriculture and
unimproved. The City’s revised Airport Hazard Zoning regulations creates 3 “airport zones of
influence” regulating height limitations, permits for development, noise zones, prohibited uses,
bird strike hazard zone, visual and electrical interference zone, education restrictions, and
nonconforming uses.
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The Gainesville Land Development Code, Sec. 30-76, establishes the AF (airport facility) zoning
district. This section makes provisions for airport growth, development and management, in
accordance with environmental concerns and public safety. An airport layout zoning map
designating permitted uses has not yet been adopted and amended by ordinance. The future intent
is to adopt the Gainesville Regional Airport Master Plan as the guide for future development in
and around the airport. Included in the Master Plan is the Off-Airport Land Use Plan 2003 which
indicates future land uses within and near the noise contours. For this element, the figure has
been renamed Airport Land Use (Figure 31). This figure illustrates future land uses in Alachua
County, which include industrial, warehouse, tourist/entertainment, hotel, and recreation, to the
west and north of the Airport, and residential to the east and south.

Essentially, all the land uses beyond the airport boundary affected by aircraft noise are within the
jurisdiction of Alachua County. No residential land uses are located within the airport noise
contours. Industrial uses in the vicinity of the airport fall within the 65 Ldn sound contour.
Much of the land area east and west of the airport is unsuitable for significant development due to

its ﬂood prone characterlstrcs Eveﬂ—ﬂnﬁigh—ﬂie—mempa&b%e—%hes-&ﬂd—&rﬁaeﬁ—wﬁe&eé

The Gainesville Regional Airport Master Plan identifies land targeted for acquisition to eliminate
incompatible land uses and to allow airfield and terminal improvements. Land acquisitions are
planned for parcels south of the airport. Alachua County has cooperated with the City to
minimize the potential for the development of incompatible land uses in the vicinity of the
airport. The County has defined a noise attenuation area and a noise sensitive district to preclude
detrimental noise impact on land uses and to protect the public's investment in the airport. These
provisions are contained in Sec. 392.91.d of the Alachua County Unified Land Development
Code.

Airport Noise Impacts. The subject of aircraft noise impact, noise reduction actions, and
surrounding land use was evaluated in detail in a Federal Aviation regulations (FAR) Part 150
Study, conducted in March 1986 for Airport. The existing and projected Ldn noise contours
(year 2001) can be found on Figure 31. By the year 2001, the size of the Ldn contours will have
increased.

The Part 150 study indicated that the City has implemented appropriate noise abatement
procedures to reduce aircraft noise. Airplane pilots are cooperating by modifying their flight
tracks using Newnans Lake and Gum Root Swamp as a noise buffer when operating east of the
Airport. The Airport has implemented a preferential runway system, and has purchased most of
the land with incompatible uses. The County discourages housing and building east and west of
the Airport due to floodplain characteristics. Sewer and water are not available in that location
and any potential landowner in this flood plain is required to have at least 5 acres per housing
unit.

Airport Clear Zones and Obstructions. FAA regulations in Part 77, Subpart C (Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace), provides standards for determining obstructions to air navigation.
These regulations were utilized by the Gainesville-Alachua County Regional Airport Authority to
define and provide for the establishment of various zones and the prescribed height limitations
within them. The City and Alachua County have both adopted ordinances to provide height
regulations in and around the airport.
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The zones designated in the Gainesville Land Development Code, Appendix F, Airport Hazard
Zoning ordinance, includes the following:

e Airport Height Notification Zone
e Airport Runway Clear Zone
e Airport Noise Zone

Obstructions to Local Air Traffic. There are 15 human-built obstructions within the
“Horizontal Zone” of the Gainesville Regional Airport (see Figure 32). All are lighted.

Traffic Circulation. Two principal arterials provide access to the airport, Waldo Road (SR 24),
and NE 39" Avenue (SR 222). NE 39" Avenue serves as the main terminal entrance (see Figure
33). Waldo Road primarily services General Aviation and the Airport Industrial Park from the
following three points: NE 40th Terrace, NE 49" Avenue, and NE 54" Avenue. Both Waldo
Road and NE 39th Avenue are 4-lane streets and have a level of service of B.

No motor vehicle travel modifications are proposed by the City for this area through the year
2001. In 1989, the widening of 39th Avenue, a major east-west corridor to the airport, was
completed.

Future Airport Needs

Table 22 provides the Airport Capital Improvements Plan.

Table 22: Gainesville Regional Airport Capital Improvements Plan, 1999-2000

Project Cost
General aviation terminal building renovations $500,000
General aviation terminal. Reconstruction of vehicle parking lots $119,694
Corporate hanger project $500,000
“T” hanger project ' $450,000
Airfield painting $218,850
Recondition baggage conveyor $25,000
Passenger terminal. Mobile passenger walkway $80,000
General aviation aprons. Pavement rehabilitation & installation of $500,000

airport wash rack

Source; Gene Clerkin, Gainesville-Alachua County Regional Airport Authority, 1999.
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Emergency Management

Evacuation for Impending Natural Disasters. The city contains emergency evacuation routes
in the event of an impending natural disaster, as designated by the Florida Division of Emergency
Management (see Figure 34).

According to Michelle Pope of the Florida Division of Emergency Management, there are no
“critical intersections or roadways” that are found within the city. However, Gainesville is
heavily used by evacuees, whether it be in designated shelters or in hotels and motels.

According to Lt. Donnie Love of the Alachua County Sheriff’s Office, and Eddie Williams,
Director of Communications for the Gainesville Police Department (GPD), the Florida Highway
Patrol staffs the four I-75 intersections in the Gainesville Urban Area to guide traffic movement
during an evacuation. Under the “Florida Emergency Management Act,” the Sheriff’s Office
becomes the “Central Service Functions” agency (the “Emergency Operations Center) to
coordinate deployment of law enforcement officers to street intersections during an evacuation.
Typically, deputies are deployed to intersections outside the city and GPD officers are deployed
to intersections within the city.

Officers also provide shelter site security.

Currently, evacuation capabilities are deemed by GPD and the Sheriff’s Office to be adequate.
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Funding
The long term strategies discussed in a and Analysi i f the Tran ion
ility Element hav 1 f fundi e
(68 TEA-21 enhancement dollars are avai estrian and bi improvem
f the impr e ocC i have been identifi
1 nds be e. The concept: ed for Uni i
Avenue would need to be presented through the MTPO planning process and placed in
the 5-vear Tran ati TEA-21 is al i eral fundir urce fi
other local (ransporlation projects.

(2) Existing gasoline tax revenue is used for RTS and other transportation projects.

3 idewalk improvements and 1cti d maintenance on City streets is th
responsibility of the City. The City will need to reconsider its present allocation of

general fund dollars in this area.

4 A state mi s recommended I rtation i with “varia

vided fundin vari sportation projects.
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Evaluation and Appraisal Report—Major Issues

The evaluation and appraisal process for the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as required by Florida
Statutes, offers an opportunity to identify major issues affecting the community as they relate to
the Plan. These major issues inform the City and its citizens of what the most important
challenges are that must be handled in the update of the Plan to ensure a better future for the
community. Identification of these major issues came through the interactive process of
presentation of element evaluations at public hearings and board meetings.

Major issues identified:

o The loss of the street should not foreclose the future installation of bicycle/pedestrian
trails, non-car connections to adjacent land uses, or a transit line.

o Site plans for new developments should be required to show any existing bicycle and
pedestrian access to adjacent properties and transit stops, and not show a design
which forecloses future links for bicycle and pedestrian access to adjacent property.

o Modify University Avenue between downtown and UF to enhance the connection
between these two neighborhood (activity) centers — including consideration of taking
west University Avenue to 2 travel lanes. The City should also encourage additional
residential units near University Avenue. This project should include identification
of alternative routes that can be used for non-local, non-destination trips along S.R.
26 (University Avenue).

o The City should coordinate with the University of Florida to ensure that the Campus
Master Plan is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the Transportation
Element of the City Comprehensive Plan.

o The City should request that the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization
(MTPO) boundaries be adjusted to include all street segments within city limits.

o The City should request that Archer Road be re-routed to reduce through trips,
especially trips by large trucks.

o The City should request that the threshold for requiring Art-Plan analysis be lowered
so that it is consistent with the lower threshold for requiring transportation
moderation strategies.

o The City should encourage the installation of structured parking garages and shared
parking lots within neighborhood (activity) centers, employment centers, and the
downtown/UF area. The Gainesville Land Development Code should be amended to
require a special use permit to ensure that such parking meets performance objectives
when near multi-family housing.

o The Future Land Use Map should continue to show areas for housing which serve the
needs of employees and students within walking distance of the University and the
downtown.

« The City should inventory and prioritize street segments with sidewalk gaps.

o The City should complete an inventory of sidewalks on all arterial, collector and local
streets, and place such an inventory on the city Geographic Information System to
assist in the identification of gaps and priorities.

o All new streets within the city should include sidewalks on both sides.
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* The City should increase the amount of land designated for multi-family development
on the Future Land Use Map along arterials and collectors — especially when near
important transit stops.

e Establish retail, office, civic, recreation, school, and higher density residential near
transit stops.

 The City should evaluate the citywide bus stops to identify needs for bus stop
improvements — especially ADA improvements.

 Higher density residential (at least 8 du/ac) should be located close to a transit stop,
carpooling and park-n-ride should be promoted, and bus service should be enhanced
-- especially in the southwest -- to increase the frequency of service.

* To reduce reliance on major streets, and promote transportation choice, the City
should encourage street connectivity, gridded strcets, and trails.

e Establish exception flexibility from transportation levels of service. Such an
exception approach will promote infill and discourage sprawl.

* Increase funding for better service and facilities for travel by bus, walking, and
bicycling. A higher level-of-service standard should be adopted for transit.
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City Plan Board October 19, 2000

Zoning Minutes Page 8

Petition 146CPA-00 PB City Plan Board. Update the Transportation Mobility Element of the City of
Gainesville 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan for the proposed 2000-2010
Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Dom Nozzi was recognized. Mr. Nozzi explained that there had been ten public meetings on the
Transportation Element since February. He discussed the changes to the Goals, Objectives and Policies and
the Data and Analysis Report. Mr. Nozzi offered to answer any questions for the board.

Mr. Carter indicated that he did not believe "the sky was falling in." He questioned the accuracy of data
indicating that ten percent of citizens walked to work. He noted that most people traveled by car at least
once a day. He agreed that some of the network roads needed to be narrowed, but others needed to be
widened. He pointed out that the City had a poor grid system and connectivity of streets, and he did not
believe they should be further constricted. Mr. Carter indicated that, while he supported, in concept, most of
the proposed Transportation Element language, he believed the City should look at the issue carefully and
try to relieve some of the existing congestion on the roads.

Ms. Myers indicated that the City appeared to be retrofitting existing roads which had been constructed over
the years to serve the community. She suggested that such retrofitting would gridlock the City. She pointed
out that the cars were not going to go away and she cited a concern that narrowing the roads would push
more traffic into the neighborhoods.

Mr. Pearce noted that in the Overall Goal, the word "mass" had been removed as it referred to transit. He
suggested that it be replaced with the word "public." In Policy 1.2.1, he noted that the text referred to "non-
residential density." He pointed out that there was no such thing as a non-residential density, since density
was defined in terms of dwelling units per acre. He recommended that it read "higher residential densities
and non-residential intensities." Mr. Pearce noted that Policy 2.1.9, spoke to the feasibility of minimizing or
eliminating left-turn lanes. He recommended that the words "where appropriate” be added. He suggested
that in some instances, it might be feasible to eliminate turn lanes, but not appropriate. Referring to Policy
2.1.11, he suggested that the phrase "ample sidewalks to carry significant pedestrian traffic in commercial
areas" be modified to state "ample sidewalks to carry significant pedestrian traffic and which provide ample
space for functional shade trees and pedestrian oriented amenities such as benches, waste receptacles, and
bicycle parking in commercials areas." Mr. Pearce referred to Policy 6.1.1 and suggested that a distinction
should be made between speeds on arterial, local and collector streets. He suggested 25-30 mph on arterial
streets and 20-25 mph on local and collector streets. He noted that some areas had very narrow streets and
houses close to the road.

Mr. Guy, referring to Policy 2.1.1, he suggested that the wording "significant areas of blight" be added to the
criteria. He noted that Policy 2.1.2 indicated that at least one linear mile of sidewalk should be installed
annually. He explained that he was aware of the limits on funding, but he believed the threshold should be
higher. Regarding Policy 3.1.6, which dealt with acquisition of new busses, he suggested that he would like
to see language added to insure that those busses were environmentally sustainable. Mr. Guy indicated that
he found the language of Policy 3.2.1 confusing. He requested clarification on the matter of average number
of units per acre. Regarding Policy 3.2.3, he asked if the goal was to create densities near existing routes or
allow density everywhere and reroute the busses. Mr. Guy noted that Policies 6.1.8 and 6.1.9 appeared to be
the same. He suggested that Policy 7.1.3 referred to the number of car parking spaces at the university. He

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.



City Plan Board October 19, 2000
Zoning Minutes Page 9

' suggested that one way was to eliminate the number of cars. He pointed out that many universities had
restricted student parking.

Mr. Polshek noted that new classes of vehicles had been created by the US Department of Transportation
(USDOT). He noted that the proposed Transportation Element before the board gave the sense of
incorporating automobiles as they were today. He suggested that, if the USDOT had already created that
class of cars, by the time of the next Comprehensive Plan update, they would be a part of citizen's lives. He
cited a concern that the rapid changes in local urban transportation areas that would occur were not
addressed in the Element. Mr. Polshek noted that the language in Goal 3 indicated that the City became a
model. He asked if the City was to be a model for the county, state or nation, and was that reflected in the
overall element. He stated that he saw nothing radical or innovative in transportation development use and
choice in the proposed language. Regarding Policy 3.1.3, he suggested that bus stops were ideal ways to
introduce innovative design and use of materials.

Mr. Carter, referring to Policy 6.1.7, noted that it stated that, "The City should de-emphasize the hierarchical
street system in terms or relying on a few large streets to carry the bulk of trips..." He pointed out that it
was difficult to have connectivity west of 13" Street because of the university, neighborhood road blocks and
a lack of right-of-way. He pointed out that, because of those impediments, the north/south arteries would
remain major streets. He suggested that it would be a step backwards to reduce speeds to 25 mph on those
streets. Mr. Carter reiterated that he agreed with much of the proposed Element, but there was much he did
not believe was feasible for the community.

Mr. Pearce explained that his suggestion of 25 mph traffic speeds was for the Traditional City, University
Heights and College Park Neighborhoods.

Mr. Polshek opened the floor to public comment.

Mr. Peter Rebman was recognized. Mr. Rebman indicated that he had attended a number of meetings on the
Transportation Element and related issues throughout the past year. He explained that, by and large, he was
satisfied with the version before the board. He noted, however, that he had a concern about the last sentence
of Policy 3.2.1. He requested that, unless there was a specific statutory or regulatory reason to include the
sentence, it be removed. He indicated that, if it could not be removed, he would request that it be modified
to a general statement that the City wishes to increase density and, if that was not possible, to reduce the
density to 4.5 or 5 units per acre. Mr. Rebman explained that, while he was aware of the need for higher
density for public transportation feasibility, he believed the remainder of Policy 3.2 would address that
issue. He cited a concern that future developers to argue that their high-density development facilitated that
policy. He explained that, with the proposed density of 6 units per acre in the Comprehensive Plan, it would
be more difficult for future Plan Boards to prevent inappropriate density, especially in gray area cases.

Mr. Steve Schell was recognized. Mr. Schell noted that Mr. Carter and Ms. Myers spoke of moving cars and
he believed the issue was moving people and not just cars. He indicated that he believed the proposed
Element addressed that issue. He pointed out that, while connectivity was limited in existing development,
future development could be discouraged or prohibited if they did not provide connections. Mr. Schell
agreed that more could be done by the university to prohibit cars. He urged the board to approve the
element.

Ms. Myers requested that staff clarify the issue of residential density as stated in Policy 3.2.1.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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" Mr. Hilliard explained that the maximum for the single-family land use category which had four zoning
districts was eight units per acre. He discussed the districts and the number of units allowed per acre.

Ms. Myers asked if the proposed 6 units per acre average was for new development or the entire City.

Mr. Hilliard indicated that the proposed average was for the entire City. He explained that there were few
developments brought to planning that met the minimum density. He stated that the existing average density
was 3.2 units per acre.

Ms. Myers pointed out that the City was about 90 percent developed and she had a concern about increasing
density.

Mr. Hilliard noted that the policy did state that the City would "strive" to reach that average. He discussed
the impact on the growth of the City.

Mr. Rebman indicated that the Greenways of Gainesville and Lake Meta high density developments being
proposed near single-family homes had brought about his concern.

Mr. Guy asked if the detail of the board's comments would be transmitted to the City Commission.

Mr. Hilliard indicated the City Commission would receive the minutes, motions and any level of detail the
board wished to transmit.

Motion By: Mr. Guy Seconded By: Mr. Pearce
Moved to: Approve Petition 146CPA-00 PB. Upon Vote: Motion Carried 3-2

Yeas: Pearce, Guy, Polshek.
Nays: Carter, Myers

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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