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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In 2008, the Nashville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the regional
transportation planning organization in the Middle Tennessee area, initiated the development of
the region’s first comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Study for the greater Nashville region.
The Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study is intended to establish a strategic vision for walking
and bicycling in the region. This strategic vision will feed into the MPQO'’s overall Long Range
Transportation Plan and provide the basis by which future funding priorities of the MPO are
established for bicycle and pedestrian accommodations within Davidson, Rutherford, Sumner,
Wilson and Williamson counties, plus the cities of Spring Hill and Springdfield.

Working with local governments, businesses, non-profit organizations, and the general public
the Nashville Area MPO developed the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study as a mechanism
to foster a better understanding of bicycle and pedestrian needs within the region. The Study is
also intended to serve as a means of guiding policies, programs, and investments intended to
maximize opportunities for greater walking and biking activity now and in the future within the
greater Nashville region.

In general, the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study:

= Provides a comprehensive inventory of existing and currently proposed on and off-road
bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the greater Nashville region

= Increases the region’s understanding of how non-motorized modes add to system-wide
capacity by improving connectivity between residential areas, employment centers,
schools, retail centers, recreational centers, and other attractions

= Serves as a framework for identifying and selecting bicycle/pedestrian projects for the
region’s Long Range Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program;
and

= Provides guidance for engineering, education, enforcement, encouragement, and
evaluation activities to help improve the safety of non-motorized travel modes.

This Technical Memorandum provides a candidate improvement list for both walking and bicycle
facilities and provides a planning level cost estimate for these proposed recommendations. In
addition to the proposed recommendations, an assessment of foreseeable plan revenues and
funding options is presented.
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2.0 RECOMMENDED REGIONAL PRIORITIES

The following section presents the proposed regional sidewalk and bicycle accommodation
recommendations developed as part of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study.
Recommendations include sidewalk accommodations on all Arterial classified roadways within
an Urban Growth Boundary of the MPO, as called for in the proposed Sidewalk Accommodation
Policy as part of this Study, and the designation of a Regional Bikeway Network which is
intended to link communities and high concentration activity destinations throughout the region
via a system of bicycle accommodations.

The Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study supports the development of local sidewalk and
bikeway improvements but places emphasis on regional accommodation recommendations as a
regional priority system. Technical Memorandum #4 provides a regional prioritization process to
assist the MPO in ranking project priority needs regardless of whether the facility is on the
regional accommodation recommendations list or not. This provides the MPO the flexibility of
assessing project priorities, which could change over time, yet allows for the development of a
regional system of accommodations.

Project cost estimates at a systems level have been developed for both the recommended
Regional Sidewalk Accommodation Policy improvements as well as for the proposed
designated Regional Bikeway Network. This cost information provides a regional perspective of
facility cost and funding needs for sidewalk and bicycle facility improvements as part of these
regional priority systems.

21 REGIONAL SIDEWALK & BIKEWAY RECOMMENDATIONS

Through the development of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study providing greater
accommodations for pedestrians and cyclists throughout the region was a common theme that
emerged from the stakeholder and public involvement process as well as from the review and
analysis of data. As a means of implementing the stated Objectives and Strategies of the
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study, as described in Technical Memorandum #3A, the
following sidewalk and bikeway facility recommendations were established.

Regional Sidewalk Recommendations

As a regional priority, sidewalk accommodations on all federally classified Arterial roadways
within an Urban Growth Boundary of the MPO, on which pedestrian are not prohibited,
constitute the recommended regional sidewalk recommendations of the Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Study. These roadways serve as major commuting corridors, commercial corridors
and corridors of commerce, and connect communities, activity centers, transit, and major
destinations throughout the region. As such, they serve as the backbone to other roadways and
streets in the region which, combined with local sidewalks and streets, link neighborhoods,
businesses, and other community facilities to one another. The Urban Growth Boundary (as
defined by TN Public Chapter 1101) was selected as the policy boundary as these areas of the
region are expected to be urban in form over the next 20 years. For Davidson County, the
Urban Transect categories (T3 through T6) define Metro Nashville’s urban growth area.

There are approximately 914 miles of federally functionally classified Arterial roadways in the
Nashville region that are located in an Urban Growth boundary. Of these facilities, 252 miles
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currently have sidewalk accommodations. Table 1 depicts the total Arterial miles within the
MPO region by county with and without existing sidewalk accommodations.

Table 1: Arterial Roadway Miles in the MPO Region
within an Urban Growth Boundary

With Without Total
Sidewalks | Sidewalks Arterial % Miles
County (Miles) (Miles) (Miles) Built
Davidson 167 223 390 43%
Rutherford 31 110 141 22%
Sumner/Robertson 16 162 178 9%
Williamson/Maury 30 88 118 25%
Wilson 8 79 87 9%
Regional Total 252 662 914 28%

Regional Bikeway Network Recommendations

The Nashville region has numerous roadways throughout the region which serve as direct links
between communities and major destinations for employment and other activities. The
inventory and needs assessment process of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study, as
described in Technical Memorandums #1 and #2, revealed a number of roadways within the
region that currently provide some level of bicycle facility accommodations, such as a paved
shoulder and/or signed bicycle designation. Also, the analysis process identified numerous
connections via these roadways to areas which indicate a relatively high potential for non-
motorized travel. The proposed Regional Bikeway Network serves to provide bicycle
accommodations along major commuting corridors and corridors that connect communities,
activity centers, transit, and major destinations throughout the region.

The Regional Bikeway Network focuses on regional routes and connections. The study
recognizes that the cities and counties within the MPO will need to also develop or update
community level bicycle plans so that localized bikeway networks and connections between the
regional facilities are provided.

The Regional Bikeway Network consists largely of on-street facilities but also includes the
Cumberland River Greenway in Davidson County and the Stones River Greenway of Davidson
and Rutherford Counties given the linear and regional connections of these two planned
greenway facilities. The Regional Bikeway Network consists of 1,127 miles traversing the
complete region. The network includes 908 miles of on-street bicycle facilities and 219 miles of
greenways. Currently, 130 miles of sighed on-street bicycle facilities and 30 miles of greenways
exist (a combined total of 160 miles). Of the Regional Bikeway Network which is unbuilt,
approximately 284 miles of the on-street network currently have 4 foot or more of paved
shoulders but is unsigned. Approximately 493 miles have less than 4 foot of paved shoulder
and are unsigned as well. The unbuilt off-road component of the Regional Bikeway Network
includes approximately 190 miles of unbuilt greenways.

A summary of the network mileage by county, including a breakdown of existing versus unbuilt
mileage, is shown in Table 2. Of the Regional Bikeway Network, approximately 625 miles (or
55 percent) are actually identified in local plans as shown in Table 3. Map 2.1 through Map 2.7
depict the recommended Regional Bikeway Network regionally as well as by county.
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Table 2: Regional Bikeway Network Miles in the MPO Region

Existing Facilities Proposed Facilities Total
On-Street On-Street Bikeway
On-Street Off-Street >4 FtPS <4FtPS Off-Street | Network
County (Signed) | (Greenway) (Sign) (Pave & Sign) | (Greenway)* | (Miles)
Davidson* 15 25 62 136 174 412
Rutherford* 1 5 90 56 16 178
Sumner/Robertson 58 0 62 86 0 206
Williamson/Maury 24 0 31 122 0 177
Wilson 22 0 39 93 0 154
Regional Total 130 30 284 493 190 1127

* Totals include both the planned Cumberland River Greenway and Stones River Greenway
PS — Paved Shoulder

Table 3: Regional Bikeway Network in Local Plans

Proposed Existing Facilities ReglonaILiltl:(:lw:I);r:‘lsetwork in
Regional
Bikeway
Network On-Street | Off-Street | Percent | On-Street | Off-Street Percent in
County (Miles) (Signed) | (Greenway) | Existing | Facility | (Greenway) | Local Plans
Davidson 412 15 25 10% 168 174 83%
Rutherford 178 11 5 9% 13 16 16%
Sumner/Robertson 206 58 0 28% 111 0 54%
Williamson/Maury 177 24 0 14% 39 0 22%
Wilson 154 22 0 14% 104 0 68%
Regional Total 1127 130 30 14% 435 190 55%
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Map 2.1: Recommended Regional Bikeway Network — MPO Region
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Map 2.2: Recommended Regional Bikeway Network with Local Existing & Planned
Bicycle Facilities
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Map 2.3: Recommended Regional Bikeway Network — Davidson County
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Map 2.4: Recommended Regional Bikeway Network — Rutherford County
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Map 2.5: Recommended Regional Bikeway Network — Sumner/Robertson Counties
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Map 2.7: Recommended Regional Bike

way Network — Wilson County
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REGIONAL SIDEWALK AND BIKEWAY SYSTEM COSTS

2.2

Planning level cost estimates were prepared for both the regional sidewalk recommendations as
well as the recommended Regional Bikeway Network. Cost estimates are in 2009 dollars and
were prepared as stand-alone projects (e.g. not as part of a road widening project). The total
estimated cost for implementing the regional sidewalk and bikeway recommendations is nearly
$800 million with the regional sidewalk recommendations accounting for $149 million and the
Regional Bikeway Network accounting for $644 million.

221

Table 4 shows a summary of total costs for each county to construct sidewalks on both sides of
all arterial roadways within an urban growth boundary of the MPO. It is assumed that the
sidewalks will be constructed of concrete on both sides of the road and will be five (5) feet wide.
The cost for drainage and additional right-of-way, if needed, and the cost for pedestrian facilities
at the intersections, i.e. ramps, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals, are not included in the total
cost, which is typical for a regional planning cost estimate.

Regional Sidewalk System Costs

Table 4: Regional Sidewalk System Costs

Existing Planned Planned

Sidewalks | Sidewalks Sidewalks
County (Miles) (Miles) Total Cost
Davidson 167 223 $ 50 Million
Rutherford 31 110 $ 25 Million
Sumner/Robertson 16 162 $ 36 Million
Williamson/Maury 30 88 $ 20 Million
Wilson 8 79 $ 18 Million
Total 252 662 $149 Million

Cost estimates are in 2009 dollars

2.2.2

Table 5 shows a summary of total costs by county to implement the proposed Regional
Bikeways Network. Cost estimates assume a four foot bike facility on the Regional Bikeway
Network for on-road facilities and a 12-foot wide asphalt facility for the greenway connections.

Regional Bikeway Network Costs

Table 5: Regional Bikeway Network Costs

Proposed Facilities
On-Street On-Street

>4 Ft PS <4 FtPS Off-Street Total Cost

County (Sign) (Pave & Sign) | (Greenway)* | (Rounded)
Davidson* $0.087 Million $126 Million $173 Million | $ 299 Million
Rutherford* $0.126 Million $ 52 Million $ 16 Million $ 68 Million
Sumner/Robertson | $0.087 Million $ 79 Million - $ 79 Million
Williamson/Maury $0.044 Million $112 Million - $ 112 Million
Wilson $0.055 Million $ 86 Million - $ 86 Million
Regional Total | $0.399 Million | $453 Million | $189 Million | $ 644 Million

* Totals include both the planned Cumberland River Greenway and Stones River Greenway

Cost estimates are in 2009 dollars

BicYCLE & PEDESTRIAN STuDY — TECH MEMO #5 Page 12




3.0 POTENTIAL FUNDING OPTIONS FOR
SIDEWALK AND BIKEWAY
RECOMMENDATIONS

A review of historic funding levels within the MPO was undertaken to derive an understanding of
the current funding commitments toward sidewalk and bikeway improvements within the
Nashville MPO region. This review consisted of analyzing the current funds and project
commitments within the MPQO’s current and previous Transportation Improvement Programs
(TIPs). The MPQO’s TIP is a multi-year capital improvements program which contains all
federally funded and regionally significant transportation improvement projects to be funded
within the MPO region in a given fiscal year.

The following section describes historic funding levels allocated towards sidewalk and bikeway
improvements within the region over the last six years, an assessment of funding needs versus
funding levels (i.e. funding gap), and concludes with a proposed funding level recommendation
to implement the walking and bicycle recommendations of this Study.

31 HISTORIC FUNDING LEVELS

A review of the Nashville Area MPQO’s Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008 TIP and Fiscal Years
2008 through 2011 TIP, covering a combined six year horizon, was undertaken. Projects
funded exclusively for the purposes of adding sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and/or greenways
were identified. While a number of roadway widening projects and new roadway construction
projects provided sidewalk and bikeway facilities in the TIP, funding levels for these projects
were not included in the funding analysis. Additionally, locally constructed sidewalk, bikeway,
and greenway facility improvements which may be funded locally were not included in this
assessment.

The results of the analysis indicate that over the six year period (e.g. 2006 to 2011),
approximately $87 million (representing an annual average of $14.5 million per year) in funds
have been, or are to be, expended specifically for sidewalk, bikeway, and greenway facilities in
the Nashville region. Of these funds, all are federal funds less local match requirements. Table
6 illustrates the funding type and funding level for each of the funds allocated for sidewalk and
bikeway improvements. Technical Memorandum #7 provides details on each of these funding
programs including use and limitations.

As illustrated in Table 6 approximately $71 million (or 82 percent) of these funds are
discretionary and/or grant awarded funds, meaning they are not reliable and/or stable funding
sources. In fact, of the $71 million, 78 percent of these funds are congressionally selected (e.g.
earmark funded). Of the total amount of funds allocated toward sidewalk and bikeway
improvements over the 6 year period, approximately $16 million (or 18 percent) are funding
sources (e.g. Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds and Congestion Mitigation & Air
Quality (CMAQ) Funds) for which the MPO has complete funding authority. Of these two
funding sources, the MPO annually receives about $17 million ($14.7 million and $2.3 million
respectfully). This equates to about 2.5 percent of the MPO’s annual STP allocation toward
sidewalk and bikeway improvements and approximately 77 percent of the MPO’s annual CMAQ
allocation.
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Table 6: Historic Funding Levels for

Sidewalk and Bikeway Improvements by Funding Type

Funding Program Source Amount Percent
Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds Federal | $ 2,242,481 3%
Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) Funds Federal | $10,693,005 12%
Transportation Enhancement (TE) Funds* Federal | $14,713,016 17%
High Priority Project (HPP) Funds* Federal | $53,550,054 61%
Demonstration (DEMO) Funds* Federal | $ 1,657,614 2%
Transportation, Community, & System Preservation (TCSP) Funds*| Federal | $ 250,000 0.3%
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Funds* Federal | $ 812,169 1%
American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funds Federal | $ 3,124,724 4%
Total | $87,043,063 | 100%

Source: Nashville Area MPO Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008 TIP and Fiscal Years 2008 through 2011 TIP
* Discretionary and/or grant funds

Table 7 summarizes how these funds are allocated by type of improvement. Of the $87 million
nearly $73 million (or 83 percent) of the funding is allocated toward greenway facilities. The
remaining lion’s share is allocated toward sidewalk and streetscape projects which largely
include sidewalk accommodations. A tenth of one percent is allocated toward exclusive bikeway
improvements.

Table 7: Historic Funding Levels by Type of Improvement

Type of Improvement Amount Percent
Sidewalk $10,429,354 12%
Bikeway $ 48,000 0.1%

Greenway $72,662,518 | 83%
Streetscape $ 3,903,191 4%
Total $87,043,063 | 100%

Source: Nashville Area MPO Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008 TIP
and Fiscal Years 2008 through 2011 TIP

Table 8 summarizes how these funds have been allocated by county. The vast majority are
shared between Davidson and Rutherford Counties.

Table 8: Historic Funding Levels by County

County Amount Percent
Davidson $28,152,950 32%

Robertson $ 3,835,235 5%
Rutherford $32,895,077 38%

Sumner $15,204,289 18%
Williamson $ 1,717,600 1%
Wilson $ 5,237,912 6%

Total $87,043,063 100%

Source: Nashville Area MPO Fiscal Years 2006 through
2008 TIP and Fiscal Years 2008 through 2011 TIP
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3.2 FUNDING GAP

Implementation of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study proposed sidewalk system and
Regional Bikeway Network totals nearly $800 million. As previously discussed, current funding
practices within the Nashville MPO indicates that approximately $14.5 million annually is
specifically allocated toward sidewalk and bikeway improvements throughout the region. Not
accounting for investments in sidewalk and bikeway improvements implemented as part of a
new roadway or roadway widening project and/or as part of a project that may be constructed
exclusively by local funds and/or through development activity, it would take nearly 55 years to
implement the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study recommendations, assuming the same
annual funding levels for sidewalk and bikeway improvements.

Looking at implementing the proposed recommendations over a 25 year horizon, which is
consistent with the planning horizon of the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan, there would
be an annual funding gap of approximately $17.2 million annually (or 2.19 times the current
funding level). Table 9 illustrates the funding gap based on current funding levels and the
necessary funding level to implement the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study
recommendations within a 25 year planning horizon.

Table 9: Projected Funding Gap for Regional Sidewalk and Bikeway Recommendations

Study
Funding Level Annually 25 Year Horizon | Recommendations | Funding Gap
Current $14.50 Million $363 Million $793 Million $430 Million
2.19 Times Current Level | $31.72 Million $793 Million $793 Million -

3.3 PROPOSED FUNDING LEVEL

Recommendations of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study present a system of sidewalk
and bikeway accommodations that provides the greater Nashville region with a vision for
walking and biking accommodations. As such, these systems frame the regional context of
accommodations necessary over the next twenty years. To achieve implementation of the
Study’s recommendations the region must allocate a larger amount of funding toward sidewalk
and bikeway facilities. Based on the review of historic funding levels within the MPO region
toward sidewalk and bikeway facilities and the stated sidewalk and bikeway recommendations
of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study, it is recommended that funding levels for such
programs be significantly increased. The results of the funding assessment indicate that the
MPO region would need approximately 2.19 times more funds annually allocated toward
sidewalk and bikeway improvements.

Technical Memorandum #7 Funding Toolbox provides a range of funding sources available for
implementing sidewalk and bikeway improvements. The MPO region has made good use of a
large number of these funding programs and should continue to use these funding sources to
implement the recommendations of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Study. Also, bikeway
and sidewalk improvements have routinely been implemented as part of roadway improvement
projects. In addition to these funds and reliance on roadway improvement projects for bikeway
and sidewalk improvements, the MPO is likely going to need to establish a dedicated funding
source or target level funding from its current funding programs to implement this Study’s
recommendations. Regardless of the option, the MPO will need to annually fund approximately
$31.72 million to implement the recommendations of the Study within the MPQO’s 25 year long
range planning horizon.
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