PedPDX

Portland’s Citywide
Pedestrian Master Plan

| unity Advisory Committee, August 30, 2017

WE KEEP PORTLAND MOVING.




Why do we care about
walking and walkability?
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Improving Health outcomes

-

Strong link between walking activity
and public/individualthealth

CDC recommends 20 minutes of
moderate activity per day for most
adultsy and 60 minutes or more for
most children

State of public infrastructure play a
majorrole
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What is the current state of
walking / walkability in
Portland?

(and how do we measure “walkability’?)

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO



Measuring walking/walkability in
Portland:

1. Walking activity
2. Safety data

3. Pedestrian network completion




1. Walking activity:
Commute to work data

}

City mode 30% 10% 7.5% 25% 25% 2.5%
split target

2015 Census 57.2% 8.2% 6.0% 7.0% 13.4% 7.2%
(American

Community

Survey)




1. Walking activity:
How does Portland compare?

A Walking to work ...

Boston G 15%
Washington D.C. I 12.9%
san Francisco Il 10.4%
New York [ 10.2%
seattle I 9.6%
Philadelphia [l 8.5%
Minneapnlis-?%
Chicago llll 6.6%
Portland [l 5.9%



1. Walking activity:
Nationwide trends

U.S. Commuter Trends (2005-2013)

Percentage of commitsters who...

walk 15 work bk i wanrk
ImEEEEEER ITTT T A‘Erﬂ;!:“lhl: mixsl :l.lpl.l':!-‘.'- it

e e Aerageof dll Saies

4.0%
458% 48% 5.0% 5.0%
5.0% 2.4% easuessUNEREERE Ry ne rrpraeda iU I DR
4.0%
2.8% 29% 2.8% 2.8%
10% aneg
F___ﬁ__
20%
0.9% 1.0% 1T
1.0% 4.7% 0.7% ._..._.-ll--ll----l'-.-ll-l"""""
NN INEEEEEEEEEREEEETEEE
£1L.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013

Serezs: ACS 2005 [14yr est], ACS 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013 {3-yr est)

Percentage of age group
that commutes to work by car...

100% -
B0% 92%
&0%
GENERATION X
40% -
20% -
Born
1966-1978 [RCI AL
0%

Sounce: Urban Land Institute, 2013

1 The Millennial generation is typically
defined as those born between 1983 and 2000
however, birthdates and definitions vary.




Portland Commute Mode Splits 2000-2015

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%
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63.6%

Drove alone
57.2%

36.4%

2000

2001

2002 2003

2004 2005

All non-drive alone modes

2006 2007

2008 2009 2010 20M

2012

2013
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1. Walking activity:
Limitations of census

Walking Trips, by Purpose
commute data S TP

6%

To =arn & living

2%
Lchiool or church

2% Crhar

46%

Sociel or recresticnal

Solnce: WHTS 2009 Notes “Sodal or recrestional” mambines the following NHTS recponze
oategaries: “wcation,” “vidt fiendzinelatiees,” and "other sodal' receational " “Family

or personal” combines the following KHTS response categories: “zhopping,” “mediml/
dentzl " and “other fumily/ personal buzinec:.” “To sam a living™ combires the following
MHTS responze c=gories: “bothrom work”™ and “work-related bisires " “Zchool or chunch”
repracents the cingle NHTE recponze cabegory “schaolichunck.”

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




1. Walking
activity:

We need better
pedestrian data

PROBLEM:
Underreporting
pedestrians

Census commute data captures only a small portion of all trips,
and significantly underreports pedestrian trips which tend not to
be commute trips, or may be only a piece of the commute
trip—such as walking to a transit stop.

SURVEY PRDEILEM:' '
DATA Expensive and infrequent
data collection

Many communities engage in travel surveys which ask residents to self-report on
how they get around. Because these surveys can be expensive, they are not always
conducted at regular intervals or at the desired frequency—Portland last
conducted a survey in 2001. Furthermore, walking can be highly influenced by
seasonal changes and point-in-time surveys do not capture these changes in travel
behavior over time.

DEDESTRIAN RECOMMENDATION: ‘
COUNT DATA Explore new methods for gathering
regular pedestrian data

PBOT is evaluating new data collection methods to better understand how many
people use our sidewalks and crossings, how pedestrian volumes compare to other
modes, how those trends are changing over time, and the demand for improved
pedestrian facilities. This includes exploring automated data collection technologies
to help fill the gap and provide a broader understanding of travel behaviors across
the city.




Questions?




2. Pedestrian safety

Eliminate all traffic-related deaths
and serious injuries on Portland
streets by 2025

Portland’s Vision Zero goal: ‘ - “
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Sovurce: 2004-2013 ODOT crash data; 2015 City of Portland Community Survey




2. Pedestrian safety

PEDESTRIAN HIGH
CRASH NETWORK

TOP ROADS ON WHICH PEOPLE WALKING
ARE KILLED OR INJURED

82ND AVE
SE POWELL BLVD
BURNSIDE

SE DIVISION ST
BROADWAY

SE STARK ST

122D AVE

SANDY BLVD

NE GLISAN ST

LOMBARD ST

SE FOSTER RD

NE HALSEY ST

NE MLK JR BLVD

SE HOLGATE BLVD

SE HAWTHORNE BLYD
KILLINGSWORTH ST

SE CESAR E CHAVEZ BLVD
SUV 4TH AVE

NE 10ZND AVE

SE92MD AVE

mm = DEATH
mm = SERIOUS INJURY | 4 ,
7o = ALL OTHER INJURIES ¥ g 4




2. Pedestrian safety

PedPDX scope: Summarize pedestrian crash data citywide and
identify risk factors associated with all pedestrian crashes,
including but not limited to:

 Roadway type

* Number of lanes
e Vehicle speed

* User behavior

e Traffic control

e Signal phasing

* Crossing locations
* Time of day/year



Questions?




3. Pereﬂsgrian'network completion,

Sidewalk

" BB Py No sidewalk

present
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Sidewalk presence-on busy streets (é'rterials and collectors)



3. Pedestrian network completion

Additional network analysis IN PROGRESS:

» Sidewalk coverage on local/residential streets

* Marked crossing frequency (identifying gaps)



CROSSWALK SITE EVALUATION GUIDELINES

How PBOT identifies locations that would benefit from crosswalk enhancements

Start here

Identify potential location for

crosswalk enhancement

: . No Yes Install standard marked
Is average daily traffic greater gy |5 thereatraffic signalthere? — mmmmsP  crosswalk and curb ramps

than 4,000 vehicles per day?’
\ Is it a multi-use path or

neighborhood greenway
crossing? \

Is there adequate stopping

Is the nearest marked or  e———]- sight distance?
Does it meet the minimum % protected crossing more

pedestrian volumes?** than 300 feet away?

'

Does it meet twice the
minimum pedestrian
/ e Enhance crosswalk
_ (see table for design details)
No action Remove obstruction, lower

If not feasible T :
recommended i not speed limit or consider
advance or active warning?

' Exceptions to the 4,000 VPD threshold may be  * Minimum 20 people walking or 3 Advarice or active warning can referto a P I

made for school crossings that are pairolled biking per hour in any one hour variety of tools, including signs or fights. SORCAND EIREA T DETRAK O RRTIGN

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




Existing Crosswalk Guidelines

CROSSWALK DESIGN BY ROADWAY TYPE’

VEHICLE 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

* Alf crossings must be scoped by an engineer to ensure recommended treatment is appropriate and ADA ramps and iflumination are in place.

TWO LANES

THREE LANES WITH RAISED MEDIAN

THREE LANES WITHOUT RAISED MEDIAN

MULTILANE WITH RAISED MEDIAN

000 06
@00 0O 0:
00600600
0 0 0 0:
0000
000 6:

MULTILANE WITHOUT RAISED MEDIAN

. Marked Crosswalk

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

. Marked Crosswalk and enhanced/active warning (islands and RRFB's) P BOT
. Marked Crosswalk and pedestrian hybrid or full signal

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




Guidance still needed...

* No guidelines regarding desired frequency between marked
pedestrian crossing opportunities

« Without such guidance, difficult to identify network gaps where
crossing improvements are needed (and to understand level of
investment needed to fill those gaps)

* Allows for a proactive, programmatic response to citywide
crossing improvements

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




Existing research?

Research on exactly how far a pedestrian will
travel out of direction to access a “safe”
crossing is scant

General rule of thumb: people walking will
typically take the shortest route from point A to

Point B

Increasing the number of marked/enhanced
crossing opportunities increases the number of
options for people to safety cross the street

4
:

3 ﬁf §

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION 26




Existing precedent?

PBOT staff research also found no precedent in
other US cities for adopted standards or
guidelines for the frequency of marked
pedestrian crossings along a corridor

e | -« However, existing local policy foundation on
= which to base crossing spacing standards...

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




Proposed Spacing Guidance for Marked
Pedestrian Crossings

Based Regional/City connectivity standards
Vary according to pedestrian classification
Intended to identify gaps where further engineering analysis is required

Exact location of marked crossings should be context-driven, and subject
to engineering analysis



1. Transit stops

‘ Marked and/or enhanced crossings should
g be provided at all transit stops, regardless of
street classification

 Marked crossing requirements at transit
stops may be implemented by providing new
marked pedestrian crossings at existing
transit stops, and/or by strategically
relocating or consolidating transit stops such
=== that they are located at existing marked
crossings

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




2. Pedestrian priority streets

 Maximum spacing between marked
pedestrian crossings of 530 feet.

On a street with standard 200-foot blocks,
results is a marked pedestrian crossing a
minimum of every other block.

Marked crossings may be provided at
greater frequency, particularly in
Pedestrian Districts located in the Center

| S5 City, where traffic signals are provided at
— every block

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION 30



3 Other busy streets
—

Maximum spacing between marked
pedestrian crossings of 795 feet

On a street with standard 200-foot blocks,
this results in a marked and/or enhanced
pedestrian crossing a minimum of every

three blocks (compared with every two
blocks on Pedestrian Priority Streets)

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION 31



Testing in progress...

* No clear precedent for crossing frequency guidelines
* Proposed guidelines are aggressive
* Currently working with partners and testing on capital projects

« Results of testing forthcoming (may need to work with CAC on
options at that point)

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




Questions?




What have we built?




New pedestrian infrastructure
1998-2017

According to PBOT’s asset management database:

e Portland currently has approximately 2,492 miles of sidewalk, and
approximately 4,914 marked crossings

Of this total,
e Approximately 232 miles of new sidewalk have been built since 1998
* Includes newly constructed, repaired, and replaced sidewalks

 Number is an estimation (some data limitations)

* Approximately 2,150 new marked crosswalks have been constructed since
1998




Pedestrian network completion:
Status of 1998 PMP projects

Project Descriptions and Priority Matrix -- Phase 1

District: Southeast
Key No. Pro Tils Cost Estimate
g SLR2rd - 2001
Conidi $4,400000 7
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District: Far Southeast
Type Key No. Proj Tile St Eetnno
Conmider 203 Mill Pus Padazticr | ot amantz $2.450.000
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$1,209

Src Ava e oMer ¥
eements i fnavkav: padesoan ey
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SE/ 0,000
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L6, » ® »
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Ventura Park """"\.J’""l
|
420 407 a0a__|!
\ A= on \ !
s b gl
“ir
S i i
5027 ! = Dove |
AOLGATE g ,
5083 <[ 402 T
'{ £ AROLD {:7 g
D o A
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- | vl
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L!:! planned. Fora
( [ ————— r»J , L_"’r complete fist of
“, “‘: Sl r | Pedestricn Districts, see
=5 | ] Appendix C
g
LEGEND Phase 1
: o 403 Mill Park Pedestrian Improvements
Pedestrian District Plan Area 46 SE Holgate - 104th o 1220d
Main Street Pedestrian Design Area 462 SE Foster . 103rd Ave to Foster Pl
Pedestrian Corridor Project ::} fﬂm “ﬂf*"‘;’," District
Pedestrian Access to Transit Project Phoisi 2'"“ el
Major Crossing Improvement Project 402 Powaliont /S iiait Padantoa b Project
Pedestrian Connection Project 408 SE 112th- Fosterfo Mt Scoff
Greensreet Project 463 SE Mt Scott Blvd - 92nd 1o 1121h
Transportation District Boundary Phase 3
404 SE 174th - Main to Powall
Scale = 1:60,000 407 SE Division - 136th to 174th
Projects by others
406 SE Powell Blvd - 691h to 174th




Pedestrian network completion:

Status of 1998 PMP projects

e “Partial construction”
* TSP priorities
* Projects not on TSP?

* Next steps

146

Projects analyzed

5| 48

Projects completed Projects partially
or in progress constructed

1998 Ped Master Plan Project Completion Status
14 projects
without construction,
not in TSP
32 projects 33 projects
completed without construction,
identified in TSP
19 projects

48 projects
partially construct

partally constructed




PedPDX public
involvement plan (draft)

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

38



Guiding demographic data

Population distribution

Approximate population Percent of total PDX
population

Downtown/South Waterfront 22,323 4%
Inner NE 109,169 17%
Inner SE 126,187 20%
North 82,004 13%
NW 33,328 5%
Outer East (east of 82nd) 176,878 28%
SW 76,075 12%

TOTAL 633,373 100%




Guiding demographic data

Citywide racial composition

Approximate population Percent of total PDX
population

White alone 448,758 72%
Hispanic/Latino 61,396 10%
Black 36,311 6%
Asian/Pacific Islander 46,672 7%
Other 25,525 4%
Mixed race 31,169 5%

TOTAL 633,373 100%




Equity considerations
Citywide racial equity goals and strategies

Office of Equity and Human Rights o o

Realizing Equity. Enhancing the City of Portiand. 421 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 500, Portland, OR 97204

MORE CONTACT INFO

Commission Human Rights Commission Civil Righ

Equitable Contracting & Purchasing Commission

About OEHR Citywide Racial Equity Goals & Strategles
Citywide Racial Equity Goals and Citywide Racial Equity Goals & Strategies
Strategies

VIDEO: "Equity Matters: Citywide
Racial Equity Goals and Strategies™

N SubscribetoRSS |

MATTERS i MATTERS Sy eIy

000000 OCGES
**Download the goals and strategies below™
The Office of Equity and Human Rights (OEHR) presented Racial Equity Goals and Strategies to
City Council on July 8, 2015. Council unanimously adopted the goals and strategies as binding City
Policy, providing a guidepost for City employees and leadership to follow, to achieve the racial
equity goals.

OEHR Director, Dante James, says, “We want to institutionalize the concept of equity, in the use of
an equity lens, in the use of equity tools. Having City Council bless these goals, does just that. It
allows them to exist no matter who's sitting in any particular seat.”




Equity consic L_'l"ations
Infrastructure pa erns. e [

A B R 2 e O
(4] ’ :
(\ / \\" sk M8 4 R

No sidewalk
present




Equity considerations
Race

Race score Percent people of color or Latino
62%
5
40%
4
30%
............... 28% citywlde average
3
20%
2
15%
1
— 8%

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey




Equity considerations
Income

Income score Median household income m
$13,000 =
!
s $42,000 = -
$52,000
3 e EERTNLL $55,000 citywide median
$60,000
2
$81,000
1
$166,000

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey




Equity considerations
LEP

Percent of limited English
LEP score proficiency (LEP) households
27%

5
7%
4
~4%-4.1% citywide average
2%
1%
— 0%

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey




Equity considerations
Strategies for equity in outreach

e Targeted outreach to solicit survey feedback so as to
accurately reflect general population distribution by district

 Monitoring survey responses against city demographic data

* Reaching out to communities of color, in recognition of the
disproportionate impact of inadequate pedestrian
infrastructure

* Translating project materials and survey into 4 languages
and working with CEL’s to reach community members with
LEP (also a disproportionate impact)



Outreach goals/project task

Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2017 / Spring 2018 Summer 2018 Fall/Winter 2018
2018
Task 1:
Project Mgmt. /
Public Outreach

Task 2: Plan / Report survey
Policy Review and feedback on
Plan Goals & priorities (“what
Objectives we heard”)

Task 3:
Network Needs
Analysis

Task 4: Verify application
Prioritization of priorities to
Framework needs

Task 5:
Plan
Implementation

Task 6: Share walking
Performance stories
Measures

Task 7:

Plan Document




Brainstorm activity...




Next steps

City Council approval of grant
(September)

* Kick off with consultant (late
Sept/early Oct)

 Next CAC meeting (likely Oct,
confirmation forthcoming)

N

~i
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Thanks!

Michelle Marx

PBOT Pedestrian Coordinator
michelle.marx@portlandoregon.gov

PORTLANDOREGON.GOV/TRANSPORTATION




