Livability and the role of
Transportation




Where do we go from here?




BUILDING HEALTHY LIVABLE
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Ashland, Oregon
Dan Burden, Walkable and Livable Communities Institute




HAVING LESS OF THIS...
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Streets must become
“right-sized” for their
greater mission.
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One less travel lane; bike lanes; parallel to back-in
diagonal parking on one side; new pavement




g ¥ 1800 vehicles
per hour
per lane

ea ety B ne =L T/ 800 vehicles per hour
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Road Diets










Benefits
Motorist: Safety 25-40% improvement
Traffic moves with greater uniformity
Compact intersections more efficient
Greater cost savings
Turns are easier

Senior friendly (as motorists)

Others:
Senior friendly (as pedestrians)
Supports transit, walking and bicycling

Emergency response friendly

Increased property values (and tax base) ©

Community economic development
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California Street, Mountain View, California










3 crash types can be reduced by going
from 4 to 3 lanes: which ones?

Designing for Pedestrian Safety — Road Diets



3 crash types can be reduced by going
from 4 to 3 lanes: 1 —rear enders
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3 crash types can be reduced by going
from 4 to 3 lanes: 2 — side swipes
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left turn/broadside

o 3 lanes:
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Realit: Before
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Reality: After
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Before/after studies: 1. Crash rate

34% Reduction
8.4

=

1 crash every 1 crash every
2.5 days 4.2 days

(146 per yr) (87 per yr)
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Before/after studies: 2. Injury rate
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1 injury every
9 days

(41 per yr)

Before

1 injury every
30 days

(12 per yr)
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Before/after studies: 3. Speeding analysis

7 Before After Before After Before After
North End Middle South End
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Before/after studies: 4. Traftic volumes
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Before/after studies: 5. On-street parking utilization
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Before/after studies: 6. Pedestrian volumes
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Before/after studies: 7. Bicyclist volumes
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North Main 10 Year Crash History

(114 Crashes)

m Total

Rear end 43.9%  Angle (includes T-  Fixed Object 1% Generic 9% Head on 4.4% Sideswipe 1.8%
bone) 32.5%




This area was recaptured from a 4t travel lane;
the street took on a whole new life

Designing for Pedestrian Safety — Road Diets













_-=:

| i
e p——

-

! TR - a
T







Avenue Quality Performance Levels
Average Dailyr Traffic (ADT)
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Quality

Level Comfortable

Volume

3,000 6,000 9,000" 12,000 13,000 18,000 | 21,000

|
per minute ]
each direction 3 m
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Example
Locations

Note: Photos
depict likely
features or
conditions, v
not actual

peak ADT’s. Seattle

Washington

Santa Monica ll
California H

Mill Creek
Washington

Chico

Greenville Mgycer Island
California

South Carolina Vﬁshington
— . =

Gaps: j m Gaps: 1
glost hours 3
£ jontrols:

Common
Rthdabouts or

Oriando
Florida

Gaps. Gaps =
Frequent’ Convement. y

. Controls: | Controls:i;
=- Rare | » Roundabouts Hr

S Gaps:
Infrequent )
Controls:

Roundabouts or -

Gaps: |
Steady Traffic

i Controls: 5
- Roundabouts or ¢

‘Frequent & '~ ¢
ff Controls:
.- - Rare

#  Controls:
© Roundabouts or'-

Observatipn§ and
Likely Treatments

. Crossings:i

b

Informal

Delays:
Very Rare
Parking:

Preserve
Sight Lines

Bike Lanes:

YES

iiCrossings:
{ Informal or
&« markings
Delays:

Rare

Parking:
Preserve
Sight Lines

Bike Lanes:

YES

Four Way g

FI Crossmgs.]

E

Markings g
Delays: g,
Occassiona
Parkmg

Preserve
Sight Lines®

Bike Lane®

YES

Four Way

j :Crossings: | §

Medians and
Bulbouts

Delays:
Moderate
Parking:
Inset

Bike Lanes:
YES

1Signals

ossmgs.
Medians and
HBulbouts

~ EDelays:

ECommon
Parking:
m Inset

Bgke Lanes:
YES

|

E

Signals
Crossings:

Medians and ¥

Bulbouts
Delays:
‘Many hours
Parking:

Inset

Bike Lanes:

YES

1

Signals

. -Crossings:
“Medians and

Bulbouts
Delays:
Expected

Parking: -

Inset

Bike Lanes:

YES
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