THE BLUEPRINT

ez FOR ARTERIALS

TEAM



1. Survey the Audience
2. Review the Blueprint

3. Apply the Blueprint



Join at menticom | use code 95936343

Survey the
Audience ———

Please enter the code

9563 6343




Review the
Blueprint

THEBLUEPRINT

FOR ARTERIALS



| VISION & GOALS

“Moving forward into the future, all arterials in the St. Louis Region
should emphasize the safety of the most vulnerable users, advance a
wide range of community contexts and goals, and provide for users of all
modes. This can only be accomplished through a collaborative process
that provides each community with flexible solutions to fit their unique

needs.”
Vision Statement Key Words: 1 COLLABORATIVE
+ INCLUSIVE
1. Safety !I’ 2. FLEXIBLE
2. Vulnerable users P + CONSISTENT
3.  Community context (o] 3 MULTIMODAL
4.  Allusers O + PLACE-BASED
5. Process
6. Fit (adaptive) 4. SAFE

+ CONTEXTUAL :



wEEMRARH= BLUEPRINT

1.

The Blueprint will:

Incorporate considerations for all modes and users on arterials

Develop contextual typologies and a toolkit of design elements for arterial design
Develop a process/tool to provide process consistency and design flexibility

Align land use and place with roadways and use

ldentify data sources for evaluations

ldentify who needs to be involved and when during the process

Better align community and stakeholder coordination

This Blueprint is not intended to:

Provide a descriptive solution for every arterial to look and be the same
Incorporate bike lanes into every road

Be used for every project on arterials

Create a new process that is time consuming
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Revised approach to scoping

v Involve Traffic/Safety and Planning staff in
scoping and hiring
v" Involve local agencies in scoping and

validation

v' Provides opportunities for early
consideration of influential factors and
participants

= /ncorporate SAFER into scope
= Attracts funding for more than resurfacing

=  Develop plans for more than just asset

Management

PROJECT INITIATION

dSTART

Project Initiation Step 1:

Project Managers/Area
Engineers fill out checklist of
infermation:

*  Study area/corridor limits
*  Project elements, issuves, and

needs

* Crashes fatalities/serious
injuries
*  Public and area feam concerns
(call reperts, what has been
shared with local staff, input
from local governments)

Share with Planning and Traffic
and Safety

Project Initiation Step 3:

Conduct and decument
meeting with local agencies
(municipalities, county, state) to
share draft scope. Refine Project
Type and scope and budget, if
necessary.

Project Initiation Step 2:

Planning and Traffic and Safety provide
input on additional scope, if needed
for minor and majeor projects. Add
fellewing to preject details:

*  Study area demographics and user
groups - high level input on zere car
househelds, high transit vsage, ete

*  Missing netwerk transpertation gaps
* Trip generaters - schools, churches,

rocery stores, community center,
shepping/enterfainment nedes, ete

* Regional and community plans
* Thoughts on transect type (Figure 1-27)
*  Addifional safety issues and heot spets

Summarize details inte additional
considerations based on above bullets.
Estimate additional scope elements and
associated funding needed te evaluate
safety and mebility for all users. ldentify

analysis te be considered for STEP 2 in
the EPG (i.e., road diet, RSA, TS&0, etc)

Identify Project Type™ (Figure 1-11) and
any associated funding constraints/
opportunities.

Project Initiation Step 4:

Submit draft scope and budget/elements to Budget Team for preparation
te develop final draft budget for submission to prieritization. If projects
are prioritized for funding, then they are programmed into the STIP or TIP.
If not, then projects become part of a list of Unfunded Needs for seeking
funding or perform rescoping to reapply for funding pregrams




Revised approach to scoping

v Introduces three general project types:
» Routine maintenance
= Minor capital project
= Major capital project
v |dentify project type based on both
current and potential funding

v |dentify project type based both on

scope elements and impacts

Typical Scope Elements

Typical Impacts

Asset Management (Routine Maintenance, Operations, Bridges)

-Emergency Resurfacing
-Traffic signal upgrade and/or
retiming

-ADA ramp vpgrades

-Bridge Repairs/structural work
-Bridge Inspection

-Bridge Deck Resurfacing
-5pot safety improvements
-Traffic Optimization

-Owverlay

-Lane reallocation

-Full resurfacing with impacts to
intersections

-Restriping / Road diets
-Expansion of cycling network
on-road

-First / Last mile projects to
schools, transit, parks, trip
generators

-Painting new midblock
crossings

-Intersection improvements (furn
lanes add/remove)
-Streefscape improvements
-Green Infrastructure

-Corridor improvements
-Replacing bridges
-Roadway reconstruction
-Reundabouts

-Expansion of cycling network
with protection or separated
facilities

-Reclamation of roadway for
other public uses
-Streetscape improvements
-Green Infrastructure

Mo /miner impacts to traffic capadity and parking
Mo /mincr impacts to vehicular /pedestrian/cycling ways
Mo impacts to utilities or drainage
Mo changes to cwrb lines/drainage impacts
Mo impacts to other jurisdictions assets or roads
Me ROW acquisition
Mo excavation below subbase
Rehabilitation work on or around an existing bridge
Maintaining existing safety feamures
Minimal coordinafion needed with other jurisdictions
Mo occess management changes
Minor Capital Projects
Minor parking impacts
Minor impacts to fraffic signals
Mo ROW acquisition
Mincr improvements of traffic calming and netwerk tools
Changes to curb lines at intersections [mestly for traffic
calming)
Minor to moderate impacts to raffic capacity and parking
Mincr to moderate stormwater and drainage
Miner to moderate impacts to viilities with no/moderare
utility coordination
Minimal 1o moderate coordination needed to other jurisdictions
Safety improvements to address crashes
Mo/ minor access management changes
Minor to moderate changes at intersection
Minor to moderate below grade space [root zone)

infrastructure needs

Major Capital Projects

Moderate /major coordination need with other jurisdictions
Moderate /major stormwater and drainage

Moderate /major parking impacts and for roadway
capacity

Moderate /major impacts to utilities with possible extensive
utility coordination

Changes ro curk lines along corridor with drainage impacts
Maijor impacts to traffic signals thar greatly impact traffic
operations in addition to traffic capacity

Excovation below subbase

ROW acquisition

Moderate /major below grade space (root zone)

infrastructure needs

Typical Projed Name
[ Funding Stream

-CMAG signal
apfimization
-R5As

-5Safe Streets
Implementation
-Safery Funding

-5TP

-Developer lad
-5Safe Streets
Implementation
-Complete Streets
-Safery Funding

-ETP

-Corridor Studies
-PEL

-Bridge
Replocement
-Federal Funding
-Major Development
led

-Great Streets
Local Roadway Plan
Implementation
-Complete Streets
-Cither major
federal funding
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Revised approach to
conceptual study

v' Restructures approach to conceptual

study
= Enhanced but NOT LIMITEDto
public involvement
= Aligns and clarifies EPG steps

» [terates and clarifies decision-
mMaking process during conceptual
phase

v Focused on how to a roadway adapts

and fits with the community context

EPG Project Asset Minzr Majar
Develepment Management Capital Capital
STEP Projects Projects
Project Initiation Identified during this step
Step 1: Develop CEP X X X
Inspire and | Collaberate with communications X X X
Idea Develop purpose and goals X X
Define high level issue X X
Public Touchpoint (and EMNGAGEMENT MEMO) X
ARTERIAL CHECELIST X X X
Step 2: Discover existing conditions X X
Planning Identify typology and tools X X
Eegins Develop options/alternatives X X
Collaborate with Planning and Safety and X X
Traffic
Collaborate with other Agency pariners X X
Meet with Budget Team X
DRAFT PLAMMIMNG CHECELIST X
Step 3: Public Touchpoint (and EMNGAGEMENT MEMO) X
Public
Consulted
Step 4: Collaborote with Safety and Traffic X X
Impact Colloborate with Maintenance X X
Assessed Refine preferred concept X X
Step 5: Public | Public Touchpoint {and ENGAGEMENT MEMO) X X
Involved FINAL PLAMNIMG CHECKLIST {15% concept) X X
J:r%?;:IBEhr& Collaborate with other Agency pariners X X
Public Touchpoint (INFORM) X

Approval




T p. 27-30,
37, & 41

Revised approach to public
involvement

v' Restructures approach to public
Involvement

= Happens before design
(preliminary plans)

= |nvolve communities early

« The community the
project

v Incorporates and clarifies roadway use

by/for the local community.

v Guidance gives framework to assist
project teams to build out public

INnvolvement

STEP 5: ENGAGEMENT

Title of engagement: ‘PROJECT NAME' DESIGN PHASE

The aim is to communicate the input received so far, demonstrate
how this input has influenced the proposed solutions, and present

PURPOSE OF these solutions. Additionally, we should share the tools and
TOUCHPOINT solutions outlined within the budget, along with discussing any
potential future opportunities that may not be encompassed in the
current phase.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
IMPACT INFORM / CONSULT
ENGAGEMENT TYPE open house, public survey, informative session
presentation | maps showing solutions and tools | comment forms
Uz | survey for final input
As close to or on arterial as possible. Look for location with a
LOCATION agency partner, community center, place that people in study

area gather, or existing event to add on to. There could be a
virtual option...

INPUT TO GATHER

The overarching goal of this step for minor and major capital
projects is to share the input to date and how it has molded and
developed the preferred option and solution presentated. This
step allows for the public to give final input on the preferred
solution for the arterial and future phases (if needed).

NOTES for this step

Preferred solutions and options should be considered draft until
final input is gathered. It should be clear what is being designed
with current project and where there is future opportunities.




TYPEA

Features inside
the Curb

TYPEEB s

Intersections and
Crossings

TYPEC

Features outside
the Curb

Type A: Features Inside the Curb

Lowering Design Speed (Restriping or Mowing Curbs) Road Diets
Access Managerment (Relocation or Comsolidation of Driveways) On-5treet Parking
Marrowing Lanes Transit Mobility Hubs / Protected
Segment Lane Reconfiguration / Curb Relocation Traffic Calming / Mowvable Bellards
Traffic Diverters/ Forced Tums Green Infrastructune f Inside Curb
Transit Lames / Pull-Cuts Enhanced Paverment Markings
Shared Traffic Bike Lanes Rumble Strips
Dedicated [ Protected Bike Lanes Warying Curb Types

Center Medians

Intersaection Contral Types

Intersection Lane Configuration / Curb Relocation Traffic Diverters [for Side Streets)

Median Moses Imtersaction f Median Hardening

High-Visibility Crosswalks
Crosswialk Visibility Enhancerments

Reconfiguring Channelized Right-
Turn Lanes

Pedestriam and Bike-Prioritized Signal Operations

Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons (RRFE]

HAWHK Pedestrian Signals / Hybrid Beacons
AD& Curbb Ramnps and Pedestrian Signals

Type C: Features outslde the Curb

Enhanmced / Widenad Sidewalks Changing Site Distance Triangles
Shared Use Path / Elevatad Bike Lanes Relocation of Signals f Cabinets
Protected Bike Lanes (Cycle Tracks) Continuous Sidewalks
Wulnerable Road User Barriers Wartical Amenities
Posted Speed Limits / Lowering Street Signage (MUTCD)
Pedestrian f Hybrid Sidewalk f Street Lighting Right-of-Way Purchiase

Green Infrastructure /Outside Curb Street Trees f Landscaping
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TYPE A:

FEATURES
INSIDE THE CURB

———— ——————

LOWERING
DESIGN SPEED

WHAT IS IT2

The design speed is a selected speed utilized to
determine a variety of geometric features on a
roadway (such as curb radii, fravel lane width,
on-street parking restrictions, guardrails, and clear
zones for example) which can affect the actual
speeds. Lowering the design speed can also inform
decisions during restriping or moving of curbs during
redesign.

WHEN TO LUSE2

Design speeds can be lowered network-wide
or in sections. Lowering design speeds should
be considered on high-crash corridors (typically
identified in a high-injury network) and areas
of higher-risk (typically identified in a high-risk
network).

GUIDAMNCE FOR USING

NACTO's Sofe Speed Study identifies whether to
lower speed considering operating speed, maximum
safe speed, and the exisfing posted speed.
However, lowering speeds does not always slow
down drivers, as drivers will drive the speed limit
that they feel comfortable to drive. Therefore, it
is encouraged to pair lowered speeds with traffic
calming and speed management countermeasures.
T
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Speeds Relation to Sofety
FHWA Safe Speed [ Risk Chart

BEMEFITS:

*  Lowering design speed can reduce
intended speeds for cars

= Allows reduction in lane width and
tighter turning radii

= Can allow shorter cycle lengths and
pedestrian-priority for crossings

*  Reduces injuries and fatalities for
pedestrians and cydist and overall
crash severity

TOOLS TO USE THIS WITH:
= Curb Extensions
= lslands / Medians
= MNarrowing Lanes
= Raised Crosswalks
= Road Diets
= Roundabouts
= Street Trees / Landscaping

Sight Distance from Amernca Wolks



= Define

Context and
Q_Character for
@ the Street

5 Segment
- Urban Core
- Urban
- Suburban

- Rural Town
- Rural

Review any
Applicable
Plansor

ol Projects or

_8 Major Overlays
V)

p

- Comprehensive
Plans

- Future Land Use
Plans

- Area Plans

- Transportation
Plans

- Corridor Designs

- Overlay Codes

- On-Going Projects
- Others

M) dentify

Baseline User
a Needs and
Priorities for the

,8 Street (Inside
) the curb,

<

Outside the
Curb, and at
Intersections)

- Bicycles

- Pedestrians
- Vehicles

- Parking

- Transit

- Freight

p. 86-105

Revised approach to selection of project elements

J Select Street
H Typology for

Q_Customization
@ and Constraints
4+ ldentification
m - Downtown Street

- Transit Corridor

- Gateway Street

- Mixed-Use Street

- Main Street

- Commercial
Corridor

- Residential Street

- Business Industrial
Corridor

- Connector Corridor




Urban Core
Areas with
highest density,
mixed land uses
within and
among
predominately
high-rise
structures, and
small setbacks.

Areas with high
density, mixed
land uses and

prominent
destinations,
potential for
some on-street
parking and
sidewalks, and

mixed setbacks.

xt & character

Suburban
Areas with medium
density, mixed land

uses within and
among structures

(including

mixed-use town
centers, commercial
corridors, and
residential areas),
and varied setbacks.

=l a5 - R
Rural Town
Areas with
lowest density,
few houses or
structures
(widely dispersed
or no residential,
commercial, and
industrial uses),
and usually large
setbacks.

Rural
Areas with low
density but
diverse land uses
with commercial
main street
character,
potential for on-
street parking and
sidewalks, and
small setbacks.

(Credit: AASHTO Contextual Classification for Geometric Design and the NCHRP Research 855: An
Expanded Functional Classification System for Highways and Street 2018)
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Munity details for adapting design

Considers other community
details and users:

v' |dentifies other plans and projects that

could impact the roadway

v Expands understanding of who are the users

and for whom are we designing.
= Not just vehicle trips and trough-trips
=  EXxisting and future

v Shift from “accommodating” to safe,

comfortable, convenient, purposeful

113 n

WHAT ARE THE RIGHT
QUESTIONS TO ASK?

Are there any existing plans or
polides that establish a vision for
the area or provide community

direction on the future of the area?

*  What context ci WHAT ARE THE RIGHT

community pref
direction confras QUESTIONS TO ASK?

. . *  Who were the influential grovps or
ﬂ'p:,i'ﬁﬁ byloe  leaders involved in the decision-
Oir have thess & making process? (Such as internal

ogency leaders and depariments,
How can this pra political leadership, or external

community achi engogement with community leaders.
the futures Are t . ! )

the l:n::nmmfl‘:.r fe = Who were the in WHAT ARE THE RIGHT
funds to particip engaged? (The g QUESTIONS TO ASK?

= | “d[Eh ﬂldErE' spe
businesses, adveyr *  What are the known safety issves
community partm along the s 2 Are some modes

that need s prioritized? Do crashes
*  Did the project b indicated spedfic areas to foous efforts?

pﬂlm}:::: supporl YWhat modes of fransportofion are
E': iy | on the segment now and what are
r what fime | the preferences for the future? |s there
e estimated demand for other modes

and users unmet by the roodway
today? Do the plans in the previous
step emphasize a desire for other
modes? How is safefy aoddressed?

* Are pedesfrion focilities incduded?
Is there a need for sidewalks or
safe crossings for pedestrions? Are
pedestrians tacdilities appropriote for
the context? Wide and safe enough?




CONTEXT
AND DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS

AASHTO Context
Classification

Righs-of Way (LF)

Vehicle Lanes
(#, one way)

Posted Speed (MPH)

AADT (#)

Intersection | Crossing

Density (#/LF)

Downtown Mixed-Use
Street (DTS) Street (MUS)
SEE PAGES 108108 SEE DAGES T10-115
UC uc L s
al-120' TYP S0-100°" TYR
0-3 TYP 0-2 TYP

25 MPH MAX 25-30 MPH MAX

10,000-
5000-15000 TYP 20,000 TYP

= 300-325°' TvP 250500 TYP

Transit Corricar

(TRC)
SEE PAGES T16-121

Uc, U s
100-140" TYF
2-4TYP

30 MPH MAX

10,000-
25000 TYP

S00-800° TP

p. 104-155

Main Street

(MNS)
SEEPAGES 122127

U 5 RT
BO-80" TYE
0-2 TYP
25-30 MPH MAX
S5000-10,000 TYP

250-500' TYP

Busi
Residential Gateway Commercial In::::?:l Connector
Street (RES) Corrider (GWC)  Corridor (CMC) . Corridor (CNC)
SEE PAGES 128-T82 SEE PAGES 135138 SEE PAGES 150-165 Corridor (BIC) SEE PAGES 150-185
SEE PAOES 146-143
U 5 RT uG u s AN us USSR
50100 TvP BOr-120" TYP s0-120" TvP e0-100" TYP 50-80'TYR
-4 TYP O-ZTYP 2-4 TYP -2 TvP 2-3TYP
25-35 MPH MAX 25 MPH MAX 30-45 MPH MAX  30-50 MPH MAX S5 MAX
S5000-10000 TYP 5000-15000 TYP = 15000 TYP =5000TYP = 15000 TYP
300-5800"'TYP = B00'TYP 8001600 TYP

300-800" TYP Z50-500°'TYP

FIGURE 1-32: Table Cross-Referencing Sfreet Typology with Context and Design Considerafions



pology by segment Rte. 100 / Manchester

Big Bend to Vandeventer

Main Commercial Business Industrial Mixed-Use
Street Corridor Corridor Street




THE BLUEPRINT FoR ARTERIALS THE BLUEPRINT FOR ARTERIALS [ 145 ]

DESCRIPTION AMD INTEMTIOMN: MODE Low

Medium High

Type A: Features inside the Curb
=, Lowsring Dasign Spoad
I.;J wering ign

A typology for the region’s extensive network of radial and traversing commercial

thoroughfares that link urban cores to population / employment centers through and between Fedestrians O (Restriping or Moving Curbs)
communities with a@ wide range of densities, heights and uses. A rural town Commercial C_-J : e .

~ wad Dists /' Harrewing Lanes
Corridor is characterized by its provision of local land access and occess management, Bicycles

Dadicated Transit Lanes

and consideration for freight. Where possible and needed to support local businesses, ! Bus Pull-Outx
] E

00

they should include wide sidewalks and amenities, as well as on-sireet parking. Tramsit _
_ () Dodicated / Promuctod Bika Lanas
Vehiches O
Traffic Calmirg Bollards
Parking O Type B: Intersecions and Cressings
Freight O C' Roundabout Infersections
I:::I Protectod Bike Intarsactions
OTHER MODAL CONSIDERATIONS: () raised narsacions / Croings
|’_‘| Fl_lnuf'l'rg Transit Islands
i ) "/ Mahbitity Hubs
I Prefarrad: Wide sidewslks

with amenities. 0 Gusus Jump Lares | Transit
Signal Pricrity [TSP)
Cptional: Ifincluded, protacted

Bicycl - . o,
. or separate facilities preferrad. ( :I g:'ﬁ:"‘;:f::m"g’ o
= Cptional: LAT, 5TC, BRT, or BUS " Stardaord / Floating lsland
Transit facilities and amenitiss. I‘---:I Crb Extensions
O Midblock Crossings
Vehicles 3 i
ehiic Recommended: Turn lares or medians. O Padastian Refuge ldands
Parking Preferrad: On-strest parking and 0 Intarsaction Turn Madifications
curb space for loading and pickup. r-_j Prot 1.Ondy Loft Torns
b
Freight Recommended: Provisions Type C: Features oulside the Curks
for larger design wehicles.
() Sharcd-usa Path / Elavarad Biks Lana
PARKING AMD EIKE LAME COM RATION INTENDED TO SHOW VARIATION IN POTENTIAL FATILITIES =
OMLY; AND AVAILABILITY AND ATION OF TREES WILL BE BASED ON FINAL SPEEDS. I\_:I Padastrian | Hybrid Sidewalk Lighting
OTHER DESIGN COMSIDERATIOMNS: - ) .
CONTEXT CHARACTERISTICS: () swestTrae: / Landzcaping
APPLICABLE CONTEXTS: Factors - Right-of-Way (LF) 80120 TYR () Vartical Amanitios (4 variaty of itoms)
AASHTO Context Municipality Development -3 Stories typical; heights mugmry Vehicle Lanes (one way) 2-4TVP LEGEND
Density widely; ond pnrc\eis are often builr out. —
- . w ves, the tood shauld be considensd
Rural Town (RT) SCC; JEF; FRE Land mﬂyﬁﬁi@smﬁoﬂ%ﬁgc‘:’:isf Posted Speed [MPH) T0-45 MAX, <
Uses ccncemrmecr!‘:gsingle land use areas. '::,' haybe, the tool could be utiized
Building Ranging from 07 to 25 front setbacks, AADT () =15,000 TYP 0 i, the tood is not Mdleal
Sembacks | SO O Sveaat Dt
s redative fo adjol ildings. . :
EY g — k'l " Intersection | Crossing Density [#/LF) IO0-800° TYP SEE RACE ¥ FOW FLUL TOOL DETARLS
= = - rking.
hh_" < o O‘I‘f—ﬂree‘rp:urkmgg.
Location ~ (F In buildings / structires.

[ 144 ] EH@ | Ql'wl‘h GATEWNY “‘\I)



Applying
the
Blueprint

== PEDESTRIAN FATALITY & SERIOUS INJURY RISK =

TEPTRERRET  TRRTRRVEEY  SPPREIIY

OO

CONE OF VISION




Identifying Context - Rural Town

Lebanon, MO Camdenton, MO
MO 5 (Jefferson Ave) US-54

Pass alongside Main Street

: Pass th h Main Street
(Commercial Street) ass through Main Stree




Identifying Context - Rural Town

Kennett, MO Hermann, MO
MO 84 (St. Francis St.) MO 19 (Market St.)
Main Street Main Street — split ownership

AN ——_

L NI NTH S|T.




Community Details

Business 63 in Kirksville, MO

* Typology: Residential Street — Rural
Town (below)

* Era: Pre-WWI|I

 Comfortable for pedestrian

* Typology: Commercial corridor —
Rural Town (above)

* Era: Post-WWI|I

* How comfortable for pedestrians
crossing the street?

22




Community Details

US-65 in Chillicothe, MO

* Typology: Main Street — Rural
Town (below)

* Era: Pre-WWII

* Pedestrian focused streetscape

* Typology: Commercial Corridor —
Rural Town (Above)

* Main Street: Post-WWII
* Regional level commercial

* Needs improvement for
pedestrians

23



Typologies & Design

US-54 in Nevada, MO

* 30 MPH zone

 5-lane arterial

* Block lengths under 400 feet with
sidewalks in pre-WWII area

* Pedestrian trip generators:
Walmart, grocery, dollar store, 0.80X STdte WISE
dining, etc. | e o0

e
; - - #3xnld §
el ] e L

I T g T

* 5 crosswalks for 3 miles | {15 4.5x since 20} 0\ |
o Jis L | "MJ; " 9.L,__: v- :
* Traffic volumes under 15k and — )
most under 10k T i S ‘

* Rural town with pre-WW!I layout



Example: US-54 /
Nevada, MO

Potential design options
v' Consolidate / remove driveways
v' Add pedestrian crossings with lighting and refuge
islands & enhance 5 existing crosswalks
v Re-allocate roadway space based on traffic and
context:
v Road diet 5-to-3 lane
v’ Curb extensions or choker islands

v' Medians

[RAL TSN
DESCRIPTION AND INTENTION:

A typelogy for the region’s extensive network of diverse neighborhoods that create
comnections and walkability between, through, and along communities and provide local
access for single and multi-family areas with lower densifies and heights. A rural fown
Residential Sireet is characerized by ils provision of wide sidewalks and amenifies and
on-sireet parking 1o create @ neighborhood feel. Where possible or necessary, bicycle
facilifies and amenifies should be considered along with consideration for freight traffic

APPLICABLE CONTEXTS:
AASHTO Comlext Municipality

Rural Town [RT)  SCC;IEF FRK

[132]

DESCRIPTION AND INTENTION:

(G AND BIKE LANE CONFIGURATION INTENDED
HOW VARIATION IN POTENTIAL FAGILITIES GNLY.

CONTEXT CHARACTERISTIC

Factors
Development
Density
Land
uses

0
Sefbacks

Parking
Location

Quanilative Meliic

I P e A o
Mostly vertical mixing of land uses
R e
Concanm e ogie lavd voe ores
Ranging from 0' 10 25" front setbacks,
constantly and some consistent side
SR ada e To adiacen buldngs.
> 60% On:sireet parkin

2 40% St irant paring.

0% i buidings | strucrures.

A typology for the region’s extensive network of radial and fraversing commercial
thoroughfares that link urban cores to population / employment centers through and between
communities with a wide range of densifies, heights and uses. A rural fown Commercial
Corridor is characterized by its provision of local land access and access management,

and consideration for freight. Where possible and needed fo support local businesses,

they should include wide sidewalks and amenities, as well as on-street parking.

PARKING AND BIKE LANE CONFIGURATION INTENDED TO SHOW VARIATION IN POTENTIAL FACILITIES
ONLY; AND AVAILABILITY AND LOGATION OF TREES WILL BE BASED ON FINAL SPEEDS.

APPLICABLE CONTEXTS:

AASHTO Confext Municipality

Rural Town (RT)  SCC;JEF, FRK

[ 144 ]

CONTEXT CHARACTERISTICS:

Faclors
Development
Density.
Land
Uses

Building
Selbacks

Quanitative Meiic

1.3 Siories rypical; heights may van
widsly; and parcels ard ofren buf sur.
Mastly versical mixing of land uses
ithin buildings with some areas of
concentrated, single fand use areas.
Ranging from 0 1o 25’ fronr setbacks,
can some consistent
Sefbacks relative fo adiacent bui

 40% On-street parking.
2 40 Off sireet parkin
=~ 0% In buildings / strectures.

TYPICAL MODAL PRIORITY: APPLICABLE TOOLS:
MODE Low Medium High
Type A: Features inside the Curb
o o )
siycies O (v] Rmi! Diets / Morrowing Lonas
Tt ) 0 SRR
(D)  Decicated / Protected Bike Lanes
w0 o e

B: Inferses

ns and Crossings

<
3
3

Parking O
Freight O—

Roundabout Intersections

Protected Bike Infersections.

OTHER MODAL CONSIDERATIONS: T S
Flagting Transi Islands
Recommended: Wide YREESIES

Fedestans  idawalks with amenitios. Quaue Jump Lanss / Transi
Signal Fiormy (TSF)
Nodes | TS fincluded protected Green e Crossgs /
faclities preferre, B
Tramsit Optional: LRT, STC, BAT, or BUS Standard / Floofing Island
it
fcilities and amenities. Curl Enterions
vetides _ Optional: fneedsd, turn BN Em
lans or medians. Pedesrion Refge lslands
i Recornmended: On-street parking and Cen it i
curb space for loading and pickup —
Freight Proferrad: Provisions for €: Features sutside the Curb

larger design vehicles.
Shared-use Pah / Elevated Bike Lane

Pedestrin / Hybrid Sidawalk Lighting
OTHER DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS:

8006 0006070000068 0000

Streat Trees / Londscoping
Righi-of-Way (LF) 50100 TYR Vertcal Amenites (A variety of tems)
Vehicle Lanes fone way) 14TVP LEGEND
Yes; the tool should be considered
Posted Speed (MPH) 25-35 MAX
Maybe, the tool could be utlized
L) SEEREESIT N, the tool is not ideal
Intersection | Crassing Density (i/LF) 300-200°TYP SEE PAGE X FOR FULL TOOL DETALS

B | @z WD

MODE low | Medim &  High .
: : Type A: Features inside the Curb
: S —
Pedeshians e O Gesiig o oo i)
. : @  road Diets / Narrowing Lanes
Bicycles
O Dedicared Transit Lanes.
Toamsit @ 7 bus Pull-Cuts
() Dedicared / Protected Bike Lanes
Veliles :
! @ Tt CiningBoteras
Parking —@ Type B: Intersections and Crossings
Freight ; O ©  Roundabout nersections

@ rrser b bsescias

OTHER MODAL CONSIDERATIONS: (v) S e

"y Fioating Transt Islands.

Mobitny Hubs
Pedesions | Preferred: Wide sidewalks S
with amenities. ‘Quave Jump Lones / Transit
Signl Priority (15¢]
. Optional: ifincluded, protected e oo
Bicydles reen Bike Crosing
e or separate facilities preferrad. ) SOk Crosieg: /
— Optional: LRT, STC, BRT, or BUS Standard / Floating lsiond
facilitios and amenitios: Corb Extencions
@  widblock Crosings
Vebicles Recommended: Turn lanes or medians @ Pedeorion o ionis
e Preferrect On-street parking and (N DS
curb space for loading and pickup. O Froces-oy ton s
Freight EEUCE L P Type C: Features outside the Curb

for larger design vehicles.
©  srscse v Bevoroa e Lana

(@) Pedestion / Hybrid Sidewalk Lighiing

OTHER DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS:
@  street Trees / Landscaping

Right-of-Way (LF) 80"-120' TYP O Vertical Amenities (A varisty of items)
Vehicle Lanes (one way) 2.4TYP LEGEND
@  es the tool should be considered.
Posied Speed (MPH) 30-45 MAX
(] Iaybe, the ool could be unlized
AADT (%) SIESEANE @ o the tool & nor ideal.
Intersaction [ Crossing Density (#/LF) 300"-200'TYP! SEF PAGE X FOR FULL TOOL DETALS

E@'Q stwesT GaTEwAY ‘\\\l)
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Typologies & Design

US-50 in Sedalia, MO

* 5-lane arterial, 35 mph

* Block lengths under 400 feet for
2.9 miles with sidewalks

e 6 crosswalks for 3 miles
e Traffic volumes over 20k
* Rural town with pre-WWI layout

* Potential design options:

medians, turn pockets, mid-block
crossings, 10-feet wide lanes, lower
speed to 30 mph, roundabouts

HEN
s

, i :
.J . X " d |
A \WVi [T

Y A w1
i A

i \

I

-

6.1 statewide crash rate-
(2018 -2ZB522)

S > 4.6x sin%OlO




Example: Route 231 / South St. Louis County

Results of cammunity input and
technical analysis

v Re-allocates roadway space based on
traffic and context
v" Road diet 4-to-3 lane
v' Adds buffered bicycle lane
v Designates on-street parking
v' Removes unwarranted turn lanes
v" Adds 4 pedestrian mid-block crossings
with lighting and refuge islands
v" Enhances 4 existing crosswalk locations
v Begins to improve safety and movement

for all users

tHE BLUEPRINT FoR ARTERIALS

DESCRIPTION AND INTENTION:

A typology for the region’s exiensive network of radial and traversing commercial thoroughfares
that link urban cores to population / employment centers through and between communities with
a wide range of densities, heights ond uses. An urban Commercial Corridor is characterized

by its provision of bicycle focilities and amenities and the inclusion of on-street parking to
support local businesses. Design vehicle type should consider freight, and center furn lanes

/ medians may be utilized for access management and fadilitate local land access.

PARKING AND BIKE LANE CONFIGURATION INTENDED TO SHOW VARIATION IN POTENTIAL FACILITIES
ONLY; AND AVAILABILITY AND LOCATION OF TREES WILL BE BASED OM FINAL SPEEDS.

CONTEXT CHARACTERISTICS:

APPLICABLE CONTEXTS: G ——
AASHTO Context Municipality Development  1_5 Stories typical; heights may vary
Density widely; and parce[s are often built out.
c 2 Horizontal separation of uses with
Wiz (1 E PR EEE ;': many areas that have vertical mixing

of kand vses within buildings.

. Ranging from 0 to 25 front setbacks,
R oo siy caid s cooemin sarie
Setbacks setbocks relative to odjocent buildings.

i > 40% On-street parking.
= E 4§% Off street parkig.
on = 209% In buildings ,/ structures.

THE BLUEPRIMT FOR ARTERIALS

MODE Low  © Medwm :  High
Pedestiians
Bicydles O
Transit o
Vehicles O
Porking O

Freight O

OTHER MODAL CONSIDERATIONS:

Pedestrians Optional: Wide sidewalks
with amenities.

Recommended: Protected or

Bicycles
separate facilities preferred.

Transit Op.(i.e.nal. LRT, 5TC, .B.RT.Qf BUS
facilities and amenities.

Wehicles Preferred: Turn lanes or madians.

Porki Recommended: On-street parking and

~/ curb space for loading and pickup.
Frei Preferred: Provisicns for

larger design vehicles.

OTHER DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS:

Right-af-Way (LF} 80'120' TYR
Vehicle Lanes (one way) 24TVYP
Pasted Speed (MPH) 30-45 MAX
AADT (#) =15,000 TYP
Intersedtion | Crossing Density (#/LF} 300"-800" TYP

[ 141 ]

Type A: Features inside the Curk

¢ Road Diats |/ Marrowing Lanas

o
P
p—
) Dudicated / Protoctod Bikn Lanas

(M)

Type B: Intersections and Crossings
) Poundabout Intarsactions
Protacted Bike Infersactions.

Raisad Inforsacions / Crossings

WY
LS S

Floating Transit lslands

/ Mabiliry Hubs

'NY Guous Jump Lanas  Tronsit
Signal Priority (TSP}

7 Groan Biks Crossings |/

W Laft Tum Baxas

Seanderd |/ Floafing lsland
Curb Exsansions.

M
7 Protactad-Only Laft Tums

A

Type C: Feutures ouiside the Curb
() Lane

1) Padastion / Hybrid Sidowalk Lighfing

W

o

Varfical Amaritias [A variaty of items)

LEGEND
() ves the tool should be cansidered,
() moybe the tool could be Ltilzed

Me, the ool s not ideal

(=]

SEE BAGE X FOR FULL TOOL DETAULS




Supportive Plans & Policies

Federal

* National Roadway
Safety Strategy (NRSS)

e Safe Systems Approach

* Complete Streets as
default approach

 Safety and mobility
for all users

SAFETY ASSESSMENT FOR EVERY ROADWAY (SAFER)

State

AL e 1S RIGHT QUESTIONS

. THE SAFE SYSTEM APPROACH

MoDOT EPG 907.10 -
Complete Streets

SAFER (prompts to
ask)

Vulnerable Road User
Safety Assessment

INSTRUCTIONS

The goal is to inrperate safety measures in all
projects. 7 ont ol kel 15 o Eaciltats 2 dlermccks
salety in

the core

Strategic Highway
Safety Plan

28



MoDOT PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE (PAGEDALE) TO
SKINKER/KIENLEN (CITY OF ST.LOUIS)

L

Page Ave. (Route D) ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

PROJECT INFORMATION
1.4 miles in north St. Louis
county, through Pagedale and
Wellston

«  Pennsylvania Ave. to
Skinker/Kienlen

« Multimodal connections (GRG &

Metrolink)
3X statewide
average
380 - NCLUDING-----

2018-2022

INVOLVING

SERIOUS ()

SCHEDULE

The road safety sudit process
starts with listening fo the
community, More colfaborative
opportunities to be involved will be
coming!

2023/2024

Public meeting #1, anline
survey, walk audit & focus
groues

SPRING 2024
Pop-up demonstration,
concepts tested, Public
meeting #2

SUMMER/FALL 2024

Public meeting #3; final
recommendations

4 PEDESTRIANS (7}

2026

Route D
St. Louis County

3X statewide crash rate

Canstruction Begins

- ST.LOUIS CITY LIMITS TO INTERSTATE 55
"%y ROUTE100 (MANCHESTER/CHOUTEAU)

The Missour Department of Tmnspmr.atuon will resurfoce Routs 100
[Manchester/Chouteau) in the City of St. Louis in 2025. The new pavemant
prevides an opportunity to make changes to what the roadway looks like. Now
is the right time to get the community's input so it con be part of a new design
that will improve safety for all usars.

The project area extends nearly 7 miles and includes 27 signals.

SEEKING A SAFER ROUTE 100 (MANCHESTER/CHOUTEAU)

Crash rotes in the project area exceed the statewide average for similar
roodways and include 36 sarous injury and fatal crashes in the lost five years.

EO!T 200

STATEWIDE
> OXE e, 10T

FEITFIIIIrrsrys CRASHES

INCLUDING

INVOLVED:
} PEDESTRIANS

E NVOLVED
BICYCLES

The projact will:

| Resurface Route 100 (Manchester/Chouteau) in the city of St Louls.

2 Work with the community to identify safety concerns along the corridor
and detarming possible solutions

3 Work with local partners to address safety concerns during the resurfocing
project

Route 100
City of St. Louis

5X statewide crash rate

RESURFACING AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

SCHEDULE

During this project, we want

o hear from you! Thera are
several opportunities to share
your insights as we move
through the early portion of the
project.

m FALL/WINTER 2023
Understand community
concems

+ Focus Group #1

+ Public Meeting #1

B WINTER/SPRING
2024
Ewvaluate Potenticl Sofety
Strategies

+ Focus Group #2

+ Public Meeting #2

® SPRING 2024
Review Salectad Sofety
Strategies

+ Focus Group #3

B SUMMER/FALL 2024
Praliminary Design

+ Frasent Preliminary
Design for Comment

Safety Projects

Route D
City of St. Louis

6X statewide crash rate

DOT SKINKER/KIENLAN TO TUCKER IN THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS

\_séﬂ ROUTE D (PAGE & MLK) ROAD SAFETY AUDIT

The Missouri Department of Transportation is conducting o Rood
Safety Audit of Rte. D (Page & MLK) in the City of 5t Louis to oddress
safety concerns for all users.

The project area extends 5.8 miles along Poge Avenue between
Skinker on the west and Dr. Mortin Luther King Drive, then on Dr. Martin
Luther King Drive to Tucker Boulevard on the east

SEEKING A SAFER ROUTE D (PAGE & MLK)
Crash rates in the project area exceed the statewide average for
similar roadways and include 10 fotal crashes in the lost five years.

STATEWIDE

CRASH ror

_.\.o... ﬁ 6 SIMILAR
- T E roapways
| FLErrrs
--------- INCLY DING——

TOFATAL} 4 moven..
SERIDU INVOLVED
crasHes \| EEIPRS'SR7} I eesiis.s
The project will:
.  Documant and assess existing traffic trends and roadway
conditions.

2 Evaluate improvement alternotives to enhonce safety for all
roadway usars.

3. Work colloboratively with the community to develop context-

sensitive, community-supported designs that oddress

community issues and neads.

SCHEDULE
The Road Safaty Audit will

be developed through
colloborative and inclusive
engagement with the public.
Several oppertunities for
engogement are planned.

N SPRING 2023
Community Meeting #1:
Understand Community
Concems

N SUMMER 2023

Pop-Up Demonstrations:
Test Proposed

Solutions

M LATE-SUMMER 2023
Community Meeting #2:
Draft Recommendations

N WINTER/SPRING 2024
Community Meeting #3:
Final Recommendations

B 2026 (ANTICIPATED)
Construction of Road
Resurfocing Project




Growing Relevance

SS4A Grant
Recipients

Expanded opportunities
for safety projects:

* 10 RPCs, 9 remain
* 6 MPOs, 3 remain
e 21 cities
* 1 county




’ 2
What'’s Next? Maintaining streets

' [1]
* Blueprint for Arterials — Part 2: since 13967

* Performance-based

* Minor capital projects
* Rte. AC, U / North St. Louis County (now)
* Rte. EE / North St. Louis County (next)

.u'.jj P — A

* Rte. 30 / St. Louis City (next) éh.eer éweeeer
* US-61/67 / Jefferson County (next)

31

* Major capital projects



ARTERIAL DESIGN COHSIDERA“
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