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Introduction

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook contains sample
policies and engineering best practices that can be adopted by local
jurisdictions to comply with California Complete Streets Legislation (AB
1358). Various complete street types are identified and defined in the
guidebook, along with sample cross-sections, associated land uses and
suggested roadway user prioritization. The complete street types
provide design recommendations for various roadway arrangements.
Another key component of the guidebook is a complete streets project
review and design checklist. The checklist is a tool that can be used in
planning and public works departments to identify opportunities for
complete streets and document constraints or exemptions.

A unique component of the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets
Guidebook is a framework for evaluating the possible economic effects
of complete streets. The economic framework categorizes potential
effects of both direct and non-direct transportation impacts on
investments, business activity, property values, and government fiscal
health. The complete Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook
is attached.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

People are the lifeblood of a community, and streets are its veins
and arteries. Streets are vital to daily travel, economic exchange
and maintaining an acceptable quality of life. Streets connect
people to important destinations and serve as destinations
themselves, as places to walk with friends, ride a bicycle, view
public art, or enjoy the local farmers market. Although for many
years streets have primarily been designed to serve automobile
traffic, they are public places to be used by all people including
non-drivers.

Local and State transportation policy has evolved from planning
and designing almost exclusively for the movement of cars, to an
increasing focus on the movement of people and goods.
Complete streets policy and design embodies this paradigm shift
by recognizing that

(1) not all people travel by car, and
(2) land use affects who uses the street and how that street
should function.

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guide-
book builds upon best practices from across the na-
tion and was developed to assist local jurisdictions
in planning, designing and implementing complete
streets projects. Tools such as talking points to en-

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)

gage decision-makers and community members and a project
review checklist are included in the Guidebook and technical
Appendix. The policies, processes and design treatments included
in the Guidebook have been vetted, and refined by experts,
planners, advocates and policy makers nationally and locally. The
materials included in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets
Guidebook builds on similar reports such as the Charlotte
Department of Transportation Urban Design Guidelines, the
Manual for Living Streets developed by the County of Los Angeles,
the Smart Growth America Best Complete Streets Policy, and the
Caltrans Complete Streets Action Plan. The contents of the
Guidebook are summarized in the following sections.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL PLAN VISION, GOALS & POLICIES

This chapter of the Guidebook provides suggestions as to how communities can meet requirements of the Complete Streets Act (AB 1358) by
incorporating complete streets policies into their general plans. Sample vision statements are provided in the chapter and complete street
general plan policies can be found in Appendix B.

CHAPTER 2: COMPLETE STREET PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures indicate how well a street functions and meets the needs of all applicable users. Performance measures can also evaluate
the effects of a policy or project on the performance of the system and to assess whether it has achieved its goal. The Guidebook provides a
discussion of the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for calculating multimodal level of service as well as more qualitative performance
measures.

CHAPTER 3: COMPLETE STREETS ACTION PLAN

The Action Plan of the Guidebook outlines strategies for coordinating intra-agency tasks to better integrate complete streets into the
transportation design processes. A key component of the Action Plan involves providing complete streets design training to planners, civil and
traffic engineers, project managers, plan review personnel, in-spectors and other personnel responsible for design and construction of streets. A
sample Action Plan is included as Appendix D to the Guidebook, and integrates complete streets into every step of community developmentin a
way that can be tailored to the needs of each jurisdiction.

CHAPTER 4: COMPLETE STREETS TYPES

This chapter provides information to agency decision-makers on how to match the appropriate complete streets features to adjacent land uses
and roadway users. This chapter introduces complete street types and a discussion of roadway user needs and design solutions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 5: COMPLETE STREETS DESIGN

This chapter provides best practices examples of street features to be considered when designing and engineering complete streets. Example
cross-sections are included and organized by complete street type and by user zones. Additional bicycle facility treatments are shown in

Appendix K.

Conceptual Cross-Section
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 6: IMPLEMENTING COMPLETE STREETS PROJECTS

The Guidebook outlines a 6-Step Process for implementing complete streets that involves defining the existing land use and transportation
context, identifying deficiencies and goals for the future, determining the appropriate complete street type, considering alternative designs, and
balancing the trade-offs between modes. Questions for each step of the process are included in Appendix I.

The Project Review Checklist in Appendix H of the Guidebook can be used to follow these 6-steps. The Checklist may be adopted by local
jurisdictions to reveal opportunities for complete streets projects and document how the needs of all users were considered.

CHAPTER 7: TRANSITIONING TO COMPLETE STREETS

Frequently, the last steps in implementing complete streets are the most difficult, which involves enacting requirements and regulations and
compiling funding to enable the development of complete streets improvements. Specific tools and strategies for addressing these challenges are
described in this chapter.

CHAPTER 8: EDUCATION, ENCOURAGEMENT & ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS

Education, encouragement, and enforcement programs complement complete street infrastructure and can play an important role in achieving
community goals such as health and safety. This chapter identifies local education, encouragement and enforcement strategies.

CHAPTER 9: TALKING ABOUT COMPLETE STREETS

Complete streets are roadways designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. However, the meaning of complete street may vary
between communities, applications or individuals. This chapter is intended to serve as a re-source for professionals, decision makers and the
public who are interested in discussing and educating others about complete streets concepts.

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook provides resources and procedures for developing streets in the Monterey Bay Area that
meet the needs of all users including non-drivers of all ages and abilities. Although great strides have been made by local jurisdictions across
the Monterey Bay Area to provide adequate facilities for all roadway users, many streets are not “complete” in the Monterey Bay Area due to
lack of sufficient bicycle and pedestrian facilities. In recognizing that roadways have primarily been designed to serve the automobile, the
Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook highlights bicycle and pedestrian access as an essential design objective.

The policy guidance and recommendations herein may be adopted by jurisdictions to address the following:

e Ensure future changes to roadways function well for all roadway users;

e Pursuant to the Strategic Growth Council grant, meet Sustainable Communities Strategies requirements in state law;
e Comply with California Complete Streets legislation (AB 1358);

e Adopt a planning process in which all roadway users considered;

e Reduce vehicle miles traveled and reach regional greenhouse gas targets pursuant to California law (SB 375); and

e Achieve objectives identified in local Climate Action Plans.

Unlike many guidebooks, which may be more prescriptive, the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook places greater emphasis on
process and the importance of understanding the trade-offs between different design considerations. Balancing the needs of all roadway users can
be challenging in the Monterey Bay Area, where right-of-way and funding is limited. The planning processes recommended by this guidebook seek
to ensure that the resulting streets provide for the safety and comfort of all users to the greatest extent possible.



Goals of the Complete Streets Guidebook

e Provide tools for transitioning streets to complete streets
e Improve safety, especially for the most vulnerable users
e Facilitate understanding the impacts on communities of implementing complete streets policies

e Identify types of improvements needed to accommodate growth and address congestion in areas of compact
development

e Better integrate land use and transportation to reduce vehicle miles traveled
e Establish a collaborative process for integrating planning and designing streets

e Serve as a resource for implementing the California Complete Streets Act (AB1358)

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 9



HOW TO USE THE GUIDEBOOK

Interested parties may use the Guidebook in whole or in part to address the following:

® Practice six steps to successfully implementing Complete Streets: addressing complete streets from planning and design to implementation
(Chapter 6: Projects and Implementation)

e |ncorporate Complete Streets into community plans (Chapter 1: Vision , Goals and Policy)

e Measure the effectiveness of complete streets policy (Chapter 2: Performance Measures & Targets)

e Provide a context for how Complete Streets can affect current systems and procedures (Chapter 3: Complete Streets Action Plan)

e Develop projects based on land use context and street functional classifi cations (Chapter 4: Complete Street Types)

e Design treatments for complete streets (Chapter 5: Design Treatments)

e Become familiar with tools for transitioning to complete streets (Chapter 7: Transitioning to Complete Streets)

e |earn about programs that enhance or are improved by complete streets projects (Chapter 8: Education,Enforcement and Encouragement)

e Communicate the benefi ts of complete streets and engage the community (Chapter 9: Talking about Complete Streets)

10 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



ADOPTION

This guidebook is suitable for full or partial adoption by local jurisdictions and regional agencies to guide the planning and design of streets.
Adoption of this guidebook represents an agency’s commitment to incorporate complete streets into policy, project evaluation, design,
implementation, training, and public involvement. Jurisdictions may also adopt a complete streets ordinance or resolution that references the
Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook.

It is recommended that local and regional agencies that adopt or use this guidebook should:

e Review their approach to street design through all stages of the process, from advanced planning through preliminary design and
construction;

e Update existing design manuals and training materials to address complete streets concepts;
e |ncorporate a comprehensive range of policies which address complete streets in the general plan or regional plan;
e Support training for planners and engineers in complete street concepts and design considerations; and

e Seek ongoing public input from the community.

Adoption of the guidebook, in whole or in part, is a necessary first step in ensuring complete streets are consistently developed in the
Monterey Bay Area. Agencies may have to take additional steps and modify their internal processes in order to fully and successfully
implement the guidebook. Tools to assist local jurisdictions in these tasks can be found throughout the Monterey Bay Area Complete
Streets Guidebook.

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 11



BACKGROUND

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook was developed to address complete streets on local and regional scales. In 2011, the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), which serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the three county region of
Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties, in coordination with the three Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) in each county,
received a grant from the Strategic Growth Council to conduct a complete streets needs assessment and develop a complete streets guidebook
specifi c to the Monterey Bay Area. In addition to addressing regional complete streets issues, the Guidebook is a tool to help jurisdictions meet
State complete streets requirements. The California Complete Streets Act (AB 1358), passed in 2008, requires that any major revision of a
jurisdiction’s General Plan include modifi cation to the circulation element to “plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets
the needs of all users of streets, roads and highways” (California Government Code section 65302(b)(2)). Several jurisdictions in Santa Cruz,
Monterey and San Benito Counties currently meet this requirement but many do not.

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook will benefi t the entire region by encouraging bicycle, pedestrian and transit usage. The
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is prepared by AMBAG in cooperation with the RTPAs to plan for the long-range transportation needs of
the region over the next 25 years. Pursuant to California Senate Bill 375, the MTP incorporates a Sustainable Communities Strategy and a
transportation and land use strategy that will achieve regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets established by California Air Resources
Board. The regional targets are: a 0% increase in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 and a 5% reduction from 2005 greenhouse gas levels by 2035.
Implementation of complete streets projects will contribute to reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by providing safe, convenient alternatives
to driving.

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook builds on best practices from across the nation. The policies, processes and design
treatments included in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook have been vetted, refi ned, and approved by experts, planners,
advocates and policy makers nationally and locally. The materials included in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook include
references from similar documents such as the Charlotte Department of Transportation Urban Design Guidelines, the Manual for Living Streets
developed by the County of Los Angeles, the Smart Growth America Best Complete Streets Policy, and Caltrans Complete Streets Action Plan.

12 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



Complete streets are being incorporated into every level of transportation planning in the Monterey Bay Area from the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Regional Transportation Plans to local plans and projects.
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WHAT ARE COMPLETE STREETS?

Complete streets are roadways designed to safely and comfortably accommodate all users, including, but not limited to motorists, cyclists,
pedestrians, transit and school bus riders, delivery and service personnel, freight haulers, and emergency responders. Complete streets
accommodate people of all ages and abilities. Complete streets expand transportation choices by making walking, bicycling, and public
transportation more convenient and safe. This includes consideration of varying levels of tolerance for traffic stress when choosing a
transportation mode, particularly as it relates to bicycling.

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook does not prescribe “one size fits all”. Complete streets facilities should look different
depending on the surrounding land use context and user needs. Each street in a complete streets network is designed to provide safe
accommodation for the various intended users. This does not mean all streets must be designed to equally support all users. Instead, a diverse
palette of street design options that consider the location, land uses, and multimodal transportation volumes should be considered.

14 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



WHY COMPLETE STREETS?

More and more complete streets are being developed across California as
decision-makers realize the value they add to their communities.
Complete Streets projects address user needs across multiple modes, and
provide numerous individual and community-wide benefits; although
trade-offs between modes are often required in areas where there are
right of way and funding constraints.

Improving access to goods and services has long been an important
transportation goal and has guided transportation policy, facility design
and measures of success. Historically the focus has been on accessibility
for motorists to goods and services. Concentrating all efforts on one mode
of transportation meets the needs of only a portion of roadway users.
Complete streets can more fully improve a transportation network by
increasing accessibility and mobility for non-motorized modes and
addressing trade-offs between modes.

"Big Dig” Boston, MA
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User Needs

The need for diverse transportation systems has existed
among non-drivers for many years. In recent years there
has been an increasing demand for alternatives to the
automobile from individuals who historically have chosen
to drive. Young people in particular are opting to ride the
bus, bicycle and walk in greater numbers and fewer young
people have driver’s licenses or own automobiles than
previous generations.

The number of older, low-income and disabled non-drivers
is also increasing, as is the need for alternative ways to get
around. An aging population may mean higher demand for
public transit and in particular, paratransit. Restructuring
existing transportation systems to address special needs
can benefit not only the users of the system but also the
service provider. Monterey-Salinas Transit, for example,
has started a senior shuttle service in the Carmel Valley
Area to begin meeting this new demand. The smaller
senior shuttle vehicles allow for increased route flexibility
and lower fuel demand, which benefi ts both transit riders
and Monterey-Salinas Transit.

Today, the majority of Monterey Bay Area residents

use an automobile as their primary mode of transport.
Congestion and safety are the two greatest concerns of
automobile drivers. Like other transportation investments,
complete streets may impact local automobile congestion,
automobile access, traffic patterns in neighborhoods, and
parking. Potential impacts are dependent on the local
context, application and design timeframe.

16 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



Cost-Effectiveness

Complete streets can be affordable to users and implementing agencies. The cost of transportation is increasing relative to fuel prices. For many
American households the cost of car ownership is the second largest monthly expense after housing. Households that are dependent upon daily
automobile use spend more income on transportation and have less disposable income (See Figure 0-1). Rising transportation expenses have a

negative effect on the local economy and particularly on low income individuals with limited mobility many of whom are seniors and those under

eighteen. In the face of rising automotive transportation costs, complete streets provide more affordable transportation options such as riding the
bus, bicycling and walking.
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Figure 0-1: U.S. Department of Transportation
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When it comes to implementing complete streets, jurisdictions can incorporate complete streets elements into currently planned projects by
incorporating them in the early design stage. A cost-effective way to develop complete streets projects is to re-evaluate pending roadway
projects and identify opportunities to accommodate additional users within the existing right-or-way.

For example, a standard resurfacing/restriping project could be modified to undergo a road diet or provide striping for bicycles at intersections. A
road diet reduces the number of travel lanes, typically from four to two and adds a center left-turn lane and bicycle lanes or bicycle lanes and a
sidewalk (Figure 0-2). Striping bicycle lanes at intersections dedicates space and indicates where the bicyclist should position themselves in order
to cross more safely. These types of project can benefit all users of the roadway by providing a smoother road for drivers, decreasing conflicts
between bicyclists and motorists, and creating greater separation between automobile traffic and pedestrians on sidewalks.

Four Mofor Lanes without Bike Lanes Three Motor Lanes with Bike Lanes

L
L

J
)

Figure 0-2: Road Diet Before and After (nozziwalkablestreets.com)
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Benefits

Complete Streets can provide the following benefi ts:

Transportation Equity - Different travelers may expect varying accommodations by a street. A street design that
works well for a motorist may not work well for a pedestrian or a bicyclist. People experiencing poverty or
language barriers, people of color, older adults, youth, people with disabilities and other groups with limited or no
access to a vehicle tend to experience a disproportionately small share of benefits from transportation
investments focused on motorists. Complete street design attempts to restore equity in the transportation
system by improving transportation options for non-drivers and enabling greater use of the transportation
system.

Safe, Convenient and Attractive Travel Choices - Surveys throughout the Monterey Bay Area indicate residents
desire to have a greater number of transportation choices. Typically, the primary reason given for not using non-
motorized transport is safety concerns. Complete street design emphasizes safe and convenient travel choices for
all modes.

Reduced Traffi c Congestion - Increasingly more people are choosing not to drive and some are moving into cities
where there are more transportation options. Complete streets can provide attractive choices for individuals who
desire an alternative to automobile; thereby decreasing automobile volumes.

Increased Roadway Capacity — While populations continue to grow constraints such as environmental, physical
and cost limit the opportunity to increase roadway capacity with more travel lanes. Complete streets can
accommodate more people if they are copmlete and support travel by bus, bicycle or on foot, instead of by car.

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 19



Healthy Communities, Economy and Environment — There is a correlation between a diversified
transportation network and healthier communities, and a stronger economy and a cleaner
environment. By encouraging active transportation such as walking and cycling, complete streets can
result in improved health for residents. Reduced GHG and criteria pollutant emissions may result in
reduced incidence of respiratory disease. These factors have the potential to keep the local
workforce healthier and more productive.

Improved Access for People with Disabilities - Individuals with disabilities are more likely to use the
sidewalk network and take transit. Yet, roadways are often diffi cult to navigate for people who use
wheelchairs, have diminished vision, can’t hear well, or for people who move slowly. Complete
streets policies can have the effect of removing barriers to independent travel by designing facilities
to meet the needs of all users.

Reinvestment in the Local Economy — Improved complete streets will incentivize non-automotive
modes of travel which are less expensive than driving and vehicle ownership. By reducing vehicle
related expenses for commuters, they will have discretionary incomes which can be invested locally.

Economic Activity- Property values, business activity, redevelopement, fiscal health of governments
and economic growth can all be positively impacted by complete street investments as a result of
increased trip volumes, improved trip quality, benefits to safety and health, potential reductions in
construction and maintenance costs, and provisions for new public amenities. A detailed discussion
of the correlation between complete streets and economic activity is included in Appendix J.

20 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)




HOW TO BALANCE ROADWAY USERS NEEDS

All of the possible benefits derived from complete streets investments must be evaluated in the context of how they affect the transportation
network as a whole and the tradeoffs between alternative investments. For instance, prioritizing bicycle and pedestrian facilities on neighborhood
streets may have potential impacts on automobile congestion, automobile access, traffic patterns, and parking. In contrast, prioritizing automobile
facilities can have impacts on bicycle and pedestrian safety, and access, and may reduce opportunities for convenient alternatives

to driving. The impacts on congestion and safety for all modes must be considered in the discussion of tradeoffs between modes as it relates to
complete streets planning and design.

Despite challenges, many local jurisdictions in the Monterey Bay Area have made signifi cant investments in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
during the past two decades in an effort to serve a larger and more diverse group of roadway users. The result has been a considerable
improvement in the bicycle network and pedestrian facilities. However, in many cases bicycle and pedestrian facilities are not provided when
projects are constrained by right of ways or lack of funding. Prior planning practices have supported an approach to project design that emphasizes
maintaining the existing roadway function first and adding bicycle and pedestrian improvements only where space and funding allow. In some
cases a street may have been made more complete had alternative designs been considered. The trade-offs between investments can be
challenging and the balance between modes is a result of a complex factors.

The tools provided in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook, and discussed in detail below, are intended to support a transparent
discussion of trade-offs amongst design features and roadway users and encourage evaluation of design alternatives. Consideration of all
roadways users current and future needs using the complete streets framework promoted in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook
should result in cost-effective investments that provide convenient and safe facilities for all modes in the most appropriate locations.

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 21



- Chapter 1: General Plan Vision, Goals and Policies

This chapter of the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook provides suggestions as to how communities can meet requirements of the
Complete Streets Act by incorporating complete streets policies into general plans. Although the California Complete Streets Act requires complete
streets policies only in the circulation element, the most effective policies are present or supported in more than one element of the general plan.

Guidance for developing a vision statement and circulation element and land use element goals are provided in this chapter and in Appendix B.

VISION

The vision statement of a general plan encapsulates community values and desires and provides inspiration for goals and policies. Developing a
vision statement that considers complete streets is often a precursor to adopting complete street goals and policies. A vision statement may be
included in the circulation element of the general plan focusing entirely on the community’s vision, or may appear at the beginning of the
circulation element. Vision statements are generally developed through a consensus-driven, collaborative community engagement process. When
developing a vision statement the following questions should be considered:

® What are the benefits of adopting a Complete Streets policy in our community?

® What reason for adoption (such as health, safety or providing transportation choice) will consistently rally support from the community,
its transportation professionals and its leaders?

® What is our vision for Complete Streets?



The model vision language below is provided to offer an example of a detailed vision statement and demonstrate the range of goals that can be
considered in setting out a statement.

é”The community of [Jurisdiction] envisions a safe, balanced and environmentally-sensitive multi-modal
étransportation system that supports greater social interaction, facilitates the movement of people and goods,
Eand encourages active living, mobility independence, and convenient access to goods and services for all users
§including but not limited to pedestrians, bicyclists, children, seniors, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers
§of commercial goods and transit”

GOALS & POLICIES

Communities may include the entire sample complete streets policy in the general plan circulation element as a complete policy package, or
may selectively adopt specific objectives or policies. Communities are encouraged to tailor the policy and implementation measures to local
needs, concerns, and conditions, and to identify the local agency or department responsible for implementation. Most circulation elements
already include goals, objectives, and policies addressing the needs of motorists and movers of commercial goods, so the suggested complete

streets goals and policies focus on other types of users.

Sample general plan goals and policies are included as in Appendix B.
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Chapter 2: Performance Measures

Performance measurement is an important tool in the implementation of complete streets. Performance measures can inform planners, decision
makers and public how effective complete streets policies and projects are at reaching community goals. Performance measures are particularly
important in today’s environment where there is strong competition for limited transportation funds. In grant funded projects, results must be
demonstrated using performance measures.

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook provides a list of relevant performance measures for evaluating the effectiveness of
complete street policies and projects. The suggested performance measures may be used in several different ways to facilitate the
implementation of complete streets policies. First, performance measures can be used for needs assessment to identify problems in the system
and to assess their relative severity. Second, performance measures can be used to rank projects for funding in the programming process. Third,
performance measures can be used in impact assessments. In this application, the probable impact of a proposed development project on the
performance of the street system is projected, and the result is used as the basis for impact fees or other exactions, such as requirements to
provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Fourth, performance measures can be used to evaluate the effects of a policy or project on the
performance of the system and to assess whether it achieved its goal.

Table 1 lists performance measures that can be used to gauge the effectiveness of five complete streets policy objectives (safety, health, access,
economic benefi t and equity). These suggested performance measures support the goals of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the
Regional Transportation Plans for Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties.

Using consistent methodology for collecting before and after data is important when measuring performance. Best practices for data collection,
such as the establishment of a consistent way of conducting bicycle and pedestrian is helpful to demonstrate changes in trends over time that
may result from the implementation of complete streets. The Santa Cruz County 2012 Bike and Pedestrian Count Report aimed to standardize
methodologies for bicycle and pedestrian counts done within the county using the Institute of Transportation Engineers Pedestrian and Bicycle
Council recommend methods and includes templates and instructions for data collection.



MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Table 1: Complete Streets Performance Measures

Safety

Health

Access

Economic
Benefit

Equity

Reduce colissions involving bicycles and pedestrians
Improve speed suitability through street design

Increase the number of local traffic calming plans
Decrease the number of citations for jaywalking,
reckless behavior or missing helmet (if under 18 years)

Reduce the number of bicycle and pedestrian hazards

Increase the percent of people who walk, bike and take transit
Increase the number of students walking, bicycling or taking
transit to school

Increase the number of events that promote

alternative transportation

Number of households within 1/4 mile of transit stop

Increase the percent of people who walk, bike and take transit
Decrease transit headways on high quality transit corridors
Improve the quality of walk, bike, and transit trips

Increase the % of population within a 30 minute walk, bike

or transit trip of key destinations

Increase property values
Increase business activity

Increase investment

Government fiscal health

Increase the number of improvements completed near
key destinations for transportation disadvantaged
populations such as near schools, hospitals, transit stops

SWITRS counts

Number of bicycle routes on low speed streets
Number of traffic calming plans adopted by
local jurisdictions

Pedestrian and bicycle observation surveys

Number of bicycle and pedestrian facilities repaired
American Community Survey or local survey

Bicycle and pedestrian counts and surveys

Number of events held in Santa Cruz County that
promote alternative transportation

American Community Survey
Santa Cruz Metro
MMLOS or QOS

GIS Street Network and Place Type Designations

Tax assessment

Taxable sales

Number of new commercial and residential
investments

Cost per mile of transportation improvements

GIS Project Location and Key Destinations

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)
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LEVEL OF SERVICE

The traditional performance measure for street design is Level of Service (LOS). A methodology for calculating Level of Service can be found in the
current version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) published by the Transportation Research Board. This measure, in all its forms, is a function
of the ratio of the number of cars on a road to the road’s carrying capacity, and is expressed by assumed delay for each vehicle. Historically, it has
been used to calculate how much road capacity is needed to serve a given volume of vehicles, and it is directly tied to the goal of reducing
automobile congestion and delay. In most common use, LOS is reported on an A through F scale, with LOS A representing free-flowing automobile
traffic, and F representing complete congestion. Although it has the advantage of being highly standardized and widely used, traditional vehicular
LOS measurement does not account for all users of a roadway nor tradeoffs between different modes. This results in facility design based solely on
the needs of automobile users often at the expense of others.

The revised version of the Highway Capacity Manual, adopted in 2010, includes methods (referred to as Multimodal LOS), for measuring the quality
of travel for bicyclists and pedestrians, including comfort and sense of safety. In the absence of establish standards, communities have been
developing their own methods for measuring LOS for bicycles, pedestrians, and transit. In general, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit levels of service
tend to be more complex to measure than vehicle LOS.

One of the common concerns with using Multimodal Level of Service is that it requires a substantial amount of data that may not be regularly or
reliably collected. If data does not exist for the study area, new data must be collected in order to utilize this performance measure, which can be
time intensive and expensive. Some communities are not pursuing new LOS measures, but instead are choosing more qualitative measures of
success. The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission recently tested a Quality of Service (QOS) measure to evaluate how
transportation investments affected the quality and convenience of bicycle, pedestrian and transit trips (Appendix C). The performance measures
recommended in Table 1 provide a range of options for evaluating the effectiveness of complete streets policies and projects while recognizing
limited data and resources available to project sponsors.
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Chapter 3: Action Plan

Successful implementation of complete streets requires collaboration amongst several departments and stakeholders at the policy, planning,
project delivery and maintenance and operations levels. The Action Plan of the guidebook outlines the requirements for coordinating inter-
departmental tasks. A key component of the Action Plan involves updating training practices for planners, civil and traffi c engineers, project
managers, plan reviews, inspectors and other personnel responsible for design and construction of streets to integrate complete streets. A sample
Action Plan is included as Appendix D, which integrates complete streets into every step of community development in a way that can be tailored
to the needs of each jurisdiction. For example, instructions and training could be instituted for maintenance crews to assure their work complies
with complete streets policies. Resources for updating specifi c manuals are also provided in Appendix D.

LEGAL STANDING OF STREET MANUAL

Local jurisdictions generally follow certain established standards for designing streets. Confusion can exist as to which standards to follow, what is
merely guidance, when jurisdictions can adopt their own standards, and when they can use designs that differ from state standards. It is critical for
cities and counties to understand how adopting the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook in part or in whole meshes with other
standards and guides Appendix E discusses the myriad of accepted design documents and is based on the Los Angeles County Model for Living
Streets Design Manual discussion of design documents.




Chapter 4: Complete Streets Types

Complete streets are context sensitive. The intent of this chapter is to provide information on how to match relevant street elements to the
existing or desired land uses along the street and the roadway users. This chapter includes a description of complete street types to provide
project sponsors with a template for roadway designs that serves all users and prioritizes modes based on the land use and transportation
context.

LAND USE CONTEXT

Place types developed by AMBAG in coordination with local jurisdictions are used in th Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook to
describe the complete streets land use context. These place types were established during the development of the Sustainable Communities
Strategy to create common classifi cations for similar land uses across the Monterey Bay Area.

Place types consider land use characteristics (ex. urban, town, neighborhood, suburban, and rural) as well as use (ex. residential, commercial,
institutional). Each place type creates a distinct context for land use and transportation investments. Applying place types can help the
guidebook user identify complete street features that fit the land uses being considered. A detailed description of place types adopted by
AMBAG for use in developing the Sustainable Communities Strategy is included in Appendix F.

S-1  Single-Family Residential




COMPLETE STREET TYPES

The complete streets types take into consideration various user perspectives and the surrounding land use context in addition to the street
function. The complete streets types described in this chapter serve as a tool for linking street functional classifi cations and land uses. Figure 4-1
demonstrates how complete streets types relate to traditional functional classifications.

Street Design Type

Main Street Avenue Boulevard Parkway

Local/Subdivision Street Rural Road

Local Collector Arterial

Functional Classification

Pedestrian/Bicycle-Oriented Auto/Truck-Oriented

Figure 4-1 Complete Street Design Type and Functional Classifi cation
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Table 2 names complete streets types and provides a description of the transportation and land use attributes associated with each type. The land
use place types developed through the Sustainable Communities Strategy planning process (Appendix F) are also listed. Each of complete street
type indicates which roadway users shold be prioritized based on land use and transportation context. Both the land use place type and complete
street types should be identified early on in the process of planning and designing streets. Cross sections for each complete street type are

included in Chapter 5: Complete Streets Design. lllustrative cross sections for complete streets types are based on the Charlotte Department of
Transportation: Urban Street Design Guidelines, 2007.

For specific design treatments to considering when developing complete street cross sections see Chapter 5: Complete Street Design.

Main Street (Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz) Rural Road (Blanco Road, Monterey County)
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TABLE 2: COMPLETE STREET TYPES

SEGMENT
TYPE

TRANSPORTATION & LAND
USE DESCRIPTION

USER PRIORITIZATION

LAND USE PLACE TYPES

EXAMPLES

Main Streets

Pedestrian-oriented
“destination” streets; land
uses: mixed-use,
commercial, entertainment,
office, civic; short blocks,
grid street pattern; can be
used as a flexible space for
community events (ex://
.farmers markets)

1. Pedestrians

2. Bicyclists

3. Transit

4.  Autos/Trucks
Special accommodations
for delivery trucks

Urban Commercial; Urban
Mixed-Use; Town
Commercial; Town Mixed-
Use; Rural-Town Commercial;
Institutional

Alvarado Street (Monterey);
Ocean Ave (Carmel); Pacific Ave
(Santa Cruz); Main St (Salinas)

Bicycle and transit-oriented
streets connect
neighborhoods to job
centers and commercial
areas. Higher speeds than
main streets; land uses:
diverse mix of land uses
including but not limited to
residential, schools, parks,

1. Bicyclists

2. Pedestrians
3. Transit

4.  Autos/Trucks

Special accommodations
for pedestrians (children
and seniors) at crossings

Urban Multi-Family
Residential; Multi-Family
Residential; Neighborhood
Commercial; Town Multi-
Family Residential; Town

Sloat Ave (Monterey); California
St (Santa Cruz)

Avenues neighborhood commercial Mixed-Use; Institutional;
(collector) and commercial Open Space/Recreation
1.  Transit Multi-Family Residential; Munras Ave (Monterey); Capitola
2. Autos/Trucks Neighborhood Commerecial; Rd (Live Oak/Capitola Branciforte
Higher speeds and volumes 3. Bicyclists Regional Commercial; Ave (Santa Cruz)
of automobile traffic than 4. Pedestrians Employment Center;
Boulevards avenues, but more Neighborhood Mixed-Use;
(minor pedestrian and bicycle- Institutional; Open
arterials) friendly than parkways Space/Recreation
Auto-oriented designed to 1. Autos/Trucks Imjin Parkway/Rd (Marina);
move high volumes of 2. Transit (BRT/Rail) Soquel Drive (Aptos); Canyon Del
vehicular traffic quickly; land 3. Bicyclists Rey (Del Rey Oaks); Ocean Street
uses: major destinations 4.  Pedestrians Regional Commercial; (Santa Cruz)
Parkways such as regional commerecial, Employment Center; Airport;
(major academic institutions and Institutional; Open
arterials) visitor-serving uses Space/Recreation
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TABLE 2: COMPLETE STREET TYPES

Scenic Roads

pedestrian facilities and
access to natural resources

for recreational
cyclists and hikers
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Residential; Open
Space/Recreation

SEGMENT TRANSPORTATION & LAND
TYPE USE DESCRIPTION USER PRIORITIZATION LAND USE PLACE TYPES EXAMPLES

1. Pedestrians Urban Single-Family Cayuga (Santa Cruz); Riverview
2. Bicyclists Residential; Urban Multi- Drive, Capitola; San Miguel Ave,
3. Autos/Trucks Family Residential; Urban Salinas;

Low-speed and low-traffic 4 Transit Mixed-Use; Single-Family

volume shared streets Residential; Multi-Family

(bicycle, pedestrian & auto) Residential; Town Single-

with on-street parking; land Family Residential; Town

uses primarily residential, Multi-Family Residential;

neighborhood commercial, Rural Town Residential;

office, mixed-use, schools Institutional; Open

Local Streets and parks Space/Recreation
1. Autos/Trucks Corralitos Road (Santa Cruz);
2. Transit West Beach St, Santa Cruz
3.  Special County; Old Stage Rd, Monterey
accommodations Agriculture and Rural County;

Mostly auto-oriented with for school buses Residential; Exurban

few bicycle facilities for Bicyclists Residential; Industrial and

agricultural workers and 4, Pedestrians Manufacturing; Open

Rural Roads long-distance cyclists Space/Recreation

1.  Autos Old San Jose Road (Santa Cruz);
2. Bicyclists Sunset Drive, Pacific Grove; San
3. Pedestrians Andreas Rd, La Selva Beach;

Mostly auto-oriented with 4.  Transit Exurban Residential; Carmel Valley Rd, Monterey

bicycle facilities, some 5.  Accommodations Agriculture and Rural County;




USER NEEDS

New roads and road improvements should be designed to provide safe and convenient routes for all applicable users
and purposes including, but not limited to:

Pedestrians (all ages and abilities) Commuters

r Bicyclists (all ages and abilities) Tourists

Transit (riders and operators)

Active/recreational users

Motorists

“ Commercial/agricultural large

vehicle drivers Emergency responders

Each user group has different needs and group-specific priorities for any given roadway. These needs and priorities should be considered when
designing or rehabilitating a roadway in order to accommodate all users. Table 3 illustrates the needs specific to each user group and examples
of design solutions. One of the greatest challenges of planning for and designing complete streets is balancing the often conflicting needs of
different roadway users in a limited space For example, motorists generally want uninterrupted quick travel, wide lanes and large turning radii
whereas pedestrians prefer to travel along streets with low volumes of slow traffic, small turning radii and frequent crossings.
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TABLE 3: ROADWAY USER NEEDS

USER GROUP

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

DESIGN SOLUTIONS/APPLICATIONS

Pedestrians —
Commuters/Residents

Crossing delayed, few crossings, little
separation from moving vehicles, high
traffic volumes, few access points to
destination, inadequate ADA access,
little/no shade or shelter, poorly-lit
walkways and crossings, slippery
surface materials, obstructed routes,
inefficient drainage, indirect routes

Pedestrian signal actuation and adequate
crossing time, traffic calming, continuous
sidewalk network, short blocks, ample width,
planting strip/on-street parking, ADA ramps,
street trees and pedestrian-scale lighting
appropriately designed storm drains

Pedestrians — Seniors,
disabled and children

Small gaps in traffic, long crossing
distances, few crossings , inadequate
ADA access, shade or shelter, poorly-
lit walkways and crossings, slippery
surface materials, obstructed routes,
inefficient drainage

Adequate crossing time at signalized
intersections, curb extensions, high-contrast
markings, two-stage actuated crossings,
medians, audible countdown pedestrian phase
(signalized) and ADA ramps, street trees,
pedestrian-scale lighting

Pedestrians —
Visitors/Tourists

Few/no pedestrian destinations,
limited/no way-finding, unmarked
crossings, narrow sidewalks, little/no
shade or shelter, few/no pedestrian
amenities, poorly-lit walkways and
crossings

Pedestrian plaza, way-finding signage, high-
contrast marked crossings, wide sidewalks, on-
street parking, street trees, outdoor seating,
public art, public toilets, pedestrian-scale
lighting

Bicyclists — Intermediate to
Advanced; Commuters

Little separation from motorized
vehicles (moving and/or parked),
indirect routes/limited access to job
centers, shopping and major
destinations, bicycle detection at
few/no signalized intersections,
insufficient short-term and long-term
bicycle parking, few/no commuter
facilities

On-road facilities ( Class Il lanes/Class Ill shared
roadway), well-connected bikeway network,
marked bicycle detection, bicycle racks and
covered/indoor bicycle parking, public or
employer-provided shower facilities,
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TABLE 3: ROADWAY USER NEEDS
USER GROUP PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED DESIGN SOLUTIONS/APPLICATIONS

Bicyclists — Novice; Children Little separation from motor vehicle Off-road facilities (Class | paths), complete
traffic, disjointed/incomplete bikeway | bikeway network, bicycle racks, marked bike
network, narrow right-of-way, detection
insufficient/no bicycle parking

Bicyclists — Little separation from motorized Wide paved shoulders, way-finding signage and

Recreational/Touring vehicles, insufficient/no way-finding distance markers, bike racks

Transit — Riders Limited access to and from transit Marked pedestrian crossing, curb extensions,
stop, poorly-lit stop, poor visibility, ADA ramps, pedestrian-scale lighting, transit
no/insufficient transit route and shelter facing out to street, real-time traveler
schedule information, no/insufficient information, transit shelter/station
seating, no/insufficient shelter,
no/small buffer from moving traffic

Transit - Operators Limited space to operate transit Large turning radius, wide travel lanes, generous
vehicles, numerous conflicts, long merging distance, signal prioritization, street
delays furniture setback from curb
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Levels of Traffic Stress- Low Stress Users

Within each roadway user group are individuals with varying abilities and levels of experience. Ability and experience both factor into how
comfortable an individual is travelling by a certain mode or on different types of transportation facilities. User ability, experience, comfort, and
traffi c stress tolerance should be taken into consideration with designing complete streets. Research focused on bicycling has shown that
roadway users have varying levels of tolerance for traffic stress. For instance, adults who commute by bicycle to work are more likely to feel
comfortable riding in a bike lane on a busy street next to fast moving motor vehicles than those who have less experience bike riding or are
unfamiliar with the street network.

Traffic stress may include a combination of perceived danger and other stresses such as noise and exhaust fumes associated with motor traffic.
Several recent research efforts, including those at the Mineta Transportation Institute, have classified streets according to the stress they impose
on cyclists. Although some of the classifications for level of traffi c stress vary, the general concepts are the same. Roads with the lowest level of
traffic stress can be accepted by most children (who are less capable of negotiating traffic and more prone to irrational and sudden movements),
and the highest level of stress is tolerated by advanced cyclists whose skill enables them to share road with motor traffic. In order to
accommodate the majority of roadway users, complete street design should strive to create routes and features that support “low stress users”.
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NEIGHBORHOOD SHARED STREETS

Neighborhood shared streets, or “greenways”, can be an important characteristic of the complete street network. Neighborhood shared streets
are located on local streets and emphasize slow speeds and lower volumes. To achieve lower speeds and volumes, neighborhood shared streets
employ some or all of the following features:

e Traffic calming features to slow vehicle speeds

e Pavement markings that signal drivers and bicyclists to share the road and show where pedestrians should cross

e Bicycle and pedestrian scale way fi nding signs to provide information about nearby amenities, such as business districts and parks
e Partial street closures that limit the number of vehicles on the

e Public spaces and amenities to encourage pedestrian and bicycle activity.

A list of Quality Criteria (Appendix G) for greenways has been developed by the City of Seattle and is included in this packet for use by project
sponsors to evaluate greenway designs and locations and to facilitate public dialogue about greenways.

Neighborhood shared streets may be a helpful tool for developing “low stress” routes for bicyclists and pedestrians in the Monterey Bay Area.
Neighborhood shared streets are often less costly than dedicated bicycle and pedestrian facilities, which also serve “low stress” users. Like other
types of complete street type investments, impacts of neighborhood shared streets, particularly the potential for diverting traffi c to nearby
neighborhood streets, should be evaluated as part of the discussion about tradeoffs. See the discussion regarding low stress users under Levels
of Traffic Stress-Low Stress Users earlier in this chapter.
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Chapter 5: Complete Streets Design

PURPOSE

The Monterey Bay Area Complete Street Guidebook provides examples of various street features to be considered when designing complete street
facilities, so that they are utilized in the appropriate places. Copmlete street design should adhere to design principles and consider critical factors
affecting design. The design features herein are organized by complete street type (i.e. Main Streets, Avenues, Local Streets, etc...) and by user

zones (i.e. pedestrian, bicycle, street furniture, parking, etc...). Much of the content of this chapter has been adapted or borrowed from the Los
Angeles County Model Design Manual for Living Streets.

EXCEPTIONS

The design elements and engineering best practices described in this chapter may not be appropriate for use in all jurisdictions. Local policy must

be adhered to and engineering judgment applied; for example, the City of Monterey restricts the use of speed bumps/humps and uses other
methods and measures to calm traffi c.




DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Design for all users

Street design should accommodate all users of the street, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, automobiles, and commercial
vehicles. A well-designed traveled way provides appropriate space
for all street users to coexist.

Design with the network in mind

Streets should be well connected and provide access to land uses for
a diverse group of users.

Design intuitively
Street design should be intuitive for the users and require minimal
signage and markings.
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Design using the appropriate speed for the sur-

rounding context

The right design speed should respect the desired role and purpose of the
street, including the type and intensity of land use, urban form, the
desired activities on the sidewalk, such as outdoor dining, and the overall
safety and comfort of pedestrians and bicyclists. The speed of vehicles
impacts all users of the street and the livability of the surrounding area.
Lower speeds reduce crashes and injuries.

Design for safety

The safety of all street users, especially the most vulnerable users
(children, the elderly, and disabled) and modes (pedestrians and
bicyclists) should be paramount in any design of the traveled way. The
safety of streets can be dramatically improved through appropriate
geometric design and operations.
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FACTORS AFFECTING DESIGN

Design To Accommodate All Users

Providing safe and convenient routes for all users is a core goal of complete street design. Therefore, it is important to identify and consider the
needs of all potential roadway users. Since most modern roadways have been designed for motorists, complete streets design often puts more
emphasis on other users such as pedestrians, bicyclists and transit.

Everyone is a pedestrian at some point every day, even if they drive, take the bus or ride a bicycle for the bulk of their trip. Areas that draw
pedestrians such as downtowns generate activities that support the community and contribute to a higher quality of life. A recent survey of
Monterey Bay Area residents concluded that more people would like to walk and to have nicer pedestrian facilities in their community. Despite
some efforts to improved facilities, much more can be done to improve pedestrian conditions.

Studies have shown that most pedestrian crashes occur when a person crosses the road, and the most common crash type is a confl ict between a
crossing pedestrian and a turning vehicle at an intersection. Vehicle speed is directly related to the severity of injuries in collisions involving
pedestrians. The severity of pedestrian injuries and risk of death in a collision with a motorized vehicle dramatically increases as the impact
speed increases above 25 miles per hour (see Figure 5-1). Traffic calming can significantly improve pedestrian safety by slowing motor vehicles,
especially in areas where there are high rates of pedestrian crossings.

Although incredibly important, pedestrian facility design should not be solely focused on improving safety, but should also consider factors that
improve comfort and walking for pleasure. The two most effective methods to achieve these goals are to minimize the footprint dedicated to
motor vehicle traffic and to slow down the speed of moving traffic. This approach allows the designer to use features that enhance the walking
environment, such as trees, curb extensions, and street furniture, which in turn slow traffic, resulting in a virtuous cycle. All streets should have
sidewalks except for rural roads and shared-space streets.
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Figure 2: Risk of Pedestrian Injury or Death vs. Vehicle Impact Speed (AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, 2011)

Accomodating all users also requires considering different needs within each user group. For instance, conditions arise in sidewalk networks that
may create trip and fall hazards. Although these conditions, such as such as broken and raised pavement, slopes, vegetation intruding into the
walkway, vehicles obstructing sidewalks, and signs, poles, stands or benches that obstruct or narrow the path are a danger for all pedestrians, the
elderly, and others with impairments that affect vision and balance, are more susceptible to such hazards. In recognition of the negative impacts
poor sidewalk conditions can have on elderly and disabled individuals in particular, the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Pedestrian Safety Work Group developed a Program Model for Sidewalk Network Maintanence.

Another example of differenting between needs of users within each user group is the range of experience in bicycle users. Adults who commute

by bicycle to work are more likely to feel comfortable riding in a bike lane on a street with higher vehicle volumes and speeds; whereas less
experienced bike riders, including children, may feel more comfortable on a bike facility buffered from motor vehicles.

A7 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)



How Streets are Sized

The size and geometric design of a street (including lane width, corner radii, median nose design, and other intersection design details), is
determined in large part by the design vehicle, or the typical vehicle considered for use on that particular roadway. Designing for a larger vehicle
than necessary is undesirable, due to the potential negative impacts larger dimensions may have on pedestrian crossing distances and the speed
of turning vehicles. On the other hand, designing for a vehicle that is too small can result in operational problems if larger vehicles frequently use
the facility.

For design purposes, the wheel-base 40 feet (WB-40) is appropriate unless larger vehicles are more common. On bus routes and truck routes,
designing for the bus or large WB-40 type truck may be appropriate, but only at intersections where these vehicles make turns. For example, for
intersection geometry design features such as corner radii, different design vehicles should be used for each intersection or even each corner,
rather than a one-size-fits-all approach, which results in larger radii than needed at most corners. The design vehicle should be accommodated
without encroachment into opposing traffic lanes. It is generally acceptable to have encroachment onto multiple same-direction traffic lanes on
the receiving roadway.

Furthermore, it may be inappropriate to design a facility by using a larger control vehicle, which uses the street infrequently, or infrequently
makes turns at a specific location. An example would be a vehicle that makes no more than one delivery per day at a business. Depending on the
turn frequency, under designing the control vehicle can make streets more appropriate for multimodal use by reducing lane and right-of-way
widths, without having to encroach on sidewalks and ramps, while allowing larger vehicles to encroach on opposing traffic lanes or make
multiple-point turns.
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Design Speed

In contrast to the high-speed design approach, the goal for complete streets is to establish a roadway design speed that creates a safer and more
comfortable environment for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The complete streets approach also increases access to adjacent land, thereby
increasing its value, and therefore is more appropriate for the surrounding context. For most complete streets, design speeds of 20 to 35 mph are
desirable. Alleys and narrow roadways intended to function as shared spaces may have design speeds as low as 10 mph.

Design speed does not determine nor predict exactly at what speed motorists will travel on a roadway segment. Rather, design speed determines
which design features are allowable or mandated. Features associated with high-speed designs, such as large curb radii, straight and wide travel
lanes, ample clear zones , and guardrails, degrade the walking experience and make it difficult to design complete streets. Ultimately, designing
roads which encourage high speeds creates a vicious cycle. A slower design speed allows the use of features that enhance the walking
environment, such as small curb radii, narrower sections, trees, on-street parking, curb extensions, and street furniture, which in turn slow traffic,
creating a virtuous cycle.

A narrow roadway with sharrow markings encourages slower Parkways or expressways are designed for higher speeds
speeds and is more comfortable for bicyclists. which can also benefit transit and bicycle commuters if
appropriate facilities are provided.
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Access Management

A major challenge in street design is balancing the number of access points to a street with the need for multiple users to enter the facility. There
are many benefits of well-connected street networks; on the other hand, most conflicts between users occur at intersections and driveways. The
presence of many driveways in addition to the necessary intersections creates many conflicts between vehicles entering or leaving a street and
bicyclists riding or pedestrians walking along the street. Particularly in commercial zones, new driveways should be minimized and old driveways
should be eliminated or consolidated, and raised medians should be placed to limit left turns into and out of driveways.

Corner with many wide driveways Reconstructed corner with fewer, narrower
(Credit: Michele Weisbart) driveways (Credit: Michele Weisbart)

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 45



COMPLETE STREET TYPES CROSS SECTIONS

Complete street type cross sections represent example roadway designs that take into consideration the convenience and comfort of all roadway
users based on land use and transportation context. Complete street types cross sections should serve as a starting point when designing for
complete streets and should not be interpreted as design requirements. Existing roadways undergoing improvements may not have suffi cient
right-of-way to accommodate all of the design features shown in the complete street cross sections.

The advantage of starting with a complete street type cross section when designing projects is that it provides project sponsors and stakeholders
with a vision of a complete street, which prioritizes roadway user needs based on land use and transportation context, before moving into the
discussion about constraints and trade-offs. In many cases the final project design will not replicate what is shown in the complete street type
cross sections, but that the project design will maintain the balance of roadways user needs as illustrated in the cross sections using the
resources, skills and techniques available.

For example, a rural roadway, which is primary designed for truck/agricultural vehicles and private automobiles, and where vehicle lanes cannot
be reduced to provide exclusive bicycle or pedestrian facilities, utilizing sharrows to indicate bicycle use of traffic lane and/or providing a wide
paved shoulder to allow pedestrian access may be considered when evaluating roadway designs.
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User Zones

The complete street types identify the roadway characteristics by mode using “user zones” with the preferred dimensions of elements along the
street. The complete street type cross sections go beyond street functional classification by considering bicyclists and pedestrians, not only
automobile movement. The specific function of zones may vary by complete street type. However, generally the zones can be defined as follows:

Pedestrian zone: Includes unobstructed sidewalks with
appropriate widths based on demands generated by adjacent land
uses and pedestrian facilities, as appropriate.

Green zones: Includes landscaping or hardscape amenity zones.
Supports pedestrian zone by maintaining comfortable pedestrian
travel by providing a buffer from motorized zone or by shortening
pedestrian crossings through establishing an “island” in the
roadway. Can also support traffic calming and neighborhood
livability.
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Parking zone: Includes parking to serve adjacent businesses. The

parking zone also can serve to calm traffic and provide a buffer to
the pedestrian zone. Parking zone may be utilized as intermittent
transit and bicycle lanes often referred to as “business access and
transit lane” (BAT) and/or floating bicycle lanes.

Motor vehicle zone: Includes a variety of possible
lane configurations to accommodate desired
motorized vehicle speed and volumes.

Bicycle zone (exclusive zone): Includes dedicated bicycle
facilities on typically on higher speed and volume
roadways and may include additional buffering from
other modes. Bicycle treatments can be found in
Appendix K.

Bicycle zone (mixed vehicle zone): Includes shared
facilities with motorists typically on low volume and
speed roadways and pavement markings, where
appropriate.

Emergency vehicle zone: No specific zone is exclusive to emergency
vehicles. Together, motor vehicle and bicycle zones will be meet the
M California Fire Code that requires public streets to have an
unobstructed travel way of at least 20 feet, unless an exception is
made.
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Main Street Zones

® Design Speed — Less than 30 miles per hour

® User Prioritization— Pedestrians & Bicyclists

® Land Use Place Types - Urban Commercial; Urban Mixed-Use; Town Commercial; Town Mixed-Use; Rural-Town Commercial;
Institutional

}1 |I |I hl

Pedestrian

Street Furniture

Main Streets
generate high levels
of pedestrian traffic
and pedestrians
should be prioritized
over other modes.
‘The unobstructed
pedestrian zone
should be at least 10’
wide and extend to
the building frontage.

Pedestrian amenities
such as seating,
lighting, wayfinding
sighage, public

art, kiosks, and
bicycle racks near
store entrances are
encouraged

With Shared
Vehicle Zone

character to the
street and provide
shade and shelter
from the rain. Trees
with deep roots
should be selected
over those with
shallow roots to avoid
uplifted sidewalk
which can become a
tripping hazard

Street trees a!!

With Bicycle Zone

"I } E i 3 ’
Travel lanes s!ou‘!

be 13’ if shared with
bicyclists; otherwise
travel lanes should
be narrowed to

10’ to provide

space for 6’ bicycle
lanes. Images for
each zone

Bicycle

Shared bicycle
facilities are
appropriate due

to low vehicle
speeds. Markings
(“sharrows”) that
position bicyclists
away from the
“door zone” of
parked vehicles are
recommended as
they reduce the risk

of injury to bicyclists.

On-street par!ing IS

encouraged and acts
as a buffer between
pedestrians and the
motor vehicle zone.
Parallel parking is
preferred, however
angled parking is
acceptable. Parking
meters should be
places as to not
block access to the
pedestrian zone.
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Avenues

® Design Speed — 25-35 miles per hour

® User Prioritization — Bicycles, Pedestrians & Transit

® Land Use Place Types - Urban Multi-Family Residential; Multi-Family Residential; Neighborhood Commercial; Town Multi-Family

Residential; Town Mixed-Use; Institutional; Open Space/Recreation

® Local Examples: Sloat Avenue (Monterey); Branciforte Avenue (Santa Cruz)

N 1

With Shared Vehicle Zone

Pedestrian

Street Furniture

Avenues serve

a variety of land
uses and thus
generate medium
to high levels of
pedestrian activity.
‘The unobstructed
pedestrian zone
should be at least 6’
wide but 8" or 10" is
preferred.

:Amenities such as
transit shelters,
seating, pedestrian-
scale lighting,
wayfinding signage,
public art, kiosks,
and bicycle racks
near store entrances
are encouraged.

Permea!le

hardscaping,
landscaping and
street trees are
desired. The green
zone should be a
minimum of 8’ to
provide adequate
buffer between
pedestrians and
motorists.

Travel lanes s!ou‘!

be 13’ if shared with
bicyclists; otherwise
travel lanes should
be narrowed to

10’ to provide

space for 6’ bicycle
lanes. Images for
each zone

With Bicycle Zone

Bicycle

Shared bicycle
facilities are
appropriate on
streets with low
vehicle speeds 6’
bike lanes are
recommended on
streets with a posted
speed of 30 mph or
more. The gutter pan
is not considered part
of the lane width or
bicycle lane width.

On-street par!ing

may be provided.
One benefit to
parking is that it acts
as a buffer between
pedestrians and

the motor vehicle
zone. However, on
streets with limited
right-of-way there
may not be room for
both parking and a
dedicated bike lane.
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Boulevards

® Design Speed — 30-40 miles per hour

® User Prioritization — Transit, Autos/Trucks & Bicycles

Land Use Place Types - Multi-Family Residential; Neighborhood Commercial; Regional Commercial; Employment Center;
Neighborhood Mixed-Use; Institutional; Open Space/Recreation

® Local Examples: Munras Avenue (Monterey); Capitola Road (Live Oak/Capitola)

Without Side Median
Zone and With Parking/

Transit fone

Pedestrian

Street Furniture

he unobstructed
pedestrian zone
should be at least
6’ wide but 8’ or
10’ is preferred.
The pedestrian
zone should also
be set back from
the street. to
mitigate discomfort
generated from
greater volumes of

fast-moving vehicles.

:Amenities such as
transit shelters,
seating, pedestrian-
scale lighting,
wayfinding signage,
public art, kiosks,
and bicycle racks
near store entrances
are encouraged

T!e green zone

should be a minimum
of 8’ to provide
adequate buffer
between pedestrians
and motorists.
Medians should

be landscaped

and permeable but
remain accessible to
pedestrians.

With Side Median Zone
and Parking / Transit Zone

Ao o e o e e e e et e i e e n

T!e outsi!e trave'

lanes should be

14’ if shared with
bicyclists; otherwise
itravel lanes should be
11’-12'. Boulevards
should not have
continuous left-turn
lanes but instead

be separated by a
median wherever
feasible. Medians
should be a minimum
of 8" wide.

Bicycle

Parking

6’ bike lanes are
recommended. The
gutter pan is not
considered part of
the bicycle lane
width.

On-street parking

is not required

but allowed where
appropriate.
Off-street parking is
desired.
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Parkways

® Design Speed — 35-45 miles per hour

® User Prioritization — Auto/Trucks, Transit & Bicycles

® Land Use Place Types - Regional Commercial; Employment Center; Airport; Institutional;
Open Space/Recreation

® Local Examples - Imjin Parkway/Rd (Marina); Soquel Drive (Aptos); Canyon Del Rey (Del Rey Oaks)

Pedestrian

Street Furniture

Preferred
accomodation for
pedestrians is a
multi-use path set
back from the street.

:Amenities such as
transit shelters,
seating, pedestrian-
scale lighting,
wayfinding signage,
public art, and
kiosks are desireable.
‘Transit stops should
connect to the
sidewalk and/or
multi-use trail.

With Curb and Gutter

T!e green zone

should be a minimum
0of20’ to accomodate
the “clear zone” and
to provide adequate
buffer between
pedestrians and
motorists.

Medians should

be landscaped

and permeable but
remain accessible to
pedestrians.

”Travel ‘anes s!ou‘!

be 11'-12" wide.
Parkways should

not have continuous
left-turn lanes but
instead be separated
by a median
wherever feasible.
Medians should be a
minimum of 17’ wide.
Shoulders are
allowable on an
urban parkway if
appropriate.

With Shoulder

Bicycle

Preferred
accomodation

for bicyclists is a
multi-use path set
back from the street.
6’ bike lanes are

also appropriate

and may better
serve experienced
bicyclists. The gutter
pan is not considered
part of the bicycle
lane width.

On-street par!ing

should not be
permitted along
parkways. Instead
park and ride lots
served by transit
should be provided.
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Local Streets

® Design Speed — < 25 miles per hour

® User Prioritization — Pedestrians, Bicycles & Autos/Trucks

® Land Use Place Types - Urban Single-Family Residential; Urban Multi-Family Residential; Urban Mixed-Use; Single-Family Residential;
Multi-Family Residential; Town Single-Family Residential; Town Multi-Family Residential; Rural Town Residential; Institutional; Open
Space/Recreation

Pedestrian

Street Furniture

Unobstructed
pedestrian zone
should be a minimum
of 5’ with a vertical
curb (rolled curbs
allow parked cars

to encroach in the
pedestrian area).
Streets with very low
traffic volumes may
not require sidewalks
and instead function
as a shared street or
“Woonerf “.

Pedestrian-scale
lighting and some
bicycle/pedestrian
wayfinding sighage
for destinations
such as community
centers, parks and
schools

‘With Curb
and Gutter

T!e green zone

should be a minimum
of 4’ to accomodate
landscaping/trees.
Bioswales and
raingardens may also
be appropriate in the
green zone.

With Shoulder

Travel lanes s!ou‘!

be a minimum of
9’-10" with a 4’
shoulder.

Medians are not
typically provided on
local streets with the
exception of partial
medians which can
be used for traffic
calming and aesthetic
purposes

Bicycle

Shared bicycle
facilities are
appropriate due to
low vehicle speeds
and traffic volumes.
Neighborhood shared
streets should have
additional amenities
such as bicycle
boulevard signage,
sharrows, partial
street closures

and traffic calming
features.

Para“e‘ on-street

parking is
recommended along
local streets. The
parking serves as

a buffer between
pedestrians and
motorists.
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Rural Roads

Design Speed — Varies

Pedestrian

iStreet Furniture

A wide paved
roadway shoulder
can accomodate
both pedestrians
and bicyclists in

a rural setting. A
sidewalk or multi-use
path outside of the
clear zone may

also be appropriate
(especially if it
provides access to a
community resource
such as a school).

Pedestrian-scale
lighting, amenities
at transit stops

and some bicycle/
pedestrian wayfinding
signage for
destinations such as
community centers,
parks and schools
near rural town
centers.

User Prioritization — Autos/Trucks, Transit & Bicycles

Local Examples — Corralitos Road (Santa Cruz)

With Bike
Zone

consists of the
roadway shoulder
and ditch. This
area may be paved
at intersections to
reduce the amount
of dirt, mud and
debris carried onto
the roadway by
agricultural vehicles.
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T!e green zone

With Multi-Use
Path Zone

roadway shoulder
can accomodate
bicyclists. Multi-use
paths ouside of the
clear zone may also
be appropriate.

Bicycle

:Travel lanes should
be a minimum of
10’-12’ with a 6’-8’
shoulder.

Land Use Place Types —Agriculture and Rural Residential; Exurban Residential; Industrial and Manufacturing; Open Space/Recreation

On-street pa r!ing IS

not recommended on
rural roads.




INTERSECTIONS

Principles

The following principles apply to all users of intersections:

e Good intersection designs are compact.
e Unusual conflicts should be avoided.

e Simple right-angle intersections are best for all users since many intersection problems are worsened at skewed and multi-legged
intersections.

e Roundabouts reduce points of conflict and severity of potential collisions compared to signalized or stop controlled intersections.
e Access management practices should be used to remove additional vehicular conflict points near the intersection.

e Signal timing should consider the safety and convenience of all users and should not hinder bicycle or foot traffic with overly long waits or
insufficient crossing times.

*OMNERGING ®hMERGING ®CROSSING
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Signalized Intersections

To improve livability and pedestrian safety, signalized intersections should:

e Provide signal progression at speeds that support the target speed of a corridor whenever feasible.

e Provide short signal cycle lengths, which allow frequent opportunities to cross major roadways, improving the us ability and livability of the
surrounding area for all modes.

e Ensure that signals detect bicycles.
e Place pedestrian signal heads in locations where they are visible.

e At locations with many crossing pedestrians, time the pedestrian phase to be on automatic recall, so pedestrians do not have to seek and
push a pushbutton.

e Where few pedestrians are expected and automatic recall of walk signals is not desirable, place pedestrian push buttons in convenient
locations, using separate pedestals if necessary. Use the recommendations regarding push button placement for accessible pedestrian
signals found in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

® Include pedestrian signal phasing that increases safety and convenience for pedestrians.
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Yield and Stop-Controlled Intersections

Most intersections are either stop-controlled or yield-controlled. In general, stop signs are overused and often mistakenly used for traffic
calming. Stop signs are not a traffi c calming device. An intersection must meet warrants set forth in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) before stop controls may be installed. Intersection control options include the following:

e Yield control, which is under-utilized and should be considered to reduce unnecessary stops caused by the overuse of stop signs.

e Uncontrolled intersections are yield controlled by default.

e Two-way stop control, the most common form of intersection control. This is also an overused device. At many intersections a neighborhood
traffi c calming circle is a preferable and more effective option.

e All-way stops are often overused, incorrectly, to slow traffic. The use of all-way stops should be consistent with the MUTCD. At many
intersections a neighborhood traffic calming circle is a preferable and a more effective option.
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Roundabouts

Roundabouts reduce vehicle-to-vehicle and vehicle-to-pedestrian conflicts and, thanks to a substantial reduction in vehicle speeds, reduce
all forms of crashes and crash severity. In particular, roundabouts eliminate the most dangerous and common crashes at signalized
intersections: left-turn and right-angle crashes.

umﬁumJ‘ .

\ W
<A
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Other benefits of roundabouts include the following:

Little to no delay for pedestrians, who have to cross only one direction of traffic at a time.
Improved accessibility to intersections for bicyclists through reduced conflicts and vehicle speeds.

A smaller carbon footprint. Less lighting is required for operation and fuel consumption is reduced as motor vehicles spend less
time idling and don’t have to accelerate as often from a dead stop.

Opportunity to reduce the number of vehicle lanes between intersections. For example, a five-lane road may be reduced to a
two-lane road due to increased vehicle capacity at intersections.

Little to no stopping during periods of low fl ow.

Significantly reduced maintenance and operational costs required by signals and lights
Reduced delay, travel time, and vehicle queue lengths.

Lowered noise levels.

Less fuel consumption and air pollution.

Simplified intersections.

Facilitated U-turns.

The ability to create a gateway and/or a transition between distinct areas through landscaping.

Light rail can pass through the center of a roundabout without delay because rail has the right of way, although gates may be
required

The primary disadvantage of a roundabout is that sight-impaired people can have difficulty navigating around large roundabouts. However, this difficulty can
be mitigated with ground level wayfinding devices.
Before starting the design of a roundabout it is very important to determine the following:

The number and type of lane(s) on each approach and departure as determined by a capacity analysis.
The design vehicle for each movement.
The presence of on-street bike lanes.

The goal/reason for the roundabout, such as crash reduction, capacity improvement, speed control, or creation of a gateway
or a focal point.

Right-of-way and its availability for acquisition if needed.
The existence or lack of sidewalks.
The approach grade of each approach.

Transit, existing or proposed.
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UNIVERSAL PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

The following design principles inform the recommendations made in this chapter and should be incorporated into every pedestrian
improvement:
e The walking environment should be safe, inviting, and accessible to people of all ages and physical abilities.

e The walking environment should be easy to use and understand.

e The walking environment should seamlessly connect people to places. It should be continuous, with complete sidewalks, well-designed
curb ramps, and well-designed street crossings

e The walking environment should not be obstructed.

Legal Framework

Under Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, state and local governments and public transit authorities must ensure that all
of their programs, services, and activities are accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. They must ensure that new construction and
altered facilities are designed and constructed to be accessible to persons with disabilities. State and local governments must also keep the
accessible features of facilities in operable working condition through maintenance measures including sidewalk repair, landscape trimming, work
zone accessibility, and snow removal.

Under the ADA, the U.S. Access Board is responsible for developing the minimum accessibility guidelines needed to measure compliance with
ADA obligations when new construction and alterations projects are planned and engineered. These guidelines for public rights-of-way are found
in draft form in the Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines. The U.S. Department of Transportation has recognized this document as current

best practices in pedestrian design and has indicated its intent to adopt the fi nal guidelines.

In addition, Title Il of the ADA also requires states and localities to develop ADA Transition Plans that remove barriers to disabled travel.
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ADA Transition Plans are intended to ensure that existing inaccessible facilities are not neglected indefinitely and that the community has a
detailed plan in place to provide a continuous pedestrian environment for all residents.
These plans must:

® Inventory physical obstacles and their location.

e Provide adequate opportunity for residents with disabilities to provide input into the Transition Plan.
e Describe in detail the methods the entity will use to make the facilities accessible.

e Provide a yearly schedule for making modifi cations.

e Name an official/position responsible for implementing the Transition Plan.

e Set aside a budget to implement the Transition Plan.

Obstructions can make passage difficult or impossible for wheelchair
users. (Credit: Michael Ronkin)
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User Needs

Wheelchair and scooter users are most affected by the following:

e Uneven surfaces that hinder movement.

e Rough surfaces that make rolling diffi cult and can cause pain, especially for
people with back injuries.

e Steep uphill slopes that slow the user.
e Steep downhill slopes that cause a loss of control.
e (Cross slopes that make the assistive device unstable.

e Narrow sidewalks that impede the ability of users to turn or to cross paths
with others.

e Devices that are hard to reach, such as push buttons for walk signals and
doors.

e The lack of time to cross the street.

Walking-aid users are most affected by the following:

e Steep uphill slopes that make movement slow or impossible.

e Steep downhill slopes that are difficult to negotiate.

e (Cross slopes that cause the walker to lose stability.

e Uneven surfaces that cause these users to trip or lose balance.
e Long distances.

e Situations that require fast reaction time.

e The lack of time to cross the street.

Prosthesis users often move slowly and have difficulty with steep grades or cross
slopes.
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People with visual impairments include those who are partially or fully blind, as well as those who are colorblind. Visually impaired people
face the following difficulties:

e Limited or no visual perception of the path ahead.

e Limited or no visual information about their surroundings, especially in a new place.
e Changing environments where they rely on memory

e Lack of non-visual information

® Inability to react quickly

e Unpredictable situations, such as complex intersections that are not at 90 degrees
® |nability to distinguish the edge of the sidewalk from the street

e Compromised ability to detect the proper time to cross a street

e Compromised ability to cross a street along the correct path

e Need for more time to cross the street

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 63



People with cognitive impairments encounter difficulties in thinking, learning, and
responding, and in performing coordinated motor skills. Cognitive disabilities can cause
some to become lost or have difficulty finding their way. They may also not understand
standard street signs and traffic signals. Some may not be able to read and benefit from
signs with symbols and colors.

Children and many older adults don’t fall under specific categories for disabilities,
but must be taken into account in pedestrian planning. Children are less mentally
and physically developed than adults and have the following characteristics:

® Less peripheral vision.

e Limited ability to judge speed and distance.

e Difficulty locating sounds.

e Limited or no reading ability, so do not understand text signs.
e QOccasional impulsive or unpredictable behavior.

e Little familiarity with traffic.

e Difficulty carrying packages.

The natural aging process generally results in at least some decline in sensory and physical
capability. As a result, many older adults experience the following:

e Declining vision, especially at night.
e Decreased ability to hear sounds and detect where they come from.
e |ess strength to walk up hills and less endurance overall.

e Reduced balance, especially on uneven or sloped sidewalks.

e Slowed reaction times to dangerous situations.

e Slowed walking speed.
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Accessible Pedestrian Facility Best Practices

Crosswalks and ramps at intersections should be placed so they provide convenience and safety for pedestrians. The following recommended
practices will help achieve these goals:

e Allow crossings on all legs of an intersection, unless there are no pedestrian accessible destinations on one or more of the corners. Closing a
crosswalk usually results in a pedestrian either walking around several legs of the intersection, exposing them to more conflicts, or crossing
at the closed location, with no clear path or signal indication as to when to cross.

e Provide marked crosswalks at signalized intersections.
e Place crosswalks as close as possible to the desire line of pedestrians, which is generally in line with the approaching sidewalks.

e Provide as short as possible a crossing distance to reduce the time that pedestrians are exposed to motor vehicles. This is usually as close as
possible to right angles across the roadway, except for skewed intersections.

e Ensure that there are adequate sight lines between pedestrians and motorists. This typically means that the crosswalks should not be placed
too far back from the intersection.

e When a raised median is present, extend the nose of the median past the crosswalk with a cut-through for pedestrians.

e Provide one ramp per crosswalk, or two per corner for standard intersections with no closed crosswalks. Ramps must be entirely contained
within a crosswalk. The crosswalk can be flared to capture a ramp that cannot be easily relocated. Align the ramp run with the crosswalk
when possible, as ramps that are angled away from the crosswalk may lead some users into the intersection.

At intersections where roads are skewed or where larger radii are necessary for trucks, it can be difficult to determine the best location for
crosswalks and sidewalk ramps. In these situations, it is important to balance the recommended practices above. Tighter curb radii make
implementing these recommendations easier.
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One curb ramp per crosswalk should be provided at corners. Ramps should align with sidewalks and
crosswalks. (Credit: Michele Weisbart)
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Crossing Times

In planning for people with disabilities, slower speeds must be considered. This is critical in setting the timing of the walk phase of signalized
intersections. The Manual on Uniform Traffi c Control Devices requires that transportation agencies use an assumed walking speed of 3.5 feet/
second for signal timing. In situations where a large number of older adults or persons with disabilities cross, this may be inadequate to meet their
needs. Some cities instead use 2.8 feet/second.

Cities may also use Pedestrian-User-Friendly-Intelligent traffi c signals to ensure that all pedestrians have adequate time to cross. Pedestrian-User-
Friendly-Intelligent crossings use infrared monitors to detect the presence of pedestrians in the crosswalk, and will hold the signal red for cross
traffic until the pedestrian has left the crosswalk. Pedestrian-User-Friendly-Intelligent crossings help slower pedestrians, but also help the fl ow of
traffic because they allow the normal pedestrian design speed to be set at a higher level.

Pedestrian-Activated Push Buttons

Pedestrian-activated traffic controls require pedestrians to push a button to activate

a walk signal. As noted in Chapter 7, “Pedestrian Crossings,” pedestrian-activated

signals are generally discouraged. The walk signal should automatically come on

except under circumstances described in that chapter. Where pedestrian-activated

traffic controls exist, they should be located as close as possible to curb ramps

without reducing the width of the path. The buttons should be at a level that is

easily reached by people in wheelchairs near the top of the ramp. The U.S. Access

Board guidelines recommend buttons raised above or flush with their housing and

large enough for people with visual impairments to see them. The buttons should

also be easy to push. 7

Pedestrian push button placement
(Credit: Michele Weisbart)
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Accessible Pedestrian Signals

Wayfinding for pedestrians with visual impairments is significantly improved with the use of Accessible Pedestrian Signals at signalized
intersections. In fact, Accessible Pedestrian Signals are the most commonly requested accommodation under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973. Accessible Pedestrian Signals communicate information about pedestrian timing in non-visual formats such as audible tones, verbal
messages, and/or vibrating surfaces. Verbal messages provide the most informative guidance.

These devices should be installed close to the departure location and on the side away from the center of the intersection. Since they are typically
only audible 6 to 12 feet from the push button, 10 feet should separate two devices on a corner. If two accessible pedestrian pushbuttons are
placed less than 10 feet apart or on the same pole, each accessible pedestrian pushbutton shall be provided with a pushbutton locator tone, a
tactile arrow, a speech walk message for the WALKING PERSON (symbolizing WALK) indication, and a speech push button information message.
Volumes of the walk indication and push button locator tone shall automatically adjust in response to ambient sound.

O45m
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Chapter 6: Six-Step Implementation Process

The purpose of this chapter is to explain how the perspectives of all stakeholders interested in or affected by existing or future streets can be
incorporated into the review for planning and designing streets. The recommended process is summarized in Appendix H, Complete Street Project
Review Checklist. This process was modeled after the work completed in the Charlotte Department of Transportation Urban Streets Design
Guidelines, and San Francisco Bay Area, Routine Accommodation Checklist.

PROCESS FOR PLANNING AND DESIGNING COMPLETE STREETS

The six step process outlined below emphasizes coordinating city planning, urban design, and transportation planning activities by establishing a

sequence of fact finding and decision-making steps. Applying this process to planning and designing streets is intended to support the creation of
more streets which meet the needs of more people.

Six-Step Process

The process described below provides a great deal of flexibility to those involved in the decision-making process. This flexibility is intended to
foster creative solutions by ensuring that land use planners, engineers, transportation planners, transportation system users, and others work
together to think through the implications of alternative street designs. The six-step process will play an important role in addressing the signifi
cant challenge of retrofitting streets with limited right-of-way by means of completing a tradeoff analysis.

The six step processes below was vetted and carefully refined through a process lead by the Charlotte Department of Transportation in North
Carolina. Since its adoption, the process has been credited was accomplishing complete streets goals and avoiding the need for costly redesign and
preventing missed opportunities.



The following three assumptions are built into the

six-step process: E
2w
® The process will involve a variety of E E
stakeholders. The number of stake holders and ot =
discussions will vary, depending on the =T
magnitude of the project(s). E E
e The resulting street will be as o
“complete” as needed and possible, given the ﬁ
context of the facility. I
e The complete streets evaluation will clearly :-

document the major tradeoffs made among
competing design elements, how those were
discussed and weighed against each other, and
the preliminary and final outcomes. Thorough
documentation will ensure that all
stakeholders’ perspectives are adequately
considered in the final design.

>
3. Identify Deficiencies

Goals &
Objectives

F.-

Figure 6-1 shows the review steps to be included

in applying the Monterey Bay Area Complete Street
Guidebook. Each of the six steps is defined in more
detail later in this chapter. The steps described below
can be applied either to a single street or to a collec-
tion of streets in an area, such as when an area plan is
being developed.

.:.:-.E ﬁl

Decision
Making

Figure 6-1 Six Step Process
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Step 1: Define the Existing and Future Land Use and Urban Design Context

The classification and ultimate design of any street should reflect both the existing and expected future land use contexts. These contexts should
be considered from the area wide level down to the immediately adjacent land uses. For example, a street is likely to be classified and/or designed
differently if it is in an area slated for higher density development, such as a transit station area, versus in a neighborhood of single family houses,
where very limited development changes are anticipated.

Step 2: Define the Existing and Future Transportation Context

The transportation assessment should consider the existing and expected future conditions of the transportation network adjacent to the street to
be designed. The design should not be strictly related to capacity on a segment in isolation. Rather, the design should reflect the entire
transportation context, including function, multimodal features, and form. The Complete Streets Project Review Checklist (Appendix H) should be
used to assess and document existing and future conditions. Questions to facilitate dialogue and consideration of existing and future conditions
are included in Appendix I.

Step 3: Identify Deficiencies

Once the existing and future land use and transportation contexts are clearly defined and understood at the area wide level, the design team
should be able to identify and describe any potential deficiencies. This step should consider the relationship between different modes and the land
use context. Use the Complete Streets Project Review Checklist (Appendix H) to identify and document deficiencies. Questions to facilitate
dialogue and consideration of deficiencies are included in Appendix .

Step 4: Describe Future Objectives

This step synthesizes the information from the previous steps into defined objectives for the street project. Objectives could be derived from the
plans and/or policies for the area around the street, as well as from the list of deficiencies identifi ed in step three. The objectives will form the
basis for the future street classifi cation and design. Sample questions that can be used to facilitate dialogue about potential issues can be found in
Appendix I.
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Step 5: Recommend Street Type and Initial Cross-Section and Constraints

The plan/design team recommends the appropriate complete street type(s), and cross-section design based on previous steps. The rationale
behind the classification should be documented using the Complete Streets Project Review Checklist in Appendix H. Table 3 provides a reference
for matching land use place types and street typologies and sample cross-sections. This step should also include a recommendation for any
necessary adjustments to the land use plan/policy and/or transportation plan for that area. Since the street type and the design are influenced by
the land use context, subsequent land use decisions should reflect and support the agreed-upon street type and design.

At this point, any constraints to the provision of the initial preferred cross-section should be clearly identifi ed. These may include:

e Lack of right-of way,

e Existing structures,

e Existing trees or other environmental features,
e Topography, and

e |ocation and number of driveways.

Step 6: Describe Tradeoffs and Select Complete Street Type

Most likely the initial cross-section will need to be refined to better address the land use and transportation objectives, given the constraints
identifi ed in step five. If the technical team develops more than one alternative design, these multiple alternatives should be presented to the
stakeholders, and made available to the public. Any refinements to the cross section should result from a through consideration of tradeoffs
among competing uses of the existing or future public right-of way.
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EXCEPTIONS

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (2000) lists three exceptions to providing accommodations for bicycle and pedestrian travel on all
streets. They follow the FHWA's guidance on accommodating bicycle and pedestrian travel and identifi ed best practices frequently used in
existing complete streets policies. Project sponsors may find it beneficial to consider these exceptions when evaluating trade-offs.

e Accommodation is not necessary on corridors where specific users are prohibited, such as interstate freeways or pedestrian malls.

e Cost of accommodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use. It is unnecessary to attach a percentage to define
“excessive” as the context for many projects will require different portions of the over all project budget to be spent on the modes and
users expected. Additionally, costs may be difficult to quantify. A cap on amount spent for roadway improvements may be appropriate in
unusual circumstances, such as where natural features (e.g. steep hillsides, shorelines) make it very costly or impossible to accommodate all
modes. Any such cap should always be used in an advisory rather than absolute sense. A documented absence of current and future need.
This exception can be problematic if the method for determining future need is not defined. Ensure that a qualified individual or committee
is tasked with approving this exception. Many communities have included other exceptions that the National Complete Streets Coalition, in
consultation with transportation planning and engineering experts, also feels are unlikely to create loopholes.

e Transit-specific facilities, such as bus shelters, are not required where there is no existing or planned transit service.

e Routine maintenance of the transportation network that does not change the roadway geometry or operations, such as mowing, sweeping,
spot repair, or when interim measures are implemented in temporary detour or haul routes. Be sure to check your internal procedures and
policies regarding these activities so that facilities such as bike lanes are swept in a timely manner”.
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MONTEREY BAY AREA COMPLETE STREETS ASSESSMENT

As part of the development of the 2014 Monterey Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy, staff from the regional transportation agencies in
the tri-county area worked with key stakeholders from each jurisdiction to develop criteria for evaluating how well streets meet the needs of all
users. The goal of this complete streets needs assessment was to identify deficiencies in the existing transportation networks and opportunities
for improvements, which would provide safe mobility for all users including bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders and motorists, particularly in areas
identifi ed for increased density and diversity of land use as part of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Key components of the Monterey Bay
Area Complete Streets Assessment are discussed further in this section and can serve as a model inventory for project sponsors and stakeholders.

Complete Streets Inventory

Compiling an inventory of complete street transportation attributes was the first step in conducting the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets
Assessment. This inventory identified the existing mobility context and documented complete streets facilities and considered gaps in the
transportation network and services. It is recommended that project sponsors and stakeholders utilize the inventory provided in Appendix A in
whole or in part when developing complete street projects for inclusion in local plans.

To support the complete streets needs assessment, RTPA staff worked with regional transit agencies to identify current and future “high quality
transit routes” and “major transit stops” as defined by SB375. Identifying high quality transit routes and major transit stops, which serve 15 minute
headways during peak periods, were important in order to identify potential priority areas for pedestrian investments, since the majority of transit
trips begin with a roadway user walking to the transit stop.
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Complete Streets Project List

The result of the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Assessment included a list of transportation projects that would support multi-modal
facilities, improve connectivity and reduce vehicle miles traveled within each area. For each project, opportunities were identified to develop low
stress routes which emphasize the quality, comfort, convenience and safety of bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities. Each project list was
considered by the respective regional transportation planning agencies for inclusion in the regional transportation plan.

Complete streets projects typically fell into one of the following categories:

e Bicycle/pedestrian enhancements (ex. bicycle lane treatments such as painted or buffered bike lanes and pedestrian buffers such as
landscaping, bicycle actuation at traffic signals, pedestrian scale lighting, wider side walks)

e Pedestrian crossing improvement (ex. raised cross walks, enhanced striping contrast, cross walk beacon, bulbouts and pedestrian islands)
e Bike/pedestrian network filler (ex. new bicycle lane or sidewalks which eliminates gap in existing network)

e Bike intersection improvement (ex. bike boxes, bike signal priority)

* New bike/ped connection (ex. new bike/ped path not located on current transportation facility)

e Bike parking facilities (ex. bicycle racks)

e Neighborhood shared streets (ex. pavement markings, wayfinding, traffi c control on local streets to give priority to bicycles and
pedestrians and reduce vehicle speed and volume)

e Pedestrian place/universal street (ex. roadway or alley with restricted vehicle access which often is serves as a plaza for assorted businesses)
e Crosswalk frequency (ex. new/additional cross walks to reduce spacing between cross walks)

e Commercial area bike/ped access (ex. pavement treatments, tactile strips and wayfinding)

e Traffi c calming (ex. bulb outs, landscaping)

e High Occupancy Vehicle/transit priority (ex. signal priority for transit and carpool lanes)

e Bus pullouts

e Wayfinding (ex. pedestrian and bicycle scale signage providing information about surrounding amenities)

¢ |nformation and incentives for bicycling, walking and transit

Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013) 75



Chapter 7: Transitioning To Complete Streets

COMPLETE STREETS TRANSITION PLAN

Implementing complete streets begins with adoption of polices, plans and designs described in this guidebook. Frequently, the last steps in
implementing complete streets are the most difficult and involve enacting requirements and regulations and providing funding for complete
streets improvements. Specifi ¢ tools for addressing these challenges are described in this chapter.

Providing all of the ingredients for implementing complete streets will take a signifi cant investment in some communities. Below are some
tools that local jurisdictions may want to consider to facilitate the transition of motor vehicle oriented street towards streets that provide a
greater range of safe and convenient choices for all users.

Zoning Ordinance Review

Zoning ordinance, subdivision ordinance, and municipal code may need to be reviewed to identify where policy is weak in establishing
standards. The following zoning ordinance features will support implementation of complete streets:

e Requirements for access management and transit-oriented development;

e Regulations that support recommended complete street characteristics and non-motorized site design for development sites, setbacks,
and building entrances;

e Regulations promoting higher density and multi-use developments, which encourages walking and bicycling between destinations;

e Regulations that require easements for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and require new development to make improvements consistent
with bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and traffi c calming plans.

® |ncentives for developments that provide enhanced bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities.



Local Area Plans

Local area specific plans can be helpful in developing

a complimentary set of investments which support a systems
approach to complete streets. In some cases, local area specific plans
may have strong potential for implementing complete streets policies
by taking a comprehensive approach to ensuring consistency with
higher level plans, while at the same time providing detail which is
responsive to specific local area evidence-based needs. In the early
2000s, the City of Monterey worked with residents to develop
neighborhood traffic calming plans. Since their adoption, the City has
successfully implemented the majority of these plans.
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City of Monterey Neighborhood Traffic Calming Plan

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans

Bicycle transportation plans and pedestrian master plans should also
be utilized to develop complete streets projects. Ensuring that
complete streets projects are consistent with these mode specific
plans is an effective way to support the development of a network of
complete streets. Establishing a network of complete streets is
important because roadway users typically utilize several
transportation facilities and more than one mode when traveling
between their origin and destination.

Ensuring that new projects are consistent with bicycle and pedestrian
plans can be utilized as strategy for transiting to complete streets,
particularly to improve connectivity. For example, the Tahoe Regional
Planning Council worked closely with local jurisdictions to establish
zoning ordinances for its bicycle and pedestrian plan. These
ordinances require new developments to implement bicycle and
pedestrian facilities identified in the plan if they are located within or
along a proposed development parcel.

E&\ Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths - . EEEE. %
SANTACRUZ
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FUNDING COMPLETE STREETS

Funding for complete streets project remains a challenge in the Monterey Bay Area where transportation needs far out-weigh available
transportation funds. Complete streets projects are currently being considered in the development of the Monterey Bay Area Sustainable
Communities Strategy as part of a suite of projects to reduce vehicle miles traveled in areas identified for growth and more intensified use.
Although many complete streets projects may be identified to receive funding in the long-range transportation plan and sustainable communities
strategy, they will need to compete for limited transportation resources.

Existing Funding Sources

e Transportation Development Act Funds

e Regional Surface Transportation Program

e Neighborhood Improvement Program (City of Monterey)

e Bicycle Transportation Account

e Office of Traffic Safety

e Highway Safety Improvement Program

e Transportation Alternatives Program (formerly Transportation Enhancement funds)

e Regional Development Impact Fees
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Potential New Funding Sources

Active Transportation Program: Legislation is currently under consideration at the state level to consider consolidating the federal Transportation
Alternatives Program, the state Bicycle Transportation Account, the state and federal Safe Routes to Schools and the Environmental Enhancement
and Mitigation program into a single statewide competitive program.

Multimodal Impact Mitigation Fees: Development impact fees are now being assessed and applied to bicycle, pedestrian and transit projects.
Like traditional impact fees, multimodal impact fees are used to mitigate the cost of new demands on the transportation system resulting from
trips incurred by new development. Local jurisdictions with multimodal impact fees are using model projections, multimodal level of service
thresholds, or multimodal trip generation rates by land use type, (such as those developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers), as the
mechanism for assessing the mitigation payment amount. Fees are them applied to investments that are reasonably connected to the
development impacts. Multimodal impacts fees work in areas where there is already pedestrian, bicycle and transit activity or in areas that could
potentially benefi t from and support diverse transportation options.

Local Transportation Sales Tax Measure: Over 85% of California residents live in a region with an approved transportation measure which
dedicates sales tax funding to transportation projects. Local transportation measures are applied to projects identifi ed in an approved

expenditure plan and currently require a two-thirds majority vote.

Public and private grant programs focused on improving health by reducing greenhouse gas emissions, improving air quality and reducing obesity
through physical activity may also play a role in funding complete streets projects.
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REGIONAL COMPLETE STREETS PHASING PLAN

The tools provided in the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook support a transition from streets that are primarily auto-oriented to

streets which safely and comfortably accommodate all users. The Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook takes the approach that by

incorporating complete streets into policy, plans, and design, streets will begin to become more complete in stages, beginning in the short-term
(2020) and continuing into the long-term (2035).

Given the significant need for road rehabilitation throughout the Monterey Bay Area , complete streets improvements that can be coupled with
roadway rehabilitation projects are more likely to be completed in the short-term (2020), such as complete street features that can be realized
primarily through roadway restriping. Other projects expected to be completed in the short-term are those funded by continuous funding sources
such as Transportation Development Act funds, which frequently support curb ramp improvements, and Safe Routes 2 School funds which support
bicycle, pedestrian and traffic calming around schools. The projects which require a greater amount of resources will be implemented closer to the
2035 horizon if current funding trend continue.

Short-term projects such as bicycle lane striping Long-term projects such as the Monterey Branch Line Light
Rail Service and Stations
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- Chapter 8: Education, Encouragement & Enforcement

Education, encouragement, and enforcement programs complement complete street infrastructure programs and can play an important role in
achieving complete streets objective.

EDUCATION

Developing complete streets is a critical step in providing alternatives to driving. However, to achieve an actual shift from driving to walking,
bicycling or taking transit requires a change not only in the safety and reliability of those alternatives, but also a change in an individual’s
preference, perception and behavior. Many local jurisdictions around the Monterey Bay Area are implementing marketing campaigns to encourage
healthy and active lifestyles. Obesity and sedentary lifestyles are on the rise for both adults and children in America, and daily exercise needs to be
integrated into American lifestyles. In the Monterey Bay Area region, marketing campaigns, such as Bike Week, add support to existing messages
of getting more exercise while promoting complete streets principles.

A telephone survey conducted in the AMBAG region in May 2013 provided information regarding travel preferences. Throughout the region,
survey participants overwhelmingly indicated that they rely on their cars to travel; however, they felt that if it were more convenient or more
comfortable, they would like to walk or bicycle to shopping or recreation destinations. Integrating Complete Streets features into our
transportation system can help this desire to become a reality.

Yield to pedestrians when turning.




Complete Streets policies are viewed as an important element for achieving Safe Routes to School goals, as children are one of our most vulnerable
transportation users. Safe Routes to School programs have become tremendously popular not only across the country, but within the Monterey
Bay Area. These programs benefi t from Complete Streets policies that can help turn all routes into safe routes. Examples of Safe Routes to School
Programs include:

e Safe Routes to School Maps

e Bike/Walk to School Day

e Walking School Buses

e Bicycle Train

e Bike to School Day Resource Guide:

e Monterey County: (http://www.tamcmonterey.org/bikeweek/breakfast.html)

e San Benito County: (http://sanbenitorideshare.org/schools/safe-routes-to- school/)

e Santa Cruz County: (http://bike2work.com/s_cruz/)

Training

Another critical component of a successful education program is providing decision makers and project designers with information on the latest
approaches to roadway design to help establish a common level of understanding and facilitate discussions complete streets. Planners are
encouraged to hold workshops or provide their elected governing bodies and advisory committees with presentations on facility design and other
topics related to bicycling and walking as a means to understand Complete Streets principles. Agencies may want to consider “certifying” staff
members as complete streets specialists when a specific level of training in complete streets concepts is completed. Several resources for this
type of training are available, including:

e The UC Berkeley Tech Transfer Program
e The Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)
e The National Complete Streets Coalition

e The National Rural Transit Assistance Program

More informal training may involve meeting with local jurisdictions who have experience implementing complete streets policies or hosting
roundtables for project sponsors to discuss lessons learned. The regional transportation planning agencies can help educate city and county
project planners and designers to ensure that Complete Streets concepts are well understood and can be incorporated into future projects.
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Walking Audits

Walking audits are a tool that can be very useful to educate users about the needs on a particular street. Walking audits can be completed
individually or as a group. The auditor(s) should use a checklist to note the overall quality of their travel on the street and identify gaps in the
pedestrian network, safety or accessibility concerns, areas needing repair, and other opportunities to enhance the corridor to make it more
comfortable for all users.

Vehicle Code

Pedestrians and bicyclists should be educated about vehicle codes related to their transportation mode. The Traffic Safe Communities Network in
Santa Clara County has produced a guidebook for this purposes that can be found at: http://www.ots.ca.gov/pdf/BicyclePedSafetyBrochure.pdf.

The guide includes references to the California Vehicle Codes that establish safe practices for bicycling and walking. This is a tool that can be used
by local jurisdictions to ensure that those walking and bicycling for transportation are informed about their rights and responsibilities.
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ENCOURAGEMENT

Communities can encourage the development of complete streets projects by demonstrating the need for and benefits of active transportation
and transit. Some activities may include conducting organized community bike rides, walking events and providing transit access to community
gatherings. A community may also focus on breaking down barriers to active transportation and transit by producing user-friendly bike maps and
transit schedules, providing commuting incentives and bike share programs and offering discounted transit passes. The Monterey Bay area has
several events and programs aimed at encouraging walking and biking, including the following:

e Bike Week, including Bike to Work & Bike to School Events
e Walk to School Week

e Condor Classic

e Sea Otter Classic

e Community bicycle rides

In addition, an integral partner in promoting and implementing Complete Street efforts are colleges and universities within the Monterey bay Area.
Local jurisdictions may work to share resources and leverage opportunities to educate the public and leadership on the value and implementation
of complete streets within the region.

Elementary and high schools are also taking an active role in Complete Streets by helping promote more active lifestyles, such, as encouraging
children to walk or bike to school. Bike to School Day and Walk to School Day educational campaigns have been tremendously successful in the
region as Complete Streets make it easier for students to get around by all modes of transportation, providing more choices for those who want
them. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County offers a Bike to School Day 2012 Resource Guide online at tamcmonterey. org.
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ENFORCEMENT

Enforcement emphasizes the complete streets connection between the law enforcement community and project planners and designers. Often
times, communities have an established relationship with a liaison within the local police department or California Highway Patrol to monitor
and promote safe bicycling and walking. This relationship builds on local efforts to prevent bicycle theft, enforcement campaigns to encourage
cyclists and motorists to share the road safely, and understand the California Vehicle Codes addressing safe bicycling and walking.

Enforcement agencies should be encouraged to understand the concepts of Complete Streets planning and design, and work closely with
planners, engineers, and policymakers to ensure that users are comfortable when travelling. The rights of both vehicles and non-motorized
transportation should be understood by all users, as well as planners and engineers, to ensure that Complete Streets projects can be
appropriately enforced.

Code enforcement is another tool that can be used to support the maintenance of safe sidewalks or other maintenance of the traveled way.
These codes should be considered by planners and designers when implementing Complete Streets projects.
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Chapter 9: Talking About Complete Streets

The accepted definition of complete streets is: roadways designed to meet the needs of all users regardless of mode choice, age or ability.
However, the meaning of complete street may vary by community, application or individual. This chapter is intended to serve as a resource for
professionals, decision makers and the public who are interested in discussing and educating others about complete streets concepts.

SIMILAR CONCEPTS

”n u ”n «u

The complete streets terminology is similar to terms such as “livable streets”, “context sensitive solution”, “sustainable transportation”, and
“transit oriented developed”. All of these concepts give greater emphasis to alternatives to driving alone than traditional transportation planning
concepts which primarily focused on vehicle transportation. Each of these newer terms reveal an approach to planning and designing
transportation facilities which takes into consideration transit, bicycling and walking and the demands and desires of each community. Unlike the
other terms, “complete streets” is the most encompassing phrase associated with this approach and conveys the need for streets to have all the
necessary and appropriate parts to achieve its objective, as opposed other concepts that place greater emphasis on one particular transportation
design such as transit accommodations, or pedestrian scale facilities.

COMMUNITY VALUE

In order to facilitate dialogue about complete streets between various stakeholders, this section provides some suggestions for talking about
complete streets in way that resonates with roadway users not familiar with in transportation planning terminology. Groups that may be
engaged in complete streets discussion include, but are not limited to policy makers, advocacy groups, schools, law enforcement, neighborhood
associations, and business groups.



When encouraging dialogue about complete streets amongst with stakeholders, begin with a common understanding of complete streets. See
Chapter 1: What are Complete Streets, Why Complete Streets? When talking about the benefi ts of complete streets, consider the following:

What does improved access mean?

Increasing people’s ability to meet most of their daily needs (ex. shopping, school, services, work) without having to drive.

Improving the convenience of walk, bicycle and transit by designing facilities that provide shorter routes that are not obstructed and reduce
weight times at intersections.

Improving the comfort of walk, bicycle, and transit by designing facilities that are buffered from high traffi c volumes or speeds, reducing
pedestrian exposure to traffi c at intersections and providing lighting and shade.

What does economic benefit mean?

Reinvesting money in the local economy by reducing fuel consumption and vehicle related expenses.
Reducing household cost by not spending it on fuel and other vehicle-related expenses

See Appendix J, Economic Framework for Evaluating Complete Streets.

Why care about safety?

Traffi c crash injuries can result in severe and/or permanent health damage, affecting quality of life and at a great cost to individuals and
societies.

Bicycle and pedestrians are disproportionately negatively impacted by collisions.

Increasing the number of people of walking, biking, and public transportation use result in lower rates of chronic disease (including cancer,
diabetes, stroke, and heart disease) and mortality.

Slower vehicle speeds have a positive correlation with improved safety for all modes.
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Why is equity important?

e People experiencing poverty or language barriers, people of color, older adults, youth, and people with disabilities tend to experience a
disproportionately small share of benefits from transportation investments, particularly because traditional transportation investment
prioritize vehicles. These groups are overrepresented in households without access to a vehicle.

e Other elements of the transportation system, such as lack of ADA compliance or safe street crossings also create extra barriers that may
prevent these groups from experiencing the full benefit of transportation investments

How are the environment and complete streets related?

e The street is a system: a transportation system, an ecosystem and a system of social and economic interactions.
e Improve habitat in right-of-ways.

e Increase tree canopy in rights-of-way which can increase habitat and reduce the urban heat island affect.

e Treat storm water volumes and flow to improve water quality and reduce run off.

e Avoid impacts to natural areas.

e Reduce greenhouse gas emission and fossil fuel consumption by reducing the number and length of vehicle trips and improving the flow of
traffic (and minimizing motor idling).

ADDRESSING SPECIFIC USER GROUPS

Consult the following fact sheets developed by Smart Growth American when addressing specific user groups or topics. Go to
www.smartgrowthamerica.com to download pdf or view web versions of fact sheets. Smart Growth American offers the following fact
sheets:

Children Economic Revitalization Ease Traffic Woes

People with Disabilities Gas Prices Costs of Complete Streets
Older Adults Safety Change Travel Patterns

Health Lower Transportation Costs Complete and Green Streets
Public Transportation Create Livable Communities Networks of Complete Streets
Climate Change Equity Rural Areas and Small Towns
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APPENDIX B: Sample Goals & Policies

Communities may include the entire sample complete streets policy in the general plan circulation element as a complete policy package, or may
selectively adopt specific objectives or policies. Communities are encouraged to tailor the policy and implementation measures to local needs,
concerns, and conditions, and to identify the local agency or department responsible for implementation. Most circulation elements already
include goals, objectives, and policies addressing the needs of motorists and movers of commercial goods, so the package below focuses on other
types of users. In tailoring the package for your jurisdiction you may wish to include the entire package as a separate policy set with cross-
references to other pre-existing provisions of the circulation element, or you may choose to use some or all of the goals, objectives, and policies
below for amendments to existing provisions.

Goal C1: Provide streets that are safe, comfortable, and convenient routes for walking, bicycling, and public transportation to increase use of these
modes of transportation, enable active travel as part of daily activities

Objective C1.1: Integrate Complete Streets infrastructure and design features into street design and construction to create safe and inviting
environments for people to walk, bicycle, and use public transportation.

“The City will promote context-sensitive streets (i.e., by designing transportation projects within the context of adjacent land uses to improve
safety and neighborhood livability, promote transportation choices and meet land use objectives), consistent with the City’s Urban Street Design
Guidelines.” — City of Charlotte

Implementing Policies:
C1.1.1. In planning, designing, and constructing Complete Streets:

(o} Reference existing planning documents such as the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook and Checklist, local bicycle and
pedestrian master plans, specific plans, transit master plans and neighborhood traffic calming plans.

(o} Include infrastructure that promotes a safe means of travel for all users along the right of way, such as sidewalks, shared use paths,
bicycle lanes, and paved shoulders.

(o} Include infrastructure that facilitates safe crossing of the right of way, such as accessible curb ramps, crosswalks, refuge islands, and
pedestrian signals; such infrastructure must meet the needs of people with different types of disabilities and people of different ages.
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(o] Ensure that sidewalks, crosswalks, public transportation stops and facilities, and other aspects of the transportation right of way are
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act and meet the needs of people with different types of disabilities, including mobility
impairments, vision impairments, hearing impairments, and others. Ensure that the [Jurisdiction] ADA Transition Plan includes a prioritization
method for enhancements and revise if necessary.

(o] Prioritize incorporation of street design features and techniques that promote safe and comfortable travel by pedestrians, bicyclists, and
users of public transportation, such as traffic calming circles, additional traffic calming mechanisms, narrow vehicle lanes, raised medians,
dedicated transit lanes, transit priority signalization, transit bulb outs, road diets, high street connectivity, and physical buffers and separations
between vehicular traffic and other users.

(o] Ensure use of additional features that improve the comfort and safety of users:

Provide pedestrian-oriented signs, pedestrian-scale lighting, benches and other street furniture, bicycle parking facilities, and comfortable
and attractive public transportation stops and facilities.

Encourage street trees, landscaping, and planting strips, including native plants where possible, in order to buffer traffic noise and protect
and shade pedestrians and bicyclists.

Reduce surface water runoff by reducing the amount of impervious surfaces on the streets.

C1.1.2. In all street projects, include infrastructure that improves transportation options for pedestrians, bicyclists, and users of public
transportation of all ages and abilities.

COMMENT: This provision, which requires that all street projects on new or existing streets
create complete streets, is a fundamental component of a commitment to complete streets.
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o Ensure that this infrastructure is included in planning, design, approval, construction, operations, and maintenance phases of street

projects.

0 Incorporate this infrastructure into all construction, reconstruction, retrofit, maintenance, alteration, and repair of streets, bridges, and
other portions of the transportation network.

(o] Incorporate multimodal improvements into pavement resurfacing, restriping, and signalization operations where the safety and
convenience of users can be improved within the scope of the work.

(o} Develop systems to implement and monitor incorporation of such infrastructure into construction and reconstruction of private streets.
(o] Allow exclusion of such infrastructure from street projects only upon written approval by [the City Manager or a senior manager of an

appropriate agency, such as the Department of Public Works], and only where documentation and supporting data indicate one of the following
bases for the exemption: (a) use by a specific category of users is prohibited by law; (b) the cost would be excessively disproportionate to the need
or probable future use over the long term; (c) there is an absence of current and future need; or (d) signifi cant adverse impacts outweigh the
positive effects of the infrastructure.

COMMENTS: This provision provides crucial accountability in the exceptions process by requiring
documentation, a transparent decision-making process, and written approval by a specified offi cial. Other
exceptions can also be included in this list.

In evaluating whether the conditions of (b) and (c) are met, a jurisdiction may need to conduct latent
demand studies, which measure the potential level of use by bicyclists, pedestrians, and others should
appropriate infrastructure be provided. Such projections should be based on demographic, school,
employment, and public transportation route data, not on extrapolations from current low mode use.

(o} Provide an annual report to the [City Council/Board of Supervisors] listing the street projects undertaken in the past year and briefly
summarizing the complete streets infrastructure used in those projects and, if applicable, the basis for excluding complete streets infrastructure
from those projects.
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C1.1.3. Develop policies and tools to improve [Jurisdiction]’s Complete Streets practices:

(o] Develop a pedestrian crossings policy, addressing matters such as where to place crosswalks and when to use enhanced crossing treatments.
(o] Develop policies to improve the safety of crossings and travel in the vicinity of schools and parks.

(o] Consider developing a transportation demand management/commuter benefits ordinance to encourage residents and employees to walk,
bicycle, use public transportation, or carpool.

(o] Develop a checklist for [Jurisdiction]’s development and redevelopment projects, to ensure the inclusion of infrastructure providing for safe
travel for all users and enhance project outcomes and community impact.

(o] As feasible, [Jurisdiction] shall incorporate Complete Streets infrastructure into existing public [and private] streets to improve the safety and

convenience of Users, construct and enhance the transportation network for each category of Users, and create employment.

C1.1.4. Encourage transit-oriented development that provides public transportation in close proximity to employment, housing, schools, retailers,
and other services and amenities.

C1.1.5. Change transportation investment criteria to ensure that existing transportation funds are available for Complete Streets infrastructure.

C1.1.6. Identify additional funding streams and implementation strategies to retrofit existing streets to include Complete Streets infrastructure.

Objective C1.2: Make Complete Streets practices a routine part of [Jurisdiction]’s everyday operations.

Implementing Policies:

C1.2.1. As necessary, restructure and revise the zoning, subdivision, and [insert by name references to other relevant chapters of the city or
county code such as “Streets and Sidewalks” or “Motor Vehicles and Traffic”] codes, and other plans, laws, procedures, rules, regulations,

guidelines, programs, templates, and design manuals, including [insert references to all other key documents by name], in order to integrate,
accommodate, and balance the needs of all users in all street projects on public [and private] streets.
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C1.2.2. Develop or revise street standards and design manuals, including cross-section templates and design treatment details, to ensure that
standards support and do not impede Complete Streets; coordinate with related policy documents [such as Pedestrian/Bicycle Plans, insert other
relevant documents].

Assess current requirements with regard to road width and turning radii in order to determine the narrowest vehicle lane width and tightest corner
radii that safely balance other needs; adjust design guidelines and templates to refl ect ideal widths and radii.

C1.2.3. Make training available to planning and public works personnel and consultants on the importance of Complete Streets and on
implementation and integration of multimodal infrastructure and techniques.

C1.2.4. Encourage coordination among agencies and departments to develop joint prioritization, capital planning and programming, and
implementation of street improvement projects and programs.

C1.2.5. Encourage targeted outreach and public participation in community decisions concerning street design and use.

C1.2.6. Establish performance standards with measurable outcomes to assess safety, functionality, and actual use by each category of users; include
goals such as:

By [2020], facilitate a transportation mode shift so that [20] % of trips occur by bicycling or walking.

By [2015], reduce the number of injuries and fatalities to bicyclists and pedestrians by [ ]%.

Reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled by [ ]% by [insert year].

Provide a high proportion of streets ([__]%) with sidewalks, low design speeds, tree canopy, and street furnishings.
Increase the miles of bicycle lanes and other bikeways by [ 1% by [insert year].

Increase the miles of sidewalks by [ 1% by [insert year]

O O O0OO0OO0Oo

COMMENT: Other standards could include user satisfaction, percentage reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions, and reduction in gaps in the sidewalk network.
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C1.2.7. Establish measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system and the effects of new projects on the system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including walking, bicycling, and public transportation. Ensure that measures address relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
public transportation; use these measures for planning and in lieu of automobile level of service standards for environmental review.

C1.2.8. Collect baseline data and regularly gather follow-up data in order to assess impact of policies.

(o] Collect data for each category of users regarding the safety, functionality, and actual use of the neighborhoods and areas within
[Jurisdiction].

(o] Track public transportation ridership numbers.

(o] Track performance standards and goals.

(o} Track other performance measures such as number of new curb ramps and new street trees or plantings.

(o] Require major employers to monitor how employees commute to work.

(o} All initial planning and design studies, health impact assessments, environmental reviews, and other project reviews for projects requiring

funding or approval by [Jurisdiction] shall: (1) evaluate the effect of the proposed project on safe, comfortable, and convenient travel by bicyclists,
children, persons with disabilities, pedestrians, users of public transportation, seniors, youth, and families, and (2) identify measures to mitigate
any adverse impacts on such travel that are identifi ed.

Objective C1.3: Plan and develop a comprehensive and convenient bicycle and pedestrian transportation network.

COMMENTS: Jurisdictions with existing bicycle or pedestrian plans may have already addressed the policy/action items under this objective. In such
jurisdictions, it is not necessary to restate these policy and action items verbatim. Such plans should be reviewed, and, if necessary, revised to
complement the complete streets approach. If existing plans address this objective sufficiently, a jurisdiction may incorporate its bicycle and
pedestrian plans with language such as: “The provisions set forth in the [Pedestrian/Bicycle Plan] are incorporated into this plan.” If this approach is
used, be sure that the incorporated plan is internally consistent with the remainder of the general plan.

For jurisdictions that have not developed a detailed bicycle or pedestrian plan, the policies and actions in this section provide a good way to begin
addressing those needs in an integrated fashion.
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Implementing Policies:

C1.3.1. Develop a long-term plan for a bicycle and pedestrian network that meets the needs of users, including bicyclists, children, persons with
disabilities, pedestrians, users of public transportation, seniors, youth, and families.

(o] Conduct a demand analysis for each category of user, mapping locations that are already oriented to each mode of travel and type of user
and those for which there is latent demand.

0 For each category of user, map out a preferred transportation network with routes that will enable safe, interconnected, direct, continuous,
and efficient travel from each major origination area to each major destination area.

(o} Encourage public participation in community decisions concerning the demand analysis, preferred route network, and street design and use
to ensure that such decisions: (a) result in streets that meet the needs of all users, and

(b) are responsive to needs of individuals and groups that traditionally have not participated in public infrastructure design. Include bicyclists,
children, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, users of public transportation, seniors, youth, families,
low-income communities, communities of color, and other distinct social groups, and their advocates. Establish ongoing advisory committees
and public feedback mechanisms.

(o] Identify and prioritize necessary changes in order to implement the preferred network; prioritize neighborhoods with the greatest need
and projects that significantly alleviate economic, social, racial, or ethnic inequities.

(o] Ensure that the networks provide ready access to healthy sources of nutrition.

(o] Explore the use of non-standard locations and connections for bicycle, pedestrian, and public transportation facilities, such as easements,

restored stream corridors, and railroad rights-of way.

C1.3.2. Evaluate timeline and funding of the plan.

(o] Assess the degree to which implementation of the plan can be coordinated with planned reconstruction of streets, development
projects, utility projects, and other existing funding streams.

(o] Develop funding strategies for addressing additional needs; actively pursue funding from state, federal, and other sources.

o Explore imposing development impact fees and dedication requirements on new development to create paths and other Complete

Streets infrastructure.
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C1.3.3. In collaboration with [appropriate local agencies and regional transportation planning agencies/metropolitan planning organizations],
integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and public transportation facility planning into regional and local transportation planning programs and agencies to
encourage connectivity between jurisdictions.

C1.3.4. Develop programs to encourage bicycle use, such as enacting indoor bicycle parking policies to encourage bicycle commuting, or testing
innovative bicycle facility design.

Objective C1.4: Promote safety of bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transportation.

COMMENT: As noted for the previous objective, jurisdictions with existing bicycle or
pedestrian plans may also choose to omit these items if already addressed in those plans
and instead reference those plans.

Implementing Policies:

C1.4.1. Identify physical improvements that would make bicycle and pedestrian travel safer along current major bicycling and walking routes and
the proposed future network, prioritizing routes to and from schools.

C1.4.2. Identify safety improvements to pedestrian and bicycle routes used to access public transportation stops; collaborate with [public and
private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to relocate stops where advisable.

C1.4.3. Identify intersections and other locations where collisions have occurred or that present safety challenges for pedestrians, bicyclists, or
other users; consider gathering additional data through methods such as walkability/bikeability audits; analyze data; and develop solutions to

safety issues.

C1.4.4. Prioritize modifications to the identified locations and identify funding streams and implementation strategies, including which features
can be constructed as part of routine street projects.

C1.4.5. Collaborate with schools, senior centers, advocacy groups, and public safety departments [insert additional specific departments as
appropriate] to provide community education about safe travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, users of public transportation, and others.
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C1.4.6. Use crime prevention through environmental design strategies to increase safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other users.

C1.4.7. As necessary, public safety departments should engage in additional enforcement actions in strategic locations.

Objective C1.5: Make public transportation an interconnected part of the transportation network.
Implementing Policies:

C1.5.1. Partner with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to enhance and expand public transportation services and
infrastructure throughout [Jurisdiction] and the surrounding region; encourage the development of a public transportation system that increases
personal mobility and travel choices, conserves energy resources, preserves air quality, and fosters economic growth.

C1.5.2. Work jointly with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to provide destinations and activities that can be
reached by public transportation and are of interest to public transportation-dependent populations, including youth, seniors, and persons with
disabilities.

C1.5.3. Collaborate with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to incorporate infrastructure to assist users in employing
multiple means of transportation in a single trip in order to increase transportation access and fl exibility; examples include, but are not limited to,
provisions for bicycle access on public transportation, secure bicycle racks at transit stops, access via public transportation to trails and
recreational locations, and so on.

C1.5.4. Ensure safe and accessible pedestrian routes to public transportation stops; relocate stops if safe routes are not feasible at current location.

C1.5.5. Work with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to ensure that public transportation facilities and vehicles are
fully accessible to persons with disabilities.
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C1.5.6. Explore working with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to provide travel training programs for seniors
and persons with disabilities, and awareness training for vehicle operators.

C1.5.7. Explore creation of public transportation priority lanes to improve travel time.

C1.5.8. Partner with [public and private transit agencies operating within Jurisdiction] to collect data and establish performance standards
related to these steps.

i.  Note that many types of accommodations for people with disabilities are mandated by federal law under the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

ii. A road diet is a transportation technique in which the number or width of lanes dedicated to motor vehicle traffic is decreased, often by
combining the two central lanes into a single two-way turn lane, in order to create additional space within the right of way for features such as
bicycle lanes, sidewalks, or buffer zones.

iii. Connectivity describes the directness of routes and density of connections in a street network. A street network with high connectivity has
many short links, numerous intersections, and few dead-end streets. As connectivity in-creases, travel distances decrease and route options
increase, allowing more direct travel between destinations.

iv. Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) involves designing the built environment to deter criminal behavior. CPTED aims

to create environments that discourage the commission of crimes by influencing offenders to not commit a contemplated crime, usually due to
increased fear of detection.
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APPENDIX C: Multimodal Network Quality Analysis

MULTIMODAL NETWORK QUALITY ANALYSIS

Some communities are not pursing new Multimodal Level of Service measures as defined in the Highway Capacity manual because collecting the
new data required can be resource intensive. Instead, some communities are choosing more qualitative measures of multimodal effectiveness. The
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission rested tested a Multimodal Network Quality of Service measure to evaluate how
transportation investment affected the quality and convenience of bicycle, and pedestrian trips. The methodology used was developed as a
cooperative effort with the Sustainable Transportation Council, the agency responsible for developing the Sustainable Transportation Analysis and
Rating System. The analysis methods used are based on the multimodal network quality of service measures applied in Burien, Washington.

PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM SCORE METHODOLOGY

Pedestrian network quality standards utilize scoring criteria for sidewalks/paths. The criteria focus on the factors that make a good pedestrian
environment based on the character of the street. Therefore there are different thresholds for arterials/collectors and local roads. The service
score designations are show as green, yellow, and red. A green score is defined as a high quality pedestrian route. A yellow score indicates
acceptable conditions, while a red score would not be attractive to many potential pedestrians (Table 1).

Table 1. Pedestrian MMNQ Score

MNetwork  Along Arterials and Collectors Local Roads
Score
6’ Sidewalk and
. 3' buffer or tree wells on both Sidewalks on both sides
sides
) _ Sidewalk on both sides Sidewalk on one side
—

. No Sidewalk on one or both No Sidewalk
sides
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Table 2. Bicycle MMNQ Score

Roadway Bike Route Bike Lanes Shared Use Trail
Classification

Local
Collector
Minor Arterial
Arterial

< 40 mph

The scoring system for the bicycle network depends on the type of bicycle facility provided: bike route, bike lane, or shared use trail. As shown in
Table 2, roadway classification and speed are intended to guide the determination of which bicycle facility type is most appropriate for a given
roadway. Unlike with the pedestrian MMNQ analysis, bicycle MMNQ analysis is not performed on every street. Only the streets identified as
having a facility are included in this analysis, since some streets may not be appropriate for cycling.

DATA REQUIREMENTS

Data related to roadway functional class, sidewalk width, presence of buffer, bicycle facility type

(route, lane, path) and roadway speed were all taken into account when evaluating the MMNQ
score.
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APPENDIX D: Complete Streets Action Plan Template

NAME: [Jurisdiction] DATE:
COMPLETE STREET ACTION PLAN
TIMELINE LEAD
IMPLEMENTATION ACTION*
Short Long Ongoing DEPARTMENT

General Plan Vision

General Plan Policy & Goals

Transportation Plan Policy & Goals

Performance Measures
Planning Guidance Manual

Street Design Standards &
Specifications

Transportation Analysis/ Impact
Guidelines

Maintenance Manuals
Funding Guidelines
Training Standards

*Titles and actions may vary by jurisdiction. This list is meant to serve as an
example only.
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APPENDIX E: Legal Standing of Street Manual

Note: The discussion included in this Appendix was adopted from the Los Angeles County Model Design Manual for Living Streets, 2011.

Local jurisdictions generally follow some established standards for designing streets. Much confusion exists as to what they must follow, what is
merely guidance, when they can adopt their own standards, and when they can use designs that differ from existing standards. The text below
untangles the myriad of accepted design documents. It is critical for cities and counties to understand how adopting this manual meshes with
other standards and guides. The most important of those standards and guides are the following:

e The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
(the “Green Book”)

e The California Highway Design Manual

® |ocal manuals or street design standards

e The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
e The California Fire Code

e The California Streets and Highways Code and California Vehicle Code
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A discussion of the federal-aid roadway classification system helps to frame the requirements of each of these documents. Local governments
that wish to use certain federal funds must use a street classification system based on arterials, collectors, and local streets. These funds are for
streets and roads that are on the federal-aid system. Only arterials and certain collector streets are on this system. In Chapter 3, “Street Networks
and Classifications,” this manual recommends an alternative system. To maintain access to these federal funds, local jurisdictions can use both
systems. The federal aid system encourages cities to designate more of these larger streets, and to concentrate modifications along these larger
streets. Nevertheless, for the purposes of understanding design standards and guides, this is the existing system of street classification for federal
funding.

AASHTO GREEN BOOK

The Green Book provides guidance for designing geometric alignment, street width, lane width, shoulder width, medians, and other street
features. The Green Book applies only to streets and roads that are part of the National Highway System (NHS). These are Interstate Freeways,
principal routes connecting to them, and roads important to strategic defense. These streets and roads comprise about 14 percent of all federal-
aid roadway miles in California, and about 4 percent of all roadway miles (Urgo, J., Wilensky, M., and Weissman, S., Moving Beyond Prevailing
Street Design Standards, The Center for Law, Energy, and the Environment at the Berkeley Law School, 2010). Although the Green Book’s
application is limited to these streets, some cities apply its recommendations to all streets.

Further, the Green Book provides guidance that cities often unnecessarily treat as standards. The Green Book encourages flexibility in
design within certain parameters, as evidenced by the AASHTO publication A Guide to Achieving Flexibility in Highway Design. For
example, 10-foot lanes, which cities often shun out of concerns of deviating from standards, are well within AASHTO guidelines.
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CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL

The California Highway Design Manual (HDM) applies only to State Highways and bikeways within local jurisdictions. If cities deviate from the
minimum widths and geometric criteria for bikeways spelled out in Chapter 1000 they are advised to follow the exemption process or
experimental process as applicable. The HDM does not establish legal standards for designing local streets. However, like the Green Book, some
cities apply HDM guidance to all streets.

As of the writing of this manual, Caltrans is in the process of revising the HDM to meet Caltrans’ commitment to Complete Streets in Deputy
Directive 64-R1.

LOCAL STREET MANUALS

Local jurisdictions follow the Green Book, the HDM, or design guidance from organizations such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
out of liability concerns. Neither federal nor state law mandates adoption or adherence to these guides. However, municipalities often adopt them
to protect themselves from lawsuits. Further, many don’t have the resources to develop their own standards and practices, so they adopt those in
the Green Book, the HDM, or another previously adopted manual, or those of other cities,

A question often posed by plaintiffs’ attorneys in traffic-related crashes is, “Did they follow established or prevailing designs, standards, and
guidance?” If the attorneys can prove that the local jurisdiction deviated from these, they enhance their chances of winning a judgment against
the jurisdiction. Therefore, protection from liability is paramount.

Cities are authorized to adopt or modify their own practices, standards, and guidelines that may reflect differences from the Green Book and the
HDM. If these changes generally fall within the range of acceptable practice allowed by nationally recognized design standards, the adopting
agencies are protected from liability to the same extent they would be if they applied the Green Book or the HDM. Most changes to streets
discussed in this manual fall within the range of the guidelines or recommended practices of nationally recognized organizations such as AASHTO,
ITE, Urban Land Institute (ULI), and Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU).
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Working within previously established regional guidelines generally should result in a design that is protected from liability. The Green Book and
the HDM are silent on many design features, and do not consider the needs within unique contexts. In these cases, cities can develop their own
guidelines and standards and incorporate international equivalents or practices from other cities. Cities may adopt the guidance in this manual,
which compiles best practices in creating living streets. This manual could, in effect, become the legal prevailing standard by which liability would
be assessed.

Cities can also utilize designs that fall outside the ranges specified by nationally accepted guidelines and standards, but these practices can
potentially increase liability unless done with great care. When agencies elect to utilize designs that fall outside the guidelines of nationally
recognized documents, they need to use additional care to ensure they do not expose themselves to liability.

To minimize liability, local jurisdictions either need to adopt their own standards (which should be based on rationale or evidence of
reasonableness), or they can conduct an experimental project. When conducting an experimental project, agencies need to show that they are
using the best information that is reasonably available to them at the time, document why they are doing what they are doing, use a logical
process, and monitor the results and modify accordingly. This is because the agency may be required in the future to show that its design is
reasonable, and the agency may not be able to cite a nationally published guideline or recommendation to support its local action. Often, these
experimental projects are conducted because the design engineer has reason to believe that the new or evolved design will be safer or otherwise
more effective for some purpose than if the project had prevailing standards and guides been used. These reasons or rationales are based on
engineering judgment and should be documented to further minimize exposure to liability.

Unless otherwise noted, everything in this manual can readily be adopted and incorporated without fear of increased liability. In addition, this
manual carries the credibility of the many top-level experts who produced it.

In some cases, AASHTO design guidelines may not provide information on innovative or experimental treatments that have shown great promise
in early experiments and applications. Since AASHTO is a design guide, agencies have some flexibility to use designs that fall outside the
boundaries of the AASHTO guide. Deviation from the range of designs provided in the AASHTO guide requires agencies to use greater care and
diligence to document their justification, precautions, and determination to deviate from the guidelines. In California, the precautions to establish
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“design immunity” should be followed. These include consideration/analysis and approval by a registered engineer qualified to sign the plans, and
certifi cation by the city council or reviewing body clearly indicating the agency’s intent. This process documents the engineering judgment that
went into the design.

Many cities today use various traffi c calming measures to slow traffic and to improve neighborhood livability. Traffic calming measures are not
traffic control devices and therefore the state exercises no jurisdiction over them.

Local agencies may currently use many other reports and documents to guide their roadway design and transportation planning. Other documents
provide valuable procedure and reference data, but they do not set standards. They can be referred to and defined as standards by local agencies,
but the local authority often has the flexibility to selectively endorse, modify, or define how these informational documents can be used or
incorporated into its engineering and planning processes. Also, newer versions of these documents have additional information that can conflict
with the local historical approach.

The expected results of the design approaches presented in this document are generally intended to improve safety and/or livability. As a result,
implementation of these features should generally reduce liability and lawsuits. There is no way to prevent all collisions or lawsuits, but adopting
policies, guidelines, and standards and doing experimental projects with reasonable precautions is a defensible approach.

MUTCD

The MUTCD provides standards and guidance for the application of all allowed traffic control devices including roadway markings, traffic signs, and
signals. The Federal Highway Administration oversees application of the MUTCD. California cities must follow the California MUTCD, which
generally mirrors the federal MUTCD, but not always.

The rules and requirements for the use of traffic control devices are different than for street design criteria. Local agencies have limited flexibility
to deviate from the provisions of the California MUTCD in the use of traffic control devices due to the relationship between the MUTCD and state
law. The California MUTCD does provide flexibility within its general provisions for items such as application of standard traffic control devices, use
of custom signs for unique situations, traffic sign sizes, and sign placement specifics. In contrast, agencies do not generally have the flexibility to
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develop signs that are similar in purpose to signs within the manual while using different colors, shapes, or legends. Agencies are also not
authorized to establish traffic regulations that are not specifically allowed or are in conflict with state law. The provisions of the California MUTCD
and related state laws thus make it difficult to deploy new traffic control devices in California. This can result in complications, especially in the
areas of speed management, pedestrian crossings, and bikeway treatments.

The State of California and the Federal Highway Administration have procedures that allow local agencies to experiment with traffic control devices
that are not included in the current MUTCD. Such demonstrations are not difficult to obtain from the Federal Highway Administration for testing of
new devices, especially as they relate to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, but the requesting agency must agree to conduct adequate before-and-
after studies, submit frequent reports on the performance of the experimental device, and remove the device if early results are not promising.
The State process can be more difficult for obtaining approval. Federal approval must be obtained first. The California Traffic Control Devices
Committee advises Caltrans, which must then agree to allow the experiment to be conducted and determine that the experiment is not in conflict
with State law. Once approval is granted for the experiment, the city has been given some legal immunity from liability suits. Since the California
Vehicle Code is written to mirror the MUTCD, provisions within the Vehicle Code may not allow the experiment to proceed. The need to modify the
Vehicle Code can complicate obtaining State permission to experiment.

Both the federal and California MUTCD are amended through experimentation. After one or more experiments have shown benefit, the new
devices are sometimes adopted into these manuals. In California, the Vehicle Code must be changed first if the Vehicle Code prevents use of the
new device.

The federal MUTCD and California MUTCD establish warrants for the use of some traffic control devices. For example, stop signs, traffic signals, and
flashing beacons are expected to meet minimum thresholds before application. These thresholds include such criteria as number of vehicles,
number of pedestrians or other uses, distance to other devices, crash history, and more. These warrants often prevent local engineers from
applying devices that, in their opinion, may improve safety. For example, trail and/or pedestrian crossings of busy, high-speed, wide arterial streets
may need signals for user safety, but they may not meet the warrants.
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As with street design guidelines, cities may establish their own warrants or modify those suggested by the California MUTCD to suit their context
in order to use some traffic control devices. In special circumstances that deviate from their own warrants, cities need to document their
reasons for the exception. For example, they may say the trail crossings or school crossings qualify for certain traffic control devices.

CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

The California Fire Code can impede street design in limited circumstances. The state legislature has adopted the National Fire Code. The
National Fire Code is written by a private agency and has no official legal standing unless states or municipalities adopt it, as has been done in
California. The primary barrier caused by this adoption is the requirement for a minimum of 20 feet of an unobstructed clear path on streets. To
comply with this, streets with on-street parking on both sides must be at least 34 feet wide. This prevents municipalities from designing “skinny”
and “yield” streets to slow cars and to make the streets safer, less land consumptive and more hospitable to pedestrians and bicyclists.

There are ways around this requirement. If the local jurisdiction takes measures such as installing sprinklers and adding extra fire hydrants, or
the adjacent buildings are built with fire retardant materials, it may be able to get the local fire department to agree to the exception.

Alternatively, the state legislature could repeal its adoption of the 20-foot clear path requirement due to

e The arbitrary and unresearched nature of the provision
e The safety problems associated with the resulting excessively wide streets

e The contradiction that this provision causes with properly researched guidelines and standards by ITE, CNU, AASHTO, and others for
streets under 34 feet wide

e The potential liability that the 20-foot clear provision creates for designers who maintain, modify, or design streets that do not provide
20-foot clear paths

It is likely that the state legislature was unaware of these issues when it adopted the code in its entirety.
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CALIFORNIA STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE AND CALIFORNIA VEHICLE CODE

The California Streets and Highways Code and the California Vehicle Code include laws that must be followed in street design. These are embodied
in the California MUTCD. Changes to the Streets and Highways Code and the Vehicle Code may cause the California MUTCD to change.
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[csanbowm Moaberey

Low intansity
[ fa B units par

oire|

Single-damidy bomas m seif-rontmingd
residential ssighbarhoody

{ne- bo wo-skory buildings iypaolly
a5 00 to 15 000 sopoare: foot loks
with modesnle o borge setbods.

Hwtompbile-onented with residend-
amniing locl, cofledior end
oo o ly wrtenal sireets.

Limited koenl fransit sernce and pork-
ond-ride loks. Sidewalks cad bicpde
Fcilities for reoeofional use

Cliftwood Haights neighberhoed,
Copifale

Deer Flah neighborhood, Manberey
Hillresd reighborhoad, Holliver

Dupleses, oparimen complessy,
subidindesd howses, ond webile home
purks in o genzrolly bew-deosity
sefling.

Genernlly one- ta fonr-riecy building:
e lols of woryieg dzes, often inward-
crisried

Aulomobile-onented, mos olfen
frend along eolledor or aremaed
Sfrpats.

Limited bocal frensit service and pogk-

ond-rde: lots. Sidewnlks ond hirpdz
Facilities Far reoeatioesl use.

Boy Tree Apnrfmenty, Soobs Wolley
Loemfe Courd, Hollistes
Fackorint: on fhe Bay, Monlerey
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Neighborhond Commerinl
[FAR Jess tham 0.5

Stand-olone retuil buildings, stig
walls, locol-s2rving big-bos cores,
and smafler-sole offues o ofive
parks.

Usually oz story baibdings ceogying
kow praparion of fefol lof oreo, affies
i s instanaes are medi- rery
Tywaunlly sef Far bock from sfrest.

Hwtomobile-onented with large
purking orecs ond Beiled pedechion
ooress; usmolly foand olong erierial
T,

Limited bzcol o, im rare insiomcs,
inderiby fronsil service Sid=wnlks
ond birpde: tenlhies sunlly obnt or
limited.

Forast fove -Foirwey Shopping (amier.
Podiic Greve

MeCrey-Mesidion Shepping Cenlar,
Holzsier

Kings ¥illnge Sheoging Center, St

Valley

[ FAR ey tham 11.5)

Wadesae Intamity

Larga-stola ratail or enferiommant
wies with o regional dro, ind g
shioppeng malls, meficnel-tham big-
B shores, and Fouric] destinalion.
Mot Trequently ors o large rebail
shorss with vestonliol sumoending
pariag areas, but moyaka Indwde
o pedesirion-orisstad or

wrhon fems, especiolby for teen
duciinoions.

Fiomobile enanied with mosd
shoppers o visilon aviving by oar;
winlly tound elang nrierinl sheets or
i oee om mesdial arecs

Tromil wivess wories by sefting, bl in
rmc il indodes caly Fimited
bacal &, In rove inshanczs, imieray
Prangdl serdicz. Eneepl whes loosbed in
e remmemiol oven, pedestnon and
Biryrle ooess ond emenities fend &2 ba
limited or ohs=nk

Copirade Mall
Cormery Row, Moararey

Aurking Highwoy Shooging Cenfar,
Hollinker

Sorel [ldlor Ssopping Lenter, Sand
Crty

(Fice: aed peszepech-anented mdustmal
lend wsas with madivm to high
emplopmesk demities.

il fypicclly have low in
modenata bt ovenge; ey ke
mulliple stories or higher ot
ewerage. Suburbon- shée otfice parks,
with muffi- shary office buildings ond
korge parkiag lobs ore fypicol, 0 are
stand -ghane ofhie beildoags with
surneunding per king.

Usunlly owto-onented with longe
orees of swface parking, or
oconsionay porking garoges. Moy
i imifed irshonoes indude méernol
pedeirion-oriested feaiurzs.

Tronsdt sevie & reflective of

arrcunding pooe f7pes, bt i
Fypinally similor fo other subsrbon
ploe= bypes, with Emited w=reice and
frequency Longer employment ceafers
iy faature privole shuttle serioes.

Tres Fanos Fead ond Boncha Dave,
Hollisar

Ryon Reach [ffie Park, Monferey

Hulh-fomily, mued-um devalopmants
with grosee-floor, meighborksad-
senary redol o offie: uses. Usonlly
found in newly built baditional
seighberhoce developmenk o

s infill gheag existing commesoal
acimidisis.

Buibiings ursolly bave high lei-
mmeerage, with no satbacks and
pedesirion-criented enlrosces diredly
fronling the strest

Padesivion, bigyce, ond fronsit
oriesded wilh bioycle parkiag, Fmited
or turked-memy oo porking, ced
pedesivion amenilies.

Trond service fypivally similar ko
olfer suburbon ploe lpes, buf with
greer peienfiol for inmansed fronst
sarvice omd facilitiss.

(oot Baots Ve
Graezfisid ¥illoge
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Town Ploce Types

T1 Tewn Single-Family Residential

. .'-'L}JL '-'Dr . 1

=
e

T2

Town Commpriol

L iy Medim
Infensiy [fife 15
units per o]

Sinagle-fomily horsss in dose progimiy
fn fown renfiers or pedesnan-omenicd
ommennal corridors, fypically lod out
in u grid Bleck patiern. Indud=s some
depleres, onrsory units, or seall
ol -unif buildings.

Campod devalopment pottem with
small |nts, lamibed setbacks ond dnse
|ty of sreoeres

Sher Blodes, grid sirest pafien, ond

promimedy to deshnohons suppart non-

maoforized modas of mensporioiien.
Comglele idewnlks olen preient,

birpe infrastroriese fypiolly mited.

Mg hborhoods sared by bus sereim
with 3-minule o more headways;
nomsanal proasdy te regional or
inferdty SORSt SrviE.

Jewel Boa, Copitela
Mople Ske=d, Salino
fith Stresd, Hollmter

Medium Inleniby

{ (12 te 30 waik per

oo

Cembinotion of eportmest baildings,
dwplees, ooy units, ond seee
singla-fomi%y hemes. Usually locared
in wem with rodfions] sieesl
pafizms.

{line=- fo hree- fory resdentinl
Imibdings, typilly with smoll sstbocks
fram the ske=d and property line

Sher Blodes, grid sirest patiem, ond

promimedy to deshnohons suppart non-

motonzed modes of trensporichian.
Comglele idewdlks oles preient,

hirpde infrastrurere typimlly imied.

Nesghbarhoods szreed by bus seraim
wilfy 3-minule oo more headwops;
omsennl proziedy fo segionol or
inferatty BNz 5.

Liime Sireet, hew Monlerey
Neghboriond

barf Rrversde: Orree, Woisomall:

Pedestinn-oriented commer ol usss
in Yown ooeE Ccommerninl oeeet or
dlong eemmardol wrnders. Usvally m
ent with Iroditissd skesf polfers

[m=-shoary bl dings, witem wilh mo
wethorks oed somehmmes with full
lof erwesage. Enfrones uasally fece
the siveel. Lok oxosonally isdude
pasking, usvally loared o rear.

Shert Blods, grid sirest patiem, ond
nearhy rendeatol 1ses suppart non-

motonzed modes of trensporioiien.
Complele ddewnlis vhies present,

hirpde infrastruree tymolly mied.

Troveit bypucnlly indwdes fmited bl
service, with headways o shorf o

30 mimedes. Bony visitors orrie by
car, paroelarty whes broveling fang
dislonce

Bay and Misstion Svest, Santa Ouz
Diwatean Carmes|
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Low ko Medium
Intensity [FAR 1
102.0]

Swall-soale, mived-use building:
typivally in core mmmeronl erens ar
lonyg cemmerdal ornidars. Usually in
e with froditicen threst potters
Verfiral mized wae il diacs common
with resdantiol ond ofiie above
paund-fear ommerciol. Buildeg
Hrpivaify builf ko progerty lines,
|perking moy ba induded, wuolly to
the recr of buildimgs.

She bisds, giid streat patten, ond
neotby rendeatiol uses suppart non-
mofonzed modas of trensportioiian.
Comglele ddewdlis oles present.
biryde infrastrucwe typiolly imifed.
Tromsit brpscolly ind wdes lmiad el
service, with headways o shor os
Al mimdes. Bany vesifors ormee by
tor, particslarly whes froveling leng
dislonees

Cogiteln Villuge
5ih Sdresd, Hollister

Lighoue feewee, Poxilic Srove

Non-Urban Place Types

NU-1  Agrientture and Rurnl Brsidential

Isolatzd sl -family homes, fonm
Moo, i othen ool hire-rebaied
sractures in o ogrindteml or rurel
HifEy

futemabile depandend wirs widely-
spoced, gensrally redilinsor od
pattems

Troeesit ohsznt or resinded ks limited

Cuttying porfions ¢f Greanfizhd
Cuttying peertions ¢f 3an Juon Boutisio

Fural-Tows Commerdal

NU-Z

parking of fronf or rear. [n some mse

may ned iaciude parkang end moy
indude secand sory with spstoirs use

heevar, cars miy e mom ommoely
used, expevinlly by visilon roreling
reginnalfy

Troesit ahsent or resinces fo imifed
nilfor infrequend regiemnl or mbei-
oy wzrvice. Sidewnli gererolly
praseat, butt may be shsesd iy some
e Dedicooted birpde infrastuciure
sty seend

Verious building heights ond szes, il infrequent regienal o infei-

requently 2-dories o0 lew, cBenwith | dly servie. Sidewolis and olhes

expansiva sathodes from mood: and pesdestrion,bigd e mimsirutre

paperty Fes. usvaly absenl
Low Intenaty (FAR | Venety of seall commernol buildings | Machure of pedesinon- med Ard Steeet Son koen Boufiste
wiually less than wwally bocated in centers of cempod, | outomelbile-orented Shon Beds, Merrid Seraes. Cnchroville
10, upte20in | mownl fowne. gnd stee=t pottem, and nearty R ! i
sore inslomes] s residential uged support nor-  Borze

Buldings usvally cae- serywith el it cF et
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NU-3  Fural-Town Residential

Low Intensy [2 s

Single-family bivmes in oreas wifh

Short lacks, grid street patiem,

fth Strest, Son Jean Featet

B umits por aore grid stresat pattans; dose prozimiTy and prexmiry io lscl destinoiions
to-entrn| ceem of rempod, naral wppor non-maberized modes of L.
fawns May indude-small mels-family | Smnsportafion for infrocey s, s Sirest, Gommoles
buildings swdy os duplenes or home firwever, ooes moy be more cemmonly
with nxesony ik wsed, expesially for regional fips
One-or fwo-sdary building: oo smol- | Tromd cheead or reshiched o Eifed
to- medinm-sized bets. Homes hove and infrequest regieal or indar-aty
warinbls cetinda from propschy e | service. Sidewalks may Be abesrl, but
ond ether hmldings qenerally lw S moy promofe
moi-meferized Ironspoctarion.
[edsenird Bicprs infradmcrs
wsunilly abean.
Very Low o Low Single-family homes lowted in Mutpawbile oriended | oftea with Pasadern Neighboalinod, Montersy
Intereaty neaghbarhoads om urban fnage. lnng derfanres seponchag different Fuirviesr Road, Hollister
Uspally choreddenized by non-grid land wsas. Hon-grd, typimlly low- il
|
ﬁ?lhll.li::}ﬂ llln.'el patierms oed r\.dnird-rh! w-!tinlr stree! potlemn: dicownge Creseent Divive, Sooths Volley
i e distances fe nanconhiguous wrban o | non-mefinTed frewporisian for noe-
106 units per oare] Tom i ey, redreational g

One o two siary building on

large lots wilf deep sethock: ln

rarg infeses may induede smalier
“suburian® style lok koeot=d for om
rentrol erens of ks o ofiss

Trams obiseat ar rechrided fo Reaited
and infrequest expres o regmnol
service; pork-ond-ndes owasonolly
pres=n] Sidewolls ond dedicobed bie
paths typinally dar reeremtinnal we.

Other Ploce Types

IND Indusiial and Maominduring

oriw Infenches
(FAR from less
Fan | 0o 4.000r

highar)

Varices: inthetrial ond mowsdsduning
we, indeding fodories, siorage
fealties, indusmaol and rsmmeroinl
supphiers, ond sems reseorch and
dewlogment viss

Shreet potierma ond beildsg foems
wary, rongging frem frodihonal blocks
o] pedectiinn-oianted waligurofens
o isoloied foolifis iluu:m.iﬂzlq*
mon-melerized onsporioiion.

Transparimhinn choredenshis vary,
with both pedesiion- oed auto-
onested development patterss
A ghility of tronsit, pedestnion
acoess, ond benycls mfrosinscurs vary
depending upan sefting

Inrdusirinl Dirve, Helier
Lo= Codhas Read, Soledod
Estutes Drive, Apios
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INS

Institutianal

i Sirpoik. Trorsporiotion characieistic ary. Menterey Peninsula &pori
Hollister Munidpol %iport
Yorous [meaafas | Vorous instdofiossl, dvic, public, Trovspariotion charachenstcs vary, LIC Santa Cno
(FAR Froos les edecotional, bospital, ond et wes | with both pedesivion- and mulo- Salinas High Schodd
than 1.0te4.0cr | looshed in voriaus sefhegs. ongnted Seveleprsant pattens o
higher) Eutlr forms vary by ponfic s ond | Aveddabilty of wonse, padestrian g
ogatien. otcess, o by infresvudure e | Wesewaler Tresimenl Flants
oll womickle, depesding upan seting
il Open spowe md reteaBonal e, Traesit chaiacledistio highly sarkabla. | Willage Geesn, Grasodisld
incieding loml ond 1egiondl porks, lsoluied reginnol porks or wildemness | po Wetannille
nofure preservas, ond keothes. orens moy lack fressit cennedions Sy 3
and pedestrianfiore ooes. Parks | Coleveras Park, Hollistes
in urion cenfiers may hove fraquesd
frans sarvio ond complate biopda

pedeshiion infrostudure
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Connections

APPENDIX G: Greenway Quality Criteria

Links Neighborhood

O Conrmcts 4o ragional imils snd cthar
Eicyzm Faci Fima

O Rzuriw trrenls cloam i lzesd Banma
mctraten

[ Conrmct achomh, pukks spaces snd
raghtothacd smenime

Safety and Protection

Deterrent of Crime and
Violence

1A ctiva rasidamial bddnps movide
pursve murvadlance ard mpas on the
vt

[ Chearlapping Furctizns and une

ihraugho he
EIAH:-?p‘r'— u:?'.g i weamng heun

Opportunities to Stop

I Furt s plul mcerincs parned
» Ui

'_‘NI g e R

[ Provisction sguina warihar

O parking cloam t dustinatiars
Ellw\oplxﬁmhlnhrumﬁn

T arsmty oF plazmn o wi with i
irrities thit areoUEGE SoTERTTESEN

Integration with Strest
Hierarchy

1 Accwn msle fram rawby maidmnce
O Muimining sdwguats 1tnest parking
e e p—

o i
1 Hawer ineiFiz roatmd 4= arterinks

! oo

A City-wide Network

. [ ——
wrorihar |rrory reved o use sthar bicpcle
Ancliienl

i [ Remcven bariers snd dertcurs for

T rm— e

{ Ol Cennests o i singy and othar

modma of beneporiston

g *

Protection Against Collisions

| [ Dufoac and protacted rtsrial crsaings

O Fchscad mzizr wahicks.

P OOy warface fret drane wis
| Qo sghion

: |:|N=~. ding sbrtnc
: mﬂ lrr.lll:i:l lghiing on

,uu.mn.

d

s
—-—

Protection from Unpleasant

Sansory Experiences

| O Radurtian of vehicles zusting thsugh

e

! OCkmn srwircnmm without trash or fither

Neighborhood Identity

§ [ Spacms for spomaresus sctiviie =

anczurage swting 4= know your
raghtar’

1 Dppartursian for wt weed kool
i DEmdugr-ﬂur-l-dmumlnT
H hiwicric

chamcter

i [ Gerae o owrehipand mesonekiing

Visually Appealing
Landscape

0 bteriog v md s
| O Aburdmtirms and
| e dengradirs

tu,nudrmnunl achveram
chmuin

i [ Dwinestion between privaie and public

mpacen
ase in Finding and Comfort to Walk, and Bil=
standing 2 Houte £ Bevte s i minig gy

R ta rrest desgre o e = e el el

:rmu.mwd.n.#.... phrini |

Rty |nhwh|gwpbo|d

& mgulr nterval

‘"

i acale
O .".;..,..gg.p.bm.nmu

C Lagila wayrcing 1 nmwsy

| ISmoath and corrforisbls pavemant
| ) Buarimed padarivan priba hat

T

A32 Draft Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook (August 2013)

y conuidur the namds o chidran,
dJ-*', wnd tha dinabled

at )

Green Futures: Research and
Design Lab, Scan Design
Foundation ,GEHL Architects.
Seattle Neighborhood
Greenways: Seattle Tool Kit 2012



COMPLETE STREETS PROJECT REVIEW CHECKLIST

Purpose Threshold Requirements
This checklist was developed to assist project sponsors in The Complete Streets Project Review Checklist should be used to review the
defining and developing projects and local plans using the following types of projects:

Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook. The checklist
is @ mechanism for incorporating the perspectives of all
stakeholders into the planning and design process for projects.
Use of the checklist will result in projects that are consistent with
local, regional and state complete street policies, consider
adjacent land uses and meet the needs of all users of the
roadway.

1. Street improvements requiring permits or approvals
by the Department of Planning and/or Public Works which
requests a change of the public right of way ; or

2. Public Works Department capital projects that alter or
maintain the public right of way prior to the issuance of
any permit or approval

How to Use the Checklist

The checklist enables project sponsors to document how each Such that any one or more of the following apply:
existing and future roadway user was considered and

accommodated throughout the project development process. ® Atraffic study is required

Project sponsors are encouraged to reference the Monterey Bay ® Asignalized intersection is

Area Complete Streets Guidebook while going through the affected

checklist for complete streets applica-tions and roadway design ® Repaving/restriping needed

ideas. e Rehab/maintenance needed

Public Works and Planning departments should use the checklist
to review projects within or affecting the public right-of-way. If
projects do not incorporate complete streets design treatments,
project sponsors should document why not and what
accommodations will be provided for pedestrians, bicyclists and/
or transit users unless the project is exempt.
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CHECKLIST - Exemptions

Projects Exempt from Using the Complete Streets
Project Review Checklist

* Roadways that restrict bicycle and pedestrian access (ex//

Freeways)

* Documented absence of current and future need : ' LANE e
Projects in which it is not appropriate to accommodate all users ; B\ xE ,
but may be appropriate to accommodate more than one user , : \\ 5

group should use the checklist to identify which users should
be considered in the project design.

Projects Exempt from CEQA

Some complete streets projects may be exempt from the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The
following exemptions may apply:

* Projects that are built within the existing right-of-way
15301(c)

* Re-striping projects (per Section 15282(j))

If the project is exempt from CEQA further explanation and
documentation is needed to comply with California law. The
project sponsor should draft a memo describing why the project
is exempt and file a notice of exemption.
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CHECKLIST - General Project Information

Date

1. Project Title  Department

Review Only

Project Description
|Project #:

Project Location

2. Contact Information

Implementing Agency

Contact Person

Phone Fax

Email

3. Project Schedule (Circle Current Project Phase)

Project Milestone Date Started/Anticipated End Date

Planning

Preliminary Design PHOTO

Final Design

Construction
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CHECKLIST - Existing Conditions

Residential
Mixed Use
[nstitutional/School

Civic/Public Facilities

4. Existing Land Uses (check all that apply)

Park/Open Space
Visitor-Serving/Commercial
Senior Housing

Rural/Agricultural

5. Safety (See Complete Streets Needs Assessment
Matrix & http://tims.berkeley.edu/)

congested?

Are there percieved safety/speeding Yes No

ssues in the project area?

Is there a history of collisions in the project area?
Pedestrian Bicyclist Motorist

6. Congestion

Does the roadway experience Yes No

congestion?

If so, at what time(s) is it AM Peak PM Peak

7. Existing Roadway Conditions/Context

OOO0O0O0OoOooOoan
ROW Width

Roadway Pavement Width
# of Lanes

2-Way Center Turn lane
Sidewalk Width

Landscaping/Parking

Shoulder Width

Bike Lane Width (<5)
Intersection(s)
Pavement Condition
Posted Speed Limit
TrOOOBRlumes (AADT)
Transit Route/Stops

Truck Route

Ft
Ft
NB/EB: SB/WB:
[T [ w
Ft
Yes No
Ft
Yes No

Signalized I:IUnsignaIized

Poor Fair Good
Yes No
Yes No
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CHECKLIST - Future Conditions

8. Future Roadway Conditions

Are there planned transportation & land use projects that Yes No
could affect circulation in the project area?

If so, please list the project(s)

Are planned projects anticipated to in- Car Transit Bicycle Pedestrian

crease travel demand in the area? (mark Yes No Yes No
yes or no for each mode)

O. Stakeholder Outreach (check all that apply) 10. Circle the Complete Street Design Type - (see Table 2
of Guidebook)

Please indicate which stakeholder groups provided
input on project scope and design:

Neighborhood Group Bicycle Committees Street Design Type
Business Association Pedestrian Committee Main Street Avenue Boulevard Parkway

. Local/Subdivision Rural Road
School Senior Group Street

. Local A jal

Property Owners Transit Agency ocd Collector rteria
Environmental Transportation L T T
Group Disadvantaged
OOooOooOoooooooon y Yes No Pedestrian/ iCYCIe'oriented AUto/TrUCk-oriented

stakeholders?
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11, OO000O0O0O0O000O0O00O0O00O000O0O00O0O000O00O0O00O000000000a0

O0000000000drrde OO00000000dOansit OO000000000ransit
Facilities Facilities Service
OO0O00O0O0O0000COedes- OOo0OO0OoOoOoOoooooOod OO000oooooooaaa
trian Facilities for seniors for disabled
Bicycle/Pedestrian OO00O00O0O0O0000O0000d

Connectivity for students/youth

Given the Existing and Future Conditions the project area is a candidate for:

Road Diet (3 or more lanes; AADT<20,000; bicycle collisions) Yes No
TrOOoooodn Yes No
Roundabout Yes No
Transit-Oriented Development/Transit Corridor (15 min headway) Yes No
Neighborhood Shared Street Yes No
Pedestrian Place Yes No
Transit/Bicycle/Pedestrian Prioritization at Intersections Yes No
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CHECKLIST - Design

The purpose of this section is to ensure all users have been considered in the design of the project. Complete street
design is context-sensitive and a complete street in a rural area may look different than one in an urban area. Refer
to safet 10 0O0OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOexisting and future conditions sections. The Monterey Bay Area Com-
plete Streets Guidebook Chapter 5 contains design best-practices and sample accomodations for these users.

12. Pedestrian Design 13. Bicycle Design

Which, if any, of the following is provided or improved Which, if any, of the following is provided or improved
through the project design? through the project design?

Minimize Driveways Yes Existing Bicycle Lanes Yes Existing
Sidewalk/Path ves Existing Shared-Lane Markings ves Existing
Landscaping/Parking Yes Existing Multiuse Path Yes Existing
Buffer

ADA Access Yes Existing SDiEnDSDD —Bboo Yes Existing
Street Trees Yes Existing Bicycle Parking Yes Existing
Crossing Treatments Yes Existing Bicycle Detection Yes Existing
Oooooooo Yes Existing Bicycle Box Yes Existing
Doo0Ooo0do Yes Existing Color-Treated Bike Yes Existing
Audible Countdown Yes Existing Floating Bike Lanes ves Existing
Other (Describe) Other (Describe)
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CHECKLIST - Design

14. Transit Design

Which, if any, of the following is provided or improved through
the project design?

Priority Bus Lane Yes Existing
Bus Bulbs/Pull-Outs Yes Existing
Shelter Yes Existing
Real Time Bus Arrival Info Yes Existing
ITS/Signal Priority Yes Existing
Transit Service (15 min Yes Existing
headways)

Wi-Fi Yes Existing
Stop/Station Amenities* Yes Existing
Other (Describe)

* Transit Amenities include: Bench, lighting, trash can, route information/maps, concessions, music, and public art.
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CHECKLIST - Trade-Offs & Exemptions

15. Project Trade-Offs

Is the recommeneded complete street cross section/design supportable? Yes No

If not, explain why:

Lack of ROW width Existing Structures Other
Trees/Environmental Features OOO0OoooOoood Other
Have alternative designs been considered? Yes No

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

Removed/partial zones (Ch. 5) for : Pedestrians Bicyclists Landscaping Vehicles
Parking
Considered alternative routes/locations for Pedestrians Bicyclists Landscaping Vehicles

Parking L |

16. Exemptions (Refer to Ch. 6 of the Guidebook)

Is the project exempt from accomodating certain users? Yes No
Cost of accomodation is excessively disproportionate to the need or probably use? Yes No
Documented absence of current and future need? Yes No

Other
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APPENDIX I: Questions to Support Six-Step Process

APPENDIX- QUESTIONS FOR SUPPORTING SIX-STEP PROCESS

Six Steps

Step 1: Define the Existing and Future Land Use and Urban Design Context
e What does the area look like today?
e What are today’s land use mixtures and densities?
e What are the typical building types, their scale, setbacks, urban design characteristics, relation to street, any special amenities, etc...?
e Are there any particular development pressures on the area (the nature of this may vary
e according to whether the area is a “greenfield” versus an infi Il area and this type of information
e s particularly important in the absence of an area plan)?
e What are the “functions” and the general circulation framework of the neighborhood and adjacent areas?
e |sthere a detailed plan for the area?
e If so, what does the adopted, detailed plan envision for the future of the area?
e Does the plan make specifi c recommendations regarding densities, setbacks, urban design, etc.?
e Are there any other adopted development policies for the area?

e |[f so, what do those policies imply for the area?
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Step 2: Define the Existing and Future Transportation Context

e What is the character of the existing street? How does the street currently relate to the adjacent land uses?

e How does the street currently function? What are the daily and hourly traffi c volumes? Operating and posted speeds? What is the
experience for pedestrians? Cyclists? Motorists?

e What are the current design features, including number of lanes, sidewalk availability, bicycle facilities, traffic control features, street trees,
etc.?

e What, if any, transit services are provided? Where are the transit stops?

e What is the relationship between the street segment being analyzed and the surrounding network (streets, side walks, transit, and bicycle
connections)?

e Are there any programmed or planned transportation projects in the area that would affect the street segment?

e Are there any other adopted transportation policies that would affect the classifi cation of the street segment?

Step 3: Identify Deficiencys

e Gaps in the bicycle or pedestrian network near or along the street segment;

e Gaps in the bicycle or pedestrian network in the area (which may increase the need for facilities on the segment, because of the lack of
alternative routes);

e Insufficient pedestrian or bicycle facilities (in poor repair, poorly lighted, or not well buffered from traffic, e.g.);

e Gaps in the overall street network (this includes the amount of connectivity in the area, as well as any obvious capacity issues on other
segments in the area);

e Inconsistencies between the amount or type of transit service provided along the street segment and the types of facilities and/or land uses
adjacent to the street;

e Inconsistencies between the existing land uses and the features of the existing or planned street network.
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Step 4: Describe Future Objectives

e What existing policies might or should influence the specific objectives for the street?

e What conditions are expected to stay the same (or, more importantly, what conditions should stay the same)?

e Would the community and the stakeholders like the street and the neighborhood to stay the same or to change?
e Why and how would the community and the stakeholders like the street and the neighborhood to change?

e Given this, what conditions are likely to change as a result of classifying the street (exactly how will the street classifi cation and design
support the stakeholders’ expectations)?

Step 5: Recommend Street Classification and Test Initial Cross-Section

e \What is the recommended cross section?

e |sthe cross section supportable considering:

right-of way,
Existing structures,
Existing trees or other environmental features,

Topography, and

¥ ¥ X %X ¥

Location and number of driveways.

Step 6: DescribeTradeoffsandSeclectCrossSections

e Where alternative design scenarios considered?
e \What refinements to the cross section were needed ?

e What was the justification for selecting the final design scenario?
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APPENDIX J: Economics of Complete Streets

Summary of Economics of Complete Streets

An important question about complete streets is, Are the benefits greater than the costs; are complete streets a good investment? The economic
impact of transportation project is particularly important in an environment where regions are pursuing a variety of economic development
strategies to improve the quality of life for residents and resources for transportation investments are scarce.

Careful evaluation of the benefits of costs can reveal some of the downstream effects complete streets have on economic activity. However,
isolating the economic impacts of a concept as broad and indefinite as complete street makes simple conclusions difficult. The diversity of
complete street types and specific implementations suggests a diversity of effects. Moreover, the effects depend on the development, market,
and socioeconomic environment in which a complete street is implementing.

The White Paper on the Economics of Complete Streets presents a framework for evaluating the economic impacts of complete streets. The paper
was prepared by ECONorthwest, a consulting firm specializing in economics, finance, and planning. ECONorthwest’s findings recognize that
complete streets are a relatively new concept and that attempts to rigorously evaluate their economic impacts are limited. ECONorthwest’s
research relies heavily on case studies rather than controlled time-series or cross-section studies. While case studies are excellent tools to confirm
or challenge theory, to generalize their results into implementable policies comes with risk because one case study’s conditions may or may not be
comparable to another.
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Approach to Evaluating Economic Benefits of Complete Streets

Transportation systems should aim to do an efficient job of getting people and goods to many desired places safely and quickly. The efficiency of
the system is typically evaluated in terms of congestion. Although complete streets investments may address congestion, through managing
demand and better use of the existing system, determining the economic impacts of complete streets must go beyond looking at its impacts on
congestion. Furthermore, secondary economic impacts can result from transportation investments.

ECONorthwest groups complete street impacts by direct transportation impacts including: trip volume, trip duration, trip quality, safety and
construction and maintenance cost, and indirect transportation impacts including: access to amenities, health, and transportation costs, in
additional to congestion. ECONorthwest then evaluates the economic effect of the impacts relative to investments, business activity, property
values, and government fiscal health.

The white paper notes several points important to the interpretation of its findings. Factors such as existing conditions, transportation geography,
time period, perspectives, distribution of impacts, and exogenous trends should be considered when applying the economic framework. The
transportation and non-transportation effects of complete streets depend on the details of how complete streets are designed and implemented
and on the modes they attempt to influence.

Economic effects of Complete Streets

Given the transportation effects and the non-transportation effects of complete streets, what are the likely effects on economic activity
(employment, output, value added, sales, payroll/income, and property values) when measured through investment, business activity, property
values and fiscal impacts?

There are some good theoretical reasons for believing that complete streets can have positive effects on the regional or local economy. The limited

literature suggests that, in some instances, measures of economic activity have changed with implementation of complete streets. Because the
literature is limited, due to the limited empirical work on the
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topic, the anecdotal nature of the work, little known about the distributional impacts it does not support unambiguous statements like, “If
complete streets are built, the net economic effects will be x.”

Investment
Do the levels and composition of public and private investment change with the introduction of complete street?

Transportation investments play an important role in the redevelopment of a center or corridor. Some research suggests that complete street
accompany increases in investment for an area. It is reasonable to presume that as a street’s safety, health, and amenities improve, private and
public entities will be more willing to invest in the area. But complete street may be part of broader redevelopment efforts that included other
public investments. Such investment makes it difficult to separate out the unique effects of complete streets. For instance, it is possible that
decisions to invest in complete streets makes areas more competitive for the awarding of such development funds. On the other hand it may be
true for any type of transportation project. Theory and case studies support the conclusion that complete street can be an important part of a
public investment policy that can change the distribution of economic activity within a region.

Business Activity
Do measures of business activity (e.g., business creation, employments, wages/income, sales, revenues) change around complete streets? Do
consumes spending patterns change because of complete streets?

Some instances of complete streets have led to more business activity around them. However, an increase of jobs and businesses after the
implementation of complete streets does not, by itself, give any indication of how much of that increase is attributable to complete streets. For
example, other market forces and location, the amount of new public investment, or pre-development losses such that any new development
would have increased measures of business activity.

Consumption patterns could be impacted by a change in the total number of consumers, the cost of goods to consumers, and a change in land
values as a result of complete streets. One should expect more economic activity the greater the density and better access. The number of
consumers could increase due to potential growth in trip volumes and proximity. Although the number of consumers may increase due to a
potential for a growth in trip volumes and proximity, cost of goods may decrease because the transportation cost to the consumer may decrease,
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and the higher densities and land values may result in higher rents and higher prices, none of these factors are expected to be affected in a big
way. It is unlikely that complete streets decrease consumption. Research reveals that non-motorized consumers are competitive consumers.
Although case studies suggest that complete street-type policies may improve bottom lines, it is possible that these kinds of changes will be
primarily distributional. A possible exception to the distribution issues is the case where more isolated cities in recreational areas could increase
the regional economic activity if they can create “Main Street” environments that are attractive to tourists.

Property Values
Do property values change with the introduction of complete streets?

People choose to live in a certain area, in part, because of the amenities it offers. If people value the effects of complete streets they are more
likely to choose to live in or near complete street areas. In the event that complete streets increase amenity and travel by non-auto modes, and
do not decrease the effectiveness of the automobile too much, complete streets could be correlated with increased property values. However,
even if traffic calming features reduce vehicle volume, several studies show property values still increase. The role of improving walkability on
increasing property values is depending upon densities and destinations. For example, making a five-lane road servicing commercial strip
complete and walkable may have little effect on walking, transit and auto travel, while making a desirable shopping district more walkable cold
raise property values.

Social engagement would also be increased if complete streets lead to more people use alternative modes of transportation and allowing users to
interact more, which may also affect property values.

Increased property values would likely be a benefit to landowners, as their incomes would increase. Increased property values could be a cost to
businesses and residents already operating and living there, as the increase could make the area unaffordable to them.

Government Fiscal Health
What is the net fiscal effect of complete streets on local governments and agencies?
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In terms of revenues, while there are solid theoretical arguments and some empirical work for specific cases which explain why complete streets
as a type of smart growth policy, could improve fiscal health due to increase sales tax, there is no way to tell that other factors aren’t responsible
for the increase in tax revenue and sales tax alone do not tell the story of fiscal health.

As a type of transportation investments, complete streets will involve expenditures in public and private funds. Complete streets may increase the
up-from implementation costs since they may be above and beyond existing project design improvements. In a 2012 analysis, City of Charlotte
Department of Transportation staff found that complete street components, specifically bike lanes and sidewalks, only slightly increase the cost of
a project (on the order of 3-5%). In cases where complete street design elements replace larger automotive infrastructure requires, the cost may
remain constant or decrease.

If complete streets cause users to shift away from cars, then complete streets could have some maintenance cost savings. However the savings
may be minimal because heavy vehicles cause a disproportionate share of road ware. On the other hand, complete street may create a more
complicated environment to maintain and higher standards for maintenance, which would generate a higher maintenance cost.

Effects of Health on Economic Growth

Complete streets design frequently incorporates some element of traffic calming which can reduce the number of collisions. Though the safety
impacts are worth pursing for their moral merits alone, reducing the number of deaths and injuries has tangible economic benefits. Given the
documented potential for complete streets improvements to reduce the number and severity of crashes, it is possible that the safety benefits
alone justify complete streets as a policy.

Beyond gains in safety, complete street could facilitate health improvements by increasing activity levels, and reducing noise. If complete streets
contribute to healthier people, the economic benefits of that improved health could be measured as longer life expectancy, improved productivity
and reduced costs for health care. Although, complete streets could improve health outcomes for some, it could worsen health outcomes for
those who remain automotive uses and are whose trip times could increase and for those who experience injuries, such as a sprained ankle from
switching to other modes.
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Economic Framework for Evaluating Complete Streets

Categories of Economic Activity Direct and Non-Direct Effect on Economic Activity

Transportation Impacts Possibly Possibly  Possibly  Possibly
Negative None Positive Very Positive

Business Activity Access' O ﬁ
Business Activity Trip Volume o o

Business Activity/ Investment Trips Duration® o o o

Fiscal Impact Construction® o o o o
Fiscal Impact Maintenance o O

Property Values/ Investment Amenities o o

Economic Growth Health* o O
Notes:

1 New facilities for non-automobiles are likely to have a larger positive impact on economic activity than improving existing facilities.

2 An increase in trip duration for automobiles may negatively impact economic activity, while a reduction in trip duration for non-
automobiles may result in a positive impact on economic activity.

3 Construction of new facilities may have significant economic impacts, while adding new elements may have no to little economic
impacts.

4 If complete streets contribute to healthier people by encouraging regular physical activity, Complete Streets could positively impact
the economic activity by
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APPENDIX K: Bicycle Facility Treatments

|NTE RSECTION TR E ATM ENTS Figure 9C-5. Example of Bicycle Lane Treatment at Parking Lane

into a Right Turn Only Lane
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BICYCLE DETECTION

Video Camera

Inductive Loop
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ROADWAY TREATMENTS

Cycle Track Floating Bike Lane
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