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Understanding
The Task

m Personal Level
= Community Level
m Metro Level

= Walking in Context
m Place Types



Health

A Personal Issue



‘Health Statistics

= 11n 10 American adults have diabetes

= 66.3% of adults are either overweight or obese,
with 32.2% of adults obese

= Among children aged 2 through 19 years,
33.6% are overweight or at risk of overweight,
with 17.1% overweight

= 8 of the 15 leading causes of death are
significantly related to or exacerbated by obesity
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Walking

A Personal Activity



Walking Statistics

= Personal Mode of Transportation

= National average trip length = %z mile

m Personal Fitness Activity

= 4.5 mph stride for 30 minutes = 22 miles
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Ditterent Types of Walking

and
Ditterent of Walking Environments




‘ Types of Walking
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Utilitarian Walking
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Utilitarian Walking
|
'[ i

1

:,:
L
!

-

s




3

50
=
—
L
50
=

Strolling, 1.




Strolling, Lingering
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Promenade




Special Events
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Types of Pedestrian Environments




Pedestrian Intolerant







Pedestnan Supportlve
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Types of Pedestrian Environments




‘ Components of Pedestrian Environments

ROADWAY ADJACENT
CORRIDOR LAND USE
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Components of Pedestrian Environments

Crossing Treatment Guidelines

Pedestrian Tolerant Design

Pedestrian Supportive Design

Marked
Crossings

Crossings are typically mamked, but legal crissing akso
exEl at unmarksd inlersect ong.

Marked crivigwalkis should be requined, particulady in the
following locations:
* at all open egs of signalized intersections with
MoNIng sioewa ks
Fal al artenal niersschions in Downtowa and mmissd-use
certers, of when connecting to significant retail activity
 at mulfi-use trall crossngs
¥ alorg school walking rastes
¥ al or near important transit connec tions
¥ pear housing for the elderly

Spacing

Crossings shall be spaced a max. of 1320° apart.
{144 mile)

Crossirgs shall be spaced a mas. of 528" apart (1/10 mile)
and amin of 330° [iraditional city blodk length)

Crosswalk
Pattern

Standard croEwalks (wo paralled, hofeonlal [ines)

Highly-visible Ladder Bar or Piano Bar crosswalks (with
perpendicular bars spaced s0 that wheels of maotor
vebicles pass on elther side of the markings to minimize
mamtenance). Or use colored and textured surfaces to
imprive acsthetics in mixed-use areas, potentially in
o urction with mked speed table crassing treatments.

Signalization
Timing

ke average walking speed of 3.5 - 4.0 feet/ second

ke a slower walking speed of 1.5 - 3.0 feet/ second to
accommadate older pedestrians and people with
s A b thes

Curb
Radius

' ourh rAdius standard
30 curh Rdius on Mmajor streets with truck s traffic

5°-15" mact QD radds
Smaller curb mdil jup to 5° min.) may be used if on-strest
parkirg or bike lanss

Curb
Ramps

Diagonal curk ramps may be permitted in the folowing
ocations if curb radii are »20° and a landing at the
bottom of the ramp is positiched within the cosowalk
area for both directions of travel:
F  Where utilities prevent the instalation of paired
curty rAamps

Palred curh mimps recomimended

Dagonal mmes to be avolded whenever ourb radii are
<M since moving traf fic can encroach upon the landing
E]




Taking Action

m Context Sensitive
Design

s Reforming
Urban Arterials

x Complete Street
Policies

m Citizen-Based
Efforts



‘ Context Sensitive Design

RURALIIIIIIIIIIINITRANSECGCTIIIIIIIIIIIIIURBAN
| RURAL ZONES | URBAN ZONES

Transect Zones or Context Zones



‘ Context Sensitive Design
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Vary Treatments by Context Zone



‘ Context Sensitive Design
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Vary Treatments by Type of User



‘ Context Sensitive Design

Vary Treatments by Street Type



Context Sensitive Design

Vary Treatments by Street Type




T1 preserve

T2 edge

T3 general

T4 core

‘ Context Sensitive Design
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T4 core
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‘ Reforming Urban Arterials

Transect Zones: T3, T4, TH



‘ Reforming Urban Arterials

Existing Policies

= Over-emphasize accommodating travel
Vehicular focus
Prioritize long-distance commute time

= Do not accommodate circulation and access
Benefits all modes
Medium and short-distance trips




‘ Reforming Urban Arterials

20mph ~ 30mph  40mph
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Context Sensitive Solutions in Designing

Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable Communities
ITE Proposed Recommended Practice




Transect or Context Zones
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Roadside Design

« Zones - Vary based on Context & Thoroughfare Type
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CSS Elements in Urban Contexts

|
__Context  Roadside |

) Traveled Way

|
__, Roadside

Context

Raised median
on Boulevards

% with landscaping
{ Sidewalk width appropriate

to function of adjacent land

Mid-block crossings Space for
with curb extensions street cafes
and median refuge

% /Euildingfronting
== | street

Farside bus stops with?}
shelter and amenities

TR High visibility cross- -
********** walks alternative paving ——
- | or ladder/zebra striping

Curb extensions%

with small return

_ @ radius

= , \ T
#

(]

* Pedestrian amenities Urban

Short pedestrian
such as benches, Design Fea- scaled blocks
plazas, and public art

i
Bike lanes and Street trees in ~1
bicycle parking treewells or

7 : |
planting strips PRE
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Recommended Practice =0

= Www.ite.org
$25/$30
s [tem #RP-036

b5 Trerete = or download at

ontext Sensitive Solutions .

in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares http//lteOrg/bOOkStOre/
for Walkable Communities RP036 pdf

ite=

Institute of Transportation Engineers

CNU ite=



Reforming Arterials: Crossing Spacing




‘ Reforming Arterials: Crossing Details
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Reforming Arterials: Crossing Details
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‘ Complete Street Policies

= A complete street Is defined as a street that
works for motorists, for bus riders, for
bicyclists, and for pedestrians, including
people with disabllities.

= Goal is to routinely produce roads that are
safe and convenient for all users.

www.completestreets.org
www.thunderheadalliance.org




‘ Complete Street Policies

Basalt, CO

Bay Area MPO (MTC)
Boulder, CO

Charlotte, NC

Chicago, IL

Cleveland MPO (NOACA)
Columbus MPO (MORPC)
Colorado Springs, CO
Columbia, MO

DuPage County, IL

Fort Collins, CO

lowa City, IA

Jackson, Ml

Kirkland, WA
Louisville, KY
Madison, WI

San Diego County, CA
Sacramento, CA

San Francisco, CA
Santa Barbara, CA
Spartanburg, SC

St. Joseph, MO

St. Louis MPO (East-West
Gateway)

West Palm Beach, FL




‘ Complete Street Policies

Boulder, CO
= Transportation Master Plan

= Four Policy Focus Areas
o Funding
o Regional Travel
o Multimodal Corridors aka “Complete Streets”
o Transportation Demand Management (TDM)




‘ Complete Street Results




‘ Complete Street Results

28t Street, Boulder, CO
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Administrative
and

Political Level

Change

Grassroots

Citizen Level




el
il

—f
Q
@

-
@

P
O
)
g
)
-
-
®

ad

<
Q¥
P

£ _.
e +— | &

“.




‘ SRTS: Colorado Projects

City of Aurora
City of Boulder/Go Boulder

Boulder Valley School
District

Town of Carbondale

City of Colorado Springs
City of Commerce City
Delta County School District
City of Denver

Children's Hospital, Denver

Denver Osteopathic
Foundation

Douglas County Public
Works

Town of Erie

City of Evans

City of Fort Collins
City of Fort Morgan

Livable Communities
Support Center

Jeffco Public Schools
Jefferson County DOT
City of Longmont

City of Pueblo

City of Salida

University of Colorado at
Denver




SRTS: Infrastructure Solutions
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‘ SRTS: Non-Infrastructure Programs

Longmont, CO

= Volunteer-based, pilot program in 2005
= $74,625 SRTS grant for 2006-2008

= “Walk and Roll to School” program

= Expanding to 5 schools

GUDEBOOK



‘ SRTS: Non-Infrastructure Programs

Components:

= Posters and banners in art classes

= Safety program in PE classes

= Incentives, parties and raffles for participants
= After-school Bike Clubs

= Pay PE teachers to participate

BikeEd

GUIDEBOOK



..‘Q*:: -;“;".‘. Rk A
SECE

e
~4
| ~ r

SO

J

A

IecAN
e

=

- A . . i
o k- 2 \ %
W \ { | b
h . = - ! i N g /
3 : . \\ \ L 4
i - \ W e ’, N
- NE fa 3
A Iy 1
2 i " ‘ 4
, - f N/ %.
| TR e \ "/ 2
i L g - "8, ~ { v
n 5 eed oA V7 7
1 A RS
" ]
. / Y iy
o E ™ fi; 3 I.
. S i, ;
P - S BB o G o g W /i 7 .\;
- = ] Y - & "
e L 1 S '’ i
1 ¥ ~ N .
1 | N . i




Thank You

for additional
Information:

Charlier Associates
www.charlier.org



