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WHAT IS THE AUSTIN CORE TRANSPORTATION (ACT) PLAN?

The ACT Plan is studying mobility options into, out of, through
and within Downtown Austin. With Project Connect transit plans
and the I-35 Capital Express Central rebuild project bringing
significant change to the area, it is important to reexamine the
form and function of the street network to interact with those
changes and meet future needs and modes of transportation.

WHAT WILL ACT D0O?

The ACT Plan will produce a list of projects and a vision for
how Downtown Austin streets should operate. These projects
will work within our real-world constraints, providing safe

and efficient mobility enhancements. Whether people are
delivering food, commuting to work, enjoying entertainment
or appreciating our public spaces, the ACT Plan seeks to make
accomplishing those tasks easier.

Austin Transportation Department wants to hear from all
stakeholders and travelers to downtown Austin. Comments are
best provided through online surveys, emailing the team or
attending community meetings.

@ AustinTexas.gov/ACTplan @ AcTplan@AustinTexas.gov © @austinMobility @ /arxiransportation (9 512-974-2300




EL PLAN
DEL CASCO CENTRAL
DE AUSTIN

; QUE ES EL PLAN DEL CASCO CENTRAL DE AUSTIN (ACT)?

El Plan ACT esta estudiando opciones de movilidad hacia, desde, a través
y dentro del centro de Austin. Con los planes de transito del Proyecto
Connect y el proyecto de reconstruccion de la I-35 Capital Express Central
trayendo cambios significativos al area, es importante reexaminar la
forma y funcion de la red de calles para interactuar con esos cambios y
satisfacer las necesidades futuras y los modos de transporte.

; QUE HARA ACT?

El Plan ACT producira una lista de proyectos y una vision de como
deberian operar las calles del Centro de Austin. Estos proyectos
funcionaran dentro de nuestras limitaciones del mundo real, brindando
mejoras de movilidad seguras y eficientes. Ya sea que las personas estén
entregando alimentos, yendo al trabajo, disfrutando del entretenimiento
o apreciando nuestros espacios publicos, el Plan ACT busca facilitar el
cumplimiento de esas tareas.

o

El Departamento de Transporte de Austin quiere escuchar a todas ,
las partes interesadas y viajeros al centro de Austin. Puede enviar Escapegr aqui para
comentarios a través de encuestas en linea, enviando un correo obtener mas informacion
electrénico al equipo o asistiendo a reuniones comunitarias.

@ AustinTexas.gov/ACTplan @ AcTplan@AustinTexas.gov © @austinMobility @ /arxiransportation (9 512-974-2300




Austin Core Transportation Plan
What We ve Heard So Far

A community survey to hear from residents about mobility downtown
was open from August 1 through September 30, 2022.
The next phase of the plan will present more refined scenarios to the community.

The survey was answered by more than 2,100
respondents, including English, Spanish, digital
and paper responses.

The team attended more than 20 in-person
community events and meetings.

Results were broken down by 30 different
demographic groups, showing the
preferences of different genders, races, ages,
occupations and income levels of Austinites.

The survey was shared in newsletters from
19 different organizations.

Sidewalks are the most preferred street element Protected bicycle/micromobility lanes were a high
e 66% of respondents scored sidewalks a 10 on  Priority for survey respondents

a scale of 1-10 * 59% of respondents scored protected bicycle/

« Sidewalks (9.09) scored 79% higher than micromobility lanes a 10 on a scale of 1-10 across
mixed vehicle lanes (5.08) all demographic populations.

e 26 of 30 demographic groups scored »  Protected bicycle/micromobility lanes (8.32)
sidewalks as their No. 1 priority scored 64% higher than mixed vehicle lanes (5.08)

* 33% of respondents use a bicycle to get around
downtown. In an ideal world, 47% would like to
use a bicycle.

SPACES FoR PEOPLE TAKING TRANSIT MOBILITY GOALS

» Transit-only lanes were rated at an average * 56% of respondents drive alone to get around
score of 6.36, they scored 25% higher than downtown. In an ideal world, only 16% would like
mixed vehicle lanes. to drive alone.

e 21% of respondents take the bus to get around * More than half of all respondents (51%) ranked
downtown. In an ideal world, 32% said they moving within downtown as the most important
would like to take the bus. mobility priority, as compared to moving into, out
« Among non-white respondents, 31% take the of, or through Downtown.

bus normally and 46% would like to take the
bus in an ideal world.

TRANSPORTATION



Plan de Transporte del Casco de Austin
Lo que hemos oido hasta ahora

Hubo una encuesta comunitaria disponible entre el 1 de agosto y el 30 de septiembre
de 2022 para oir de los residentes sobre la movilidad en el centro de la ciudad.
La proxima fase del plan presentara situaciones mas refinadas a la comunidad.

Mas de 2,100 personas respondieron la encuesta,
incluyendo en inglés, espaiiol, de manera digital
e impresa

El equipo asistio a mas de 20 eventos y reuniones
comunitarias presenciales

Los resultados se desglosaron en 30 grupos
demograficos diferentes, mostrando las
preferencias de distintos géneros, razas,
edades, ocupaciones y niveles de ingresos de
los austinianos.

La encuesta se compartio en boletines de
19 organizaciones diferentes.
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ESPACIOS PARA PERSONAS QUE CAMINAN

G ( : ' ()
ESPACIOS PARA PERSONAS EN BICICLETA

Las aceras son el elemento de calles de mayor Los carriles protegidos para bicicletas/micromovilidad
preferencia. son una alta prioridad para los que respondieron la
o EL 66% de los que respondieron les dieron a encuesta ) ) _
las aceras una puntuacion de 10 en una escala * 59% de los que respondieron les dieron a los carriles
del 1 al 10. protegidos para bicicletas/micromovilidad una

puntuacion de 10 en una escala del 1 al 10 entre

» Las aceras (9.09) recibieron una puntuacion todas las poblaciones demograficas.

79% mas alta que los carriles de vehiculos «  Los carriles protesidos para bicicletas/

mixtos (5.08) L o micromovilidad (8.32) recibieron una puntuacion 64%
* 26 de 30 grupos demograficos posicionaron las mas alta que los carriles de vehiculos mixtos (5.08)

aceras como su prioridad numero uno. o El 33% de los que respondieron se desplazan en

bicicleta por el centro de la ciudad. En un mundo
ideal, el 47% quisiera usar una bicicleta.

METAS DE MOVILIDAD

o Los carriles exclusivos para transporte » EL56% de los que respondieron manejan solos
publico recibieron una puntuacion promedio para desplazarse por el centro de la ciudad. En
de 6.36, una puntuacion 25% mas alta que un mundo ideal, el 16% quisiera manejar solo.
los carriles de vehiculos mixtos. e Mas de la mitad de todos los que respondieron

o El 21% de los que respondieron toman el (51%) clasificaron el mudarse dentro del centro
autobus para trasladarse por el centro de la de la ciudad como la prioridad de movilidad mas
ciudad. En un mundo ideal, el 32% quisiera importante, comparado con mudarse fuera de
tomar el autobds. ella o por el centro de la ciudad.

» Entre las personas no blancas, el 31%
normalmente toma el autobus y el 46%
quisiera tomar el autobus, en un mundo ideal.
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Phase 1 Engagement Report

November 2022
Created by the Austin Transportation Department

Introduction
The Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan is a study of
transportation and mobility options in Downtown Austin. The = &
plan will coordinate with and facilitate several major downtown
projects, such as Project Connect, I-35 Capital Express Central
and the Palm District Planning Initiative. This project is being led
by the Austin  Transportation Department (ATD).

The ACT Plan study area is shown in Map 1. It consists of the

area between Lady Bird Lake to the south, Martin Luther King,

Jr Blvd to the north, 1-35 to the east, and Lamar Blvd to the west.

The Plan will include a list of projects to help us achieve our /=

mobility vision for downtown, as well as an implementation plan. P I = B
The ACT Plan public engagement process began in the spring = - .. e -
of 2022; this report describes activities that took places in the

preliminary and first phases of the ACT Plan, which ended on

September 30, 2022.

Public Engagement Strateqy and Goals : :

The ACT Plan is using a two-phase planning process. Early in the process, the ACT Plan team identified
stakeholders and focus populations and reached out to alert them to this process, as well as to request
additional names of people or organizations to whom to reach out. Once stakeholders were identified,
Phase 1 began with several goals. It was the first opportunity to learn which right-of-way elements people
prefer and what transportation modes they wish to use to travel to, from, and within Downtown. It was also
the first opportunity to familiarize people with the ACT Plan, to create awareness about the project, and to
validate the technical work around identifying mobility needs within the ACT Plan study area. Phase 2 will
follow in the winter of 2022, which will present refined Downtown mobility scenarios to the public.

ACT Plan Phase 1 engagement focused on identifying and including the many different populations of
people that access and use Downtown Austin. The ACT Plan team identified many different groups,
organizations, interests, and perspectives to inform the ACT Plan’s recommendations. Twenty-two
different groups were specifically identified as focus populations within Downtown, in addition to the greater
Austin community. These populations are listed in Appendix A.



The ACT Plan team gathered input from these groups and included their perspectives when identifying
potential projects as part of the plan. In addition to the focus populations, the ACT Plan team also identified
more than 70 organizations to connect with based on their relationship to Downtown. Ultimately, the list of
organizations, groups, interests, perspectives, and general people were sorted into different categories to
help guide engagement throughout the process.

The ACT Plan team developed the following engagement goals prior to launching outreach:

Engage with, and receive input from, a diverse group of stakeholders

Ensure historically underserved and underrepresented Downtown stakeholders are centered
throughout engagement

Ensure all options presented to stake holders are realistic alternatives and opportunities that can
be feasibly developed downtown

Operate on an engagement level of Involve and Collaborate based on the International Association
for Public Participation’s (IAP2) Spectrum of Public Participation (Figure 1)

Present opportunities to participate in the process in different locations, on different days, and at
different times of day to expand opportunities to participate

Ensure public input opportunities are available in multiple media and utilize multiple streams of
information to collaborate with the public

Create an open dialogue with the project team to respond to questions and provide information as
desired by the public

Provide information in all languages requested by stakeholders and provide information in both

English and Spanish to start.

Figure 1. IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation

IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation

IAP2's Spectrum of Public Participation was designed to assist with the selection of the level of participation that defines the
public's rcle in any public participation process. The Spectrum is used internationally, and it is found in public participation

plans around the world.

INCREASING IMPACT ON THE DECISION

-
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'g' To provide the public To obtain public To work directly with To partner with the To place final decision
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= to assist them in decisions. that public concerns including the
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H
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e how public input the alternatives advice and
¥ influenced the developed and provide | recommendations into
= decision. feedback on how the decisions to the
E public input influenced | maximum extent

the decision.

possible.
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Phase 1 Public Engagement
ACT Plan Phase 1 public engagement had three arms: a public survey, meetings with focus populations
and interested groups, and a Working Group organized by the Downtown Austin Alliance.

The public survey was available online and on paper, in both English and Spanish. An example of the
paper survey can be found in Appendix B. It launched on August 1, 2022 and closed on September 30,
2022. The Phase 1 survey asked people’s opinions on three aspects of Downtown mobility:

e What type of Downtown mobility on which to focus (lI.e., transportation to Downtown, transportation
from Downtown, transportation through Downtown, or transportation within Downtown)

¢ Which right-of-way elements are most important to people Downtown (i.e., building frontages,
sidewalks, street tree and furniture zone, curb zone, transit-only lanes, mixed vehicle lanes, and
protected bicycle/micromobility lanes)

o How do people currently move around Downtown and what is their ideal way to move around
Downtown.

Respondents’ answers to these questions will be used to inform our development and selection of
preferred street cross-sections downtown.

To ensure that the ACT Plan reached the Phase 1 engagement goals, the ACT Plan team and Austin
Transportation Public Information Office staff conducted a media push at the start of the survey. The survey
was advertised in the Austin Mobility newsletter as well as at least twenty other newsletters over the course
of Phase 1. There were over 20 social media posts about the survey from organizations and City partners,
and multiple stories with local news outlets.

In addition to the outreach through newsletters, media, and social media, the ACT Plan team also held
meetings with partners, presented to several community groups, and attended many in-person events over
the course of Phase 1. The following table (and the map in Appendix C) details the meetings and events
the ACT Plan team attended during Phase 1:

Meeting Austin Texas Musicians Org Meeting 7121/2022 242 W 2nd St, Austin, TX 78701
Event Night Shift #1 Austin Texas Musicians Org 8/2/2022 711 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701
Event Hot Summer Nights - Red River Cultural District 8/4/2022 912 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701
Event Hot Summer Nights - Red River Cultural District 8/5/2022 710 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701
Event Hot Summer Nights - Red River Cultural District 8/6/2022 607 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701
Meeting Austin Young Chamber Meeting 8/8/2022 Virtual

Meeting Coallition of Texans with Disabilities Meeting 8/10/2022 1716 San Antonio St, Austin, TX 78701
Meeting Austin Economic Development Corporation Meeting 8/11/2022 242 W 2nd St, Austin, TX 78701
Meeting Safe Streets Austin Meeting 8/15/2022 Virtual

Meeting Austin Public Health Meeting 8/15/2022 Virtual

Meeting Austin Hotel and Lodging Meeting 8/16/2022 Virtual

Event Whole Foods Headquarters Office tabling 8/17/2022 501 Bowie St, Austin, TX 78703
Meeting East Cesar Chavez NPCT Presentation 8/17/2022 41 Navasota St, Austin, TX 78702
Meeting Austin Texas Restaurant Association Meeting 8/18/2022 Virtual



Event Hip Hop in the Park Republic Square Event 8/20/2022 422 Guadalupe St, Austin, TX 78701

Event Austin Hotel & Lodging Hospitality Expo Event 8/22/2022 101 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701

Meeting ACT Plan DAA Working Group Meeting #2 8/24/2022 515 Congress Ave., Austin, TX 78701
ATX Musicians Advisory Panel Presentation - ATX

Meeting Musicians Org 8/26/2022 Virtual

Event Pease Nights Event Pease Park 8/26/2022 1100 Kingsbury St, Austin, TX 78703

Meeting Salvation Army Social Services Center Meeting 8/31/2022 501 E 8th St, Austin, TX 78701

Event Sustainable Food Center Farmers Market Tabling 9/3/2022 422 Guadalupe St, Austin, TX 78701

Event Night Shift #2 Austin Texas Musicians Org 9/6/2022 711 Red River St, Austin, TX 78701

Meeting HACA Meeting 9/9/2022 Virtual

Event HAAM Day tabling at Waterloo Park 9/13/2022 500 E 12th St, Austin, TX 78701

Meeting HACA Meeting 9/15/2022 Virtual

Event Viva Mexico Event Mexican American Cultural Center 9/17/2022 600 River St, Austin, TX 78701

Event HACA National Night Out 10/4/2022 85 Trinity St, Austin, TX 78701

Public Engagement Phase 1 Results

The Phase 1 survey received a total of 2,129 responses over the two-month engagement period. Survey
results were broken down by 30 different demographic groups, detailing the preferences of Austinites
of different genders, races, ages, occupations and income levels (Appendix D). The following key
takeaways from the survey stood out to the ACT Plan team upon analysis.

Spaces for people walking:

o Of all street elements respondents would prefer, sidewalks scored the highest
o 66% of respondents scored sidewalks a 10 on a scale of 1-10
o Sidewalks (9.09) scored 79% higher than mixed vehicle lanes (5.08)
o 26 of 30 demographic groups scored sidewalks as their number 1 priority

Spaces for people biking and using micromobility:

o Protected bicycle/micromobility lanes were a high priority for survey respondents

o 59% of respondents scored protected bicycle/micromobility lanes a 10 on a scale of 1-10,
across all demographic focus populations

o Protected bicycle/micromobility lanes (8.32) scored 64% higher than mixed vehicle lanes
(5.08)

o 25 of 30 demographic groups scored protected bicycle/micromobility lanes as an 8 or above

o 33% of respondents use a bicycle to get around downtown; in an ideal world, 47% said they
would use a bicycle to get around

Spaces for people taking transit:

e Transit-only lanes scored lower than sidewalks and protected bicycle/micromobility lanes but at
an average score of 6.36, still scored 25% higher than mixed vehicle lanes.
e 21% of respondents normally take the bus to get around downtown; in an ideal world, 32% of
respondents would take the bus
o Among non-white respondents, 31% of respondents take the bus normally, and 46% would ride
the bus in an ideal world



Overall Mobility Goals:

e 56% of all respondents normally drive alone to get around downtown; in an ideal world 16% would
like to drive alone

e More than half of all respondents (50.6%) ranked moving within downtown as most important (as
compared to entering or exiting downtown)

Additionally, the figures below display the overall responses received in Phase 1 survey. The first questions
asked people what type of downtown mobility is most important to you: How to enter Downtown, how to
leave Downtown, how to pass through Downtown, or how to move within Downtown? For this question, a
lower number indicates a higher priority.

The planning team looked at these answers in two ways: both the average of the responses (displayed in
the blue graph in Figure 2), as well as looking at the top and bottom priority for respondents (shown in gray
and orange in Figure 3).

Figure 2 — Downtown Mobility Focus Ratings

What type of Downtown mobility focus is most important to
you? (Average for All Respondents)

4.00
The lower the number,
3.50 the higher the priority,
3.00 meaning “within” is the
3.00 2.77 highest average priority
2.50 2.27
500 1.96
1.50
1.00
Enter Exit Through Within
Figure 3 — Downtown Mobility Focus Preferences
What type of Downtown mobility focus is most important to
you? (Top and Bottom Priority for All Respondents)
80%
m#l m#4
60%
) 52.1% 50.6%
40%
23.9%
20.2% 17.0%
209 220 15.6%
0% 12.1% ’
8.5% I I
» i =
Enter Exit Through Within



The majority of the survey focused on right of way elements. It asked people to identify the importance of
seven different elements on a scale of 1-10, 10 being the highest importance. Elements could share scores;
this was not a ranking. The planning team also looked at the overall average results for this question
(Figure 4, in blue), as well as the top and bottom priorities (Figure 5, in gray and orange).

Figure 4 — Street Element Ratings

Average Rating per street element (All Respondents)
10 9.09

8 7.44 /.84

8.32
6.36
6 5.23 5.08
4
2
0

A. Building B. Sidewalk  C. Street Tree D. Curb Zone E. Transit-Only F. Mixed G. Protected

Frontages and Furniture Lane Vehicle Lane Bicycle/
Zone Micromobility
Lane

Figure 5 — Street Element Priorities

Top and Bottom Priority street elements (All Respondents)
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Next Steps

The ACT Plan team continues to analyze the responses and feedback collected during Phase 1 and will
use this information to inform the development of different alternatives to be included in the upcoming
Phase 2 survey. Phase 2 is planned to occur in late 2022 and early 2023, and will include both public
events and a second public survey with modal network and cross-section options. During Phase 2
engagement the ACT Plan team will also hold meetings with focus populations, interested people and
organizations, visit different neighborhoods Downtown, and continue to convene the Working Group. Upon
completion of Phase 2 the ACT Plan team will combine the public engagement and technical results to put
forth final ACT Plan proposals.

Appendices

Appendix A: ACT Plan Downtown Populations
Appendix B: Paper Survey in English
Appendix C: ACT Plan Engagement Events Map

Appendix D: Survey Responses Results Breakdown



Appendix A. ACT Plan Downtown Focus Populations

Downtown Population Reason for Inclusion

Residents These people live in the ACT Plan area

Office Workers Downtown is the primary employment center of Austin. These workers often
have a standard schedule and utilize a variety of transportation modes.

Servers Downtown is home to a growing number of bars and restaurants serving people
throughout the day. These industries are a major draw of Downtown.

Musicians, performers, and venue The Live Music Capital of the World relies on the myriad venues spread

owners and staff throughout downtown. Performers may have specific or atypical needs.

Late night staff (e.g., janitorial staff) Downtown’s buildings and hotels have different needs at night. The operation

and maintenance of these locations relies on staff who are seeing things from a
different perspective.

Delivery drivers Goods delivery occurs throughout the network (temporally and spatially), and the
use of street space by these drivers is a major contributor to congestion.
Identifying designs that help this group could ameliorate certain issues

downtown.

Ridehail/TNC/taxi drivers Similar to delivery drivers, ridehail, TNC, and taxi drivers utilize the entirety of the
network and contribute to congestion.

Government workers Downtown is the base for many government workers at multiple levels of
government. The Capitol Complex is a node for thousands of commuters.

Construction workers Downtown’s construction and maintenance relies on these workers, who also
utilize equipment that requires space.

Hotel staff Downtown is the major tourist destination in Austin, and these staff arrive at
different times throughout the day.

Visitors/tourists Thousands of visitors come to Austin and spend the majority of their time

downtown. It is critical that the network is comprehensible and easily usable for
people who have never visited before.

People with physical mobility All new infrastructure must and should be designed for those with physical

impairments mobility impairments in mind. Infrastructure that works for them is infrastructure
that works for everybody.

People who are blind All new infrastructure must and should be designed for people who are blind.
Infrastructure that works for them is infrastructure that works for everybody.

People who are deaf All new infrastructure must and should be designed for people who are deaf.
Infrastructure that works for them is infrastructure that works for everybody.

Unhoused and unhoused service There is a large unhoused population in Downtown, as well as the city’s main

providers service provider.

Emma S. Barrientos Mexican The ESB-MACC is a major cultural anchor downtown. They are a pillar of a

American Cultural Center community | network of organizations and businesses Downtown that support Mexican-

(staff and visitors) American Austinites.

Families As Downtown grows it is important that the area isn’t only for young adults, but

supports growing families, as well. They may have different needs from the
transportation network.

Seniors As Downtown grows it is important that the area isn’t only for young adults, but
supports our senior population, as well. They may have different needs from the
transportation network.

Building developers Downtown’s growth has been shaped by the new development occurring
throughout the ACT Plan area. Future growth and construction could usher in
major future changes.

Building managers How buildings operate once they are built affects the downtown ecosystem.
Building managers see the needs and habits of their occupants.

Special Event Organizers Downtown is home to many high-profile events.

Medical workers The hospitals and Innovation District bring huge numbers of medical workers to

the area, at varying times and with potential different needs.



Appendix B. Paper Survey in English

Austin Core Transportation Plan

TRANSPORTATION

Mobility Preferences Survey

The Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan is a study of transportation and mobility options in Downtown
Austin. The plan will coordinate with and facilitate several major downtown projects, such as Project Connect,
I-35 Capital Express Central and the Palm District Planning Initiative. This project is being led by the Austin
Transportation Department (ATD).

The ACT Plan will include a list of projects to help us achieve our mobility vision for downtown, as well as an
implementation plan. This survey is the first step in this process to help staff learn more about the different
transportation elements you would like to see in downtown streets, how you travel to and within
downtown now, and how you would like to do so in the future.

Future phases of the ACT Plan will ask for your input on how you want specific streets to look, and ATD
anticipates having draft street plans available for input by late 2022.

This survey should take you about 5-10 minutes to complete. If you have any questions or issues regarding the
survey or the ACT Plan, please visit our ACT Plan website or email ACTPlan@AustinTexas.qov.

The ACT Plan applies to Downtown Austin, which is bound by Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to the north,
Lamar Boulevard to the west, Lady Bird Lake to the south and Interstate 35 to the east.

To improve mobility and connectivity, ATD needs to understand why and how people use Downtown streets.
To prepare design options that best respond to the needs of our community, we'd like to know which of these
ways are most important to you.

Please rank each of these four mobility priorities based on what is most important to you, with 1 as the most
important and 4 as the least important. For example, if getting into Downtown quickly and efficiently is most
important to you, please rank that 1.

What is most important to you?

RANK the following options 1 to 4, 1 being most important, 4 being least important.

° How to enter Downtown
° How to leave Downtown
. How to pass through Downtown (excluding I-35)

° How to move within Downtown



http://austintexas.gov/actplan
mailto:ACTPlan@AustinTexas.gov

Street Design and Features

Street space is limited, especially Downtown, so ATD staff would like to know which street elements you would
prefer to see. A street element refers to the different components that make up our streets, such as vehicle
lanes, sidewalks, parking areas and bicycle lanes. As part of the ACT Plan, ATD will work to provide options
for evaluation that include the street elements that are most important to our community members.

The below images are intended as guides to display different street elements. These images are not
proposals that will be put forward by the ACT Plan.

Legend:

A. Building Frontages (street cafes, sandwich boards, seating, etc.)

B. Sidewalk (pedestrian through zone)

C. Street Tree and Furniture Zone (lighting, benches, tree, public art, bicycle parking, scooter and other
micromobility parking)

D. Curb Zone (on-street parking, passenger loading, commercial loading, parklets)

E. Transit-Only Lane (vehicle travel dedicated to buses)

F. Mixed Vehicle Lane (travel lanes for all vehicles - private automobiles, buses, and/or bicycles)

G. Protected Bicycle/Scooter Lane (dedicated travel space with behind-the-curb separation from motor
vehicle area)

Image 1
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Image 2

We'd like to know how important each individual street element is to you. Please rate each element on a scale
from 1-10 stars, with 10 stars representing a strong desire to see that element included on the average street,
and 1 star indicating that the element is not important for inclusion.

Ratings can be the same for certain (or all) elements. For example, if both mixed vehicle lanes and sidewalks
are the most important to you, you may rate them each as 10 stars.

Please rate each element on a scale from 1-10 stars

* A. Building Frontages (street cafes, sandwich boards, seating, etc.): stars out of 10

* B. Sidewalk (pedestrian through zone): stars out of 10

* C. Street Tree and Furniture Zone (lighting, benches, trees, public art, bicycle parking, scooter and

micromobliity device parking): stars out of 10

* D. Curb Zone (on-street parking, passenger loading, commercial loading, parklets): _ stars out of 10

* E. Transit-Only Lane (vehicle travel dedicated to buses): stars out of 10

* F. Mixed Vehicle Lane (travel lanes for all vehicles - private automobiles, buses, bicycles): ___ stars out of 10

* G. Protected Bicycle/Micromobility Lane (dedicated travel space with behind-the-curb separation from
motor vehicle area): stars out of 10

11



Do you live downtown?

"
‘w

-~
|

Yes

No

Do you work downtown?

"
‘w

e
|

#
|

e
|

"
‘w

Yes, | work downtown but from home (full-time)

Yes, | work downtown (outside of my home at least some of the time)

Sometimes. Some of my work is from home or is located downtown, but sometimes | leave
downtown for work

No, | work outside downtown

No, | do not currently work

How do you normally get around downtown?

11 1 1 1 1 71 T

Bicycle

Bus

Carpool/Vanpool

Drive Alone

Taxi/rideshare/ridehail/TNC (Uber, Lyft, etc.)
Scooter

Walk

Other (please specify)

In an ideal world, how would you like to get around downtown?

-

1 71 71 T

Bicycle

Bus
Carpool/Vanpool
Drive Alone

Taxi/rideshare/ridehail/TNC (Uber, Lyft, etc.)

[ Scooter
[ Train
" walk

" Other (please specify)




Is there anything else you would like to tell us about mobility downtown?

The following demographic questions are optional; the information provided helps us tune our
engagement to make sure we are hearing from a representative set of Austinites.

If you have any questions about this survey or the ACT Plan, please visit the ACT Plan website or
email ACTPlan@AustinTexas.gov.

To stay up to date on the ACT Plan, as well as all other mobility happenings around Austin, please
consider subscribing to Austin Mobility News.

In what ZIP code do you live?

What is a major intersection near where you live? Examples: 7th and Chicon, South 1st and
Oltorf, Pleasant Valley and Riverside.

Which of the following best represents your gender identity?
" Female

" Male

' Another gender

|

Which of the following best represents your cultural identity? Select all that apply.
Asian cultural identity

Black and/or African American

Hispanic and/or Latino/Latina/Latinx

Native/Indigenous

White

Other

1O O 0O 0o


https://www.austintexas.gov/department/austin-core-transportation-plan
mailto:ACTPlan@AustinTexas.gov
https://austintexas.us3.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=da7c8480d321984a479109412&id=4273909b8d

What is your yearly household income?

0-$25,000
$25-000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000+

Do you identify as someone with a disability?

171 71 71 71

Yes, | have a cognitively- or intellectually-related disability
Yes, | have a hearing-related disability

Yes, | have a vision-related disability

Yes, | have a mobility-related disability

No, | do not identify as having a disability.

What is your age?

Under 15 years old
15-24 years old

25-34 years old

35-44 years old

45-54 years old

55-64 years old

65 years old and older

Please indicate which, if any, group(s) you are part of.

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

Construction workers (working or has worked downtown)

Delivery drivers (delivering downtown)

Hotel staff (located downtown)

Janitorial and other late-night staff (located downtown and not included in other listed groups)
Musicians/performers/entertainers (who have performed downtown)
Office workers (located downtown)

Performance and entertainment venue staff (located downtown)
People with physical mobility impairments

People who are blind or deaf

People aged 65 or older

Restaurant and bar staff (located downtown)

Rideshare, taxi, TNC or pedicab drivers

State workers (located downtown)

Social service providers (working with downtown populations)



Appendix C: ACT Plan Engagement Events Map
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Appendix D: Survey Responses Results Breakdown

The following figures detail survey results broken down by the following key demographics:

e Respondents who live downtown
e Respondents who work downtown
e Gender:
o Identifies as Woman
0 Identifies as Man
e Ethnicity/Cultural Identity:
0 Asian
o Black and/or African American
0 Hispanic/Latinx
o Native/Indigenous
o White
e Household Income:
0 Under $50K
o Over $100K
e People with a Disability
e Age:
15-24 years old
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65 years and older

O O O0OO0OO0Oo
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Figure 6: Average rating per street element — Lives Downtown

Average Rating per Element (Downtown Residents)
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Figure 7: Top and bottom priority street element — Lives Downtown
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Figure 8: Average rating per street element — Works Downtown
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Figure 9: Top and bottom priority street element — Works Downtown
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Figure 10: Average rating per street element — Gender: Identifies as woman
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Figure 11: Top and bottom priority street element — Gender: Identifies as woman
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Figure 12: Average rating per street element — Gender: Identifies as man

Average Rating per Element (Men)
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Figure 13: Top and bottom priority street element — Gender: Identifies as man
Top and Bottom Priority (Men)
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Figure 14: Average rating per street element — Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Asian

Average Rating per Element (Asian)

12

10

9.52
8.53 8.61
7.78
8 7.08
6 5.50
4.59

4
2
0

A. Building B. Sidewalk  C. Street Tree D. Curb Zone E. Transit-Only F. Mixed G. Protected

Frontages and Furniture Lane Vehicle Lane Bicycle/
Zone Micromobility
Lane

Figure 15: Top and bottom priority street element — Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Asian

Top and Bottom Priority (Asian)
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Figure 16: Average rating per street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Black and/or African American

Average Rating per Element (Black and/or African-American)
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Figure 17: Top and bottom priority street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Black and/or African American
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Figure 18: Average rating per street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Hispanic and/or Latino/Latina/Latinx

Average Rating per Element (Hispanic/Latinx)
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Figure 19: Top and bottom priority street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Hispanic and/or Latino/Latina/Latinx

Top and Bottom Priority (Hispanic/Latinx)
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Figure 20: Average rating per street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Native/Indigenous

Average Rating per Element (Native/Indigenous)
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Figure 21: Top and bottom priority street element - Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: Native/Indigenous

Top and Bottom Priority (Native/Indigenous)
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Figure 22: Average rating per street element — Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: White

Average Rating per Element (White)
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Figure 23: Top and bottom priority street element — Ethnicity/Cultural Identity: White

Top and Bottom Priority (White)

78.9%
80%
71.6%
M Rated 9 or 10 B Rated 1to 4
60%
50.2%
45.7% 46.9%
42.5%
40%
29.1%
25.6%
20% 16.3%
12.5% 13.3%
8.5% 9.4%
SN | C
O% ||
A. Building B. Sidewalk  C. Street Tree and  D. Curb Zone E. Transit-Only  F. Mixed Vehicle G. Protected
Frontages Furniture Zone Lane Lane Bicycle/
Micromobility
Lane

25



10
8.74
8
7.13
6
4
2
0
A. Building B. Sidewalk
Frontages
80%
72.5%
60%
43.5%
40%
20% 15.0%
I %
0% [ |
A. Building B. Sidewalk

Figure 24: Average rating per street element — Household Income: Under $50K
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Figure 25: Top and bottom priority street element — Household Income: Under S50K
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Figure 26: Average rating per street element — Household Income: Over S100K

Average Rating per Element (Household Income Over $100k)
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Figure 27: Top and bottom priority street element — Household Income: Over S100K
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Figure 28: Average rating per street element — Identifies as someone with a disability

Average Rating per Element (Identifies as someone with a disability)
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Figure 29: Top and bottom priority street element - Identifies as someone with a disability
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Figure 30: Average rating per street element — Age: 15-24

Average Rating per Element (15-24 years old)
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Figure 31: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 15-24
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Figure 32: Average rating per street element — Age: 25-34

Average Rating per Element (25-34 years old)
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Figure 33: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 25-34
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Figure 34: Average rating per street element — Age: 35-44

Average Rating per Element (35-44 years old)
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Figure 35: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 35-44
Top and Bottom Priority Street Element (35-44 years old)
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Figure 36: Average rating per street element — Age: 45-54

Average Rating per Element (45-54 years old)
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Figure 37: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 45-54
Top and Bottom Priority (45-54 years old)
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Figure 38: Average rating per street element — Age: 55-64
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Figure 39: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 55-64
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Figure 40: Average rating per street element — Age: 65 and older

Average Rating per Element (Aged 65 and older)
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Figure 41: Top and bottom priority street element — Age: 65 and older

Top and Bottom Priority (Aged 65 and older)
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What We've Heard in Phase 2 TRASPORTAION

The second phase of ACT Plan engagement presented more refined scenarios to the community,
and collected feedback via a survey that was open from January 23 - March 31, 2023

@ Austin Core Transportation Plan H

The survey was answered by more than The team attended more than 39

Spanish, digitaland paper responses. meetings.

Results were broken down by 30 different
demographic groups, showing the
preferences of different genders, races,
ages, occupations and income levels of

The survey was shared in newsletters from
20 different organizations.

Austinites.
Potential Option 2 Potential Transit Option 3
) = 4 =
= 1 n HHE 80’ == =

Made with St

2y

,,,,,,,,

Respondents were asked to rate options from 1-10, 10 Respondents were asked about support or opposition for
being most preferable. transit-only lanes.
o Option 2 shown above (7.62, 53% rated a 9 or 10) o Strong support (86%) for targeted dedicated transit-
with bidirectional bicycle lanes and two travel lanes only lanes through downtown for CapMetro service
is preferred « Strongest support for transit-only lanes amongst

lowest-income respondents

Respondents were asked to rank 3 different scenarios for Respondents were asked about one-way to two-way

the bicycle network. street conversion scenarios.
o 72% of respondents said the biggest expansion was » Slight preference for full conversion scenario,
the best option but not at the cost of bicycle and transit lanes.

“Increasing the amount of public

MO ST POPULAR “We need protected bike lanes on transit options and their efficiency
E D ’ every street, and transit lanes where is crucial for the future of our
MMENTS they make sense. Reduce the car city and...especially lower income
lanes as needed.” residents. Individual car usage must

be de-prioritized.”

“Please prioritize pedestrian, transit, and bicycle infrastructure
“l do not like three lanes for =~ downtown. Downtown is a destination and a place where people live,
vehicles. A dedicated transit lane work and play. It is not a place to prioritize moving *through* via
should remove a vehicle lane.” private automobiles.”

“Shared bus/bike lanes continually put cyclists at risk of cars that disregard the lane. Modalities of walking,
transit, and biking should be separated for the efficiency and comfort of all users.”



Plan central de transporte de Austin &
Lo que hemos escuchado en la Fase 2 TRASHORTATON

La segunda fase de la participacion en el Plan ACT presento escenarios mas detallados a la
comunidad y recogi6 opiniones a través de una encuesta que estuvo disponible desde el 23 de
enero hasta el 31 de marzo de 2023.

La encuesta fue completada por mas de
1,400 personas; incluyendo respuestas en
inglés, espanol, digital y papel.

El equipo asistio a mas de 39 eventos y
reuniones comunitarias presenciales.

Los resultados fueron desglosados en

30 grupos demograficos diferentes, La encuesta se difundio en boletines
mostrando las preferencias de los distintos informativos de 20 organizaciones
géneros, razas, edades, ocupaciones y diferentes

niveles de ingresos de los Austinenses

I
]
]
!
|
]
]
'

i = EE 2° Opcion Potencial 3° Opcion Potencial

CARRILES EXCLUSIVOS PARA TRANSPORTE PUBLICO

Se solicito a los encuestados que valoraran las opciones  Se pregunto a los encuestados si apoyaban o se oponian

del 1 al 10, siendo 10 la mas preferible. a los carriles exclusivos para el transporte publico.

o Laopcion 2 mostrada anteriormente (7,62, 53% o Gran respaldo (86%) a los carriles exclusivos para el
valorada con un 9 o 10) con carriles bidireccionales transporte publico a través del centro de la ciudad
para bicicletas y dos carriles de circulacion es la para el servicio de CapMetro.
preferida » Mayor apoyo a los carriles exclusivos para el

transporte publico entre los encuestados con menos
ingresos.

CONVERSIONES DE SENTIDO

Se pidid a los encuestados que valoraran 3 escenarios Se pregunto a los encuestados por los escenarios
diferentes para la red ciclista. de conversion de calles de sentido Unico a doble
» EL72% de los encuestados opina que la mayor sentido.

ampliacion es la mejor opcion. » Ligera preferencia por el escenario de

conversion total, pero no a expensas de los
carriles ciclistas y de transporte publico.

LO S C O MENTARIOS “Necesitamos carriles protegidos “Aumentar la cantidad de opciones de

4 para bicicletas en todas las calles, y transporte publico y su eficiencia es
PO PHA S WS carriles de transporte donde tengan crucial para el futuro de nuestra ciudad
. . . V.., especialmente para los residentes de

TA S e t’,do' Reducllr los carriles Par ol ingresos mds bajos. El uso individual del

vehiculos segun sea necesario.” vehiculo debe dejar de ser prioritario.”

“Por favor, den prioridad a las infraestructuras e .. .
e P N L e Por favor, den prioridad a las infraestructuras para peatones,

en el centro de la ciudad. El centro es un lugar transporte publico y bicicletas en el centro de la ciudad.
donde la gente vive, trabajay se divierte. Noes  F| centro es un lugar donde la gente vive, trabaja y se divierte. No es

un lugar para priorizar la movilidad *a través* . . L7 . ; c
sarpa de’z,ehiculos R un lugar para priorizar la movilidad *a traves* de vehiculos privados.”

“Los carriles de bus/bici compartidos ponen en peligro continuamente a los ciclistas por los vehiculos que no respetan
el carril. Las modalidades de caminar, transportarse y andar en bicicleta deberian estar separadas para la eficiencia y
comodidad de todos los usuarios.”
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Quy hoach Giao théng Cét I6i cuia Austin '

Tong quan vé Giai doan 2 TRANSPORTATION

Thoa thuan vé giai doan thir hai ctia Quy hoach ACT trinh bay cac kich ban chi tiét hon cho cong
dong va thu thap phan hoi théng qua mét cudc khao sat bat dau mé tir ngay 23 thang 1 - ngay 31
thang 3 nam 2023

Cuodc khao sat da thu nhan cau tra |&i tw

hon 1.400 ngw®i tham gia bang tiéng Anh Nhom phu trach da tham dw hon 39 cudc
va tiéng Tay Ban Nha, & dang ky thuat s6 hop va su kién cong déng truc tiép.

va trén giay.

Két qué dwoc chia nhd theo 30 nhém

nhan khau hoc khac nhau, phan anh cac Théng tin vé cudc khao sat d? dworc chia
wu tién khac nhau theo gidi tinh, ching sé trong cac ban tin ctia 20 t6 chlrc khac
toc, do tudi, nghé nghiép va murc thu nhap nhau.

cla nguwoi dan Austin.
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R— Phwong an Tiém néng 2 Phuong an Tiém nang 2

LAN DUONG DANH CHO

Nguoi tham gia dwoc yéu cau danh gia cac phuong &n Nguwoi tham gia dwoc yéu cau cho biét ho ing ho hay
theo thang diém ttr 1-10, trong d6 10 la mirc wu tién cao  phan doi lan dwdng danh cho phwong tién cong cong.

nhét. « Ung hd manh (86%) cac lan dwéng danh cho
* Phwong an dwoc wu tién la phwong an 2 & trén phuwong tién céng cdng dwoc nhdm muc tiéu di qua
(7,62, dwoc 53% sb ngudi tham gia danh gia la 9 trung tdm thanh phé cho dich vu CapMetro
ho&c 10) c6 lan duwéng hai chiéu danh cho xe dapva +  Ngudi tham gia c6 mire thu nhap thap nhét tng ho
hai lan dwdng di lai manh nhét cho lan dwong danh cho phwong tién
cbng cdng

Ngudi tham gia dwoc yéu cau xép hang 3 kich bdn khac  Nguwdi tham gia dwoc yéu ciu gop y vé cac kich ban

nhau cho mang Iudi xe dap. , chuyén déi dworng mot chiéu sang duwéng hai chiéu.
*  72% sO ngudi @ham gia cho biéet viec m& répg VOi « Kich ban chuyén dbéi hoan toan dwoc wu tién hon
quy md I&n nhat la phwong an phu hgp nhat déi chut, nhwng khéng hy sinh lan dwong danh

cho xe dap va phwong tién céng cdng.

z a Z T S “Viéc tang sb luong va hiéu qué clia cac
CAC NHAN XET Chung t6i can ¢6 lan duong danh cho xe phuong tién giao thong eong cong rét

N dap duoc bao vé trén moi con duong va A o
‘B U’O’ I C HO N lan duong danh cho phuong tién cong qui:’m tr? ng doi YO" thmg la{ cua~thanh
N U H AT céng & nhiing noi pht hop. Hay cét giam P ’:’O Cf,' Urg)iez ‘fa'"d?c b’%t e "’“ﬁ”g, o
13N xe 6 16 ndu can.” dan c6 thu nhap thap. Str dung 6 t6 ca

nhén khéng nén duoc wu tién.”

“Xin hdy wu tién co s& ha tdng danh cho ngudi di bo, phuwong tién céng cdng
va xe dap & trung tdm thanh phé. Trung tdm thanh phé Ia diém dén va la noi
moi ngudi sinh séng, 1am viéc va vui choi. D6 khéng phéi la noi dé wu tién cho
viéc *luu théng* bang 6 té tw nhan.”

“T6i khéng thich ba lan xe trén
duong. Nén thay thé mét lan xe bang
mot lan dwong danh cho phuwong tién

cbng céng.”

“Céc lan duong chung cho xe buyt/xe dap lién tuc gay nguy hiém cho nguoi di xe dap vi nhiéu xe 6 t6 khdng tuén thd lan
duong. Céc phuong thire van chuyén nhuw di bé, str dung phuong tién cong cong va di xe dap nén duoc tach riéng dé mang lai

hiéu qué va sw thodi méi cho tat ca nhiing nguoi tham gia giao théng.
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Plan de transport central d'Austin =~ &

Ce que nous avons entendu lors de la phase 2 s

La deuxieme phase de I’engagement du Plan ACT a présenté des scénarios plus affinés a la
communauté et a recueilli des commentaires via une enquéte qui était ouverte du 23 janvier au
31 mars 2023.

L’enquéte a été remplie par plus de 1,400
répondants, y compris des réponses en
anglais, en espagnol, numériques et sur
papier.

L’équipe a participé a plus de 39
événements et réunions communautaires
en personne.

Les résultats ont été répartis en 30 groupes

démographiques différents, mettant en L’enquéte a été partagée dans
évidence les préférences des différents les bulletins d’information de 20
genres, races, ages, professions et niveaux organisations différentes.

de revenus des habitants d’Austin.
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Option de transport en com-

Option potentielle 2 ;
mun potentielle 3

80"

Les répondants ont été invités a évaluer les options de Les répondants ont été interrogés sur leur soutien ou

1a 10, 10 étant la plus préférée. leur opposition aux voies réservées aux transports en
» L'option 2 présentée ci-dessus (7,62, 53% ont donné  commun.
une note de 9 ou 10) avec des voies cyclables « Fort soutien (86 %) pour des voies réservées aux
bidirectionnelles et deux voies de circulation est transports en commun ciblées et dédiées dans le
préférée. centre-ville pour le service CapMetro.

» Le soutien le plus fort pour les voies réservées aux
transports en commun vient des répondants a faible
revenu.

CONVERSIONS DE SEN

Les répondants ont été invités a classer 3 scénarios Les répondants ont été interrogés sur les scénarios de
différents pour le réseau de pistes cyclables. conversion de rue a sens unique en rue a double sens.
« 72% des répondants ont indiqué que la plus grande « Une légere préférence pour le scénario de
expansion était la meilleure option conversion complete, mais pas au détriment des
voies réservées aux vélos et aux transports en
commun.

“Accroitre le nombre d’options de

LES CO MME NTA' RES “Nous avons besoin de pistes cyclables transport en commun et leur efficacité

protégeées sur chaque rue, ainsi que est crucial pour [’avenir de notre ville
L ES P |‘ Ph U L M RES des voies réservées aux transports en et... en particulier pour les résidents a
z commun la ou cela est pertinent. faible revenu. L'utilisation de voitures

ET L ES P LU g VOTES individuelles doit étre mise en second plan.”

“Veuillez donner la priorité a Uinfrastructure piétonne, de transport en

“Je n’aime pas les trois voies pour commun et de vélo dans le centre-ville. Le centre-ville est une destination

les véhicules. Une voie réservée aux et un lieu ou les gens vivent, travaillent et se divertissent. Ce n’est pas un
transports en commun devrait remplacer ~ endroit ou il faut donner la priorité a la circulation a travers des voitures
une voie pour les véhicules.” privées.”

“Les voies partagées pour les bus et les vélos mettent constamment les cyclistes en danger de voitures qui ne respectent
pas la voie. Les modes de déplacement a pied, en transport en commun et a vélo devraient étre séparés pour ’efficacité et le
confort de tous les utilisateurs.”
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Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan

City Council Mobility Committee | May 11, 2023
Upal Barua, P.E., PTOE

Dan Hennessey, P.E., PTOE, RSP1

Transportation and Public Works Department
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TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

Presentation Outline

* ACT Plan 101

* Process and Deliverable

* Public Engagement Process and Results
* Next Steps/Timeline

e Questions

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 2
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TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

» Whatis the ACT Plan?

» Study of transportation connections to, from, and within downtown
o « Multimodal in nature

’g@’&t.‘@ % ) Ml 7] L ) DE%QG%W}EH: -a,,-__i L » Reviews existing plans, including:
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Great Streets Master Plan (2001)

Downtown Access and Mobility Plan (2002)

Downtown Austin Plan Transportation Framework Plan (2008)
Downtown Austin Plan (2011)

Downtown Austin Parking Strategy (2018)

Austin Strategic Mobility Plan (2019)

* Goals

Identify feasible options to accommodate recognized needs

Coordinate with Project Connect, I-35 Capital Express Central, future growth
Communicate to public the ultimate plans for right-of-way downtown

Create implementation plan

Develop community support for build out of surface-level projects

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 3



nll !lI
| ﬂ uﬁi

!_ i TRANSPORTATION

I PUBLIC WORKS

Why Now?

* Began in 2019 2 Paused in 2020 -2 Restarted in early 2022
» Update with latest on:

N W N U N N N b N
s " A s L -
o e —— :

 |-35 Capital Express Central (including cap-and-stitch)

* Project Connect

» 2016/2020 Mobility Bond efforts
* [dentify actionable items for:

 City and public agencies

* Input for ATP and TxDOT

* DAA, partners, and stakeholders
» Understand funding required
* Action Item 87 in the ASMP

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 4
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Potential Project Connect Changes to Downtown
“t.... PUBLIC WORKS

S 1st St. Crossing s~ Trinity St.

i V1 i i ¥ f'v"\ Sy
Option Frol e ) Crossing Option P s &f
13 5th
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HEIGHTS HEIGHTS

1/22/2025 Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 5



Project Recommendations TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

Determine
right-of-way/
curb-to-curb

space

Establish Review TCM Develop Review Refine project Compile full
feasible modal and Great feasible project w/stakeholders options based draft plan for
networks Streets options and community on comments review

Final plan with
implementation
strategies

Complete cost
estimates

Identify needs

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 7



Deliverable — Sample TRANSPORTATION
PROJECT | 5 PUBLIC WORKS

SW Jefferson / Columbia / project Dot
Madison

SECTION A

SW JEFFERSON -SW BROADWAY ST TO SW 4TH
AVE

view looking east

Project Highlights

Multiple bus lines use Columbia and Jefferson to connect from Goose Hollow to the \
Hawthorne Bridge. These streets are also critical east/west connections throuah

ﬁ‘é' %Jﬁ

downtown Portland for cars and trucks. The proposed project would improve transit

é
=
=
w
2
@

reliability and speed by adding a Bus and Turn lane and bus stop improvements.
Traditional bike lanes would also be provided.

At HOFHYH

Esti ted Cost $3 000.000 i, 'I' Area of Traffic/Bus/Bike Interaction
mate ost: 33, i
o SW JEFFERSON ST AND SW COLUMBIA ST AT
g b ) SW 6TH AVE
Be nefits E g view locking north
. b o
> BUSINESS ACCESS & TRANSIT LANES BIKE LANE Moving the bike lane on Madison will i B it
Transit priority BAT lanes on Jefferson and eliminate weaving with the buses, & o
Calumbia will allow the buses to access and get g FEE T :E} ----------
through downtown, relieving a major pinch point BIKEWAY Fortions of the bikeway connections E = z
in the transit system. from the Hawthorne Bridge will be protected. +
Separating people biking on Madison from other
CROSSING IMPROVEMENTS Pedesirian vehicles will improve safety for all roadway users, P s s ==
crassing improvements can improve safety and g B
increase the likelihood that pecple driving will stop PEOPLE MOVING CAPACITY Changes in sireet §| Py T = B
for people crossing the street, design would increase the number of people that 3 swnmi Lanes
the street could accommaodate by +74%. e
@r SWTETHE -
Key conSid eration S Parking T E § —— Single Auto Travel Lane from Broadway to 12th Ave
Protected 3 3
2l & =
To accommadate the BAT lane from 1st to 5th Avenues on SW Madison, all parking would be removed. e oz 2
L 4
To accommodate the BAT lane from 4th Avenue to Broadway on 5W Jefferson, parking on the north side would be remaoved. i 7
=i G
+ From 12th Avenue to Colling Circle, SW |effersan could accommadate the protected bike lane, BAT lane and two travel lanes. &
’ 5 SWTETH AVE "Q‘,{o LEGEND
To accommadate a BAT lane and bike lane on SW Columbia, some parking on the south side of the street would be :; | ‘;@'-“ o Padestrian Improvement Project
removed. Most parking on the north side of SW Columbia would be retained. z E ¢ @ o . : -
b Enhanced Transit Carridor Project

Lacations

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan ) 7



Deliverable — Sample TRANSPORTATION

Recommended projects for implementation PUBUC WORKS

1-5 Year Project Recommendations
Projects are not listed in priority order

H NAME/DESCRIPTION “PP'::%’_;"';'ATE PRIMARY ELEMENTS

Transit Safer Low-stress
Priority c:osslngs Bllteways

Focused on feasible design solutions that
Yy have broad community consensus

(from SW Caruthers to NW Flanders) , and SW College

3 NE/SE 7th Avenue (from Sullivan's Span to Division) $4.5M ® x

3 Grand $900K X X

5  SW Madison (from SW 5th to SW 1st) $170K X . . .
6 NW 14th (from Burnside fo Front) 530K x ‘ » |dentify funding needs and other barriers to
7 NW Everett (from Broadway to Steel Bridge) $1M x

8 SW Salmon/SW Taylor/SW 1st $3.9M x X 1 1

3 S same e ' : implementation

12 SE Hawthorne (from viaduct to 12th) $1.2M H x X

13 ME Multnomah $3.8M x x x

15 NE Lloyd (from MLK to 12th) $740K x x . . . .

16 Pedestrian crossings of Burnside $870K x )

16 Pede o i Coordinate improvement phasing with
18 ME Broadway/Weidler (phase I} $1.5M X ®

Project Connect and 1-35 Capital Express
6-10 Year Project Recommendations Central ConStru CthI’l

Projects are not listed in priority order

l_- * Identify quick wins and complements to
MLK $910K . ag .
3 NE 7th Avenue (from Lloyd to Broadway) $410K x Other Oﬂ-gOIﬂg m0b|||ty prOJeCtS
3 SE 6th Avenue pedestrian crossing improvements $1.5M X
4  SE Tth (from Clinton to Sandy) and SE /MNE 12th $7.4M X %
{from Clinton to Lloyd)
5 SW Jefferson/Columbia $3M X %
& SW 17th, 12th, and 14th pedestrian and signal improvements $2.5M x x
7  NW Everett (signalize northbound Naito to Steel Bridge $30M x X
ramp, eastside signal and BAT lane at Rose Quarter)
10 SW Alder $1.3M x x
1 SE Belmont/Morrison $3aM X x x
12 SE Madison $1.9M X
12 SE Clay $1.2M X
13 MNE16th $21K X X ®
14 SE Water/Stark/3rd $2.6M S X
15 ME Lloyd: Rose Quarter to MLK $190K %
16 Hoyt and Park and 9th $3.5M x %
18 NE Broadway/Weidler (phase Il) $3.7M x x

TOTAL 6-10 YEAR PROGRAM COST $36.5M 8
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TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

Public Engagement

» Working with Downtown Austin Alliance
* More than 80 Downtown stakeholders
* Public events, pop-ups, and community meetings

* Integration with other Downtown focused projects and programs
(e.g., Palm District, Project Connect, etc.)

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 10
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Phase 1 Survey Results

2,100+ responses TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

Street Element Preferences — Rating from 1 (Least Preferred) to 10 (Most Preferred)

Protected Bicycle/ Micromobility Lane

Street Tree and Furniture Zone
Sidewalk

Building Frontages

0 2 4 6 8 10

m All Respondents

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 13



Phase 1 Survey Results

2,100+ responses TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS
Access to/from/within Downtown Preferences
Bicycle _ People
would like
to use
B
- - these
modes
wai I more
Scooter I
Gorp/ N
| Taxi/TNC
. DriveAlne
-60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

® Mode Preference Change

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 14



Phase 1 Survey Results

2,100+ responses — Green shows most preferred ranking, red shows least preferred TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS
. o A Building ) C. Street Tree and E. Transit- F.Mixed G.Protected Bicycle/
Enter Exit Through  Within B. Sidewalk ) D. Curb Zone . ) o
Frontages Furniture Zone Only Lane Vehicle Lane Micromobility Lane

All Respondents 2.27 2.77 3.00 1.95 All Respondents 7.45 5.11 7.85 5.21 6.35 5.08 8.33
Downtown Residents 2.56 274 3.15 1.55 Downtown Residents 7.90 9.12 7.70 5.18 5.68 5.02 8.00
Downtown Employees 2.29 2.66 3.15 1.89 Downtown Employees 7.35 9.02 177 3.17 6.21 5.11 8.20
Live and Work Downtown 2.57 2.76 3.17 1.51 Live and Work Downtown 8.01 9.22 7.78 4.94 5.60 4.81 8.25
Waomen 2.32 275 2.88 2.06 Women 7.29 9.27 8.01 5.86 6.57 331 8.48
Men 222 2.84 3.14 1.80 Men 7.69 9.10 7.92 4.77 6.32 4.83 8.48
Asian 2.21 2.65 3.25 1.89 Asian 7.83 9.53 8.54 5.49 7.06 4.58 8.61
Black 2.23 2.90 2.90 1.98 Black 1.15 8.75 7.69 5.90 6.90 5.65 7.98
Hispanic 2.13 2.82 2.94 2.10 Hispanic 71.20 9.04 7.93 5.49 6.79 5.35 8.55
Indigenous 2.32 2.84 2.68 2.16 Indigenous 0.36 8.68 71.88 4.96 5.96 5.96 8.20
White 2.28 2.81 3.05 1.85 White 71.61 9.22 8.01 5.06 6.43 4.87 8.59
MNon-White 2.17 2.79 3.00 2.04 Mon-White 7.30 9.11 8.06 5.50 6.82 5.23 8.47
Income Over 5150k 2.27 2.75 3.17 1.81 Income Qver 5150k 7.74 2.12 7.87 5.15 6.03 4,95 8.38
Income Over 5100k 2.26 2.78 3.11 1.85 Income QOver 5100k 7.68 9.16 7.91 5.15 6.17 4.96 8.43
Income Under 5100k 2.26 2.81 2.93 1.93 Income Under 5100k 7.30 9.15 8.07 5.15 6.89 4.94 8.65
Income Under $50k 2.15 2.78 2.95 2.11 Income Under 550k 7.14 2.83 B.34 5.38 6.79 4.66 8.55
Identify as Disabled 2.37 2.88 277 198 Identify as Disabled 7.34 9.08 8.00 5.50 6.81 5.27 T.71
Construction Workers 2.17 2.55 3.03 2.24 Construction Workers 7.90 9.24 8.21 5.79 5.07 5.59 8.14
Hotel Staff 2.00 2.67 3.53 1.80 Hotel Staff 7.40 1.87 7.93 4.20 6.33 5.33 8.27
Janitorial/Late Night 2.25 2.75 3.00 2.00 Janitorial /Late Night 5.50 8.00 8.50 4.25 8.00 5.00 10.00
Musicians 2.29 2.97 2.73 2.01 Musicians 7.38 8.79 8.45 5.70 6.63 5.03 8.86
Bar/Restaurant/Venue Staff 2.31 2.67 3.14 1.88 Bar/Restaurant/Venue Staff 6.81 8.50 B.36 5.69 6.91 5.78 8.74
Delivery and TNC/Taxi Drivers 2.60 2.78 2.58 2.04 Delivery and TNC/Taxi Drivers 6.72 9.06 8.12 6.18 6.72 5.46 8.20
State Employees 2.23 2.69 2.93 2.15 State Employees 6.98 8.98 7.56 5.38 6.59 5.40 8.02
65 and Older 2.37 Al 2.86 2.06 65 and Older 7.06 8.82 7.55 6.14 6.01 6.06 7.43
55 and Older 2.32 2.74 2.98 1.96 55 and Older 7.14 9.00 7.67 5.92 6.17 6.06 7.89
All Respondents 2.27 .77 3.00 1.95 All Respondents 7.45 9.11 1.85 5.21 6.35 5.08 8.33
Representative Gender Distribution 2.27 279 3.01 1.93 Representative Gender Distribution 7.49 9.19 7.96 3.32 8.45 5.07 8.48
Representative Ethnic Distribution 222 " 28 " 302 7 195 Representative Ethnic Distribution ' 7.45 | 815 8.01 " s30 " eea " s508 " 8.53
Representative Income Distribution 2.27 2.81 2.99 1.92 Representative Income Distribution 744 9.15 8.07 517 6.70 4.92 8.56
Representative Age Distribution 2.23 2.79 3.09 1.89 Representative Age Distribution 7.58 9.23 8.02 5.10 6.66 4.89 8.50

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 15



Phase 2 Survey Results )
1,400+ responses TRANSPORTATION

Review Existing Downtown Cross-Sections PUBLIC WORKS
BE s = HE BE = HE
R e . EE = &N
Great Streets (Typical) .
—H P EH- 52 = BB Support: 16%
. o
ria ri m m my OPPOSe:73%
] RIS ER = BN

| J |
"y
| ]
Made with Streetmix
10

||||||||

Support: 36%
Oppose: 44%

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 16



Phase 2 Survey Results

Potential Option 1: v r o
Rt "ER 3 Vehicle Lanes EE = @mn 1,400+ responses e
BE = &= BE 1 Protected Bike/Micromobility Lane EE = BEE Review Potential Downtown Cross-Sections TRANSPORTAT'ON
5] ]| 18’ Pedestrian Space ER = p§BN PUBLIC WORKS
{ mE ] |
LI 0 EE = EE Support: 34%
Oppose: 40%
4 II . - (1
M T iy
B
BECEN 7 EY 115 115 115 Potential Option 3:
Sidewalk T oeced QI8 Drive Drive Drive Trees  Sidewalk BHE = s BE p HE | 4| HE
S ne s 3 Vehicle Lanes iR = EBE
2 Protected Bike/Micromobility Lanes
HE = s BN HEE = BHE
o - . 16’ Pedestrian Space EE ™ =R
Support: 60% TRER T
Oppose: 23%
- A m
: = iy
: : _ e with Streetmix
BE = ' | | Potential Optlon P HY "4 HE _ 565 m n 65 95 il
. = 2 Vehicle Lanes iR = == k S
BE s = EHE 2 Protected Bike/Micromobility Lanes EE = HEE
nu s 18’ Pedestrian Space iR = ==
' Yila H %
Ba " " e . EE = mm Support: 71%

Oppose: 17%

[ |
-
- Tme
-

I\ . )
- i o il .
-
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Phase 2 Survey Results
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1,400+ responses TRANSPORTATION
Review Potential Bicycle Networks and Transit Facilities PUBLIC WORKS
. Protected Bicycle | Unprotected Bicycle On-Street Vehicle
Scenario . . . .
Lane Miles Lane Miles Parking Spaces | Lane-Miles
Existing Conditions 2 8 6,500 100
Scenario 1 (Minimal Changes, Maintain Vehicle Network) 5 7 6,450 99 0/ . . .
Percent Change +150% -13% -1% -1% 72 A) " Scenarlo 3 IS beSt
Scenario 2 (Balanced Bicycle Network Coverage) 12 4 6,100 96 82% EXlSt|ng Cond|t|0ns IS worst
Percent Change +500% -50% -6% -4%
Scenario 3 (Complete Bicycle Network Coverage) 20 2 5,750 92
Percent Change +900% -75% -12% -8%

86% support, 11% oppose targeted
installation of dedicated transit lanes

Potential Transit Option 2:

== " == Transit Lane = =
1 Protected Bike/Micromobility Lane

BE = = BE 3 Vehicle Lanes m B

L L] 15’ Pedestrian Space -

HE = r4 80’ - m BN

(3L Ll = n

by h‘ Y

Made with Streetmix
9’ 6' 2 12’ 6’ 9
Sidewalk  Trees [ Transit Trees Sidewalk
Lane Inset Parking

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 18



Phase 2 Survey Results

1,400+ responses

TRANSPORTATION

Review Street Directionality (One-Way vs. Two-Way) PUBLIC WORKS

m—— TWO-way
& Street direction
® e » ACT Plan boundary

5, )
\ 1 /,/ftq“ >

Existing: 31% support, 42% oppose

5 e TWO-way

&— Street direction
= = ACT Plan boundary

Z R) S\ AR

Option 1: 31% support, 45% oppose

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan

R

| mmmm= Qne-way eastbound
== Qne-way westbound
m—— TWO-way

&— Street direction

Option 2: 48% support, 33% oppose

19




Phase 2 Survey Results

1,400+ responses TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

Great Streets Typical Cross-Sections Transit Cross-Sections Bike Networks Scenarios Street Network Conversions Transit

Current Ped Option 1 Option2 Option 3 | Option1 Option 2 Option 3 Existing Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Existing  Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Lanes

All Respondents 311 5.19 522 7.62 B.77 262 B6.45 7.68 3.67 2.82 153 1.56 278 271 3.20 439
Downtown Residents 397 5.47 5.27 7.41 6.82 413 B6.26 737 3.32 2.66 2.07 193 3.13 273 3.14 420
Downtown Employees 3.56 497 533 717 6.82 315 6.43 747 351 272 159 1.75 2591 2.67 310 425
Live and Work Downtown 4.05 5.54 4949 7.20 B.61 423 B6.09 7.34 3.33 270 2.06 1.88 3.06 278 3.27 4322
Women 344 4 89 5.23 773 693 261 B.48 776 361 279 151 1.67 3.00 2.76 3.09 435
Men 278 531 5.09 3.02 B.77 261 B8.37 7.82 370 2.84 154 1.50 272 2.67 3.20 445
Asian 253 517 443 3.60 B6.80 2.10 B.73 910 383 2.86 1.87 1.41 253 3.27 3.27 467
Black 4 33 5.08 460 7.20 6.04 3.52 B6.88 732 3.04 257 213 221 3.25 292 3.04 438
Hispanic 369 511 547 744 7.04 350 596 7.35 339 269 2.07 183 3.08 270 316 414
Indigenous 233 7.00 167 6.33 7.00 1.00 4 67 767 367 333 2.00 1.00 167 167 433 5.00
White 283 5.16 511 7488 5.84 243 6.47 792 372 285 191 150 276 270 318 445
Mon-White 363 5.16 5.01 763 5.81 314 6.27 Tr4 343 272 2.03 179 296 284 319 4332
Income Over 5150k 289 534 532 7485 5.86 247 B6.55 760 369 285 1.89 155 2 88 263 312 443
Income Over 5100k 2492 525 526 789 6.79 256 B6.56 764 371 285 1.89 152 285 263 310 443
Income Under 5100k 290 5.08 491 7483 5.93 266 65.20 3.03 365 281 197 156 2 69 282 331 445
Income Under 550k 3.09 5.48 473 810 5.88 2485 5.73 B.08 362 2.83 197 158 2.68 283 338 462
Identify as Disabled 326 577 469 7.63 B5.56 2081 5.38 7.30 343 271 2.09 175 250 274 319 4.43
Construction Workers 363 6.19 3.25 6.81 4.38 3.06 4.38 7.00 288 275 231 2.06 294 269 3.75 3.88
Hotel Staff 3.60 5.70 4.40 6.30 470 2.40 5.80 7.10 3.40 2.80 210 170 280 2.00 3.80 4.60
Janitorial/Late Night 167 333 6.33 B.33 7.33 1.67 9.00 7.67 4.00 3.00 2.00 1.00 333 267 2.00 5.00
Musicians 278 459 493 B.39 7.00 171 B6.63 B3.80 382 2.89 191 1.35 257 2.49 312 461
Bar/Restaurant/\Venue Staff 315 5.42 413 7.67 5.58 2.44 6.73 B3.40 377 288 192 1.44 2.89 274 3.26 454
Delivery and TNC,/Taxi Drivers 2.85 4.08 5.15 919 7.50 2.62 7.31 9.00 385 2.81 196 138 2.69 315 350 477
State Employees 379 461 5.05 7.27 B6.55 279 6.37 B.66 358 272 185 174 3.08 2.66 2.85 418
65 and Older 339 439 5.42 7.05 7.61 322 6.44 7483 3.40 255 185 211 2.83 291 333 413
55 and Older 336 448 5.29 7.44 7.13 3.04 56.22 7.67 352 2.69 185 182 2.79 278 319 421
All Respondents 311 5.19 5.22 762 6.77 2.62 5.45 7.68 367 2.82 1593 156 2.78 271 320 4.39
Representative Gender Distribution 311 5.09 5.16 7.88 5.85 261 6.43 779 365 2.81 1593 159 2.86 271 3.15 4.40
Representative Ethnic Distribution | 324 ' 514 [ 513 " 780 " 685 [ 288 " 635 " 779 F 357 " 278 " 198 " 1ss M 288 " 277 " 317 " 436
Representative Income Distribution 2485 5.21 5.03 7.98 6.87 270 B5.25 7.89 338 2.83 154 155 2.75 275 3.24 4. 48
Representative Age Distribution 2485 5.22 5.07 3.04 6.73 264 6.37 7.88 368 2.83 193 154 2.75 272 3.20 4.45

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 20
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TRANSPORTATION
PUBLIC WORKS

* Austin Transit Partnership — Final Preferred Alternative for Project Connect
* Develop Draft Plan for Review — May/June

* Modal networks

* Signature projects

* Implementation plan

* Boards/Commissions/Council for review and comment — Through the
summer

Austin Core Transportation (ACT) Plan 21
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| PUBLIC WORKS

QUESTIONS?

ACTPlan@austintexas.gov
AustinTexas.gov/ACTPlan
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