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APPENDIX A: Complete Streets Needs Assessment Matrix
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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:

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

O 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.

O 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, an
maintenance phases of street projects.

o} 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) significant 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 official. 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 reflect
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:
o} By [2020], facilitate a transportation mode shift so that [20] % of trips occur by bicycling or walking.

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

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

o} Provide a high proportion of streets ([___]%) with sidewalks, low design speeds, tree canopy, and street
furnishings.

o} Increase the miles of bicycle lanes and other bikeways by [___]% by [insert year].

o} Increase the miles of sidewalks by [___]% by [insert year]

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].

Track public transportation ridership numbers.

Track performance standards and goals.

Track other performance measures such as number of new curb ramps and new street trees or plantings.
Require major employers to monitor how employees commute to work.

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 identified.

O O OO0OOo

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.
o} 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 flexibility; 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 nhumber or width of lanes dedicated to motor vehicle traf-
fic 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 crim-

inal 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 baoth sides Sidewalk on one side
L

. h!u 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.

Al6 Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook



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

e Local 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 certification 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 traffic 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, hewer 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 humber of vehicles, humber 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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APPENDIX G: Greenway Quality Criteria
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COMPLETE STREETS PROJECT REVIEW CHECKLIST

Purpose

This checklist was developed to assist project sponsors
in defining and developing projects and local plans us-
ing the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook.
The checklist is a mechanism for incorporating the per-
spectives 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.

How to Use the Checklist

The checklist enables project sponsors to document how
each existing and future roadway user was considered
and accomodated throughout the project development
process. Project sponsers are encouraged to reference
the Monterey Bay Area Complete Streets Guidebook while
going through the checklist for complete streets applica-
tions and roadway design ideas.

Public Works and Planning departments should use the
checklist to review projects within or affecting the pub-
lic right-of-way. If projects do not incorporate complete
streets design treatments, project sponsors should docu-
ment why not and what accomodations will be provided
for pedestrians, bicyclists and/or transit users unless

the project is exempt (see Guidebook Chapter 6 for
exceptions).

Threshold Requirements
The Complete Streets Checklist should be used to review
the following types of projects:

1. Street improvements requiring permits or ap-
provals 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

Such that any one or more of the following apply:

A traffic study is required

A signalized intersection is affected
Repaving/restriping needed
Rehab/maintenance needed
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CHECKLIST - Exemptions

Projects Exempt from Using the Complete
Streets Checklist

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

* Documented absence of current and future need

Projects in which it is not appropriate to accomo-
date all users but may be appropriate to accomodate
more than one user 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 explaina-
tion 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

Project Description

Review Only

Project Location

Project #:

2. Contact Information

Implementing Agency

Contact Person

Phone

Fax

Email

3. Project Schedule (Circle Current Project Phase)

Project Milestone Date Started/Anticipated End

Planning

Preliminary

Final Design

Construction

PHOTO
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CHECKLIST - Existing Conditions

4. Existing Land Uses (check all that apply) 7. Existing Roadway Conditions/Context

Residential (Low Density) Civic/Public . Functional Classification

Residential (Med-High Density) Park/Open Space || ROW Width Ft

Mixed Use (w/residential) || Visitor-Serving L] Roadway Width Ft

Commercial (office/retail/mixed) Senior Housing # of Lanes NB/EB: SB/WB:

Institutional/School Rural/Agricultural 2-Way Center Turn lane Yes No
Sidewalk Width Ft

5. Safety (See Complete Streets Needs Assessment

Matrix & http://tims.berkeley.edu/) Landscaping/Parking Yes No

Are there percieved safety/speeding Yes No

ssues in the project area? Shoulder Width Ft

Is there a history of collisions in the project area? Bike Lane Width (<5') e No

Pedestrian Bicyclist Motorist Intersection(s) Signalized | |Unsignalized

Pavement Condition

6. Congestion

Posted Speed Limit

Does the roadway Yes No _
experience congestion? Traffic Volumes (AADT)

Transit Route/Stops iee No
If so, at what time(s) is it AM Peak PM Peak Nes NG
congested? Truck Route
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CHECKLIST - Future Conditions

8. Future Roadway Conditions

Are there planned transportation & land use projects that

could affect circulation in the project area?

If so, please list the project(s)

Are planned projects anticipated to
increase travel demand in the area?

(mark yes or no for each mode)

Yes No

Car

Yes

No

Transit Bicycle Pedestrian

Yes No Yes No Yes No

Neighborhood Group

Business

School

Property Owners

Environmental
Group

Specific changes requested
by stakeholders?

9. Stakeholder Outreach (check all that apply)

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

Bicycle Committee

Pedestrian Committee
Senior Group

Transit Agency

Transportation
Disadvantaged

Yes No

10. Circle the Complete Street Design Type - (see Table 3 of
Guidebook)

Street Design Type

Main Street Avenue Boulevard Parkway
Local/Subdivision Rural Road
Street
Local Collector Arterial

Functional Classification

Pedestrian/Bicycle-Oriented Auto/Truck-Oriented
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11. Transportation Network Deficiencies (Refer to Existing Conditions) (ﬁ)

Lacking/Insufficient Facilities

Lacking/Insufficient Network Connectivity

Insufficient accomodations for seniors

Insufficient accomodations for disabled

Insufficient accomodations for students/youth

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

Road Diet (Road width>56"; AADT<20,000; bike/ped supportive land use; safety)
Traffic Calming (speeding; collision history; local street)

Roundabout

Transit-Oriented Development/Transit Corridor (15 min headway)

Neighborhood Shared Street

Pedestrian Place

Transit/Bicycle/Pedestrian Prioritization at Intersections
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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 safety and special user needs identified in the Existing and Future Conditions sections. The Monterey County Com-
plete Streets Guidebook Chapter X contains design best-practices and sample accomodations for these users.

12. Pedestrian Desigh (Guidebook Ch 5) 13. Bicycle Design (Guidebook Ch 5)

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 gi(;L:‘tse/Wayﬁnding Yes Existing
Street Trees Yes Existing Bicycle Parking Yes Existing
Crossing Treatments Yes Existing Bicycle Detection Yes Existing
Traffic Calming Yes Existing Bicycle Box Yes Existing
Wayfinding Signage 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 (Guidebook Ch 5)

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

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

Wi-Fi Yes Existing
Stop/Station Amenities Yes Existing
Other (Describe)
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CHECKLIST - Trade-Offs & Exceptions

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 Insufficient Funding Other
Have alternative designs been considered? Yes No

What refinements to the cross section were needed?

Removed/partial zones for: Pedestrians Bicyclists Landscaping Vehicles

Considered alternative routes/locations for Pedestrians Bicyclists Landscaping Vehicles

16. Exceptions (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
Yes No

Documented absence of current and future need?

Other
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APPENDIX I: Questions to Support Six-Step Process

APPENDIX- QUESTIONS FOR SUPPORTING SIX-STEP PROCESS

Si x Steps

Step 1: Define the Existing and Future Land Use and Urban Design Context

What does the area look like today?
What are today’s land use mixtures and densities?

What are the typical building types, their scale, setbacks, urban design characteristics, relation to street, any
special amenities, etc...?

Are there any particular development pressures on the area (the nature of this may vary

according to whether the area is a “greenfield” versus an infill area and this type of information

is particularly important in the absence of an area plan)?

What are the “functions” and the general circulation framework of the neighborhood and adjacent areas?
Is there a detailed plan for the area?

If so, what does the adopted, detailed plan envision for the future of the area?

Does the plan make specific recommendations regarding densities, setbacks, urban design, etc.?

Are there any other adopted development policies for the area?

If 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 traffic 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 aff ect the classifi cation of the street segment?

Step 3: Identify Deficiencies

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

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

What conditions are expected to stay the same (or, more importantly, what conditions should stay the same)?
Would the community and the stakeholders like the street and the neighborhood to stay the same or to change?
Why and how would the community and the stakeholders like the street and the neighborhood to change?

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

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

What is the recommended cross section?
Is the cross section supportable considering:

* right-of way,

Existing structures,

Existing trees or other environmental features,
Topography, and

Location and number of driveways.

¥ % X %

Step 6: Describe Tradeoffs and Select Cross-Section

Where alternative design scenarios considered?
What refinements to the cross section were needed ?
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 haveon
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, prepared by ECONorthwest a consulting firm specializing in
economics, finance, and planning, presents a framework for evaluating the economic impacts of complete streets.
ECONorthwest’s findings acknowledge that complete streets are a relatively new concept in transportation and the
rigorous evaluation and longitudinal studies is 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 in some instances, 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, which should be considered
when evaluating the potential economic impacts of complete streets. The findings reported in ECONorthwest’s
research regarding the economic impacts of complete streets focuses on cost and benefits of 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.
These impacts are organized by impacts on investments, business activity, property values, and government fiscal
health. ECONorthwest recognizes that other factors such as existing conditions, transportation geography, time
period, perspectives, distribution of impacts, and exogenous trends should be considered when applying the economic
framework. In addition, the transportation and non-transportation effects of complete streets will "depend” on the
details of complete street implementation and on which modes are influenced.

Before coming to final conclusions about the results of an economic analysis using the economic framework prepared
by ECONorthwest, the results should consider that the advantages of complete street will not be uniform across mode
or traveler and that a shift in investment to complete street may shift economic activity from one area to another.

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 literature supports that there is a correlation between where complete streets have been
implemented; various measures of economic activity have improved. Because conclusion based on the literature
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is limited, due to the limited empirical work on the topic, the anecdotal nature of the work, little known about the
distributional impacts it does not support unambiguous statements like, “If complete streets are buile, 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 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 braoder redevelopment efforts that included other public invesmtne, which 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?

Complete streets have been shown to be part of development initiatives that have ultimately led to more economic
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
denser the housing and the better the access. 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
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may decrease, 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. The findings demonstrate that
in the event that complete streets increase amenity and travel by non-auto modes, and do not penalize through auto
trips and the ability to park too much, then when coupled with redevelopment, complete streets could be correlated
with increased property values. 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.

If complete streets provide more safety, amenity and modal diversity, such as those found in areas that are walkable,
low-traffic, quiet and have bicycle infrastructure, without costing much more or decreasing the effectiveness of the
automobile, many people will pay more for housing in a location that provides those benefits. However, even if traffic
calming features reduce vehicle volume, several studies show property values still increase. Social engagement would
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.
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Government Fiscal Health
What is the net fiscal effect of complete streets on local governments and agencies?

In terms of revenues, while there are certainly some 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. Through traffic calming, complete
street 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 have 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 improvements resulting from gains in safety, complete street could facilitate other health improvements by
increasing activity levels, and health effects of 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. Complete streets impact on health may be economically advantageous if externalities
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are small and whether a new policy Is offering opportunities that people do not now have, want or are wi
for. 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

Spralned ankle from SWItChInlgoggm%gpa%gwrp@%regéluating Complete Streets

Factor Effecting

Economic Activity Category Economic Activity Relative Impact

Business Activity Access* “t f

0
Business Activity Trip volume

o I
Business Activity/Investment Trips duration** f ;

0 .
Fiscal Impact Construction*** “to '
Fiscal Impact Maintenance . orf
Property values/Investment Amenities . or f
Economic Growth Health**** ﬁ f

to

*New facilities for non-automobiles are likely to have a larger
positive impact on economic activity thatimproving existing
facilities.

**Anincrease in trip duration for automobiles may negatively
impact economic activity, while a reduction in trip duration for
non-automobiles may resultin a postive impact on economic
activity.

***Construction of new facilities may have significant economic
impacts, while adding new elements may have not to little
economicimpacts.

***¥fcomplete streets contribute to healthier people by
encouragingregular physical activity,complete streets could

postively impact the economic activity by longer life expectancy,

improved productivity and reduced costs for health care.
Economicimpacts ofimproved safety such as a reduction in the
fatal and injury collisions is measurable.
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APPENDIX K: Bicycle Facility Treatments
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BICYCLE DETECTION

Video Camera
Inductive Loop
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ROADWAY TREATMENTS

Green Lane

LE ™

-

Cycle Track Floating Bike Lane
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