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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents the results and process for the State Route (SR) 386 Area Study
project in Gallatin, Sumner County, Tennessee, performed for the Nashville Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO), Sumner County, and the City of Gallatin.
Figure 1 shows the general project location.

1.1 Project Description

This project analyzed the impacts of completing the SR 386 extension (sometimes
referred to as the Vietnam Veterans Boulevard extension) on the transportation network
based on the long range development plan for the study area through which SR 386 is to
be extended. The transportation analysis was performed with a multimodal perspective,
including personal vehicles, transit, bicycle and pedestrian access.

SR 386 is to be extended from the existing SR 386 interchange with Gallatin Pike to its
new terminus at Long Hollow Pike. The SR 386 extension would be an access-
controlled facility with interchanges to be built at Big Station Camp Boulevard and Harris
Lane.

The City of Gallatin has created a long range land use plan to control and manage the
development of the area surrounding the SR 386 corridor. The land use plan contains a
wide variety of uses including residential, commercial and business space, as well as
public facilities and open space.

These planned improvements and developments are expected to increase existing traffic
demand on the area’s transportation network, thereby resulting in capacity and safety
deficiencies. A refined version of the MPO travel demand model was created in order to
predict where and to what extent these deficiencies may occur.

1.2 Study Area

The study area is bounded generally by Long Hollow Pike to the north, Big Station Camp
Boulevard to the west, Nashville Pike to the south, and downtown Gallatin to the east. In
order to ensure proper transportation analysis in the refined model, the actual study area
boundaries were placed beyond these roadways by one quarter of a mile. This buffer
allowed for more realistic modeling of the boundary roadways.

A number of future improvements in the study area were included for consideration in
the project. These future improvements included the St. Blaise/Harris Lane Connector,
the proposed Harris Lane realignment, the new Big Station Camp Boulevard, a
realignment of Long Hollow Pike in the City of Gallatin, and all the applicable
improvements included in the City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan.
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1.3 Resource References

Besides the above mentioned City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan and SR 386
Study Area Land Use Plan, several other resources were consulted. A partial list of
references includes:

o City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan,

e SR 386 Study Area Land Use Plan,

Proposed SR 174 Relocation from SR 109 to US 31E Main Street Advanced
Planning Report (APR)

City of Gallatin Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,

Sumner County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,

Nashville Area MPO Transportation Improvement Program, and

Several traffic impact studies for approved projects within the study area.
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2.0 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The study area is bounded generally by Long Hollow Pike to the north, Station Camp
Creek Boulevard to the west, Nashville Pike to the south, and downtown Gallatin to the
east. Most of this area is in unincorporated Sumner County, though some portions lie
within the City of Gallatin. In order to ensure proper transportation analysis in the refined
model, the actual study area boundaries were placed beyond these roadways. The
study area is shown in Figure 2.

The majority of the land within the study area is currently made up of low-density land
uses, such as pasture and farm land. Strips of commercial development exist along
parts of Nashville Pike and the downtown area. Its environs exhibit typical land uses for
such an area, such as closely-spaced offices, shops, and restaurants with small
setbacks and direct access to the roadway.

A limited review was performed to identify any potential unusual environmental obstacles
to development of the study area. No obvious, uncommon environmental obstacles to
roadway improvements were identified. This is not to say that environmental reviews
need not be performed or that specific locations, such as waterways, will not need
attention during any review process. Any design studies should include a detailed
review of the area to determine potential environmental impacts.

The Long Range Land Use Plan for the SR 386 study area includes fifty-eight separate
development areas of varied size and land use. The land use plan is summarized in
Table 1 and shown graphically in Figure 3. Some of these areas are already
developed, as in the case of the downtown area. The entire land use plan covers an
area of 8,818 acres. A total of 2,875 acres (32.6 percent) are planned for commercial
development, 4,824 acres (54.7 percent) are planned for residential development, 674
acres (7.6 percent) are planned for mixed-use development, and 445 acres (5.0 percent)
are planned for public space (including schools and green space).

The SR 386 Land Use Plan was used as the basis for determining the future
development makeup of the area and the amount of trips into and out of the study area
that might occur. Attention was paid to the individual land uses to determine when
specific transportation infrastructure was required. The existing utility placements and
inventory were not considered when developing the transportation infrastructure,
because the maijority of the study area is currently undeveloped.
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Table 1 — Land Use Plan Summary

Land Use Land Use
Area Description Density Acres
1 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 66
2 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 13
3 LDRP 2.2 Units/Acre 384
4 LDR 2.2 Units/Acre 381
5 C-2 PUD Max FAR 1.0 53
6 C-4 PUD Max FAR 1.0 108
7 Greenspace 37
8 Estate A 2 acres per lot 801
9 Low Density Residential 2.2 Units/Acre 171
10 Public(School) Lower, middle and high school 133
11 C-4 PUD Max FAR 1.0 30
12 C-3 PUD 15 units per acre 565
13 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 48
14 Industrial Max FAR 1.0 157
15 Greenspace 18
16 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 18
17 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 111
18 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 317
19 Public/comm college Existing 128
20 Medium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 111
21 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 40
22 MDR 7.5 units/acre 479
23 Mixed Use 15 units/acre 564
24 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 57
25 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 56
26 LDR 2.2 Units/Acre 73
27 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 24
28 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 6
29 Public 11
30 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 188
31 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 229
32 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 7
33 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 24
34 MDR 7.5 units/acre 220
35 Downtown Max FAR 1.0 23
36 Public 12
37 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 7
38 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 12
39 Public 11
40 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 14
41 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 815
42 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 206
43 Public 95
44 MDR 7.5 units/acre 56
45 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 11
46 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 34
47 MDR 7.5 units/acre 31
48 LDRP 2.2 units/Acre 95
49 Medium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 85
50 LDR 3.5 units/acre 1142
51 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 46
52 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 249
53 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 11
54 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 3
55 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 3
56 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 102
57 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 45
58 Medium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 82
TOTAL 8,818
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3.0 TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

The existing primary routes for travel within the study area are Nashville Pike (SR 6) and
Long Hollow Pike (SR 174), with a small number of roads connecting these two
roadways (the number increasing with proximity to the downtown area). SR 109 also
transits the study area, though this roadway is used primarily to travel through the study
area and not within the study area.

During a visual field review of the existing study roadways, several safety deficiencies
were identified. Many of the roadways reflected their existing rural character, with little
or no shoulders. The following deficiencies were noted:

e Belvedere Drive — only gravel shoulders

e Harris Lane — no shoulders, portions that narrow to 22 feet of pavement,
significant horizontal curves

e St. Blaise Road — unmaintained, 20 feet of pavement, no shoulders, no
striping, significant horizontal curves, road narrows to one lane for railroad
underpass (10’ 9” height limit)

e Red River Road - portions that narrow to 22 feet of pavement, utilities very
close to roadway, close on-street parking, acute vertical curve at railroad
crossing

A number of existing, local roads that were not part of the MPO regional model were
added to the refined model: Harris Lane, St. Blaise Road, St. Blaise Court, Browns
Lane, and Bay Point Drive. All other local roads added to the refined model are
addressed below.

There is no existing, scheduled mass transit service within the study area. The existing
pedestrian/bicycle facilities in the study area are limited to sidewalks in the downtown
area (City of Gallatin Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan).

3.1 Roadway Cross Section Terminology

A roadway’s cross section refers to the profile of the roadway perpendicular to the
centerline. The cross section shows not only the width of the roadway, but also the
particular portions of the road that make up its total width: median, travel lanes,
shoulders, sidewalks, etc.

Throughout this report the roadway widths are referred to in terms of lanes, a four-lane
roadway or a five-lane section, for example. The following roadway widths are explained
below:

e 2 lane road — one travel lane in each direction

e 3 lane road — one travel lane in each direction with a two-way left turn lane as
the median

e 4 lane road — two travel lanes in each direction (a median may or may not be
present)
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e 5 lane road — two travel lanes in each direction with a two-way left turn lane
as the median

e 6 lane road — three travel lanes in each direction with a raised median and
turn bays at intersections

3.2 System Improvements

A number of future improvements in the study area were included for consideration in
the project and in the refined model. These future improvements are gathered from a
variety of sources, but can be grouped into three main categories: Planned
Improvements, Approved Improvements, and Proposed Improvements. The Planned
Improvements are those improvements that are already planned by the area governing
bodies (Major Thoroughfare Plan). Approved Improvements are associated with
development projects that have been approved by local governments. Proposed
Improvements are the recommendations of this study, which would augment the
Planned and Approved Improvements. The composite transportation network,
combining the Planned, Approved, and Proposed Improvements, used for the refined
travel demand model is shown in Figure 4. The following provides a discussion
regarding the development of the composite transportation network.

3.2.1 Planned Improvements

The Planned Improvements are transportation network modifications that have been
planned by the area governing bodies. The improvements found in the City of Gallatin
Major Thoroughfare Plan, for instance, are considered Planned Improvements. These
improvements were considered to be in place for the purposes of the long-range model
and were not subject to revision, except when additional capacity was required as
suggested by the refined model. The Planned Improvements are shown in Figure 5.

Roadways

The Roadway Planned Improvements came largely from the City of Gallatin Major
Thoroughfare Plan. The following roadway improvements were considered Planned
Improvements:

e SR 174 APR, which includes a realignment of Long Hollow Pike (with four
lanes) to connect to the Maple Street Extension, the elimination of the
existing alignment of Long Hollow Pike between Red River Road and Maple
Street, and a new, 2-lane connection between the Maple Street Extension
and Red River Road

e Harris Lane Improvements — extension of Harris Lane to provide a
continuous, 5-lane connection between Nashville Pike and Long Hollow Pike,
with an interchange at SR 386

e Maple Street Extension — a 4-lane extension of Maple Street from the Maple
Street/Main Street intersection to the SR 174 realignment

o Belvedere Drive Improvements — expansion of the existing 2-lane facility to a
3-lane section between Nashville Pike and Long Hollow Pike

e Browns Lane Extension — a %2 mile extension of the existing Browns Lane
north of the Browns Lane/Nashville Pike intersection
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e Sumner-Hall Extension — construction of a new roadway, parallel to Nashville
Pike, from the Maple Street Extension to Liberty Branch Creek. The Sumner-
Hall Extension would be a 3-lane facility. This project also includes a new
collector roadway connection between the Sumner-Hall Extension and
Nashville Pike near the Nashville Pike/Lakeshore Drive intersection

e Big Station Camp Boulevard Improvements — improve the existing route to a
3-lane facility from Nashville Pike to the future interchange with SR 386.
North of SR 386 the 3-lane facility would continue on a new alignment to
Long Hollow Pike

o Greenlea Blvd Extension — extension west of the existing Greenlea Boulevard
to connect to the intersection of Nashville Pike and the Harris Lane Extension

o Bay Point Drive Extension — extension north of the existing Bay Point Drive to
connect to the intersection of Nashville Pike and Harris Lane

Multimodal Facilities

A high performance transit corridor is currently being considered between the study area
and downtown Nashville. The terminus of this high performance transit corridor could be
in the general location of the Harris Lane Extension south of SR 386 where current land
uses would support transit.

The Planned Improvements in the study area found in the City of Gallatin Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan include multi-use paths, bike lanes, and bike routes. Bike lanes
are planned for the following locations in the study area:

e Long Hollow Pike (SR 174),

e Nashville Pike (US Highway 31) (except the segment between Belvedere
Drive and Sumner-Hall Drive),

e Harris Lane Extension,

e Sumner-Hall Drive,

e portions of the Sumner-Hall Extension,

e Maple Street Extension, and

e behind Volunteer State Community College.

The following locations in the study area are planned for multi-use paths:

e East Camp Creek between Nashville Pike and Long Hollow Pike,
o East Camp Creek Branch between the CSX railroad and Long Hollow Pike,

e Between Station Camp Creek boat ramp and City Park (at Nashville Pike),
and

o Station Camp Creek between Nashville Pike and the trail head.

The only bike route planned in the study area is to be located on Belvedere Drive
between the Sumner-Hall Extension and Nashville Pike (though the route will continue
on Peninsula Drive to Lock Four Road).

12
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3.2.2 Approved Improvements

The Approved Improvements are transportation network modifications that have been
designed for specific projects that have been approved for construction by the City of
Gallatin. These improvements are typically smaller in scope as compared to the
Planned Improvements, as they have been developed for individual sites and not the
region as a whole. The Approved Improvements were also considered to be in place for
the purposes of the long-range model and, like the Planned Improvements, were not
subject to revision, except when additional capacity was required as suggested by the
refined model. The Approved Improvements are shown in Figure 6.

Roadways

Several collector roadways are included in the Approved Improvements list. All these
roadways are part of developments along Nashville Pike. The information for these
approved projects comes from traffic impact studies submitted as part of the projects’
approval. Below is a list of projects in the study area and their associated roadways that
were included in the group of Approved Improvements:

KENNESAW FARMS

The Kennesaw Farms project is a mixed-use development consisting of retail, office,
and residential uses located north of Nashville Pike and west of St. Blaise Road.
The Kennesaw Farms project includes two collector roads that would connect
Nashville Pike to Big Station Camp Boulevard, as well as a road connecting these
two collectors. A collector road would also connect the northern end of Kennesaw
Farms to St. Blaise Road to the east.

THE FAIRVUE PLANTATION

The Fairvue Plantation project is a large residential development with a golf course
south of Nashville Pike and St. Blaise Road. The Fairvue Plantation would include a
collector street that would connect to Nashville Pike at its intersection with St. Blaise
Road.

GREENSBORO VILLAGE

The Greensboro Village project is a large mixed-use development consisting of
commercial, office, and residential uses located north and south of Nashville Pike
around the Harris Lane Extension area. The Greensboro Village project includes
several collector roads to provide access to its developed areas:

e Two roads would provide access to the development west of the Harris
Lane Extension

e Two roads would provide access from the Harris Lane Extension to St.
Blaise Road. One of these roadways would be a continuation of one of
the roads referenced above to provide access west of the Harris Lane
Extension

e Another access road would connect to Nashville Pike east of the Harris
Lane Extension and continue south, intersecting with the Greenlea Blvd
Extension

13
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Multimodal Facilities
There are no multimodal facilities that are a part of the Approved Improvements group.

3.2.3 Proposed Improvements

The Proposed Improvements are transportation network modifications that have been
proposed as a part of this study. The Proposed Improvements address capacity and
access concerns given the City of Gallatin Land Use Plan and the SR 386 Extension.
The Proposed Improvements were considered to be fluid suggestions of where
improvements would be needed and were subject to revision based on a number of
factors such as capacity, necessity, and constructability. The Proposed Improvements
are shown in Figure 7.

Roadways

The proposed roadways were developed and placed with access management
principles in mind, including physical characteristics and spacing. Special attention was
paid to intense generators of trips, such as the high-intensity retail area on Big Station
Camp Boulevard. Along major corridors, parallel routes were proposed when not
included in the Major Thoroughfare Plan or by approved projects. The proposed
collector roads were generally spaced %2 mile apart from each other, with allowances
made for physical characteristics and the presence of smaller existing roads that could
be built into the system. The following roadways were proposed to be added or modified
as part of the SR 386 Area Study.

e Saundersville Road, from Nashville Pike to Station Camp Creek, is proposed
to be widened from two to four lanes.

e Saundersville Road is proposed to be extended from Lower Station Camp
Creek Road to the Harris Lane Extension. This would be a 4-lane roadway.

o St. Blaise Road is proposed to be widened from two to four lanes between
Long Hollow Pike and the Saundersville Road extension.

e A roundabout is proposed for the five-legged intersection of St. Blaise Road,
St. Blaise Court, and the Saundersville Road extension.

e A 4-lane circulator road is proposed for the east side Big Station Camp
Boulevard and intersecting with the Saundersville Road extension. This
circulator road would surround a high-intensity retail area.

e A collector road is proposed to be added south of the circulator roadway (see
above) which would also intersect with Big Station Camp Boulevard and
continue westward.

e A small-scale collector grid is proposed for the study area south of Long
Hollow Pike and west of Big Station Camp Boulevard and east of Big Station
Camp Boulevard before stopping short of the Harris Lane Extension. The
grid would provide access to mostly residential areas and would use existing
roadways when appropriate.

e St. Blaise Road is proposed be closed to traffic at the existing tunnel under
the CSX railroad. The tunnel would have to be widened to handle the
expected amount of future traffic, but widening the tunnel is cost prohibitive.
The St. Blaise Road tunnel would remain open for pedestrians and bicyclists.

15
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e« Mallard Drive is proposed to be extended west as a collector between the
Harris Lane Extension and Belvedere Drive and would be a parallel route to
Long Hollow Pike.

e A collector is proposed between Harris Lane and the Mallard Drive extension.

e A collector is proposed to connect to Long Hollow Pike between SR 386 and
Belvedere Drive, which would be south of Long Hollow Pike and continue
south of the Mallard Drive extension before turning west and connecting to
the above connector.

The study area is fed by several existing roadways, from major arterials to collector
streets. Most of the assumed future changes to the existing roadway structure in the
study area are included in the City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan. The only other
assumed change outside of the study area is for Saundersville Road. It is proposed that
the existing section of Saundersville Road, from Nashville Pike to Station Camp Creek,
will be widened from two lanes to four lanes.

Multimodal Facilities

The proposed multimodal facility consists of transit service and bike and pedestrian
facilities. The proposed transit service includes four circulator service areas (see
Chapter 7) that all overlap at the multi modal transit station, considered at the Harris
Lane Extension. One circulator service area includes the study area between the Harris
Lane Extension and SR 109. Another circulator service area includes Volunteer State
Community College. The remaining two circulator service areas cover the parts of the
study area west of the Harris Lane Extension that are north and south of SR 386. An
express bus service is included as part of the proposed transit service that would travel
along the SR 386 extension.

The following bike and pedestrian facilities are also proposed for the study area:

e Bike lanes on Long Hollow Pike from the western boundary of the study area
to the Maple Street extension.

e Bike lanes on the Saundersville Road extension.

e Bike lanes on St. Blaise Road from Long Hollow Pike to the Saundersville
Road extension.

o Bike lanes on the Harris Lane extension.

o Bike lanes on Nashville Pike from the western boundary of the study area to
the Maple Street extension.

e A bike route along Big Station Camp Boulevard.

e A bike route along St. Blaise Road south of the SR 386 extension to the
Harris Lane extension.

e A bike route along the collector road to the north of Volunteer State
Community College.

e A bike route along the Sumner-Hall extension.

e A bike route along Belvedere Drive between the Sumner-Hall extension and
Nashville Pike.

17
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4.0 STUDY AREA ACCESS MANAGEMENT

Capacity preservation measures have been identified for the major boundary roads and
interchange connectors of the study area based on the transportation network needs
analysis. The transportation needs (in roadways and capacity) were assessed using the
refined travel demand model in accordance with the Study Area Land Use Plan, as
detailed in the previous chapters. Capacity preservation through access management
principles will help ensure that the recommended roadways’ capacity will be maximized
throughout the development of the study area.

A detailed discussion of Access Management and Interchange Area Management
recommended guidelines is contained in Appendix A.

4.1 Boundary Roadways

There are four main boundary roadways in the study area: Nashville Pike, Long Hollow
Pike, Big Station Camp Boulevard, and a small portion of Red River Road. The
boundary roadways will have the responsibility of providing access to and from the study
area. Developments within the study area will be funneled to these roadways and will
also provide the main entry into the study area for those traveling from other locations.
In addition, the boundary roadways will be responsible for efficiently moving traffic
through the study area so the interior study area roadways are not adversely affected by
traffic traveling from one point outside of the study area to another point outside the
study area.

Nashville Pike

Nashville Pike (SR 6, US 31E) is a major east west arterial that serves the southern part
of the study area. From Big Station Camp Boulevard to Maple Street, Nashville Pike is a
four lane divided highway with a two-way-left-turn lane (five lane section). From Big
Station Camp Boulevard to Harris Lane Extension, development is suburban with limited
access points. From Harris Lane Extension to Maple Street, Nashville Pike is urban with
traditional urban development. The recommendations of this study are to plan for further
widening to a six-lane cross section from the Harris Lane Extension to Maple Street.
Development along Nashville Pike is expected to be fairly dense given its existing
capacity and location.

With all these factors taken into consideration, Nashville Pike can be considered a major
urban arterial for access management purposes. From Harris Lane Extension to Maple
Street, access management should include full intersections spaced at least 1,320 feet
apart. Signalized intersection spacing should also be at a minimum of 1,320 feet with
turn lanes as appropriate. Unsignalized driveways connecting onto the roadway and/or
median openings should be spaced at least 330 feet apart.

From Big Station Camp Boulevard to Harris Lane Extension, Nashville Pike is suburban
with moderate development. Access management should include full intersection
spaced at 2 mile intervals with directional median openings at %2 mile intervals.
Intersection and major driveway spacing should be a 440 feet (Appendix A, page 16).

18
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A raised median is recommended for the six-lane section of Nashville Pike. The
minimum median width is 16 feet, however a width of either 22 feet or 34 feet is
recommended, depending on access decisions and ROW restrictions. A 22 foot median
is recommended for single left turns, and 34 feet is recommended for dual lefts to
accommodate left turn movements at signalized intersections. Left turns out of
driveways across the median should be restricted by the raised median. A consistent
median width should be maintained throughout the six-lane section.

Long Hollow Pike

Long Hollow Pike (SR 174) is a major two-lane rural arterial, which widens to a four-lane
section east of the SR 386 intersection. The City of Gallatin MTP contains plans to
maintain the two-lane section but to widen the four-lane section to five lanes. The
recommendations of this study are to plan for further widening to a six-lane cross section
from SR 386 to SR 109. Long Hollow Pike can be considered a major rural arterial west
of SR 386 and a major urban arterial east of SR 386.

Access management for a major urban arterial would include full intersections spaced at
least 1,320 feet apart. Signalized intersection spacing should also be at a minimum of
1,320 feet with turn lanes as appropriate. Unsignalized driveways connecting onto the
roadway and/or median openings should be spaced at least 330 feet apart.

Access management for a major rural arterial would include minimum spacing of 2,640
feet for major intersections and minimum spacing of 1,320 feet for direct openings. Left
turn lanes should be in place at all intersections with major public roads. Driveway
openings should be spaced at a minimum 440 feet apart (Appendix A, page 16).

The median for the five-lane section would be a two-way left turn lane, preferably with a
width of at least fourteen feet.

A raised median is recommended for the six-lane section of Nashville Pike. The
minimum median width is 16 feet, however a width of either 22 feet wide or 34 feet wide
is recommended, depending on access decisions and ROW restrictions. A 22 foot
median is recommended for single left turns, and 34 feet is recommended for dual lefts
to accommodate left turn movements at signalized intersections. Left turns out of
driveways across the median should be restricted by the raised median. A consistent
median width should be maintained throughout the six-lane section.

Big Station Camp Boulevard

Big Station Camp Boulevard is a minor two-lane rural arterial that connects Nashville
Pike and Long Hollow Pike. In the future an interchange with SR 386 is planned to be
placed on Big Station Camp Boulevard. The City of Gallatin MTP contains plans to
widen the road to a three-lane section. The recommendation of this study is to plan for
further widening to a five-lane cross section along its length. Big Station Camp
Boulevard can be considered a maijor rural arterial under future conditions. However,
more intense commercial development is expected in the section between Jenkins Lane
and the SR 386 interchange, characterizing this stretch as a major urban arterial in the
future.
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Access management for a major urban arterial would include full intersections spaced at
least 1,320 feet apart. Signalized intersection spacing should also be at a minimum of
1,320 feet with turn lanes as appropriate. Unsignalized driveways connecting onto the
roadway should be spaced at least 330 feet apart.

Access management for a major rural arterial would include minimum spacing of 2,640
feet for major intersections and minimum spacing of 1,320 feet for direct openings. Left
turn lanes should be in place at all intersections with major public roads. Driveways
openings should be spaced a minimum 440 feet apart.

The median of the five-lane section (SR 109 to Maple Street) would be a two-way left
turn lane, preferably with a width of at least fourteen feet.

Red River Road and the Maple Street-Red River Road Connector

The SR 174 Advanced Planning Report includes a new connection between the Maple
Street extension and the existing Red River Road. This new connector and a short
segment of Red River Road forms a small section of the study area boundary that is
approximately ¥ of a mile in length. This short length does not readily lend itself to
access management principles, and the area is also already heavily developed with
several existing connections.

The new connector roadway, however, can be designed and constructed with capacity
preservation in mind and should be considered a major urban arterial for access
management purposes. Access management for a major urban arterial would include
full intersections spaced at least 1,320 feet apart. Signalized intersection spacing should
also be at a minimum of 1,320 feet with turn lanes as appropriate. Unsignalized
driveways connecting onto the roadway should be spaced at least 330 feet apart. The
connector’'s total length would be approximately 1,320 feet, however, with major
intersections already planned at the Maple Street extension and at Red River Road.
Therefore, no other full intersections should be planned for the connector.

Red River Road can also be considered a major urban arterial. However, access
management along Red River Road should be considered with redevelopment of
existing land uses. Redevelopment brings opportunities to consolidate driveways for
better spacing along the roadway.

4.2 Interchange Connectors

There are two proposed SR 386 interchanges with study area roadways: at Big Station
Camp Boulevard and at the Harris Lane Extension. A large amount of traffic is often
seen at interchanges as drivers make use of high-capacity corridors. A large amount of
commercial development is often seen around interchanges because of the high level of
activity and the access to major traffic corridors (and vice-versa). These factors make
access management important around interchanges because of the intensity of traffic
that gathers in these spots and the number of destinations in the surrounding area.

Both interchanges in the study area would be built in a suburban environment. The
following general access spacing guidelines apply to the roadways with interchange
ramps:
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First access (driveway) from off-ramp — 990 feet
First median opening — 1,320 feet

First access (driveway) before on-ramp — 1,320 feet
First major signalized intersection — 2,640 feet

4.3 General Guidelines

Several guidelines should be kept in mind as the study area is developed in order to
preserve capacity on boundary roadways and create efficient access plans.

Redevelopment opportunities should be looked for to create proper driveway
and/or intersection spacing in areas that have already been developed. This
is usually the best way to apply access management principles to already
developed areas.

Caution should be exercised against the subdivision of property (especially
large lots) before an overall access plan is created. Piece-meal development
often leads to tightly spaced driveways, too many intersections, and a large
number of vehicle conflict points that lower the effective capacity of a
roadway.

Driveways should be designed with adequate curb return radii and throat
widths and lengths to minimize the interference between through traffic and
traffic entering the driveway. The curb return radius should be large enough
(a radius of 50 feet is a good rule-of-thumb for most streets) to allow vehicles
to enter and exit driveway cuts quickly. A throat width that is wider than
normal will also aid in producing quick transitions. A two-way driveway
should have a width of at least 24 feet but no more than 36 feet. The throat
length should be sufficient to handle any queuing that may occur after
vehicles enter the driveway in order to prevent queues from affecting entering
traffic.
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5.0 TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL RESULTS

A refined travel demand model was created to predict the future traffic volumes in the
study area. The refined model was based on the existing Nashville Area MPO regional
travel demand model, thus it includes the travel analysis zone (TAZ) structure and
transportation network that was approved and included in the regional model. However,
the transportation network of the study area was not sufficiently represented in the
regional model to produce satisfactory data for this project. Therefore, the refined model
was created.

In a refined model, the area in question (the study area) is given greater detail in the
model, while the area outside the area of focus remains the same. In the case of this
project, the SR 386 study area needed more detail. The transportation network in the
SR 386 study area was expanded based on the existing facilities and assumed
improvements discussed in the last chapter. It should be noted that the travel demand
model does not examine the individual turning movements of vehicles. Therefore,
additional turn lanes at intersections are not input into the model, nor are continuous turn
lanes included. So, for example, a 5-lane facility (four travel lanes and a continuous turn
lane in the median), appears as a roadway with only four lanes in the model.

The existing model TAZs were also broken up into smaller divisions to allow for a more
refined trip generation and trip distribution based on the City of Gallatin Land Use Plan.
By dividing big TAZs into a large group of small TAZs, a greater number of trip loading
points can be established and a more realistic distribution of trips can be realized.

The refined travel demand model was run twice. The first run was made using the
transportation network assumptions discussed in the preceding chapter. However,
those assumptions were not meant to be unalterable. The first model run indicated if the
assumed network requirements were correct and which areas of the network would need
more attention. For the second run, modifications to the network were made to address
deficiencies that were revealed by the first run and approved changes to the existing City
of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan.

5.1 Trip Generation

Trip generation is a process which estimates the number of trips generated by a
proposed development. The generated trips include trips into and out of a development.
The trips are generated by relating the number of trips entering and exiting the site to the
type of land use and size of the proposed development. The trip generation rates are
based on traffic counts and surveys at similar existing land uses.

The trip generation analysis was performed using the City of Gallatin Land Use Plan. A
summary of the trip generation for the proposed project is contained in Table 2. A daily
trip generation analysis was necessary as input into the refined travel demand model.
The trip generation rates were based on rates published in the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 7" Edition, 2003. The trip rates were based on the
linear rates for the available data.
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Table 2 — Land Use Plan Trip Generation

Land Use

Acres

Assumed % of

ss-by
Reduction

Internal Capture
Reduction

Net Daily

Description

Density

Size/Units

Trips

Trips

1 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 66 575 ksf 42.94 | 24,690 20% 20% 14,814
2 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 13 113 ksf 42.94 4,863 20% 20%. 2,918
3 210 LDRP 2.2 Units/Acre 384 296 units 9.57 2,830 5% 2,688
4 210 LDR 2.2 Units/Acre 381 293 units 9.57 2,808 5% 2,667
5 820 C-2 PUD Max FAR 1.0 53 462 ksf 42.94 | 19,827 20% 20%. 11,896
6 820 C-4 PUD Max FAR 1.0 108 941 ksf 42.94 | 40,402 20% 20%. 24,241
7 Greenspace 37 0 n/a n/a 0 0
8 210 Estate A 2 acres per lot 801 140 Lots 9.57 1,341 5% 1,274
9 210 Low Density Residential 2.2 Units/Acre 171 132 units 9.57 1,260 5% 1,197
10 520/522/530 | Public(School) Lower, middle and high school 133 1500 students 1.54 2,310 5% 2,195
1 820 C-4 PUD Max FAR 1.0 30 261 ksf 42.94 | 11,223 20% 20% 6,734
2 230 C-3 PUD 15 units per acre 565 1695 units 5.86 9,933 5% 9,436
3 750 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 48 n/a ac 195.11 3,278 20% 20% 1,967
14 130 Industrial Max FAR 1.0 157 n/a ac 63.11 3,468 20% 20%. 2,081
15 Greenspace 18 ] n/a n/a ] ]
16 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 18 94.5 units 5.86 554 20% 35% 249
17 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 111 967 ksf 42.94 41,524 20% 20% 24,915
18 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 317 1664 units 5.86 9,753 20% 35% 4,389
19 540 Public/comm college Existing 128 1115 ksf 27.49 | 30,655 5% 29,122
20 230 Medium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 111 291 units 5.86 1,707 5% 1,622
21 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 40 210 units 5.86 1,231 20% 35% 554
22 210 MDR 7.5 units/acre 479 587 units 9.57 5,615 5% 5,335
23 230 Mixed Use 15 units/acre 564 1481 units 5.86 8,676 5% 8,242
24 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 57 497 ksf 42.94 | 21,323 20% 20%. 12,794
25 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 56 294 units 5.86 1,723 20% 35% 775
26 210 LDR 2.2 Units/Acre 73 56 units 9.57 538 5% 511
27 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 24 126 units 5.86 738 5% 701
28 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 6 32 units 5.86 185 5% 175
29 Public 11 0 n/a n/a 0 0
30 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 188 1638 sf 42.94 | 70,330 20% 20% 42,198
31 820 Commercial ax FAR 1.0 229 1995 sf 42.94 | 85,667 20% 20%. 51,400
32 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 7 61 sf 42.94 2,619 20% 20% 1,571
33 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 24 209 ksf 42.94 8,978 20% 20%. 5,387
34 230 MDR 7.5 units/acre 220 578 units 5.86 3,384 5% 3,215
35 750 Downtown Max FAR 1.0 23 n/a acres 195.11 1,571 20% 20% 942
36 Public 12 0 n/a n/a 0 0
37 750 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 7 n/a acres 195.11 478 20% 20% 287
38 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 12 63 units 5.86 369 20% 35% 166
39 Public 11 0 n/a n/a 0 0
40 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 14 73.5 units 5.86 431 20% 35% 194
41 750 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 815 n/a ac 195.11 [ 55,655 20% 20% 33,393
42 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 206 1082 units 5.86 6,338 20% 35% 2,852
43 Public 95 ] n/a n/a ] ]
44 230 DR 7.5 units/acre 56 147 units 5.86 861 5% 818
45 230 Mixed Use 15 units per acre and FAR 0.4 11 57.75 units 5.86 338 20% 35% 152
46 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 34 296 ksf 42.94 12,719 20% 20% 7,632
47 230 MDR 7.5 units/acre 31 81 units 5.86 477 5% 453
48 210 LDRP 2.2 units/Acre 95 73 units 9.57 700 5% 665
49 230 edium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 85 223 units 5.86 1,308 5% 1,242
50 210 LDR 3.5 units/acre 1142 1399 units 9.57 13,388 5% 12,719
51 750 Planned Business Max FAR 1.0 46 n/a acres 195.11 3,141 20% 20% 1,885
52 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 249 2169 ksf 42.94 | 93,149 20% 20%. 55,890
53 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 11 58 units 5.86 338 5% 321
54 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 3 16 units 5.86 92 5% 88
55 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 3 16 units 5.86 92 5% 88
56 230 High Density Residential 15 units per acre 102 536 units 5.86 3,138 5% 2,981
57 820 Commercial Max FAR 1.0 45 392 ksf 42.94 | 16,834 20% 20%. 10,101
58 230 Medium Density Residential 7.5 units/acre 82 215 units 5.86 1,261 5% 1,198
636,112 411,330
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The Land Use Plan sets out the maximum amount of development for each area in the
plan. It is unlikely, however, that any area would reach its maximum allowable
development. In the future some areas would be closer to the maximum than others,
but, in consultation with MPO and City of Gallatin staff, it was decided that each
residential and mixed use area would reach 35 percent of its maximum allowable
development and most commercial areas would reach 20 percent of their maximum
allowable development. The commercial areas that were designated as Planned
Business, Industrial, and Downtown were assumed to reach 35 percent of their
maximum allowable development. In general, the development threshold for any land
use area is around 40 percent.

A significant portion of traffic to and from commercial facilities is not new to the street
system. Commercial facilities tend to attract drivers from nearby streets who decide to
stop at the site as they are driving by. These trips are called pass-by trips and represent
traffic that would be on the street system whether the proposed project was built or not.
A pass-by trip reduction of 20 percent was assumed for each commercial and mixed-use
area within the Land Use Plan. No pass-by trips were assumed for the residential areas.

A certain number of trips generated from each development would not leave the TAZ
from which it originated, and, therefore, would not travel on the network roadways to get
to another TAZ. These trips are referred to as internal capture trips. Examples of
internal capture trips would be a person leaving a shopping center and going to a
restaurant within the same area. Commercial areas naturally have higher rates of
internal capture than residential areas. It was assumed that each commercial area
would have an internal capture rate of 20 percent, each residential area would have an
internal capture rate of 5 percent, and each mixed use area (which combines
commercial and residential uses within the same area) would have an internal capture
rate of 35 percent.

5.2 First Run Results and Network Modifications

A number of modifications were made to the model transportation network based on the
identified operational deficiencies, as well as a review of the network by MPO and City of
Gallatin staff. The modifications made in the refined model based on the first run results
are summarized below in Table 3.

Table 3 — Roadway Deficiency Corrections after First Model Run

Roadway Location Deficiency Network Modification
Nashville Pike to Long Insufficient Widen roadway to 4
Big Station Camp Creek Road Hollow Pike capacity lanes
Insufficient Widen segment to 6
Long Hollow Pike SR 386 to SR 109 capacity lanes
Insufficient Widen segment to 4
Maple Street south of Nashville Pike capacity lanes
Harris Lane Extension to Insufficient Widen segment to 6
Nashville Pike Maple Street capacity lanes
Southern Collector Parallell to Infeasible
Long Hollow Pike East Camp Creek crossing construction Remove segment

24



SR 386 Area Study
Final Report
6/30/2005

5.3 Second Run Results

The daily volumes as predicted by the refined model, the corresponding level of service
(LOS) for the study area roadways, and the proportion of traffic on each link that is
contributed by the study area are shown in fold-out plots in Appendix B. The LOS is a
measure of driving conditions and delay and has been determined by the volume to
capacity (v/c) ratio. Levels of service range from LOS A (free-flow conditions, no delay)
to LOS F (severe congestion and delay). The LOS is determined by comparing the
number of vehicles on a roadway to the capacity of that roadway. LOS F indicates
facilities operating above volume capacity, resulting in severe delays. A roadway’s
capacity is determined by several factors including the number of lanes and facility type.
An expressway can carry more vehicles than a local collector, for example, because the
expressway operates at higher speeds and has fewer access points where in-coming
vehicles can slow down the traffic stream.

Discussion of the travel demand model in greater depth is presented in Appendix B. A
detailed summary of the refined travel demand model results on a roadway-by-roadway
basis is also included in Appendix B.
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6.0 ROADWAY NETWORK
RECOMMENDATIONS

The final recommendations for the study are based on the refined travel demand model
analysis, multimodal needs, and previously approved and planned improvements.

6.1 Roadway Network

The recommended roadway network is shown in Figure 8, along with the number of
lanes for each roadway.

The travel demand model results reveal several areas for future consideration, which are

summarized in Table 4. The volume and corresponding LOS are shown for the worst-
case area of the segment listed.

Table 4 — Roadway Network Areas for Future Consideration

Highest Daily Travel Max
Roadway Location Volume Lanes  Capacity vic LOS
Maple-Red River Connector Maple Street to Red River Road 23,150 2 18,000 1.29 E
Long Hollow Pike SR 386 to SR 109 80,368 6 54,000 1.49 F
Main Street east of downtown 29,716 2 18,000 1.65 >F

The Maple Street-Red River Road connector is expected to operate at LOS E. This
roadway should be a candidate for future widening.

The segment of Long Hollow Pike between SR 386 and SR 109 continues to operate at
a poor LOS, despite a six-lane section. Further widening (o an eight-lane section)
would not be recommended. The travel demand model results indicate that the
possibility should be explored of extending SR 386 north of Long Hollow Pike to connect
to SR 109. It is beyond the scope of this study to determine the placement, ROW
constraints, or feasibility of construction of such an extension, but the model indicates a
large number of vehicles using Long Hollow Pike to travel between SR 386 and SR 109.
As an alternative, the possibility of extending the proposed parallel collector road to
intersect with the Sumner-Hall Extension could be explored to give drivers the option of
bypassing the congested areas of Long Hollow Pike.

Main Street east of downtown is expected to exhibit poor LOS in the future. Mitigation
measures are limited because the area is highly developed. The City of Gallatin is
aware of the future congestion level on this roadway and is preparing a development
plan for the downtown area that would address these issues.

6.2 Typical Cross Sections

A number of typical cross sections were included in the adopted City of Gallatin Major
Thoroughfare Plan. These include cross sections for two-, three-, four-, and five-lane
sections, both with and without curb and gutter and sidewalks. These cross sections do
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not include any six-lane sections or bike lane considerations, both of which are
recommended by this study. A series of typical cross sections is included in Appendix
C to address the recommendations that are included in this study which are not
otherwise addressed by the Major Thoroughfare Plan cross sections. The cross
sections in Appendix C have been adopted by Nashville Metro Public Works.

6.3 Improvement Priority List

The proposed and planned improvements were given a priority hierarchy to aid in the
planning of future roadway improvements (see Table 5). Three priority levels were used
in classifying the recommended improvements.

Table 5 - Roadway Improvement Priority

MTP Study

Existing Recommended Recommended
Roadway Segment Priority Lanes Lanes Lanes

Long Hollow Pike - SR 386 to SR 109 1 5 6
Long Hollow Pike - SR 109 to Maple St 1 2 5 5
Nashville Pike - Harris Lane Ext to Maple Ext 1 5 5 6
Big Station Camp Creek Road 1 3 3 5
Harris Lane Extension 1 n/a 5 5
Maple Street Extension 2 n/a 5 5
Maple-Red River Connector 2 n/a 2 2
Saundersville Road - Nashville Pike to Station Camp Creek 2 2 n/a 4
Saundersville Road Extension 2 n/a n/a 4
Belvedere Drive 2 2 3 3
Sumner-Hall Extension - Liberty Branch to SR 109 2 n/a 2 2
Sumner-Hall Extension - SR 109 to Maple St Ext 2 n/a 3 3
St. Blaise Road (south) 3 2 0 0
St. Blaise Road (north) - Long Hollow Pk to Saundersville Rd Ext 3 2 n/a 4
St. Blaise RR tunnel closure 3 1 n/a 0
Mallard Drive Extension 3 n/a n/a 2
Greenlea Blvd Extension 3 n/a 2 2/4
Bay Point Dr Extension 3 n/a 2 2
Collector Roadways 4 0/2 n/a 2/4
Approved Roadways 4 0/2 n/a 2/3/5

MTP = City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan

A Priority 1 level was assigned to major arterial connections, high volume corridors, and
boundary roadways in the study area. These roadways will see the most demand in the
study area and will do the most to channel outside traffic away from the interior of the
study area.

The roadway improvements grouped in the Priority 2 level occur on minor arterials,
secondary high volume roadways, urban areas, and new parallel routes to major
arterials. The new routes that would parallel major arterials not only provide access to
land areas within the study area but also provide some relief to traffic conditions on the
major arterials. The new parallel routes also provide connectivity within the study area
for vehicles that do not necessarily need to travel on the boundary roadways in order to
reach desired destinations.

The Priority 3 level roadway improvements are for minor arterials, roads that would offer
further increased connectivity within the study area, access to particular sections of the
study area, and secondary parallel routes.
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A Priority 4 level was assigned to the collector roadway network and other roads that
would be a part of approved projects. These roads are not as important to the
transportation system as a whole but instead would be contingent on proposed
developments. The Priority 4 roadways should be built as opportunities arise.

The above priority list was created with an overall study area perspective in mind. The
suggested priorities are subject to change as the demands of specific developments
occur.

6.4 Estimated Costs

The estimated costs associated with the recommended roadway network improvements
are summarized below in Table 6. Several improvements have been discussed in the
existing City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan and the SR 174 APR, which include
estimated costs. These estimated costs are shown below without adjustment.

Table 6 — Recommended Improvement Estimated Costs

App. Recom- MPO Time
Length Existing mended Estimated Line/lmple-

Roadway Segment Priority  (mi) Lanes Lanes Cost Source mentation Comment
Long Hollow Pike - SR 386 to SR 386 Area
SR 109 1 0.90 2 6 $4.0 M Study 2025
Long Hollow Pike - SR 109 to Cost does not include bike
Maple St 1 0.55 2 5 $2.8 M SR 174 APR 2016 lanes
Nashville Pike - Harris Lane Ext SR 386 Area
to Maple Ext 1 3.10 5 6 $8.0 M Study 2016

SR 386 Area MTP estimated $4.2 M for 3
Big Station Camp Creek Road 1 2.80 3 5 $7.0M Study 2016 lane section

Cost does not include bike
Harris Lane Extension 1 2.25 n/a 5 $5.3 M MTP 2016 lanes
Cost does not include bike

Maple Street Extension 2 0.57 n/a 5 $6.1 M SR 174 APR 2025 lanes
Maple-Red River Connector 2 0.18 n/a 2 $1.0M SR 174 APR 2025
Saundersville Road - Nashville SR 386 Area
Pike to Station Camp Creek 2 2.45 2 4 $8.9 M Study 2016

SR 386 Area
Saundersville Road Extension 2 3.24 n/a 4 $11.8 M Study 2025
Belvedere Drive 2 0.95 2 3 $0.9 M MTP 2025
Sumner-Hall Extension - Liberty SR 386 Area MTP estimated $5.4 M for
Branch to SR 109 2 1.10 n/a 2 $2.0 M Study 2025 3.15 miles of 3 lane section
Sumner-Hall Extension - SR 109 SR 386 Area
to Maple St Ext 2 0.67 n/a 3 $1.6 M Study 2025
St. Blaise Road (south) 3 0.57 2 0 2030
St. Blaise Road (north) - Long SR 386 Area
Hollow Pk to Saundersville Rd 3 0.93 2 4 $2.6 M Study 2030
St. Blaise RR tunnel closure 3 1 0 2030

SR 386 Area
Mallard Drive Extension 3 1.26 n/a 2 $2.1 M Study 2030
Browns Lane Extension 3 0.25 n/a 2 $1.0M MTP 2030
Greenlea Blvd Extension 3 0.90 n/a 3/5 $1.5M MTP 2030

SR 386 Area
Bay Point Dr Extension 3 0.57 n/a 2 $1.3M Study 2030
Collector Roadways 4 0/2 2/4 2016
Approved Roadways 4 0/2 2/3/5 2030

MTP = City of Gallatin Major Thoroughfare Plan
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The approximate estimated costs for the remaining improvements are based on general
assumptions for design, construction, materials, right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, and
utility relocation. Any design planning undertaken for these improvements should
include a more refined cost estimation.

No estimated costs were included for the recommended collector system roadways or
the approved project roadways. The ultimate alignment and design of these roadways
will depend on the developments that they serve and will be heavily influenced by the
type of development, development density, sequence in relation to other developments,
land features, and other factors. The costs for these roadways will be estimated at the
time that development is proposed.

6.5 Inter-Regional Issues

The results from this study suggest that future study efforts should focus on travel
corridors that connect areas outside of the immediate study area, particularly the
corridors of SR 109 and US 31E.

As is noted above, a heavy volume of traffic is expected to travel between SR 386 and
SR 109 on Long Hollow Pike, contributing to a poor level of service on that stretch of
Long Hollow Pike. The future needs of the SR 109 corridor should be assessed from an
inter-regional perspective, especially as it relates to the SR 386 corridor.

Likewise, the US 31E corridor should also be assessed from an inter-regional
perspective. US 31E (Nashville Pike in the study area) serves the study area and
connects to Hendersonville and Nashville to the south. Nashville, north Davidson
County, and Hendersonville all have the potential for rapid growth which can contribute
to the travel demand in the US 31E corridor.
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7.0 MULTIMODAL CONSIDERATIONS

In order to accommodate the growing population and employment anticipated for the
Gallatin/Sumner county area surrounding SR 386, a multimodal approach to
transportation should be adopted. The following sections are presented to describe
potential improvements and additional services that could be implemented to promote
multimodal use in the Gallatin/Sumner County area. More specifically, this study
considers high performance transit corridor planning and transit oriented development,
transit service, bicycle service and pedestrian access options.

7.1 High Performance Transit Corridor Planning

The City of Gallatin in cooperation with the Nashville Area MPO is currently preparing to
conduct a transit oriented study for the purpose of identifying multi modal needs for the
study area. This study will evaluate alterative modes of transportation that will meet the
needs of the community. One mode of transportation to be incorporated into this study
will be the evaluation of a commuter rail service from Downtown Nashville to downtown
Gallatin. The location of a transit oriented station provides community leaders an
opportunity to incorporate transit oriented development in their long range planning for
the community. A generalized location of a potential transit oriented station within the
study area is shown on the figures contained in this section of the report.

Transit oriented development (TOD) describes the variety and density of development
surrounding a transit hub. TOD patterns influence the effectiveness of transit in two
ways; first, concentrations of trip origins and destinations are conducive to higher levels
of transit ridership; second, pedestrian and bicycle accessibility throughout the
development allow for greater transit ridership linkages. According to the Nashville Area
Transit Development Plan, prepared in 2003 for the MPO, every ftransit rider is a
pedestrian at some point during their trip, making it imperative that the pedestrian
environment be promoted.

The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual suggests the minimum density for
an area to be considered transit supportive is approximately 3 households per acre.
Most often this is represented as a neighborhood of single-family homes on quarter acre
lots. This pattern matches much of the current development thinking in the Sumner
County area. In order to maximize transit use through land use planning, denser
residential developments should be encouraged.

Density is not the only consideration for transit oriented development. A variety of land
uses within a relatively small area is also a positive characteristic of a TOD. Mixed use
developments that include retail, services, housing and employment, all arranged with
pedestrians in mind, allow transit users to most effectively utilize their time and
resources. It also discourages the use of single occupant vehicles.

Beyond density and mixed use, the layout of the development is significant. As shown in
Figure 9, poorly orientated parking lots in front of retail establishments and places of
employment can make the transit riders’ walk to their final destinations less appealing.
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Figure 9 — Undesirable Parking Locations for Multimodal Access

The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual considers employment density of 4
jobs per acre as the minimum acceptable for transit service. Multiple transit passengers
heading for a common destination result in more effective transit service.

Figure 10 shows some examples of transit friendly development. It is helpful to notice
the variety of services located near each other and the orientation of the walkways and
parking lots. Inclusion of signage and other pedestrian friendly services also results in
more effective transit service.

Figure 10 — Transit Friendly Development
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7.2 Transit Service Characteristics

Key factors for successful multimodal transit options include a variety of characteristics.
They consider availability, comfort, convenience, reliability, travel time savings, and
safety and security.

In general, availability can be summarized as providing sufficient trip access points,
sufficient capacity, travel times coordinated to rider needs and user friendly information
(e.g. signs, schedules). Also, comfort and convenience address ridership issues such as
system reliability, passenger crowding, transfer requirements, door to door travel times,
and appearance. Passenger safety and security are final key components.

The unique characteristics of the SR 386 development plan incorporate commuter trips
to and from Nashville, a future transit connection, and circulation within Gallatin. In
addition, there are areas of high density mixed land use and low density residential
development. Large area employers, the university, and anticipated retail centers are
also important characteristics to be considered when evaluating transit service options.

There are a broad range of available service options in a multimodal system. To be
successful, the multimodal system should consider the broadest range feasible for the
development area. Anticipated transit service will serve as a focal point. To maximize
the ridership experience and potentially minimize cost, other service options should be
developed to support each other. These options could include a fixed route bus service,
shuttle service, demand response service, Dial-a-Ride service, and special event
service. The photos in Figure 11 show examples of these services.

Figure 11 — Transit Service Options
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Figure 11 — Transit Service Options (con’t.)

Fixed Route Bus Vehicle

Given the existing level of transit service and the development planned in the SR 386
area, the following transit service options should be considered for the SR 386 Area
Transportation Study.

A park-n-ride lot should be developed at the future transit location. Given its central
location in the SR 386 area, a park-n-ride lot could serve as a transit hub even before
transit service is established. The implementation of express bus service to the Nashville
Metropolitan area from this hub would serve an interim role in meeting the needs of the
Gallatin to Nashville commuter.

In order to facilitate transit passenger access, egress, and general distribution around
Gallatin and the SR 386 area, it is suggested that circulator/demand response services
be implemented. This type of service utilizes small bus or van vehicles with routes that
vary by user choice or need and can be used to feed future bus or rail service. They
generally operate during peak times or special events such as the county fair or holiday
shopping periods. This service represents a low cost transit implementation. Figure 12
shows a possible set of service areas for circulator/demand response service within
Gallatin.
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Figure 12 — Transit Service Areas
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7.3 Pedestrian Access

As mentioned, every tran