‘e
i 4 D e S

MMET STREETSCAPE

— .
e
y “

?Steering Committee Meeting 1 ' -
- April 18, 2018

- NI S 7 ) e - —r
. e \’N\)." LT, ey ,Vﬂﬁ o ok . ,r\,'l.w'_ P 1 e
I \ ! \ﬁyunm.n.ﬁﬂk- PR 1o oy



Background

Schedule
Presentation context
Overview Traffic Study Preliminary Findings

/’

Initial Concepts

&

Next Steps & Discussion

A\




Background and Schedule



Smart Scale Project Description SMART oo

Transportation Projects

SCALE | v

 Traffic signal coordination

,)/Po

Bike lanes on both sides

10-ft asphalt multi-use path on the east side 4,5

Audible pedestrian signals & ADA standard curb ramps Ve,

5-ft grassy buffer planted with street trees between the
multi-use path and Emmet e

Landscaped center median extended to the ped bridge

Bus shelters and optimize/consolidate bus stops | ‘N S




General Schedule

KICK OFF
SPRING 2018
SEPT.2018
JUNE 2019
DEC. 2019
DEC. 2020
MAY 2021
EARLY 2023

Upcoming Milestones

EXISTING . .
FINAL FINAL PLANS, o _
S e bt DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS PO EeT A pri | 18 — Steerin g &

COLLECTION (30%) (60%) (90%) & BIDDDING CONSTRUCTION .
Tech Committee

* May 12 — Community

May, 2018 Spring 2019 . 1

| PLANNING I DESIGN I IMPLEMENTATION

Includes: Includes: Includes: o

- Stakeholder Coord. - Stakeholder Coord. (on-going) - Right-of-Way Acquisition

- Community Engagement - Community Engagement (on-going) - Utility Relocation

- Streetscape Concepts - Citizen Informations Meetings - Construction Advertisement

- Citizen Information Mtgs. - City Council Briefing - Construction Begins May, 2021

- City Council Briefing - Final Design and R/W acquisition

- Citizen Streetscape
Workshop
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City 2015 Bike/Ped Plan

e City’s interim recommendation in the
Bike/Ped Plan was buffered bicycle lanes

e Emmet Street is an arterial trail corridor in
the city’s Bike/Ped Plan vision map

» These routes are the spine of the
network

» Bicycle facilities separated from traffic
to ensure they are low stress and
B i b R, = attract all ages and abilities

= Local == Local City Park

External Connections ~—- City Limits
} @‘, Bicycle Vision Network On-Road Faclity

A Trail
N 0 0.25 O.FM
—

CharlottesVi"e, Virginia Trail Corridors On-Road Corridors < Schools

liles Date: 6/3/2015



Draft Design Principles

Based on the City’s Bike/Ped Plan, Streets That Work Plan, and Smart Scale application:

* Make a Complete Street:

* Improve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit accommodations while maintaining vehicle flow

e Balance the needs of each travel mode

* Increase Safety and Comfort for Pedestrians and Bicyclists:
* Provide a buffer between the roadway and pedestrian and bicycle facilities

 Where feasible, separate and buffer pedestrian and bicycle facilities

» Beautify the Corridor as an Appropriate Gateway:

* Provide landscaping and hardscape materials that provide shade, comfort, safety, and
increases the attractiveness of the gateway



CHARLOTTESVILLE

City Facility Guidance STREETS K

Element (Mixed Use A

Sidewalk
Curbside buffer

Bicycle Facility

Travel lanes

Turn lanes
Traffic calming
Median

Curb radii

7’ clear zone 3

THAT WORK fepehts

3’ to 6’ with trees

 5°to 7 bike lane S G S _"&
» 7’ separated bike lane

e Or 10’ shared use path

e 10

* 11’ outside lane if transit

10’

Optimal Application

Roundabouts
Recommended for 3+ travel lanes

Practical Application
20’ to 30’

*Red items are highest priority elements



Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways

Roadway Context
""""""""""""""" St May L All Ages & Abilities
: Target Max. ; ; : B
et Motorveicie | MotorVericle ey Gperational Bicycle Facility
: Volume (ADT)
: gAny of the following: high
: curbside activity, frequent buses,
Any i Any : : .
: motor vehicle congestion, or
: turning conflicts*
<10 mph Lessrelevant . Pedestrians share theroadway |Shared Street
: : No centerline,
: :orsingle lane
<20 mph = 1-000—2-000§ one—v%ay i < 50 motor vehicles per hour in Bicycle Boulevard
i <500-1,500 : the peak direction at peak hour
: <1500 - Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
:3,000 P : Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
i : Single lane
i £3,000 - : each direction, . o Buffered or Protected Bicycle
< 25mph 6,000 i orsingle lane i Low curfbs@e activity, or low Lane
: : rs : congestion pressure .
i Greater than i
6,000 :
EMultiple lanes
ARy i perdirection |
Single lane :
: i each direction
< 6000 : Low curbside activity, or low
Greaterthan | : Multiple lanes ; congestion pressure

26 mpht i per direction

Greater than
6,000

Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

Any Any

High-speed limited access High pedestrian volume Bike Path with.Separate Walkway
roadways, natural corridors, i By : or Protected Bicycle Lane

or geographic edge conditions . ; R (i
with limited conflicts Low pedestrian volume

Protected Bicycle Lane

Recommendation of NACTO
for facility type is protected
bicycle lane or bicycle path

“Where motor vehicle
speeds exceed 35 mph, it is
usually impossible to
provide safe or comfortable
bicycle conditions without
full bikeway separation.”




Traffic Study Preliminary Findings
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Preliminary Traffic Findings

General Assumptions & Takeaways

* Assumptions: 2045 for future conditions, 0.50%
annual growth rate

* Turn Lanes: SB right Emmet to lvy, and change of
NB channelized right to standard right turn are
the only assumed additions. Supported by
existing conditions; elevated need by closure of
access road at Villa.

* Roundabouts: Potentially works for vehicles at
Massie intersection; but has design challenges

* Road Diet: Volumes too high; Closest segment to
having potential for a road diet is NB Massie to
Arlington, which would help with
fitting/buffering east-side multi-use path
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Preliminary Traffic Findings

Emmet/lvy

* Changing the channelized NB right to
a standard right turn and storage
does not degrade traffic

 Adding a dedicated SB right
decreases queuing and delay

 The maximum SB queue passes the
RR bridge in every alternative,
hindering the ability to do a road diet
under the RR bridge

Emmet Street Smart Scale

#1 - Emmet Street/Ilvy Road

2045 No Build Analysis

@l [OSA-C <OLOSD LOSE @& LOSF

1

(Maximum southbound queue: 5687/803)

Scenario Considering Improvements Level of Senvice Resuts < CCNEREI»
Overall
Basel - 2045 No Buid Overall Delay:
e (Maximum southbound queue: 742/831) 401657
Overall VIC Ratio:
083099
Overal:
-Remove right tum channelization and change to standard tum lane A
e Overall Delay:
AltA (120" full width). 109657
(Maximum southbound queue: T21/877) o
Qverall V/C Ratio:
082099
Overall
S
AR - Add separate southbound right turn lane Overall Delay:
{Maximum southbound queue: 606/806) 3931469
Overall VIC Ratio:
082093
Overal:
-Remove right tum channelization and change to standard tum lane <=
(120'full wicth). Overall Delay.
- Add separate southbound ight fum lane 33459

Overall VIC Ratio:

0.76/0.89




Emmet Street Smart Scale #4 - Emmet Street/Massie Road

Preliminary Traffic Findings 2045 No Bulld Anaiysi 4

'Sce;mo | — Cow;iemglmp(wanents Level of Senvice Resuts < CHEEIENED>
Overal Emmet
Emmet/Massie | - [ ]s=
2045 No uid Overdl Dy i 1 1S
. . (Maxmum northbound queue: 20/428) 196315 Masse_ A 9 f 1,

e Appears the intersection could work as ouait i R
either a standard configuration or a b ’ " . )
rO U n da bOUt. AtA - Change the northbound approach to LEFT, THROUGHRIGHT gﬁl;l]gehy % 4 T

. . . Overall VIC Ratio o . .

* Requires more simulation work to —

study impacts or roundabout on T l{ |+«»
) . . Mg Chagebesadbtund oo EF HROUGHRGHT | Yoo e
gueueing south of the intersection. o -,J.I W
101103
. Overal Shinee
* May also be design challenges for a - I*@,
roundabout relative to site access to M| et O[O0 [Tt
o . ¥
the old hotel (near Afghan Kabob). o I "
Overal ( Eemag )
- bl |+®
AD - Change the northbound approach to LEFT, THROUGH, RIGHT (200 storage) | Overall Delay B *L 4
- Change the southbound approachto LEFT, THROUGH, RIGHT (200'storage) | 327/76.6 MaSS'er.- a j* P
Overall VIC Rt ' -"I .“
08101 L 7 )




Emmet Street Smart Scale #4 - Emmet Street/Massie Road

P re I i m i n a ry Tra ffi C Fi n d i n gs 2045 No Build Roundabout Analysis - w/ least footprint & acceptable LOS

@ 10S 4-C <1 LOS D« LOSE @ LOSF Level of Service Results  <iiupmms

Intersedion Overall Emmet

Emmet/Massie

* Roundabout analysis

Emmet Street Smart Scale #4 - Emmet Street/Massie Road
Comparison between Standard & Roundabout Intersection 4
@8 LOSA-C <J1OSD @3 LOSE @@ LOSF
Scenario Considering Improvements Level of Senvice Resuts < CNEIRED»
Overall ( Emimet )
BaseAl - 2045 No Buid Overall Delay: 4 + [ 4
e (Maximum notthbound queue: 201/428) 1967315 Massie A 1 f ?,
-
' > 3
Qverall V/C Ratio . . .
070076
Overalt
>
Reundabout Al Chenge troundabot e Overl Dely:
oundabo - Change to roundabout intersection 10t

Overall VIC Ratio: Brmehiasse Con:bigion:

0.67/0.89

Emmet

1 The norbbownd appeach cannothe adpsied

£ Thesoutbownd Fproch cannatbe adpsid

1 Nitadusing heintrseconconfyurgion, he maimumnorhiound queue wil be 424,

4 the shows te oindaboutatemate (seenextpage fir e Taffcoperaion comparson bedeen skndardimersecion and owndaboutinersecion)

Entrance



Emmet Street Smart Scale #6 - Emmet Street/Arlington Boulevard

Preliminary Traffic Findings 2045 No Build Analysis °

@l [OSA-C < LOSD @@l LOSE @l LOSF

Scenario Considering Improvements Level of Senice Results < CHNEBEDD
[ ] —
Emmet/Arlington = o )
! Overall Delay:
* No recommended changes, although BBtobi i ) 444
e
Y
i i : B L
road diet showed potential for NB e Vel ‘
590
1 1 ; " Emmetf )
direction el =
s i
Overall Delay: ‘ +
AltA - Change the northbound approach to LEFT, THROUGH BB YT TR 6
>
Overal VI Rt -l o8
059079
Overall Emmet
AB - Change the southbound approach to THROUGH, RIGHT Overall Delay: - * 6
(*SimTraffic simulation indicates excessive queue on southbound trough) | 2801218 Arhngct;; a 4 ff
Overall V/C Ratio: e . .
0811076
Overall Emmet
S i
- Change the northbound approach to LEFT, THROUGH Overal Delay | *
AtC - Change the southbound approach to THROUGH, RIGHT 069 Y T T 6
("SimTraffic simulation indicates excessive queue on southbound through) o > 4 9 f
_ =
Overall V/C Ratio: e .
0811079 L J




Preliminary Multimodal Findings

Background: Pedestrian counts from September 2016 — January 2017

West Side East Side

JPJ, athletic fields, Barracks * Apartments, UVa

515 daily average 429 daily average

574 class day average 604 class day average

509 class day without outliers™ 515 class day without outliers™

*Days with more than 1,000 (3 for west) *Days with more than 1,000 (4 for east)

Takeaways: Substantial pedestrian volume on both sides of Emmet calls for offering a high level
of pedestrian/bicycle facilities on both sides, and underscores the need for safe crossings.



Existing Pedestrian Crossings

4 dedicated crossings
(marked or ped bridge)

* Arlington, Massie,
Ped/Bike Bridge, Ivy

1,200 feet from
Ped/Bike Bridge to Ivy

1,300 feet Arlington to
Massie

Use first community meeting to understand origins/destinations,
where people want to cross, where people feel unsafe, etc.




Bike Counts

* Expected on 4/18



Initial Decision Points



Documentation of Existing Conditions

Arlington to Massie

Massie to Bike/Ped
Bridge

Bike/Ped Bridge to
RR Bridge

EMMET STREETSCAPE | Concept Alternatives
segment: ARLINGTON TO MASSIE

+ 100" ROW

*  Wide grassy median

+ 2 curbside buffer

* 5'sidewalks on both sides
+ No bike accommadation

« 4 itravel lanes (288, 2 NB)

EM M ET STREETSCAPE | Concept Alternatives
segment: MASSIE TO PED/BIKE BRIDGE

+ ROW: 80%100°

+ Oor2 curbside buffer

* 5 sidewalks on both sides

+  No bike accommodation

* 3104 travel lanes (2 SB, 1-2 NB)

TomLnow sv -

EMMET STREETSCAPE | Concept Alternatives
segment: PED/BIKE BRIDGE TO RAILROAD BRIDGE

+ 8010 70"ROW

+  2'to 7' curbside buffer (west)
*  2'to 24’ curbside buffer (east)
+ B sidewalks on both sides

+  No bike accommodation

+  3travel lanes (2 SB, 1 NB)

RR Bridge

RR Bridge to Excel Inn

Excel Inn to lvy

EMMET STREETSCAPE | Concept Alternatives
segment: RAILROAD BRIDGE

+  53'ROW (butanly 40" betwesn
bridge columns)
" column buffer
+ 5'sidawalks on both sides
+  No bike accommodation
+ 3iravel lanes (2 SB, 1 NB)

EMMET STREETSCAPE | concept Alternatives
segment: RAILROAD BRIDGE TO EXCEL INN

+ T5'ROW

*  0to4' curbside buffer

+ 5'1o &' sidewalks on both sides
*+ Nobike accommodation

+ 3104 travel lanes (2 SB, 1-2 NB)

EMMET STREETSCAPE | Concept Alter
segment: EXCEL INN TO IVY

€
- B0'ROW

* 0103 curbside buffer

* 5 sidewalks on both sides

*  No bike accommodation”

*  3tod travel lanes (2 SB, 1-2 NB)

Bie 4
Satetyicomort
venicuarfow

ROW nesded A




Initial Explorations & Analysis
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Developing Alternatives

* Preferred design concept is the key deliverable
from the planning phase.

* 40’ roadway (b/t columns)

* The railroad bridge and development « 2’ columns, 5’ sidewalks
proposals south of the railroad bridge are key « 3 lanes (2 SB, 1 NB)
considerations that will influence the design. T =

* A key early decision point is how to connect
the shared-use path on the north and south
sides of the railroad tracks.

* Curb to hotel pinch point
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Developing Alternatives

Industry guidance suggests:

» Separation of bicycle and
pedestrian modes (with a buffer)

where possible

* Protecting bicycle facilities
wherever possible




I 8
; . g
! : g
:
0 : 8
1 |
. " '
I o : i
= 98 = 1 . %
. ‘B-am 1 l
* 10’ shared-use path + 5’ raised 10’ shared-use path + 5’ 10’ shared-use path only
bicycle lane Buffered on-street bicycle lane Strong protection, bicycles &
e Strong bicycle protection & » Strong bicycle/ped separation, pedestrians mixed
bicycle/ped separation Less optimal bicycle protection

Preferred Facility Separation/Protection?
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FINET STREETSCAPE

Emmet Streetscape
Bicycle Accommodation

Do Bikes and Pedestrians need to
be on separate facilities?

Does the bike facility need to be
on- or off-road or both?

Additional Comments:

WESTSIDE

EAST SIDE

3 '
'
Bikes and pedestrians off road on 10’ :i

Shared Use Path

WEST SIDE / Your Comments:

EASTSIDE / Your Comments:

L =

Bikes and pedestrians on 10° off road ‘

Shared Use Path plus 5’ buffered bike = 1 " '

lane

WESTSIDE / Your Comments:

EASTSIDE / Your Comments:

né" i r‘,l

Bikes and pedestrians on 10° off road i :

Shared Use Path plus 5-6' protected '
== LRI | L

WEST SIDE / Your Comments:

(raised) bike lane
EASTSIDE / Your Comments:

Potential Exercises for
Public Meeting

i -ﬂ
-
Emmet Streetscape
Design Principles

What should be added to the
proposed design principles?

What principles do you think are
important and are not captured here?

Suggest Additional Principles Below

Tell us which principle is most important and why
Suggest additions or amendments to the design principles

Principles

Make a Complete Street:

* Improve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
accommodations while maintaining
vehicle flow

* Balance the needs of each travel mode

. Increase Safety and Comfort for Pedestrians

and Bicyclists
* Provide a buffer between the roadway
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities
*  Where feasible, separate and buffer
pedestrian and bicycle facilities

. Beautify the Corridor as an Appropriate

Gateway:

* Provide landscaping and hardscape
materials that provide shade, comfort,
safety, and increases the attractiveness
of the gateway

Comments



Next Steps & Discussion



Next Step: Community Meeting

* Date/Location: 9:00 — 11:00 AM, May 12, 2018 at the Cavalier Inn

* Purpose: Obtain information on origins/destinations, barriers, needs,
and trade offs in the face of constraints. Use information to inform

the development of design alternatives.

* Format: Brief presentation & open house style with stations for
activities and input; potential walking tour at the conclusion.



Discussion & Activities

* General observations on issues and opportunities.

* Use the Base Map to identify issues and opportunities this design could
address

* Green Dots — Spot issues/opportunities
» Markers — Linear issues/opportunities

* Flip Chart — Number your dots and lines; create a legend

e Use boards to share your ideas regarding the:
* Desired degree of separation and protection for bicycles and pedestrians

e Design principles



