TMP Update




What is the
Transportation
Master Plan (TMP)?



Project Timeline







MMLOS Policy Considerations

Network Considerations
. « Sidewalk Prioritization Plan projects
Pedestrian .
 Land use context and street classification

Bike  Low stress/high comfort routes provided as frequently as
practical

e Existing and future transit service, as reflected in long
Transit range plans
Stop amenities dictated by Metro Facility Guidelines

Mobility hubs
Shared-use mobility service

Vehicle delay at major intersections, with some flexibility
to ensure that roadways are still comfortable for people
walking, bicycling, using transit, and other non-vehicle
modes

Land use context and street classification

Auto/Freight



Auto Policy Approach
Discussion



What is Level of Service?

» Measures the average delay at
an intersection for the highest
peak hour of traffic; typically, the
PM peak hour.

« Standard measure applied b

Signalized Stop-Controlled
Level of . .
. Intersections (seconds |Intersections (seconds
Service . :
per vehicle) per vehicle)

<=10 <=10

10 to 20 10 to 15
20to 35 15to 25
351t0 55 2510 35
5510 80 35t0 50
>80 > 50



Existing Auto Policy

« LOS D at signalized

Intersections on
arterials and most
unsignalized
intersecting arterials




Menu of Intersection LOS

Options

1. Individual Intersection Approach (Status Quo)  Continue measuring delay at individual intersections on arterials with
universal LOS D standard

2. District Approach by Centers (Preferred) Continue measuring delay at individual intersections on arterials, but vary
allowable LOS by area type:
. Candidate Countywide Centers and State Routes
. Rest of the City

3. Districts & Corridor Averaging Approach Continue measuring delay at intersections on arterials, but vary allowable
LOS by area type:
. Residential
. Commercial/High Density
Measure volume-weighted average along corridors



Option 1: Individual Intersection
Approach (Status Quo)

Pros:
e Simple to oversee and consistent across City.
* Ensures relatively low vehicle delay across




Option 2: District Approach
by Centers




Option 2: District Approach
by Centers

Pros:
* Maintains simplicity in development reviews as
the measure applies to individual intersections.
N G :




Option 3: Districts & Corridor
Averaging Approach




Option 3: Districts & Corridor
Averaging Approach

Pros:
* Provides flexibility in siting intersection capacity
iImprovements; helps avoid building infrastructure




Comparison of Intersection
LOS Options




Modeling Analysis &
Technical Findings



2019 Existing PM LOS

Signalized Stop Controlled
Intersections Intersections
Analyzed Analyzed




2044 Baseline PM LOS

Signalized Stop Controlled
Intersections Intersections
Analyzed Analyzed

*#26 Dayton/Greenwood/Innis Arden intersection is assumed to be a roundabout under future conditions.



2044 Intersection Impacts
Summary — Example

Stop- Total Int's
LOS Option Corridors | Signals Controlled N?Szlng

1. Individual Intersection Approach (Status Quo) i 3 of 28
LOS D or better (all intersections*)

2. District Approach by Centers (Preferred)
LOS E or better (State Highways &

Candidate Countywide Centers) i 2 of 28 3of 14 5of 42
LOS D or better (everywhere else)
3. Districts & Corridor Averaging Approach

LOS D or better (|solateq mte_rsectlons) 0 of 8% 0 of 28 3 of 14 3 of 42 *Except those that are

LOS E or better (averaging signals along exempted along 15" and

corridors) Dayton, and Aurora, which is
a Highway of Statewide
Significance

**26 signalized study
intersections are evaluated
across 8 corridors



Supplementing Intersection LOS -
V/C Ratio

Peak hour traffic volume
In peak direction




Menu of Supplemental V/C Options

Alternative

Option 1: V/C ratio for principal/minor Continue using V/C Ratio of 0.90 or lower for
arterials (Status Quo) principal/minor arterials.

Option 2: V/C ratio for Principal/Minor V/C Ratio of 1.10 or lower for principal/minor
arterials — District Approach by Centers  arterials in Candidate Countywide Centers and
(Preferred) along State Routes. V/C Ratio of 0.90 or lower for
principal/minor arterials everywhere
else. Consistently relates to intersection LOS.

Option 3: No supplemental measure Remove V/C measure altogether



Option 1: V/C Ratio 0.90 or
lower for Principal & Minor

Arterials (Status Quo)

Pros:
* Provides a non-intersection based metric for Principal
and Minor Arterials




Option 2: Refined V/C ratio for
Principal & Minor Arterials in Centers

(preferred)

Pros:
* Provides non-intersection-based metric




Option 3: Remove V/C Ratio as a
supplemental LOS standard

Pros:
« Removes a metric that is not
routinely applied as an industry
standard




Segment V/C Results (2044)

Current exemptions from 0.90
V/C standard:

» 15% Ave NE (NE 150t St to
NE 175t St)

» Dayton Ave N (N 175t St
to N 185t St)



2044 Intersection Impacts
Summary — Example

Corridors Requiring
Vehicle Capacity
Improvements or

Exemption

Supplemental LOS Option

1. V/C of 0.90 or lower 9

2. VIC Consistent with District Approach by Centers (Preferred)
1.10 or lower (State Highways & Candidate Countywide
Centers)

0.90 or lower (everywhere else)

3. Remove V/C 0 - NA



Summary

Staff Preference - District Approach
by Centers




Next Steps

 Return to Council in late March &
early April




Discussion
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