 Julia Ryan, AICP
Complete Streets Program Manager
| City of Fort Worth
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FORT WORTH.

Impetus for Planning Efforts

* Racial equity disparities in transportation
funding and fatal and incapacitating
pedestrian and bicycle crashes

 Roadways were not compatible with land
use and favored unsafe driving behaviors Y e Y |

* Planned roadway capacity exceeded T
traffic need —

* No traffic fatalities are acceptable

* Multimodal plans were not integrated into
planning process

Credit: Fort Worth Bike Sharing 3



FORT WORTH.

FORT WORTH
PEDESTRIAN CRASH COUNTS AND SEVERITY
2010-2020
400
33 36
350 22 30 ——— 23 38
" 19 M S e = -
11 20 159 145 443
200 — T 129 135 145 151 141
w Bl N B .
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

No Injury mPossible Injury Injury = Fatality

Bike Fort Pedestrian & Complete
Worth (2010) Walk Fort Bicycle Streets & Race and Active Vision Zero
& Safe Passing Worth Plan Advisory Master Culture Task Transportation Resolution

Ordinance (2014) Commission Thoroughfare Force (2018) Plan (2019) (2020)
(2011) (2015) Plan (2016)




FORT WORTH.

What are Complete

Streets?

Provide a safe, accessible, complete,
connected, comfortable, efficient, and
community oriented transportation
system for all people that supports
mobility options, healthy living and
economic benefit.

-Fort Worth Complete Streets Policy




FORT WORTH.

Why are Complete Streets Important in
Fort Worth”?

Road fatalities: Fort Obesity/Inactivity: 2/3 Equity: Super Majority
of Texas adults and Minority areas comprise
1/3 of children willbe 1M | 1} 57% of all households,

considered obese by but 77% of zero car

® Worth pedestrians
make up around 1.3%
of all crashes but 25%

of road fatalities 2030 households
° Population growth: 1 Economics: We can’t build
Aging in place:18% Fort million Fort Worth Q\ our way out of congestion,
m Worth residents are 55+ |V residents expected by o"e but have a billion dollar

2030 (9 years!) roadway infrastructure
backlog



FORT WORTH.

Complete Streets and Context Sensitivity

Shared Use : Bike

Shared
Lane
L, Y] TN ¥ 2% i
- St ! L 2
'..': o 1 = ! '_.: :_ B
! D (0

e

I _:’5,"'.5':'..:./ | ( I |__'_'| T _'%IE E.- TR ) B O O o I )
e [ 1 ety g S —
A\ ‘ . é_ﬁj 1 O e | o O | | MU -6 G- G-
[ i} = i[{:_u m" 'I I'; ;'J g
': : L ! N — .. J!!! o Ty T ——— | .
NATURAL SUB-URBAN GENERAL URBAN URBAN CENTER URBAN CORE SPECIAL
T1 ZONE T3 ZONE T4 ZONE T5 ZONE TB ZONE DISTRICT

Complete Street (Policy): Provide transportation options for all users
Context Sensitive (Implementation): As the land use context changes, so does the
infrastructure application

' 1
Na) @ e




FORT WORTH.

Sidewalks + Bike Lanes # Complete Street?




FORT WORTH.

Master Thoroughfare
Planning

The Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP)
Is a long-range plan for major
roadways and right-of-way
preservation document, allowingthe
orderly development of a network
necessary to support growth plans
and ultimate buildout of the
thoroughfare network.




FORT WORTH.

Master Thoroughfare Plan Goals

» Context Sensitivity — Street design
. Safely accommodate all users/modes
that supports surrounding land use

» Complete Streets — Safe for all i
road users, and integration related

Provide network/
regional connectivity

planning documents o

Support strategic
economic
development

Act as catalyst for
redevelopment

* Fiscal Stewardship — Right sizing of
streets and efficient travelroutes

1@



FORT WORTH.

Context Sensitive
Thoroughfares

» Traditional functional classification
replaced with Street Types

» Street Types established to reflect
and support surrounding land use

 Right-of-way/capacity changes within
each street type based on future
demand

« Complete Streets elements change
based on context and traffic
characteristics

Connectors

Regional

Street Types




FORT WORTH.
\/
Buildout Model

* Tailored version of COG 2035
model, utilizing build-out
projections in high-growth
areas of the City and ETJ.

 Forecasts used to establish
capacity (number of lanes).

 Tested alighment
alternatives to gauge their
traffic demand and effects on

congestion. o

L

Alignment added
to distribute
network capacity

- frw]
==




FORT WORTH.

What is Active Transportation?

People who walk (including persons with disabilities), use
transit, and bicycle creating a citywide seamless network of on-
and off-street bicycle and pedestrian ways suitable for people of

all ages and abilities.

gl . :‘ L



FORT WORTH.

Introduction to comfort

« Comfort (or being comfortable) is a sense of
physical or psychological ease, often
characterized as a lack of hardship

* Defining comfort is often intangible — using
data as a quantitative measure can bridge the
gap between technical analysis and user
experience

» Pedestrian Experience Index and Bicycle Level
of Traffic Stress are data analysis tools to
define and apply comfort for practitioners

14



FORT WORTH.

Sidewalks: Not a New Concep

Sidewalk

Raised
Crosswalk?!

15

Tourists Cross the Street at Pompeli. Giorgio Cosulich / Getty Images News / Getty Images




FORT WORTH.

Design Considerations: r
People walking

What a street prioritized

for motor vehicles looks

like from the pedestrian
realm




FORT WORTH.

Pedestrian Experience Factors

& @

PAN
5 @

pféiiﬁik& Posted Speed Number of Bike Lane Car Parking
Condition Limit Lanes Presence Presence

Existing
Effect and in good Lower = more Fewer = more Present = more Present = more
condition = more comfortable comfortable comfortable comfortable

comfortable

17
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FORT WORTH.
—'

Designing for Bicyclist Comfort

19



FORT WORTH.

Level of Comfort - Designing Facilities for All

Percent of Population Willing to Use Facility*

e JR |
\_\\\ x ,-"I; ) / |

R /
J Y
s
s
et
7y
/
i

*North Central Texas Council of Governments 2017 North Texas Regional Bicycle Opinion Survey
— Tarrant County



FORT WORTH.

Roadway Segment Traffic Stress %

BIKE LANE

N 4
Presence of
Speed of High number of High traffic ~ comfortable bike
traffic travel lanes volume facility

1 1 § -

Effect on Stress t



FORT WORTH.

Facility Selection Table

s L
£ g g .E g - E_E__ Py
. T 0§ 3 § 3; & 3EE 3f
Data Driven Comfort PPy Lai ik
- Applies to roadways not assigned mease=
a cross-section in the Master Syremnk [ |+ e | v |
Thoroughfare Plan e IRE DI
* Assists in planning appropriate ot [ | [l [
bicycle facility based on = -
roadway and land use context L T A e
 Eliminates improper facility o A | 5| e | o
selection (e.g., bike lane on high semsee 12 ° = | "
Activity Street 3 2 <8,000

speed roadway)



FORT WORTH.

Common Bicycle Intersection Design

8" (WHITE) - 90 LF

IJ'SLALL BIKE LANE
SYMBOL AND ARROW

INSTALL STRIPES - 4" (WHITE)

INSTALL EDGE LINE
4" (WHITE) - 210 LF

10" STRIPES W/ 30 SPACING - 30'

INSTALL BIKE

INSTALL CROSS HATCH
/_ 8" (WHITE) - 40 LF 180'

SHARROW SYMBOL

INSTALL BIKE
SHARROW SYMBOL

INSTALL DOTS - 4" (WHITE) /

2' STRIPES W/ 4' SPACING

45' I

/

INSTALL EDGE LINE —f\‘,
8" (WHITE) - 100 LF

M

INSTALL STOPBAR

Level of Traffic Stress 2

Level of Traffic Stress 4

s

24 ANEUTEY 201 5
INSTALL CROSSWALK —
12" (WHITE) - 130 LF

23
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FORT WORTH.

Transportation Equity

« Transportation equity is the fairness with

which transportation costs and benefits are © o o a
distributed. g s
! 0|7 /0 AN o
» Access to transportation serves as a key O o o °
component in addressing poverty, ® a

unemployment, and equal access to
opportunities.

« Transportation and zoning decisions have limited
the mobility and opportunities of people of color.

« Roadways in newly developing areas can receive
more investment than transit and other
multimodal transportation

https://deettajones.com/many-types-of-racism-5-terms-know/

Equality doesn’t mean Equity
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FORT WORTH.
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FORT WORTH.

2020 Central
City Pedestrian /
Crash Locations

Sidewalk Conditions - S-MMAs of
Fort Worth have a
disproportionate share of poor
condition and missing
sidewalks.

Crash Incidence — S-MMAs of Fort
Worth are disproportionately
affected by pedestrian and bike
crashes, including fatal crashes of
both types.



FORT WORTH.

Prioritization Criteria
. Weight |

Prioritization Factor

Sidewalks Bikeways Trails
40% 30% 30% |
30%
25% 30%
30% 20%
BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN
Crash History 20% 10% iﬁéﬁ;ﬁ“ EQUITY
Comfort 5% 1 O% : r::::::::sar:inq Injury Crash
/% hbove Median (11) Percent Disabled
Sta kehOIder In put 5% 5% 1 0% " Above Median (14) Percent in Poverty
1 e Super Minarity-Majority Area
Fu nd i ng 1 0% bon us D ‘E:;:j:;:ri(ijtrt:r:r:t:isﬂictien
D Other Municipality
Feasibility 10% bonus o
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FORT WORTH.

Flipping the Script

« Understand root Project Goals
causes Of the concern * Improve traffic safety for all road users
* COngeStIOn e Retain vehicle capacity on arterials and at
 Vehicular speed/noise intersections
e Lack of bicyCIe users » Separate bicycle and pedestrian and bicycle
. Removal of parking and vehicle traffic where appropriate

.
——

Pedestrian crossing in
vehicle lanes reduced by

» Restripe existing crosswalks where bike lanes

e Tailor benefits and be installed where possible
expl |C|t about project . !ncreas.e comfort for people walking by
goaIS tO audience increasing space between cars and sidewalk

* Reduce pedestrian crossing distance

30



FORT WORTH.

Fiscal Stewardship

« The City is faced with a roughly $1.5B funding
gap for arterial needs.

 Right sizing streets and analyzing the efficiency of
the network, we ensure that limited resources are
wisely allocated.

* Modeling assigned the number of lanes needed for
future traffic demand rather than spacing or
function.

 Established Thoroughfares provide additional
flexibility and opportunities for complete streets Lk et
applications. T2 Ay




FORT WORTH.

@ Cross-Section Modification $ City Benefits

« City previously planned as 4-lane median « Reduced future concrete maintenance

divided thoroughfare (110’ cross-section) need by 30%

 City travel modeling showed need foronly  + Reduced annual median maintenance
1-lane per direction (80’ cross-section) (mowing) needs by 1 acre

« Developer constructed nearly 2,000 feet of + Collect more than $3 million of taxable
full width and saved 1.3 acres of right-of- value over 30 years.

way dedication and construction

Previous Plan Data Driven Plan

32




Usmg data @ Honoring
for | land use
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FORT WORTH.

L essons Learned

« Equity! :

* Policies and plans aren't effective if g‘”‘"“’“ S e
there isn’t a plan to change process. -

* Know your audience - tailor your b _T - :.5,&.,9 7" AL
message. i A AT 71

» Change is hard. Changing policy and o gT““”““’"“"’”“"“ha”g‘*?
process takes a long time and results

will be slow.

34



Thank You

Julia Ryan, AICP
Transportation and Public Works
Julia.Ryan@fortworthtexas.gov
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