
MOBILITY MATTERS 
Sharing, Surveying, and Surviving
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MOBILITY BY THE NUMBERS
Daily Commuting



MOBILITY BY THE NUMBERS
Daily Commuting
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PARAMETER MICHIGAN ANN ARBOR
Pavement Condition (% good or better) 21 36

Daily Population Expansion (several city range) 1.10 - 1.34 1.74

Mean Commuting Time (minutes) 25.2 20.4

Drive Alone (%) 83 54

Use Transit (%) 2 11

Carpool (%) 8 8

Bike (%) 0 5

Walk (%) 2 20

Work at Home (%) 3 3 – 7
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DISRUPTIVE INFLUENCES
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• The Complete Streets/Vision Zero Commitment:
o Do we prioritize bike/pedestrian safety above speed of movement?
o Do we have support to remove lanes of traffic and parking?
o Are we building buffered and protected bike lanes?
o Is our community prepared to pay for sidewalks?

• The Carbon Neutrality Commitment:
o Are we supporting transit options?
o Do we subsidize employee parking?
o Does our community support increased density in its core?
o Does our university have a neutrality pledge and if so how are they 

supporting it?  
– Do they subsidize parking?
– Do their carbon calculations include transportation emissions?

• The Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Commitment:
o What is the nature of our relationship with our school district?
o Does the school district have a financial interest in SRTS?
o How do students get to school?
o How effectively do we coordinate mobility with AAPS plans?

MOBILITY COMMITMENTS
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5th and Detroit Project - How did design & engineering affect behavior?

After Study:
42% of people crossed with a vehicle present.

Of th ose :
• On ly 3% o f p e op le  w e re  p re ve n t e d  from  crossin g  

b e ca u se  t h e  ca r d rive r d id  n o t  st op

In  t o t a l n e a rly 99% o f p e op le  w e re  a b le  t o  c ro ss 
b e ca u se  t h e re  w a s n o  ca r p re se n t  o r t h e  d rive r 
st op p e d

Before Study:
50 % o f p e op le  c ro sse d  w ith  a  ve h ic le  p re se n t . 

Of t h ose :
• 52% o f p e op le  w e re  p re ve n t e d  from  crossin g  

b e ca u se  t h e  ca r d rive r d id  n o t  st op

In  t o t a l 72% o f p e op le  w e re  a b le  t o  c ro ss 
b e ca u se  t h e re  w a s n o  ca r p re se n t  o r t h e  d rive r 
st op p e d
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Before Improvements: After Improvements:
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Crosse d  
W ith ou t  a  
Ve h ic le  P re se n t

Drive r Did  No t  
Stop

Drive r Stop p e d

Legend

58.00%

1.50%

40.50%
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What are our standards?

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Industry best practices

Peer city comparisons

Community surveys

Where does our data live?
City systems

Third party databases

What’s the math?
Reliable (Is it accurate?)

Reproducible (Is it precise?)

Relevant (Who cares?)
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