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Agenda DRAFT

e Introductions
o Study Overview
e |nitial Public Involvement

 West Broad Street
East of Hague
West of Hague
Traffic Analysis
Issues

e Other arterial and collector roads
 Neighborhood Areas

 Next Steps

e Discussion
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Introductions DRAFT

e TranSystems
e Susan Daniels, PE, AICP — Project Manager
e Josh Sikich, AICP, LEED AP — Lead Planner
o City of Columbus

* Terry Stewart, PE — Project Manager
« Christopher George — Project Engineer
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Study Overview DRAFT

« Community Mobility Plan Goals

e Balance the transportation infrastructurenigpmpeame and
goods among all modes in accordance with CClumblese
Streets Policy

Reduce traffic violations, both ticketed artdatetidspeeding,
failure to yield to pedestrian, running redelght,

Strengthen the connection between land usespoddt@an
Promote distinct and vibrant neighborhoods

Address issues from public workshops, walKldudgtbase
(traffic calming, crosswalks, sidewalks, etp/gress@and
pedestrian crash history

o Coordinate with the Columbus Bicentennial Blleaways
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Study Overview DRAFT

e Meetings and Events So Far

Steering Committee Kick-off Meeting — Dec. 3, 2008
Community Stakeholders Meeting —Jan. 13, 2009
Public Open House — Jan. 29, 2009

Public Outreach in Community —Jan. 13 - F€I®. 13, 20
Steering Committee Meeting #2 — Mar. 4, 2009

Walk Audits — June 20 & June 27, “.'"’.i -
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Study Overview DRAFT

 Where we go from here

Present and get feedback from public
» Steering/Stakeholder meeting
* Public Open houses
» Additional outreach

Revise recommendations based on comments
Prioritize recommendations with Steering Committee
Finalize report

Approval from Area Commission

Present final report to City
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Initial Public Involvement
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Initial Public Involvement DRAFT

o Approximately 700 people filled out surveys, inclu&ipgrigh
e Survey Results —unbalanced transportation

Percentage ofrespondents who said it is easy to use the fellowing
modesin the Hiltop community:

Ride hicycle (55S responses) 30%

|

Walk (643 responses) = 43%
Ride COTA (516 responses) | 17}

0% 10% 20% 30% 4D% 50% 60% 70% 30%
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Initial Public Involvement DRAFT

Identification of Top Issues — after initial puiiclvement

NogohohE

8.
9.
10.

W Broad St economic development

Bike lanesn major roads, especially Broad, Sullivaatc&skdo downtown.
W Broad St on-street parking 24/7 east of Hague, podsithip eammrest
Sullivant Ave speeding, running red lights, too narrow

Mound Stneeds sidewalks, narrow, can remove lanes

Hague Ave deteriorating curbs, parking on curbs

Westgate & all residential areas east of Hagpeeding, public says roads too
narrow, parking on both sides a problem

Wilson sidewalks between Broad and Sullivant
Sidewalkaeeded everywhere. Where they exist, theyanesset rep
Bicycle emphasmeeded everywhere

Other top issues:

11.
12.
13.

14.

Potholes and street maintenance
Sidewalks on Broad west of Wilson, and on Ge¢Fgaskiin Township)

Maintenance and appearance of bus stops asdaiekducation to Hispanic
and non-English speaking populations (COTA)

Crime
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West Broad Street
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W Broad St - Existing Conditions DRAFT

« Traffic volume (Average Daily Traffic, or AD@ pekatime, but lower
than 20 years ago

 Broad between Hague and Harris
e 1989 = 21,700 cars/day

1994 = 31,070 cars/day

1996 = 28,906 cars/day

2001 = 23,140 cars/day

2003 = 22,190 cars/day

2006 = 18,370 cars/day




W Broad St - Existing Conditions DRAFT

« Community actively pursuing revitalization for yastrsiraele
1994

« Several plans completed

* Revitalization efforts hurt by six lane “urban Hng:m/gﬁmy" t
community

GREATER HILLTOP AREA COMMISSION

; Highland West
I Visioning Charrette
ighborhood
- T2 conter i LD SRS
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W Broad St - Overview DRAFT

W Broad St — Changes divided into “East of Hagslied{&Hague”
e Changes terminate at ODOT to east and railroaditestks t
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West Broad Street — East of Hagu




W Broad St — East of Hague Alternatives DRAFT

e Two alternatives to evaluate
o 4 travel lanes, 24/7 on-street parking onelsadingido bike lanes
* 4 travel lanes, combination of 24/7 on-sthegtgraokie side with bike lanes

on both sides

e Basis for alternatives

On-street parking — a well-documented coneenmuniityan several plans

Adopted Bicentennial Bikeways Plan callddoeéi&ad road diet on W
Broad St

High community support for bicycle facilitnesdiidgnplan public outreach
Longstanding desire for economic developmBnbah SY



W Broad St — East of Hague Typical Sections DRAFT



W Broad St — East of Hague Alt 1 DRAFT

e East of Hague — Alt 1 from Hague Ave to Eureka Ave



W Broad St — East of Hague Alt 1 DRAFT

« East of Hague — Alt 1 from Eureka Ave to WhA®thorn



W Broad St — East of Hague Alt 2 DRAFT

e East of Hague — Alt 2 from Hague Ave to Eureka Ave



W Broad St — East of Hague Alt 2 DRAFT

e East of Hague — Alt 2 from Eureka Ave to WhAethorn



W Broad St — East of Hague Alt 2 DRAFT

o East of Hague — Alt 2 from Whitethorne AveetoAwexhn



W Broad St — East of Hague Alternatives DRAFT

 Pros/Cons
« Alternative 1 (parking both sides, no bikpr@andésy community
with parking on both sides of W Broad St, but
* Does not embrace Columbus’ adopted Compleoiitseet
 Sufficient off-street parking capacity cuxrsstiy spots

» Conflicts with adopted Bicentennial Bikeweysdhlaalls for bike
lanes on W Broad St

* Does not address issue of importance to cagentifiggt during
extensive public outreach for mobility plan

« Alternative 2 (parking one side with bikertaneés$ pn-street
parking in many places while also solving iesfigeat above

e Both alternatives provide benefit to pedegtieeredsing
crossing distance



W Broad St — East of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — East of Hague existing



W Broad St — East of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — East of Hague Alternative 1



W Broad St — East of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — East of Hague Alternative 2



W Broad St — East of Hague images DRAFT

« Highland West Visioning Charrette - 2006
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West Broad Street — West of Hagu




W Broad St — West of Hague Alternatives DRAFT

e Three alternatives to evaluate

o Alt1 - Five lanes (4 through lanes & cerdee)uimie lanes on both sides
o Alt 2 - Four lanes, 24/7 on-street parking ide ,dnk&eslanes on both sides
o Alt 3 - Four lanes, bike lanes with a strigeahidudtl sides

* Basis for alternatives

On-street parking is not as much of an issfdHagae because of
automobile-oriented development with many wftssindeont of buildings

Adopted Bicentennial Bikeways Plan callddoeéi&ad road diet on W
Broad St

High community support for bicycle facilitnesdiidgnplan public outreach
Desire for economic development on W Broad St



W Broad St — West of Hague Typical Sections DRAFT



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 1 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 1 from Hague Ave to Westgate Av



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 1 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 1 from Westgate Ave to Enuthaenp



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 2 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 2 from Hague Ave to Westgate Av



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 2 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 2 from Westgate Ave to Emuthaenp



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 3 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 3 from Hague Ave to Westgate Av



W Broad St — West of Hague Alt 3 DRAFT

 West of Hague — Alt 3 from Westgate Ave to Emuthaenp



W Broad St — West of Hague Alternatives DRAFT

e Pros/Cons

Each alternative embraces adopted Completpditgatsd
Bicentennial Bikeways Plan

Alt 1 and Alt 3 do not provide on-street pearkmglaindance of
automobile-oriented development

Alt 1 is most conservative from traffic perspectiv
Alt 3 Is most progressive from bicycle perspective
Alt 2 Is compromise between bike lanes and parking

Alternatives are conceptual — possibility fioatommds two
alternatives for different segments based onts¢nemem-street
parking maybe desired for some blocks but unnelsesgaere)

Both alternatives provide benefit to pedesticredsing
crossing distance



W Broad St — West of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — West of Hague existing



W Broad St — West of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — West of Hague Alternative 1



W Broad St — West of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — West of Hague Alternative 2



W Broad St — West of Hague images DRAFT

W Broad St — West of Hague Alternative 3
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W Broad St - Traffic Analysis DRAFT

« Traffic Volumes
* Turning Movement Counts (City 2006, TranSQ&£062 (rior studies)
» MORPC supplied growth rate of 0.5% per year
» Apply factors from ODOT based on FunctioaatGtamsth of year

* Intersection inventories
 Traffic control devices
* Lane width and configuration
« Signal phasing and timing
* Analyses
« HCS for signalized intersection Level of Service
« Synchro for unsignalized intersection Lewat®f Ser
* VISSIM for macroscopic corridor traffic flow



W Broad St - Traffic Analysis Volumes DRAFT

« Peak Hours for corridor
« AM: 8:00 —9:00
 PM: 4:30-5:30
e 2030 Design Hour Volumes
e East of Hague: AM = 1,800 veh/hr; PM = 20660 veh/
 Hague to Wilson: AM = 1,420 veh/hr; PM =h2h280 ve



W Broad St - Traffic Analysis DRAFT

No Build - 2030 Build- 2030

AM PM AM PM
Whitethorne Whitethorne C
Clarendon* A A Clarendon* A A
Wheatland* A A Wheatland* A A
Hague C F Hague C F
Westgate B B Westgate B B
Wilson D F Wilson D F

*unsignalized intersection
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W Broad St — Issues — Hague Ave DRAFT

e Hague intersection issues

o Currently the “difficult” intersection in Broadl&it

» Level of service worst in PM peak

« Adding lanes or roundabout at Hague intersection:
o Costly
* Property impacts

* High level of pedestrian activity — school, \WWasgmeece station, COTA
stops



W Broad St — Issues — Lane Width DRAFT

e EXisting curb to curb is 60 ft — six 10-ft lanes

e Maintain 60 ft curb to curb
* No impact to sidewalk width
* NoO iImpact to adjacent properties

o Alternatives developed based on 10-ft lanes, sinageadvsang
has all 10 ft lanes
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Other Arterials & Collectors




Other Arterials & Collectors — Road Class DRAFT



Other Arterials & Collectors — Speed Data DRAFT



Other Arterials & Collectors - Recommendation®RAFT
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Neighborhood Areas - Process DRAFT

o Data inputs

311 Call Center speed complaints and trafficregimeists
Pedestrian and bicycle crash data

Speed data

Traffic volume data

Adopted Bicentennial Bikeways Plan

Walk Audits, open houses, community meetmgshlathevolvement

Field Visits — study team walked many stregtsneigliborhood in
addition to Walk Audits

GIS data of existing traffic calming deviaesignails, and brick roads
Automobile crash locations

Manual inventory of one-way roads and stopssiguesnieighborhoods
Goals of the mobility plan



Neighborhood Areas - Process

e Street observations in GIS and in field

Street width curb to curb
One-way vs two-way road
Sidewalks

* On both sides; on one side only; spotty coveragaiewalks
On-street parking laws

* On both sides, one side, or restricted
On-street parking utilization
Driveways in front of homes

« Every home, some homes, or no driveways
Newly paved
Endless horizon vs curved alignment
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Neighborhood Areas - Process DRAFT

e Considerations

Cost — Lw cost solutions looked at first and foremost.
Public complaint vs actual speed data

Complaint from one person or from severanh pifbgent times and
places?

Impact within right-of-way only
» Cost-prohibitive to obtain property
* Minimize negative impacts to community
« Skinny streets are an asset to traffic caldastyigmefriendly design

Areas with strong desire to maintain slow speeds
e Schools and parks

Emergency vehicle access
Neighborhood’s history with traffic calming
Solutions can differ due to neighborhood ctarscter



Neighborhood Areas - Process DRAFT

e Considerations

* Refrain from vertical deflection devices
« Annoying to drivers regardless of observatea dfrst, as well as to
bicyclists
» Potential pain to those with back problems
o Street connectivity
* Cut-through streets between main roads
« Streets with signalized intersections at nain road
* Do not want to move problem elsewhere to stogatent
« Effectiveness
 How well does solution solve problem, and hpwolemg does it solve

e |.e. Intersection treatment affects two sinéetsjdblock
treatment affects only one

* Does treatment benefit more than one moddit @neankile
negatively impacting another?



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

o Stagger stop sign locations across adjaceantiorisrs

» Existing stop signs sometimes force eastfigdststap at every
Intersection while north-south roads have auopatuwith no
stopping — can encourage speedy, unimpeded travel

» Can switch stop signs if volumes are simitdr inteesecting street

» Braided traffic control provides stop signd@caties paths throughout
neighborhood to discourage attraction of chtrtuiasg

« Convert one-way roads to two-way roads

Where street width allows while maintainiegt audting availability
“Yield” streets on low-volume residential streets

Driveways act as pullovers and facilitate weehd ms

National literature points to traffic calnmioqdided “friction” of street



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

e Traffic circles
 \Where intersection dimensions allow

Where driveways along street restrict abiilgrteent midblock
treatment

Slows vehicle speeds with horizontal deflection

Favorable to bicyclists because they are edtdakiokBicyclists merge
comfortably with automobiles through intersection

Yield signs preferred over stop signs airtiafic c



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

e Raised intersections

Only vertical treatment recommended

Alerts motorists to special intersection wigtdbgihan crossings
Slows speeds at intersection

Recommended near schools and parks



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

e Curb extensions
 Where local roads intersect with main roads
« Slows turning movements with tight curb radii

* In case of one-way traffic approaching manestads,ability of cars to
gueue beside each other, increasing pedestyian safe

* Increases size of sidewalk, decreases pedgxisaredo traffic



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

 Encouragement
* Where traffic enters residential roads frooadsaioauld include
signage telling drivers to slow down whil¢hdougigneighborhood
e Signs should be permanent — not yard signsevaaisityastolen

» Signs should not state “Children playing ig’reaiwh signs provide
false sense of security for children and families

» Design of signs could be strongly shaped byitgaasigs
 Gateway treatment

 In addition to signs at entrances to neighhemtoaases could have a

variety of characteristics to tell drivers tslaftiagefrom a high speed
area to a low speed area

» Brick pavers or stamped concrete at crosswalk
* Archway over street

e Could include curb extensions



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

Encouragement Gateway



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

e Chicanes
Midblock treatment slows vehicle speeds wittahdeftection
Can potentially choke path of bicyclists

Implementation depends on maintaining drivessay@aod option on
streets without residential driveways

Currently exist in Highland West neighborhood



Neighborhood Areas — Types of Solutions DRAFT

» Bicycle Boulevards

* Mobility plan enhances and supports adoptedritat&ikeways Plan
recommendations

» Citywide plan vs neighborhood street-by-street pla

 Newly paved streets, observed bicyclistsedigradmngs, one-way
roads



Neighborhood Areas - Overview DRAFT

* Neighborhoods broken into clusters. Addtaeraiakstreets addressed as
needed in text



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 1 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 1 proposed DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 2 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 2 proposed DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 3 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 3 proposed DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 4 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 4 proposed DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 5 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 5 proposed DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 6 existing DRAFT



Neighborhood Areas — Cluster 6 proposed DRAFT
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Next Steps DRAFT

e Comments/discussion

 Open Houses

Wednesday, August 19, 2009
4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Parkview United Methodist Church
344 S. Algonquin Ave

Tuesday, August 25, 2009
4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Hilltop Library

511 S. Hague Ave

« Additional Outreach
* Public comments encouraged before Septembér 13, 20
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