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Tonight’s Agenda

• What We’ve Learned
• What We’ve Heard
• Preliminary Ideas/Concepts
• Discussion/Priorities



Project Overview



Project Intent
• Evaluate pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure and how it is connected to 
parking areas, downtown destinations and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Evaluate the current and future multimodal 
needs of Downtown Matthews, including 
walking, biking, driving and transit. 

• Evaluation of the current parking capacity 
and an analysis of current and future 
parking needs downtown. 

• Explore how better connections can be 
made to surrounding residential 
neighborhoods and retirement 
communities located near Downtown 
Matthews, and use those demographics 
when planning public involvement.



Goal: move PEOPLE, not just cars



Mobility/Access 
Framework



Complete Streets 2.0 in Practice

Design for Person-capacity

Source: Portland Bureau of 
Transportation



Person Capacity: Matthews



Mobility Today
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CRASH ANALYSIS

Majority of 
crashes are 

along John St

Trade St + Sadie 
Dr is another 
crash hotspot

Vehicular Crashes 
(2014-2018)
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3 Pedestrian & 
3 Bike Crashes 
within Study 

Area

Bike & Ped  Crashes 
(2014-2018)

No/Possible Injury

Evident/Disabling Injury

Fatality

No/Possible Injury

Evident/Disabling Injury

Fatality

Bicyclist-Involved Crash

Pedestrian-Involved Crash



Public Input Summary: Survey
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For what do you come to Downtown Matthews?



Walk Bike Take the Bus Drive Rideshare
(e.g., Uber,

Lyft)

0
0.5

1
1.5

2
2.5

3
3.5

4
4.5

How do you typically move to/from/around Downtown?

Weighted Average

Walk Bike Take the Bus Drive Rideshare
(e.g., Uber,

Lyft)

Other (please
specify)
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How do you want to move to/from and around Downtown? 

Public Input Summary: Survey



Mobility Plan Input Summary To 
Date

27% of respondents use a 
Rideshare app to get to 
Downtown at least 1x month

• Need a safe/sober ride 
home (58%)

• Event downtown (13%)
• Avoid parking (14%)
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Top Mentions

Corridors:
• Trade St (ped/vehicle/pa
• S. John St (bike/ped)
• Charles St (sidewalks)
• Main St (sidewalks/traffic 

calming)

Top Intersections:
• Trade St + Matthews 

Station Rd
• Trade St + John St
• Trade St + Matthews St
• John St (various)

Parking:
• Cotton Gin Alley/Farmer’s 

Market
• School/Playhouse
• Charles St

Intersection Improvement Needed

Route Improvement Needed

Parking Improvement Needed



Public Input Summary: Survey

rail 
transit 

stations

attractiveness 
+ comfort of 

streets

Improve 
comfort and 
access for all 
(curb ramps, 

traffic calming) 

safer 
intersections 
+ crossings

Reduce 
vehicle 
speeds

OtherIncrease 
transit 
service

Add 
roadway, 

bike, + ped 
connections

Build more 
family-
friendly 

bikeways

Build 
more 

sidewalks

Improve 
Parking 

availability

Make 
roadways + 

intersections 
more 

efficient



In-progress Ideas





































EXISTING CONDITIONS @ BB&T AND VESSEL YOUTH 



GREENWAY CONNECTION A @ BB&T AND VESSEL YOUTH -
RAISED SHARED USE PATH  



GREENWAY CONNECTION A @ BB&T AND VESSEL YOUTH -
PAINT W/ BOLLARDS AT STREET LEVEL



Trade Street Concepts



Trade Street Concepts



Trade Street Concepts



How much parking do I need?





Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Parking Facility 
Type

Number 
of 
Spaces*

TOTAL SPACES 3,659

Public Spaces 925

Public lot 458

On-Street 467

Private Off-
Street 2,734

*Includes spaces that weren’t counted as part of 
the study. Only counted spaces were used to 
calculate utilization rates.

Parking 
Inventory



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Parking Facility 
Type

Number 
of 
Spaces*

TOTAL SPACES 3,659

Public Spaces 925

Public lot 458

On-Street 467

Private Off-
Street 2,734

*Includes spaces that weren’t counted as part of 
the study. Only counted spaces were used to 
calculate utilization rates.

Parking 
Inventory

Public Supply is 
focused in the center



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Parking Facility 
Type

Number 
of 
Spaces*

TOTAL SPACES 3,659

Public Spaces 925

Public lot 458

On-Street 467

Private Off-
Street 2,734

*Includes spaces that weren’t counted as part of 
the study. Only counted spaces were used to 
calculate utilization rates.

Parking 
Inventory

Some is separated 
by physical barriers



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Overall Percent 
Utilization 51.3%

Number of Spaces 
Occupied 1,117

Number of Spaces 
Vacant 1,061

Private Utilization Rate 44.4%

Public Utilization Rate 65.1%

Peak demand driven 
by Matthews Street 
Station businesses

Weekday Occupancy
12 pm – 2 pm



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Overall Percent 
Utilization 51.3%

Number of Spaces 
Occupied 1,117

Number of Spaces 
Vacant 1,061

Private Utilization Rate 44.4%

Public Utilization Rate 65.1%

Peak demand driven 
by Matthews Street 
Station businesses

Weekday Occupancy
12 pm – 2 pm

Publicly available parking is 
where demand is met



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Overall Percent 
Utilization 33.4%

Number of Spaces 
Occupied 1,063

Number of Spaces 
Vacant 2,116

Private Utilization 
Rate 25.2%

Public Utilization 
Rate 47.3%

Saturday Occupancy
1 pm – 3 pm



Can we address parking 
challenges without building 
more?



C H A T T A N O O G A ,  T N



How do parking and 
development work 
together?







Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Shared Parking 
Programs



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Shared Parking 
Programs



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Shared Parking 
Programs



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Transit Stations 
and Connections



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Transit Stations 
and Connections



Downtown Matthews Parking Study | Stantec

Transit Stations 
and Connections



New Service Models



Buc’s beginnings (2003) Today (2018)

Conventional Shuttle Service

Transportation Network Companies

On-Demand Microtransit

Route-Based Microtransit

Shared Autonomous Vehicles… ?



Conventional Shuttle Service

Transportation Network Companies

On-Demand Microtransit

Different Options: Pros and Cons
PROS CONS

•Service in place today: no 
change needed

•CID/LBI enjoying relatively 
low operating costs

•Essentially transit: relies on 
user to make all the effort

•Service interface is not 
modern

•Limited technology 
integration

•User interface (stations, 
schedules) more fluid

•Allows flexibility of real-time 
arrival as part of technology

•‘Victim of its own success’: 
High demand can exhaust 
capacity if operations aren’t 
scaled up

•By now, brands and concept 
are familiar and established

•Easy payment and interface
•Essentially available 24/7

•Does not help with traffic 
problems

•Expensive to user if relied on 
regularly



On-Demand Service: Primary Options

TECHNOLOGY  ONLY
• Existing service/operator enhanced 

with on-demand algorithm/app
• User pays one-time fee and 

monthly license
• Pilot options available for minimum 

periods of time
• Data reporting and monitoring 

available

FULL OPERATIONS
• Technology company provides 

operations and algorithm/app
• Typically no up-front setup fee; 

hourly vehicle-hour cost
• Pilot options available for minimum 

periods of time
• Data reporting and monitoring 

available

SETUP 
LOGISTICS

COST 
IMPLICATIONS

•Work with operators to outfit vehicles 
with technology

•Push out app and begin pilot program 
to test

•Adjust schedule for cost

•Transfers part of current operating 
cost to technology program

•Requires staff support for 
reporting/monitoring

•New contract, new service
•Pilot program should make transition 
seamless

•Overlap with current service is 
desirable

•Costs increase at current scale
•Cost per hour achievable at current 
rates once service scales up



Via: Arlington, Texas
• May be ‘technology 

enhancement’ only, 
or full operations

• Greater choice of 
vehicles to meet 
customer 
expectations

• At typical scale, 
operating costs lower 
than many fixed-
route options



Via: On-Demand Microtransit



Shotl: Optimizing Transit Service



Scooters and Micro-Mobility



Scooters and Micro-Mobility

Charlotte Pilot Evaluation

• May – July 2018: 174,000 
rides on scooters

• Nov. 2017 – July 2018: 
173,000 rides on dockless
bikes

• 100,000 scooter trips in July 
alone

• Pilot program limits both 
Bird and Lime to 400 
scooters each

• Average scooter trip 
length: 1.42 miles

• Average bike trip length: 
0.75 miles



Discussion



Questions

oWhat did we get right? 
oWhat is missing? Or needs more 

work/thought?
oWhat Projects/Programs should Town 

tackle first? (3-5 years)



Project Scope & Schedule



Project Schedule



Charrette Schedule & Next Steps

• “Pin-up” of Preliminary Ideas: Thursday 5-7pm 
(drop-in + Facebook Live)

• Drop-in public Input (Thursday 9-4; Friday: 9-
1pm)

• Public Presentation of DRAFT 
Recommendations (fall 2019)



THANK YOU!



Peer Communities

• Duluth, GA
• Fuqua-Varina, NC
• Carmel, IN
• Alpharetta, GA
• Davidson, NC



Complete Streets & Multi-modal 
Orientation



Trail/Greenway 
Connections to Downtown

Duluth, GA



Regional Transit & Local Shuttles

Alpharetta, GA



Parking Strategies



New Mobility Transport Options

Carmel, IN



Promoting Multi-modal 
Transportation

Carmel, IN



Alpharetta, GA

Promoting Multi-modal 
Transportation



Mobility & 
Placemaking

Duluth, GA



Mobility & 
Placemaking

Duluth, GA



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles



Complete Streets 2.0 Principles


	Slide Number 1
	Tonight’s Agenda
	Project Overview
	Slide Number 4
	Goal: move PEOPLE, not just cars
	Mobility/Access �Framework
	Complete Streets 2.0 in Practice
	Person Capacity: Matthews
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Public Input Summary: Survey
	Public Input Summary: Survey
	Mobility Plan Input Summary To Date
	Slide Number 16
	Public Input Summary: Survey
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Slide Number 29
	Slide Number 30
	Slide Number 31
	Slide Number 32
	Slide Number 33
	Slide Number 34
	Slide Number 35
	Slide Number 36
	Slide Number 37
	Slide Number 38
	Trade Street Concepts
	Trade Street Concepts
	Trade Street Concepts
	How much parking do I need?
	Slide Number 43
	Slide Number 44
	Slide Number 45
	Slide Number 46
	Slide Number 47
	Slide Number 48
	Slide Number 49
	Slide Number 50
	Slide Number 51
	Slide Number 52
	Slide Number 53
	Slide Number 54
	Slide Number 55
	Slide Number 56
	Slide Number 57
	Slide Number 58
	Slide Number 59
	Slide Number 60
	New Service Models
	Slide Number 62
	Slide Number 63
	Slide Number 64
	Slide Number 65
	Slide Number 66
	Slide Number 67
	Slide Number 68
	Slide Number 69
	Slide Number 70
	Questions
	Slide Number 72
	Project Schedule
	Charrette Schedule & Next Steps
	Slide Number 75
	Peer Communities
	Complete Streets & Multi-modal Orientation
	Trail/Greenway �Connections to Downtown
	Regional Transit & Local Shuttles
	Parking Strategies
	New Mobility Transport Options
	Promoting Multi-modal Transportation
	Promoting Multi-modal Transportation
	Mobility & �Placemaking
	Mobility & �Placemaking
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles
	Complete Streets 2.0 Principles

