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Meeting Agenda

* Where we've been
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» Case Studies

* Implementation Strategies
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Where we’'ve been

Update on the planning process




Community Engagement: February Workshop
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How important are Wide Sidewalks for the success of
Central Ave. as a "Complete Street"?

A. Very important

B. Somewhat important
C. Neutral

D. Not really important
E. 1 don't want that
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Aligning Goals: Existing Plans

Table 2: Complete Streets Goals Compared to previous studies

and create a
sense of place

Complete Streets | 2035 Metropolitan | 2035 Long Range MRCOG Future Albuquerque and | Albuquerque | EDo Masterplan/
Goals Transportation Plan | Bikeway System Albuquerque Bemalillo County Zoning Code | Regulating Plan
Area Bikeways and | Comprehensive Plan
Streets (FAABS) Plan
Safety and
multi-modal o o ® ® o
functionality
Increase options
for pedestrians ® ® ® ® ®
and transit users
Catalyze and
support future ® ®
development/
redevelopment
Improve the
quality of life of
area residents o ® ® o
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Aligning Goals: Existing Plans

Table 3: Complete Streets Goals Compared to previous studies, continued

Complete Streets University Heights University of | Presbytenian Hospital Central Avenue Albuquerque Comprehensive
Goals Sector Plan New Mexico Master Plan Corridor BRT Feasibility | On-street Bicycle Plan (2000)
Master Plan Assessment
Safety and
multi-modal ® [ ] [ o
functionality
Increase options
for pedestrians ® [ ® [ ]
and transit users

Catalyze and
support future

development/ ® ¢ ®
redevelopment
Improve the
quality of life of
area residents ® o o

and create a
sense of place
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Aligning Goals: Current Plans

Table 4: Complete Streets Goals Compared to Current Studies

Complete Streets I-25 Access Study | MRCOG North/ ABQ Ride Central | ABQ The Plan/ Route
Goals South BRT Study | Avenue BRT Study 66 Plan

Safety and multi- Py Py Py Py

modal functionality

Increase options
for pedestrians and ® ® o
transit users

Catalyze and support
future development/ ® ®
redevelopment

Improve the quality
of life of area
residents and create
a sense of place
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Existing Conditions

Summary of policy context and current streetscape
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Neighborhood Associations
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Study area encompasses 4 neighborhoods: EDO/ Huning Highland, Sycamore, Silver Hill and University Heights. However the eastern 3 are all covered under the University Neighborhoods Sector Development Plan and west of IH-25 is the 2005 EDo regulatory Plan.




Presenter
Presentation Notes
Central Ave near UNM


GATEWAYPI_AI\INII\IG N

VIALTA GROUP P ARTNE RNELSON



Presenter
Presentation Notes
TRAFFIC VOLUME & POSTED SPEED

Corridor characteristics
EAST (EDo District): 66’ curb-to-curb
MIDDLE (Hospital District): 66’ curb-to-curb
WEST (UNM District): 82’ curb-to-curb

Travel configuration



Central Ave Average Weekday Vehicle Traffic Volume & Posted Speed

Legend

30,000 ADT

20,000 ADT

10,000 ADT
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Corridor Travel Time by Mode (in minutes)

Legend

<—> Pedestrian
e Bicyclist
< Bus

Car

® Rapid Ride stop
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
At average walk speed of 20 minutes/mile, it takes a pedestrian 40 minutes to walk the study area (2 miles). 

At average bike speed of 12 mph, it takes a bicyclist 10 minutes to course the corridor.

Based on the schedule for the 66, it takes a bus 11 minutes to travel the corridor. 

Cars traveling the speed limit of 30 mph, take 4 minutes, assuming signals are timed. 


& EDo District (West Central)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
TRAVEL CONFIGURATION 
Central ave @ Broadway

1st to I-25
Two through lanes in each direction
Protected left turn lane / median
Curb-to-curb width
Mid-block 66’ 
Corner bulb-out: 57’ 
On-street parking on south side



& Hospital District (Mid-Central)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I-25 to University
Two through lanes in each direction
Protected left turn lane / median
Curb-to-curb width
Mid-block 66’ 
Corner bulb-out: 48’ 
On-street parking



= UNM District (East Central)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Central ave @ Broadway

University to Girard
Two through lanes in each direction
Protected left turn lane / median
Curb-to-curb width: 88’
WB bus only lane north side
On-street parking, south side



© EDO DISTRICT PARKING
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approximate off-street parking occupancy (mid-day, commuters have arrived): 40%


© HOSPITAL DISTRICT PARKING

|wﬁﬂn

' ol L B W e

» Sl LEGEND
e F : EQ | AM| —— O street Parking
ik n LR il [ o sreet Parking =

T T T _'-

sl B R b 4 81 PR 70 N0 DR B

N Central Avenue Complete Street Study :" A 1inch = 100 feet _‘*_ G
Atiion 1-25 to University &/ —



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approximate off-street parking occupancy (mid-day, commuters have arrived): 85%



& UNIVERSITY DISTRICT PARKING
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approximate off-street parking occupancy (mid-day, commuters have arrived): 85%
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
TRANSIT



S orridors with Service

Every 15 Minutes or Less

Coors
12 mins
San Mateo
15 mins
Lomas Louisiana

9-10 mins

10 mins

Central (east)
7-8 mins

Central (west) Central (central)
7-8B mins 5-6 mins
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Presentation Notes
TRANSIT
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Average Weekday Transit Demand (2012)

Legend

® Rapid transit stop

Total boardings &
alightings
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
TRANSIT BOARDINGS & ALIGHTINGS

Shows highest ridership (average weekday boardings + alightings) within the study area.  

Top 10 shown in map:
1st @ Central (across from A.T.C.) : 4,389  TOTAL ons and offs
Central @ Cornell : 1,927
Central @ Yale : 1,951 
Central @ Edith: 549
Central @ University: 468
Central @ Girard: 440
Central @Cedar: 373
Central @ Broadway: 318
Central @ Mulberry: 313
Central @ Yale: 300





CENTRAL AVENUE
PEDESTRIANS



Presenter
Presentation Notes
PEDS
Photos of  Central & University

Crash hot spots - EVERYWHERE! 2000-2012. 77 crashes involving pedestrians since 2000.  Locations where five or more crashes occurred are all located in the UNM district. 
2 fatalities: @ Oak & @ Yale

Long crossing distances: 22’ to 82’
Lack of protected crossings
Inadequate / obstructed sidewalks
Driveway interruptions
Ped crash hot spots in UNM District:
Girard (8)
Cornell (6)
Harvard (6)
Yale (12)


Pedestrlan Composﬂe Index Scores
" Deterent Score x Generator Score
=== High Regional Priority

Medium Regional Priority

== Lower Regional Priority

All segments rank high, but
University to Girard ranks extremely
high on the regional scale for
pedestrlan |mprovements
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
CENTRAL AVE PEDESTRIAN COMPOSITE INDEX ANALYSIS & NETWORK ANALYSIS
 
MRCOG’s Pedestrian Composite Index (PCI) was used to examine the pedestrian environment on Central Ave between 1st St and Girard Blvd. In addition, data from the 2007-2011 American Community Survey was collected to get more insight to the population surrounding Central Ave in this area.  
 
The three segments of Central Ave have high regional pedestrian composite index scores, particularly the segment from University Blvd. to Girard.  
The factors contributing to high deterrent scores are high traffic volumes and high numbers of pedestrian crashes. The segment from University Blvd to Girard had very high numbers of pedestrian crashes: 6 at Yale, 3 at Harvard, 3 at Cornell, and 3 at Stanford in the years from 2004 to 2008.
The factors contributing to high generator scores are the presence of bus stops, high numbers of people walking or taking transit to work, high numbers of households with no motor vehicles and high roadway connectivity. Crash data comes from the Uniform Crash Report. Only crashes that result in $500 of property damage, occur on a public roadway and involve at least one motor vehicle are recorded.  UNM Division of Governmental Research and NMDOT Traffic Safety Bureau provide these data. Data for this report come from 2004-2008.

PEDESTRIAN COMPOSITE INDEX DESCRIPTION
 
The Pedestrian Composite Index (PCI) examines pedestrian generators and deterrents for a given roadway and makes comparisons with the remainder of the Albuquerque urban region.  Generators are data that show pedestrian activity or draws for pedestrian activity.  These data include proximity to schools, parks, community and cultural centers as well as other factors such as percent of people walking or taking transit to work, street connectivity, etc.  Deterrent data indicate the area is an uncomfortable or unsafe walking environment.  Deterrent data include traffic volumes and speeds and pedestrian crash rates.  Locations that have high pedestrian generator and high pedestrian deterrent scores are rated as high priority areas for pedestrian improvements in the region.  A composite score is created by multiplying the deterrent score by the generator score.  

Detailed descriptions of the data used to create the generator and deterrent scores are given below. The generator data is the summation of the following data:
 
Proximity to schools.  Roadways that are within a quarter mile of school are assigned a value of 1, and those within a half mile are assigned a value of 0.5.
Proximity to parks, recreational facilities, community centers, libraries and cultural centers.  Roadways within a quarter mile of these destinations are assigned a value of 0.25.
Proximity to “High Volume” bus stops (stops that have at least 200 buses per weekday).  Roadways within a quarter mile of these stops are assigned a value of 1 and those within a half mile are assigned a value of 0.5.
Proximity to regular bus stops.  Roadways within a quarter mile of these stops are assigned a value of 0.25.
Proportion of population surrounding the roadway that walk or take transit to work from 2000 Census.
Proportion of households surrounding the roadway that have no motor vehicles from 2000 Census.
Normalized roadway connectivity score. Cul-de-sacs result in poor connectivity, grids provide good connectivity.
Normalized density of restaurants, coffee shops, grocery stores and some retail.
 
 
The deterrent data is determined from the following three variables:
 
Normalized average weekday daily traffic volumes.
Normalized 2010 observed off-peak hour speeds (auto speeds observed in the middle of the day).
Normalized pedestrian crash rate that is determined from the total number of pedestrian involved crashes from 2004 to 2008 divided by the latest number of observed pedestrians in the area.


 
Crash data comes from the Uniform Crash Report. Only crashes that result in $500 of property damage, occur on a public roadway and involve at least one motor vehicle are recorded.  UNM Division of Governmental Research and NMDOT Traffic Safety Bureau provide these data. Data for this report come from 2004-2008.



CENTRAL
AVENUE
BICYCLISES



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Located just outside of the study area in Nob Hill

Photo by flickr user: Ronman451


@I Adjacent Bike Facilities

~ Legend
Existing bike route
Existing bike lane
Flanned bike route

Planned bike lane
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
BIKE FACILITIES + bikes on central photos 

Bike parking?
Bike crash hot spots:
Broadway (7)
Girard (9)
Stanford (10)
Yale (14) 



Recommended Street Designs

Comparison of existing and proposed




Recommended Street Designs: EDo

10" | & l6'[ 11 10'

ElB' 10'
SW P "BIKE TL TURN "BIK SW
60’

Paving

80
Average ROW




Recommended Street Designs: EDo
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Recommended Street Designs: EDo
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Recommended Street Designs: EDo
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Recommended Street DeS|gns

Proposed Curb Line
Proposed Sidewalk
Proposed Parallel Parking

Proposed Wayfinding Structure
(Architectural Feature or Freestanding)

Proposed Wayfinding Signage
(Overhead on Brindge or Archway)

Recommended Local/Rapid Bus Stop

B Proposed Cross Walk Improvement
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Recommended Street Designs: Hospital
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Recommended Street Designs: Hospital




Recommended Street Designs: Hospital
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Recommended Street Designs: Hospital

Proposed Curb Line
Proposed Sidewalk
Proposed Parallel Parking

Proposed Wayfinding Structure
(Architectural Feature or Freestanding)

Proposed Wayfinding Signage
(Overhead on Brindge or Archway)

Recommended Local/Rapid Bus Stop

Proposed Cross Walk Improvement
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Recommended Street Designs: University

1 10' | 8 [5'] 10° | 10 24' 10' | 10' |§'| 8
SW P BIKE TL" TL BEI;Z'I: Lanes TL TL BIKE SW
Paving
100°

Average ROW

GATEWAYPLANNING N

VIALTA GROUP P ARTNER v




Recommended Street Designs: University
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Recommended Street Designs: University
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Recommended Street Designs: University

Proposed Curb Line
Proposed Sidewalk
Proposed Parallel Parking

Proposed Wayfinding Structure
(Architectural Feature or Freestanding)

Proposed Wayfinding Signage
(Overhead on Brindge or Archway)

Recommended Local/Rapid Bus Stop

Il Froposed Cross Walk Improvement
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Case Studies




.

Case Study: Oak Street (Roanoke TX)
Before
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Case Study: Oak Street (Roanoke TX)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Case Study: Lancaster Ave. (Fort Worth, TX)
Before
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Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Case Study: Lancaster Ave. (Fort Worth, TX)
After
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane
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Implementation Strategies




6 Steps for Implementation Success

1. City adoption of a Complete Streets and Context Sensitive Solutions
(CSS) Program

2. Collaborate on BRT integration using CSS

3.  Work with neighborhoods and commercial owners to update policies
per neighborhood plans and subdivision ordinance

4. ldentify and implement an improvement funding source that is most
acceptable to the context and area

5. Set vision and design for improvements for Central Ave. in each
subarea that will promote CSS and allow for multi-modal operations
aligning with the goals and recommendations of this plan

6. Engage neighborhoods and landowners to begin the process of
aligning Central Ave. plan with appropriate catalytic redevelopment
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Catalyst Area: EDo

EDo [:atalvtu: Area of Fnt:us
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Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Catalyst Area: Hospital
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http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Catalyst Area: University

University Catalytic Areas of Focus
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://www.cabq.gov/transit/documents/central_avenue_brt.pdf

(University to Girard)�82’ curb-to-curb

Recommended: median BRT eliminating left turn bays and westbound transit only lane. At intersections, left turn bays would replace on-street parking 


Existing: wide landscaping, left turn pockets, two through lanes in each direction, eastbound curbside parking, westbound (fronting UNM) curbside transit-only lane



Next Steps for this Initiative




Next Steps

» Recelve feedback over next 2 weeks

* Produce further analysis and correct major
problems

* Provide additional options if necessary

* Produce final document
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Questions and Discussion
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