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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We’re at the second stage of the process. We’re going to go through the initial results of the pedestrian network needs analysis, circled in green, the network needs analysis. This is the process of applying the PedPDX Completeness and Adequacy Criteria to the Pedestrian Priority Network, across the entire city, to get an overall sense of where the existing infrastructure is not meeting those criteria, and how those needs are geographically distributed.  This part of the process doesn’t drill down into any individual locations or make any recommendations about how much of a priority those locations are, or how to address them.  There are some limitations in the data that is available at the citywide level, so this is just the initial step to start identifying locations where there may be a need, that we need to look at more closely.


ldentifying Network Needs

The purpose of the Network Needs Analysis is to
understand where there are gaps and deficiencies
across and along the Pedestrian Priority Network, and
the extent of those gaps and deficiencies. These

locations will be prioritized in a future phase.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have two categories of needs on the pedestrian network, gaps and deficiencies.


Pedestrian Network Needs

Crossing the Roadway
 Gaps

« Deficiencies

Along the Roadway
 Gaps

e Deficiencies


Presenter
Presentation Notes
We’ll be reviewing the guidelines and initial analysis of gaps and deficiencies for crossings of the roadway, and for along the roadway (i.e. sidewalks and other walkways)


Analysis Overview

Crossing gaps and deficiencies are identified for all
City Walkways and Major City Walkways

Gaps along the roadway are identified for all
Pedestrian Priority Network streets identified as
Arterials or Collectors in the TSP, and will eventually
be identified for all Pedestrian Priority Network
streets

Deficiencies along the roadway are identified for
all PPN streets with Pedestrian Districts and all
Major City Walkways citywide


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The universe of the analysis for each type of gap and deficiency varies slightly.
567 miles total of CW/MCW
487 miles total of arterials and collectors
309 miles total of streets within ped districts MCW outside of districts



Crossing the Roadway: Gaps

* Inside Pedestrian Districts: maximum
spacing of 530 feet between marked
crossings (about two blocks)

 Outside of Pedestrian Districts: maximum
spacing of 800 feet between marked
crossings (about three blocks)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The City of Portland’s interim spacing guidelines for marked pedestrian crossings were applied to City Walkways and Major City Walkways



Key Findings
* Approximately 3,520 new marked crossings

needed

e 79% of the total miles of City
Walkways/Major City Walkways have a gap

* Average gap length is roughly 1/3 mile
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Describe this map


PedPDX Implications

* @Gaps are less prevalent in pedestrian
districts than on streets outside of
districts

 There are many marked crossings
needed to meet the standard!



Crossing the Roadway: Deficiencies

Crosswalk design guidelines based on
the roadway:

« Speed limit
 Number of lanes
« Average daily traffic (ADT)

e Presence of raised median


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Evaluated for CW and MCW


Crossing the Roadway: Deficiencies

CROSSWALK DESIGN BY ROADWAY TYPE'

VERICLE ADT VEHICLE ADT VEHICLE ADT VEHICLE ADT
=4,000-9,000 >9,000 -12,000 > 12,000 -15,000 = 15,000
<30 35 40+ <30 35 40+ <30 35 40+ <30 35 40+

MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH
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TWO LANES

THREE LANES WITH RAISED MEDIAN

THREE LANES WITHOUT RAISED MEDIAN

MULTILANE WITH RAISED MEDIAN

. L J . L i " .

* Al crossings must be scoped by an engineer to ensure recommended treatment is appropriote and ADA ramps and llumination are in place.

MULTILANE WITHOUT RAISED MEDIAN (8 .

. Marked Crosswalk
. Marked Crosswalk, island or curb extensions, enhanced signing and striping

0 Marked Crosswalk and enhanced/active warning (islands and RRFB's)

. Marked Crosswalk and pedestrian hybrid or full signal

City engineers will ultimately assess the
appropriate design for each location


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The recommended crosswalk design is represented by a colored dot. The grey dot means a marked crosswalk is sufficient, the blue dot is a marked crosswalk with an island or curb extension, the lighter orange dot is a marked crosswalk with an active warning, such as a rectangular rapid flash beacon, and the dark orange or red dot is a marked crosswalk with a pedestrian or full signal.
The recommended design is based on the combination of speed limit, traffic volume, and number of lanes, so in general as those numbers get higher, the design of the crosswalk includes more safety features. 
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Key Findings

« 5% of existing marked crossing are
potentially deficient

« 2/3 of existing marked crossings are at a
signalized intersection



Presenter
Presentation Notes
205 of 4,372 crossings evaluated are deficient. Signalized intersections are deemed sufficient for all roadway types by the City of Portland. 



Key Findings

* 94% of deficient crossings are on a road that
would need an RRFB to be considered sufficient

Blue:
pedestrian Orange: RRFB Red: hy.brld or
refuge or curb full signal
extension
Blue:
pedestrian
refuge island NA 87 1
or curb
extension
Grey: marked 3 105 9

crosswalk


Presenter
Presentation Notes
94% of deficient crossings are found on roads for which the desired crosswalk design is “orange”, while only 30% of the crossings analyzed fall on such a road.  Orange means that the marked crossing should be combined with an RRFB.  These are roads which have a higher speed limit and/or more lanes, and/or higher ADT, but are not in the highest category for all of the factors combined.

Most of the deficient crossings that should be in the “orange” design category are actually “grey”, meaning they have a marked crosswalk with no other design elements.


N
egy
: Ezﬂb}‘ f
b W T ey ¥ 3
NRUSSELL ST/
.
=) ok
] 2
=
iy
B E
z W GLisan T |
E
5
=
#

N.Co

NWILLIAME AyE

£

NEFREMONT ST

=i L]
L]

®NE KNOTT 5T

NEJ5TH AVE

NEBROADWAY

apd I e

NE 20TH AVE

w

>

i

o

z

&

WEE, ) o
|SE DAViSION ST
g

' 2
. :

.

NE ZIST AVE

malf«_a;j“mi#' : =

El
£
.

SRS T

CROSSING DEFICIENCIES

Potentially Deficient
Crossing

[ Pedestrian Districts

| iR T

(FLAVEL ST

BITH AYE

On Major City Walkways and City Walkways

s sk 8T

AT ST

0s

IMILES
1


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The map shows us that many of the deficient crossings are falling on a few key streets. These are streets where we have a lot of mid-block crossings, so there aren’t as many gaps, but the crossings that exist could potentially use some improvements.
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PedPDX Implications

 Deficient marked crossings are not as
common as crossing gaps

e Most deficient
crossings could be
made sufficient
with the addition
of a signal, or by
lowering the speed
or traffic volume of

the street NE MLK and Jessup



Presenter
Presentation Notes





Along the Roadway: Gaps

Pedestrian walkway guidelines:
 Sidewalk on both sides

* OR, meeting Alternative Pedestrian Walkway
Guidelines for:
— Walkway on one side
— Shared local street


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Initial analysis for arterials and collectors, will eventually run for the local streets on the PPN
1998 Pedestrian Design Guide
Comprehensive Plan
Alternative Pedestrian Walkway Guidelines (currently under development) 
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Key Findings

32%
Gap on

both sides Sidewalk

Gaps on
Arterials and
\ Collectors

Gap on one .

side, doesn’t
meet criteria 8%

Gap on one side,
meets criteria

Walkway on
both sides


Presenter
Presentation Notes
50 miles of streets with a gap on one side not meeting Alternative criteria. 157 miles of streets with a gap present on both sides. Notes, this does not represent the miles of missing sidewalk, but rather the miles of street that have a gap along them.
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PedPDX Implications

* Most streets with gaps in the sidewalk have
them on both sides of the streets

SE Powell near 104th Streét


Presenter
Presentation Notes




PedPDX Implications

« ~45% of the streets with gaps on only one side
meet Alternative Design Criteria

SW Terwilliger Boulevard


Presenter
Presentation Notes

Next steps:
Identify gaps on local PPN streets
Identify streets with a walkway on one side that may be candidates for traffic calming and speed reduction



Along the Roadway: Deficiencies

 For the purposes of this analysis, a
minimum 6-foot sidewalk width was
used as the standard

 Ultimately, a wider sidewalk clear zone
will be required for many streets

* The analysis included all Major City
Walkways and all streets in Pedestrian
Districts


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sidewalk width standards, as established by the 1998 Pedestrian Design Guide, are defined based on pedestrian classifications. In the future, the standards will be based on design classifications. 




Key Findings

22% of streets with existing sidewalks have a
deficient clear zone width on one or both sides
of the street

N Concord Ave

d between
Ainsworth and
Rosa Parks
(neighborhood
walkway in a
pedestrian district)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
68 miles out of 309 miles analyzed


Key Findings

10%

Deficient on
one side

12%
Deficient on
both sides

Sidewalk
Deficiencies

78%

Sidewalk is
6’ or wider


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Of the Major City Walkways and selected local streets with a sidewalk present
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Streets without sidewalks are not shown


PedPDX Implications

 City Walkways and Major City Walkways within
pedestrian districts have the lowest rate of
sidewalk deficiency, however that is based on
a 6’ width

* Neighborhood walkways are more likely than
City Walkways to have a sidewalk that is too
narrow
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Presentation Notes




Thank you

Corinna Kimball-Brown
(503) 227-3463

NELSON ckimball-brown@nelsonnygaard.com
NYGAARD

WWW.NELSONNYGAARD.COM | NELSON\NYGAARD CONSULTING ASSOCIATES © 2017
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