September 17, 2009

Renae Kuehl

SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
One Carlson Parkway Suite 150
Minneapolis, MN 55447
rkuehl@srfconsulting.com

Re: Track Changes Comments on 9-11-09 Draft Complete Streets Report
Dear Ms. Kuehl,

Attached are Fresh Energy’s preliminary “track changes” comments on the draft
Complete Streets Report. We have done our best to summarize our thoughts in the
short initial comment period, but realize that we may have additional comments as the
big ideas presented sink in further. We feel that an additional period to elicit meaningful
public comments will be an important next step in the process that can also provide
additional time for meaningful committee input.

We appreciate the first draft of the report and look forward to working with Mn/DOT and
SRF to build on this report. We believe that a comprehensive Complete Streets policy is
key to achieving the Statewide Transportation Plan’s "... shared vision of a safe,
efficient and sustainable transportation system.” There is much good information
presented in this report. And, with some tweaks and improvements, it can provide
valuable input into the next steps in the important genesis of a statewide Complete
Streets policy and implementation. To maximize value, our comments focus on those
suggested changes rather than highlighting the many good aspects of the report.

In addition to the comments offered here, we have also included our more generalized
comment letter addressed to Commissioner Sorel (attached with this e-mail), which
focuses on the most important broad aspects of this draft report. We have tried to
incorporate many of the ideas reflected in that letter in the track changes comments, but
recognize that many of our comments impact the entirety of the report and are best
offered outside of the track changes feature.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to working with you to help improve
the first draft of this important report. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have
questions or wish to discuss the report further.

Sincerely,

Lynne Bly Ethan Fawley
Transportation Policy Director Coordinator, Transportation Connections
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Report Development Cost

As required in Minnesota Statue 3.197, this document must contain the cost of
preparing the report at the beginning of the report, including any costs incurred by
another agency or another level of government.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation contracted with SRF Consulting Group,
Inc. to write this report at a fee of $89,195.46. This fee included organizing, facilitating
and recording all committee meetings, and drafting, editing and developing this final
report.
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Chapter 1:
Overview,

Legislative Request

This report is in response to the state’s legislative directive to the Commissioner of
Transportation, to study the costs, benefits and feasibility| of implementing a Complete
Streets policy. (See Appendix A: Laws 2008, Chapter 350, Article 1, Section 94)

Report Goal|

This purpose of this report was to:
e review literature

o review other local, regional, and state complete street policies and provide best
practices and lessons learned from other jurisdictions

¢ review the state’s current design practices regarding Complete Streets
e assess maintenance and operations costs related to Complete Streets
* review the costs, benefits and feasibility of Complete Streets

e provide recommendations relating to the implementation of a complete street
policy

Study Approach

The Minnesota Department of Transportation formed a Project Management team that
worked with an Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory Panel. These groups
consisted of representatives, from various levels of government (federal, state, county,
city and township, including roadway, transit, bike, planning and community
development), as well as elected officials and representatives from |Affirmative Action,
active living, and health advocacy.

Technical Issues

Throughout the study there were several technical presentations made by
practitioners/experts on current practices and how they relate to the Complete Streets
concepts; the presentations covered: Mn/DOT and State Aid design standards,
practices and policies, operations and maintenance, funding, and the American’s with
Disabilities Act compliance.

The existing design manuals require some reconciliation to eliminate inconsistencies
and to be more faccommodating| to all modes of travel. Three main areas of potential
conflict were identified between current design practices and Complete Streets: lane
width, speed and annual daily traffic threshold. |
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National Surveys

The American Planning Association/National Complete Streets Coalition provided us
with interview data (which they conducted) for five agencies. This information was
synthesized to determine the following lessons learned, including but not limited to:
implementation of Complete Streets is easier if all levels of government are involved
and the policy is developed by stakeholders, Complete Streets is inherent to context
sensitive design, Complete Streets requires a flexible design process, and ho
benefit/cost data is availablel.

Benefit, Cost, Feasibility, Funding

As stated, no benefit/cost data is available; Complete Streets needs to be done on a
project by project basis since each project will consist of different Complete Streets
elements. Many non-raditional benefits (e.g., health) are difficult to quantify but do

Comment [c11]: Seems like this word doesn’t
get at the true nature of things. It implies that
context sensitive design takes care of Complete
Streets, and that is simply wrong.

Comment [c12]: Chapter 4 offers a fairer
shake here. The summary should at least
include the nuances offered there.

exist.

Given time and budget constraints, providing detailed cost estimates for various options
was not accomplished.

IAdopting a Complete Streets policy would complement Mn/DOT’s existing Context
Sensitive Design policy and would further reinforce its principles.

Implementation

Development and implementation of a complete street process should follow a phased
sequential approach: determine jneed, develop policy, reconcile differences in design

Comment [c13]: The legislation was clearly
calling for information about benefits and costs,
not necessarily formal B/C analysis; and simply
stated that data is not available does not fulfill
the necessary goals of the report.

| Comment [b14]: These benefits may only be

non-traditional for traffic engineers; not to the
public health field.

Comment [c15]: This seems to contradict the
“inherent” statement above.

manuals, implement, and review/refine.

Balancing Safety, Mobility, Efficiency and Cost

Complete streets does not mean “all modes on all roads”; rather, the goal of Complete
Streets should be to develop a balanced transportation system that accommodates all
modes via modal plans for each mode of transportation (transit, freight, vehicles,
bicyclists and pedestrians of all abilities).

Recommendations|

Being one of the first states to adopt a policy requiring Context Sensitive Design and
Solutions, Mn/DOT’s current work is already moving towards “Complete Streets.”

Chapter 1
Page 2
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Chapter 2:
Description and Goals

Legislative Request

This report is in response to the state’s legislative directive to the Commissioner of
Transportation, to study the costs, benefits and feasibility of implementing a Complete

Streets policy. (See Appendix A: |Laws 2008, Chapter 350, Article 1, Section 94)

This directive follows_proposed national legislation which would add a provision to Title
23 of the Code of Federal Regulations to ensure that future transportation investments
made by state Departments of Transportation and Metropolitan Planning Organizations

create appropriate and safe transportation facilities for all those using the road —

motorists, transit vehicles and riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians of all ages and abilities.

¢ H.R. 5951 The Safe and Complete Streets Act of 2008
e S. 2686 The Complete Streets Act of 2008

Narrative of Complete Streets

Complete streets policies lencourage| agencies to ensure that road projects are designed

Comment [c20]: It is challenging to find the
exact language for the study within this link. The
entire study language should be included here
as it is short and wouldn’t take away from the
document.

Comment [c21]: While the proposed federal
legislation is an important consideration and
should be included in the report, it doesn’'t make
sense to include it here. This section should
focus on the MN legislative request.

(

Comment [b22]: More than encourage!

to meet local needs, be sensitive to context and emphasize that the needs of all modes

of transportation and all users are included in the project development process.
Complete streets policies are intended to provide a transportation network that

promotes physical activity, accessibility, environmental quality, safetyl and mobility.

Examples of the Complete Streets goals and principles include}

¢ Reduce crash rates and severity of crashes

* Improve mobility and accessibility of individuals with disabilities

e Encourage mode shift to non-motorized transportation and transit
* Improve road quality, maintenance, and enforcement of traffic laws
¢ Improve environmental quality and sustainability

¢ Increase transportation network capacity

¢ Improve cost effectiveness of the use of taxpayer dollars

e Improve interactions among and between different modes

« Promote safe and convenient access and travel for all users (pedestrians,

bicyclists, transit riders), and people of all abilities, as well as freight and motor

vehicle drivers
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Report Goal

| This purpose of this report js to:
 review literature

« review other local, regional, and state complete street policies and provide best
practices and lessons learned from other jurisdictions

¢ review the state’s current design practices regarding Complete Streets
¢ assess maintenance and operations costs related to Complete Streets

« review[the costs, benefits and feasibility of Complete Streets| |

e provide recommendations relating to the implementation of a complete street policy

Study Approach

The Department of Transportation formed a Project Management team that worked with
an Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory Panel. These groups consisted of
representatives from various levels of government (federal, state, county, city and
township, including roadway, transit, bike, planning and community development),
elected officials, V—\ffirmative Action], active living, and health advocacy.

Throughout the study a series of meetings was held to aggregate, review, discuss and
synthesize the information listed above (see Appendix B — Schedule of meetings,
including brief summaries). An integral part of these meetings included presentations
from leading practitioners on key topics including:

* National perspective on Complete Streets, including information on cost/benefit
¢ Design standards
- Geometric Standards; Context Sensitive Design
- State Aid Standards (local government)
- Bike/Pedestrian Policy and Practices
e Funding
- Cost Share Policy (motorized and non-motorized facilities)
- Special Cooperative Projects
- Local Perspectives (city and county)
e Operations and Maintenance
¢ American’s with Disabilities Act regulations and compliance

Another phase of the study was to review other local, regional, and state complete
street policies. The initial plan was to conduct phone surveys of several agencies that
had implemented complete street policies and summarize the findings. However the
American Planning Association is working with the National Complete Streets Coalition
in completing a similar task. Rather than duplicate this effort, the APA/NCSC shared
their interview findings with the Minnesota study provided any additional “secondary”

Chapter 2
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surveys conducted by Minnesota would also be shared. One key area the earlier
surveys did not focus on was the policy development/implementation phase. Therefore
“secondary” surveys were conducted by Minnesota with several agencies. The full
Complete Streets best practices report, which is being developed by the APA/NCSC
and highlights more than twenty agencies with Complete Streets, is scheduled to be
available on the APA’s website in January 2010.
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Chapter 3:
“State of the State”

in Minnesota

Current Design [Standards|

At the May 11th, 2009 Advisory Committee meeting|, a panel of experts from Mn/DOT
and State Aid gave a presentation on Mn/DOT design standards, practices and policies.
A full meeting summary can be found in Appendix B. Key items discussed were design
resources available and inconsistencies between them.

Transportation Design Resources

There are many design resources used in Minnesota that describe guidelines,
procedures, specifications, and references for corridor design. A summary of the main
resources used in Minnesota are listed in Table 1, included at this end of this chapter.
There is no strict hierarchy among them, as each of these resources has a unique role
and are intended to be used together, complimenting each other while offering unique
information within each.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book), is a national policy that was
developed through AASHTO and includes pooled knowledge of standard practices.
This policy is considered as guidelines and NOT design standards; however, it is
usually interpreted and used as standard. The Mn/DOT Road Design Manual was
developed using many practices established in the Green Book, but is has some
inconsistencies as well. The Mn/DOT Road Design Manual can be considered the
“hub” of transportation design in Minnesota, the starting point for a trunk highway design
project. It establishes uniform design practices statewide but also provides enough
flexibility to encourage independent design. It is intended for design of the trunk
highway system, but can also be used for local roads. Mn/ DOTd&s Bi keway
Design Manual, Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Bridge
Design Manual are examples of specialized manuals that should always be used in
tandem with the Mn/DOT Road Designh Manual. These specialized manuals
complement the information provided in the Mn/DOT Road Design Manual, while
offering more specific design guidance.

Mn / D OStdiesAid Manual is a standalone resource that is required when using State
Aid funds. While most of the important design practices| in this manual are the same as
those in the Mn/DOT Road Design Manual, there are some inconsistencies. In addition,
Mn / D OStdiesAid Manual is not nearly as detailed and requires the use of other
resources for additional guidance. |Local agencies tend to default to State Aid standards
to provide consistency within their jurisdictions. |

The need for several resources exists because there is a complex interrelationship
between the resources that is necessary for the practical segregation of different topics.
In addition, having separate resources makes their use more manageable as the

Chapter 3 Complete Streets Legislative Report — DRAFT
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Design Manuals/Guides Highlights

Complete Streets Legislative Report — DRAFT
September 2009

Tables 4-1 and 4-2: Bikeway design selection for urban and rural cross sections
from Mn/DOT’s Bikeway Facility Design Manual are the most highly used tables
in the manual.

Bikeway design guidance on bike lane width in the State Aid design chart
8820.9936 conflicts with data in tables 4-1 and 4-2 in the Bikeway Facility Design
Manual listed above and needs to be reconciled.

Minnesota is unique in that State Aid design standards are defined via State Aid
Rules as law. |

There is a perception that State Aid Rules yield inflexible design favoring
motorized traffic; however, approximately 90 percent of all variances o state aid
rules have been approved. Information about the variance process is available in
Section VIl of Chapter 1 of the 2007 State Aid Manual.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/stateaid/manual/sam07/chapter1/1-7.html

Local agencies tend to default to State Aid standards |

Mn/DOT’s Road Design Manual, Bike Facility Design Manual and Technical
Memorandum on Context Sensitive Design all stress the importance of
accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists on all projects.

Mn/DOT’s Road Design Manual: |

- Considers pedestrian and bicycle accommodations as “other design
criteria” rather than a fundamental design criterial,

- Lacks direction on how to design sidewalks and bicycle lanes.

- Contains multiple instances where text is used to describe pedestrian and
bicycle accommodations, but no graphic exists to depict it.

- Provides graphics for pedestrian accommodations that do not always
depict American’s with Disabilities Act compliance.

without existing facilities, it is difficult to gauge the demand.
IA Complete Streets policy would need fto

- Review and address conflicting design documents regarding:
A Lane Width

A Speed
A ADT threshold

- Update the Road Design Manual to provide more clear direction on the
design and integration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities with roadways.

Chapter 3
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Funding|

At the June 24th, 2009 Technical Advisory Panel meeting, representatives from
Mn/DOT, a county (Scott) and a city (Saint Paul) gave a presentation on funding
resources and coordination for roadway projects The goal was to get a better
understanding of funding that exists, how to creatively use multiple funds on one project
to address Complete Streets, and clarify if funding sources limit modes (or specifically if
they funded one mode but were not flexible to fund another). A full meeting summary
can be found in Appendix B.

Key items discussed:

e State of Minnesota transportation funding sources are obtained through the
collection of state and federal revenues (fuel, tire, truck/trailer sales tax and
heavy vehicle use sales tax). Special cooperative projects are an option to
include multiple agencies, funds and project needs.

e The Lake Street project is a good example of a multi-modal project that used
multiple funding sources, including federal funding, three Surface Transportation
Program grants, county state aid funds and business district donations.

e There is not one central location that agencies can go to get information about all
funding sources available.

¢ Finding funding can be difficult if the project issues do not align with funding
requirements or if funding source years do not align from different sources.

A Complete Streets policy would benefit from a complete list of funding sources
available and the constraints related to these sources.

Operations/Maintenance

|At the July 29th, 2009 Technical Advisory Panel meeting, a representative from
Mn/DOT’s maintenance department gave a presentation on maintenance and
operations practices. A full meeting summary can be found in Appendix B. |

Key items discussed:

e ltis important for designers to work with maintenance staff, among others, during
the design process to ensure that maintenance and functionality are balanced.

e Because of fixed finances, additional maintenance required for features of a
complete street may take away from other areas of maintenance|

» The level of maintenance needed is defined by the user (i.e., sweeping practices
differ for a motor vehicle versus a bicycle)

¢ Mn/DOT Metro recently adopted a snow removal policy, indicating snow removal
priorities. Roadways first, followed by trails (prioritized based on use). |

* A Complete Streets policy would need to consider maintenance and operations
practices by:
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- Developing design standards| for Complete Streets that involve

operations/maintenance staff in the development.

- Developing adesign exception process hat involves
operations/maintenance staff in the design.

- Identifying funding and roles for operations and maintenance of the facility
built.

- Thoroughly defining and assigning snow removal priorities on sidewalks
and ramps, to improve accessibility.

American’s with Disabilities Act

IAt the July 29th, 2009 Technical Advisory Panel meeting, a representative from
Mn/DOT'’s Affirmative Action section gave a presentation on ADA compliance. A full
meeting summary can be found in Appendix B. |

Key items discussed:

¢ Designers need to be educated on ADA [compliance.

e The majority of ADA complaints that Mn/DOT receives are maintenance lrelated[.

o Title Il of the ADA law is the transportation related section and requires all
agencies to develop a [transition plan fto indicate how they intend to update their
facilities to meet ADA standards.

- Updates are not federally funded; agencies must pay for updates on their
own.

- If transition plans are not developed and executed, FHWA has the ability
to take away federal funding; however, it is not known if this has been
done to date.

e Mn/DOT will be completing an ADA transition plan jn 2009.

¢ By law, all new projects| are required to be designed to be ADA compliant.
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http://www.ada.gov/taman2.html

Table 1: Minnesota Transportation Design
Resources Summary

Title

Description

Website

AASHTO 1 A Policy on
Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets
(aka the nAG
(5th Edition 2004)

Contains the latest design practices used as a
reference for roadway geometric design.

Available in hardcopy only, purchase at:
https://bookstore.transportation.org/ltem
details.aspx?id=109

AASHTO 1 Guide for
the Planning, Design,
and Operation of
Pedestrian Facilities,
1st Edition (2004)

Provides guidance on the planning, design, and
operation of pedestrian facilities for accommodating
pedestrians on public rights-of-way. Mn/DOT has
adopted this guide for pedestrian facilities.

Available in hardcopy only, purchase at:
https://bookstore.transportation.org/ltem
details.aspx?id=119

Mn/ DOT® s
Design Manual
(continually updated)

Ro

Establishes uniform design practices statewide and
provides some flexibility to pursue cost-effective,
aesthetically pleasing, and environmentally sensitive
design. Content includes design guidelines and
standards for geometric features, section elements,
special structures, safety features, and erosion
control. This manual is intended for design of the
trunk highway system, but can also be used for local
roads.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/rdm/in
dex.html

Mn/ DOTO® s
Manual (2007)

St

Offers the official guidance, rules and procedures for
local state aid transportation projects. Intended to
ensure the state maintains a safe, effective, and
coordinated highway network on the local network.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/stateaid/manu
al/sam07/index.html
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Title

Description

Website

Minnesota Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (2005)

Established to provide a uniform policy for all traffic
control devices on all public streets, roads and
highways within the State of Minnesota.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/ote
publ/mutcd/

Mn/ DOTob6s Bi
Modal Plan (2005)

Intended to provide strategic direction for Mn/DOT as
to how bicycling will be accommodated on the Trunk
Highway system.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/pdfs/mo
dal_plan.pdf

Mn/ DOTé6s Bi
Facility Design Manual
(2008)

Intended to be the primary source to serve as
guidance to planners, designers and engineers in
implementation of Mn/DOT’s vision and mission for
bicycle transportation. This manual will be updated to
reflect any changes made to the AASHTO Green
Book.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/bikeway
sdesignmanual.html

Mn/ DOTb&s Br
Design Manual (2009)

This manual contains Mn/DOT Bridge Office policies
and procedures for the design, evaluation, and
rehabilitation of bridges. Except where noted, the
design provisions herein employ the Load and
Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) methodology set
forth by AASHTO.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bridge/manu
als/LRFD/index.html

Mn/DOT Standard
Plates and Plans

The Standard Plates and Plans Manual are
developed by Mn/DOT and approved by FHWA
showing standard details of construction and
materials for various design elements.

Note: Some local agencies have their own standard
plates and plans.

Plates:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/stand
ard-plates/index.html

Plans:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/stand
ard-plans/index.html
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Title

Description

Mn/ DOTb6s Te
Memorandums on
Context Sensitive
Design (2006)

Articulates Mn/DOT's project development philosophy
and design policy within the changing context of what
society expects of public agencies in fulfilling their
mission. It is Mn/DOT's policy to use a "context-
sensitive" approach to create excellence in
transportation project development - an approach
that incorporates flexibility within design standards,
safety measures, environmental stewardship, visual
quality, and community sensitive planning and
design.

http://dotapp7.dot.state.mn.us/edms/dow

nload?docld=700077

Mn/DOT Traffic
Engineering Manual
(continually updated)

The purpose of the TEM is to establish uniform
guidelines and procedures, primarily for use by
personnel at Mn/DOT. Counties, cities, and local
units of government will also find this manual useful
when striving for uniformity in traffic engineering
throughout the State of Minnesota.

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/ote

publ/tem/index.html

|
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Chapter 4:
Lessons Learned from Interviews Comment [c65]: Note in table of contents

section about combining this section with
Chapter 6.

Interview Background

As part of the American Planning Association and National Complete Streets Coalition’s
research on Complete Streets best practices, interviews were conducted with numerous
agencies across the United States that have implemented Complete Streets policies.
The APA/NCSC provided us with interview data for five agencies, comprised of cities,
counties and states, that were reviewed for the purpose of discerning information and
lessons learned that will inform Minnesota’s decision-making process. Of the five
agencies interviewed, four had implemented Complete Streets ordinances or statutes.
All five had developed Complete Streets design guidelines. The full Complete Streets
best practices report, which is being developed by the APA/NCSC and highlights more
than twenty agencies with Complete Streets, is scheduled to be available on the APA’s
website in January 2010.

’SU mmary of Interview Findin gs‘ Comment [c66]: These are very important

findings. They need to be better articulated in
the Conclusions and Recommendations.

The following is a summary of findings from the five interviews reviewed:

o Complete streets are easier to implement if all levels of government within a state
are concurrently applying Complete Streets principles. This minimizes differing
design standards being applied by the various agencies with jurisdiction over
roadways (e.g., city, county, and state).

¢ Implementation of Complete Streets is easier when there is support for the policy
by elected officials and/or upper agency management.

¢ All stakeholders should be actively involved in developing a Complete Streets
design guide, as this will result in wider acceptance of the final design guide by
the stakeholders.

o When implementing Complete Streets, clear definition should be provided
regarding when Complete Streets principles should be considered. All
interviewed agencies are applying Complete Streets to new and reconstruction
projects and are not retrofitting existing facilities specifically to make them
compliant with the policy.

o Complete streets implementation calls for a comprehensive, clear and
transparent design process that:

- Requires designers to consider all transportation modes at the beginning | { Deleted: shift perspeciive and )
of a project

- Engages all project stakeholders early in the design process

- Assembles a design team with members who have a working knowledge
of the design guides for each of the transportation modes [Comment [b67]: Like MnDOT's scoping }

process!!!
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- Analyzes how to reasonably accommodate various transportation modes
and considers design trade-offs in order to best meet multiple
transportation objectives

- Is sensitive and responsive to the projects’ context
- Uses flexible design standards

The Complete Streets design process is comparable, if not identical, to the
Context Sensitive Design and Solutions process.

“One size fits all” design or design based upon functional roadway classification
does not work for Complete Streets. Complete streets design needs to be based
on context and need.

In certain circumstances (e.g., low volume, rural roadways or low speed
residential streets), having vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians share the vehicle
travel lane was considered a reasonable accommodation of their needs.

It is beneficial to establish a formalized Complete Streets process, as it provides
a framework that helps initiate implementation of Complete Streets projects.
Complete streets implementation will evolve after the agency gains some
experience with initial projects.

Most agencies saw Complete Streets as an integral component of active living
and smart growth planning efforts.

Several agencies had established a stakeholders committee to review and make
decisions regarding design exceptions, which they found to be beneficial.

After implementing some initial Complete Streets projects, designing for
Complete Streets is now considered standard practice by the agencies
implementing them.

The Complete Streets design process has resulted in improved coordination and
communication between the various project stakeholders.

Application of flexible design standards may be perceived as risky by Agency
attorneys and engineers as they see the process opening the agency up to
lawsuits or putting their professional licenses at fisk

The interviewed agencies were not able to provide any benefit-cost data, but the
interviews did highlight the following generalized findings:

- A comprehensive design process that integrates Complete Streets
principles into roadway improvement projects is more cost effective than
later retrofitting Complete Streets components into roadways. One
exception to this was restriping roadways|.

- For urban projects with spatial constraints, the primary issue is not cost,
but allocation of available space between various transportation modes.

- There will likely be additional costs associated with implementing
Complete Streets, but interviewed agencies felt the end product provided
a better long-term value.
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- While cost is always an issue, it is not an excuse to not implement
Complete Streets. Project designers must balance and safely
accommodate the needs of the various modes within the space available
in a cost efficient manner.
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Chapter 5:
Benefit, Cost, Feasibility and Funding

Benefit/Cost

A common concern with implementation of Complete Streets is expectation of additional
costs and uncertainty of the value bﬂ the public. As part of this study, benefit/cost data

on Complete Streets practices was requested of several agencies nationwide that
currently have policies, as well as from the National Complete Streets Coalition. All of
these agencies responded that no benefit/cost analysis was available. They further
offered that a benefit/cost analysis needs to be done on a project by project basis, since
each project will consist of different Complete Streets elements. [Therefore, it is up to
the project designers to determine user needs and fit Complete Streets practices into
each project’s pudget.

Some of the [costs for Complete Streets can be lessened by some minor changes in
design process:

e Shift in design approach — consider integrating the needs of all user modes at the
beginning of a project, rather than trying to fit in |ater.

| Comment [b74]: This implies adding some

« Be opportunistic — for example, if a resurfacing or utility project is scheduled, try |
to tie in Complete Streets elements in the reconstruction.

* Design incrementally — implement Complete Streets as projects become
available and a network will develop over time.

e Avoid costly retrofitting (however, in some cases, the benefits of a retrofit may
outweigh the [costs)

e Using multiple funding sources for one project

e Reviewing a project relation to a network to determine how Complete Streets can
be accomplished

In addition, there are many [other benefits that are more difficult to quantify and should
be reviewed on a project by project basis:

e Environmental — less air and noise pollution
 Maintenance — less use of roads by passenger vehicles

e Congestion — accommodation of transit and non-motorized modes can reduce
local congestions

¢ Health — increased physical ctivity/

¢ Accessibility — increased compliance| of ADA policy will provide better access for

disabled

e External costs — reduction in health care costs due to increased physical activity
and less air pollution

Chapter 5 Complete Streets Legislative Report — DRAFT
Page 16 September2009

Comment [c70]: This should be presented
differently. Cost is a question to be explored,
not a concern. Many expect to realize cost
savings.

h [Comment [b71]: To? J

Comment [c72]: This doesn’t get at a CS
policy, which focuses on a process not a
project-by-project.

Comment [c73]: This would be a very
inefficient process.

“accommodations” in at the end of the process
rather than having all users included starting
with scoping. That is the wrong mindset for
Complete Streets.

Comment [c75]: This frame is wrong. See
other notes. The cost really focuses on the
implementation process. How much will that
cost? That is what should be answered.

process calls for.....

‘[Comment [b76]: Like the MnDOT scoping }

Comment [c77]: Don't “try,” “do!” A Complete
Streets policy can help make sure that happens.

Comment [b78]: Design continuity is an
important consideration. For example, Hwy 14
has discontinuous 2-lane and 4-lane sections.
So safety is the primary rationale for full 4-lame
conversion (at high cost), based on design
continuity and driver expectations. The same
idea should hold for other modes.

Comment [c79]: There needs to be more
details and analysis provided here. There are a
lot of assumptions made about the readers
knowledge and conclusions are jumped to
without supporting documentation. It would be
helpful to see references to the many reports
that back up these benefits.

Comment [b80]: See note in our comment
letter to Commissioner Sorel.

now. There is a better way to say this without
incriminating the agency.

Comment [b81]: This implies incompliance ‘

Comment [b82]: Safety, economic
development, livability, less oil, and many other
benefits should be addressed as well.......




Given time and budget constraints, providing detailed cost estimates for various options
was not faccomplished.

Feasibility

In theory, Complete Streets is not revolutionary; it is essentially practicing coordinated,
thorough and timely design. In 2006, Mn/DOT adopted a policy to use Context
Sensitive Design and Solutions on all projects to create excellence in transportation
project development. One of the six key principles of Mn/DOT’s approach is to “address
all modes of travel”. |Adopting a Complete Streets policy would complement Mn/DOT’s
existing Context Sensitive Design policy and would further reinforce its principles. In
addition, Mn/DOT staff has been actively working on merging ADA, CSS and
bicycle/pedestrian principles within its agency.

Local agencies may develop their local Complete Streets philosophy to assist in
developing projects to suit their specific needs. Two Minnesota agencies (Hennepin
County and the City of Rochester) have recently adopted Complete Streets fesolutions,
indicating that Complete Streets are feasible|in Minnesota on a Jocal level. So far, these

agencies have reported minimal change in their design approach, as evaluating user
needs in ‘t‘he design phase of a project has been always standard practice for these
agencies,

Complete streets cannot be looked upon as a prescriptive design; it is a process. Like
Context Sensitive Design, it involves designers looking at the site, considering all of the
needs and determining the best fit solution. Based on this philosophy, a cost/benefit
analysis should be completed on a project by project basis.

Funding

Various funding sources are available to assist with funding Complete Streets. A

¢ Federal Aid
- Earmarks, high priority, special programs (e.g., Safe Routes to School)

- Metropolitan Planning Organization facilitated programs
- Congestion Management and Air Quality

- Surface Transportation Program

- Transportation Enhancements

- Recreational Trails Program

- National Scenic Trails

- Transit and Federal Transit Administration

e State Trunk Highway program - Partnering is available on trunk highway projects
for sidewalks/trails. Need to justify benefits.

e State Aid - Rules/standards allow for funding/match (of federal funds) for
trails/sidewalks/lane widening
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e City/County funds (e.g., individual park and recreation departments)
e Other agencies (e.g., Department of Natural Resources, etc.)

e Private donations

¢ Livable Communities Grant

e Capital Improvement Bonds

e Street Improvement Bonds

e Park dedication fees

e Stormwater funding

The State of Minnesota transportation funding sources are obtained through the
collection of state and federal revenues (fuel, tire, truck/trailer sales tax and heavy
vehicle use sales tax). These funds are distributed through the Highway Users Tax
Distribution Fund which is set by constitution. Distribution of these funds are as follows:

* 62% goes to the trunk highway fund
e 29% goes to county state aid highway fund, and
e 9% goes to the municipal state aid fund
Things to keep in mind when funding a Complete Streets project:

¢ Use of multiple funding sources in encouraged; however, a project can become
complex if funding source years from different funding sources do not align.

e Itis important to remember operations and maintenance costs for all corridor
features. A clear process for prioritizing operations efforts needs to be
understood by decision makers, users, and maintenance staff.
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Chapter 6:
Implementation Strategies

Complete streets can be achieved through a number of different policies: resolutions,
legislation/ordinances, tax ordinance, executive order, internal policy, plan, and
manuals/standards. The policy used may differ based on the type and size of the
agency implementing it. As of the publication of this report, 101 agencies in the nation
have implemented some form of a Complete Streets policy, including [16 states|.
Lessons learned from agency interviews and from information provided by the National
Complete Street Coalition indicate that the best process to successfully achieve
Complete Streets is a sequential, phased approach:

¢ Determine the need for a Complete Streets policy
¢ Develop a policy
e Adjust design manuals to comply with policy
¢ Implement in daily practice
¢ Refine as necessary
Elements of a good policy include:
¢ Connectivity
e Good design standards
- Including a process for design resolution
e General direction (not prescriptive, no specifics)
e Broad direction
e Addresses multi-jurisdictions (DOT, MPO, local)

Throughout the development process of a Complete Streets policy, it is important to
balance key stakeholders in all steps by including}

Comment [c91]: | am not sure that this
number is right. | think that it is 11, but 5 states
have multiple forms of CS policies (i.e. CA,
which has a legislative policy and a design
policy).

Comment [c92]: This isn’t quite right. It is
more what does a CS policy need to cover

e Experts from all modes

o Elected officials

o Professional planners and designers
o All levels of government

Agencies that have been successful using the steps above have found that the process

can take multiple years, but results in an end product that is useful and requires minimal
modifications. An example is the State of Massachusetts, which is a recognized leader

in the development of their Complete Streets program. They started with state law in the
90’s and then developed a new state design manual which includes a multi-modal Level
of Service for intersections.
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Chapter 7:
Balancing Safety, Mobility, Efficiency and Cost

Balanced Approach

The purpose and effectiveness of a transportation system is relative to the user—transit,
freight, commuter, bicyclist and pedestrian. |

The growing emphasis on balancing community values in the development of
transportation projects was formalized with the passing of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. Congress intended that the effective implementation of NEPA
means there is to be a balancing of safety, mobility, economic, and environmental
considerations.

In the late 1990’s this value was further developed by transportation professionals. A
new set of principles was developed that placed transportation, community and
environmental goals on equal footing and produced an approach to make it happen--
Context-Sensitive Solutions. In Section 6008 of SAFETEA-LU, Congress endorsed
these principles as an important element of FHWA-funded projects. In addition, as part
of SAFETEA-LU a planning process establishing Area Transportation Partnerships was
implemented, which allows local partners to be involved in project [selection].

Initially CSS was project specific; however, as it evolved CSS has gone beyond the
project phases of transportation program delivery and into a wider understanding and
implementation of community and environmentally sensitive planning and design. As
part of an education and outreach effort Mn/DOT co-hosted the Midwest Context
Sensitive Design and Solutions Workshop in 2005, which included an "Integrating CSS
into systems planning” module.

CSS is a multi-disciplinary, collaborative approach involving all stakeholders to develop
a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic,
historic and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS is an
approach that considers the total context within which a transportation improvement
project will exist. CSS principles include the employment of early, continuous and
meaningful involvement of the public and all stakeholders throughout the project
development process. In the fall of 2009, Mn/DOT assigned a director to lead CSS
within the agency.

Mn/DOT's approach to Context Sensitive Design promotes six key principles:

» Balance safety, mobility, community, and environmental goals in all projects
+ Involve the public and affected agencies early and continuously

¢ Use an interdisciplinary team tailored to project needs

e Address all modes of travel

o Apply flexibility inherent in design standards

» Incorporate aesthetics as an integral part of good design
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Context Sensitive Solutions - Complete Streets
HR 1443/S 584 The proposed Federal Complete Streets Act of 2009 defines "Complete |

Streets" as Z‘ Comment [c97]: This seems like a strange
place in the report to define Complete Streets.
0 a roadway that accommodates all traveler

users, bicyclists, pedestrians (including individuals of all ages and
individuals with mobility, sensory, neurological, or hidden disabilities), and
motorists, to enable all travelers to use the roadway safely and efficiently.

iSome references differentiate CSS and Complete Streets as “project” oriented versus

“process” oriented. !The intent of this feasibility study was that the complete street [Comment [c98]: This is a good point. ]
concept would accommodate all modes of transportation within a transportation system

using context sensitive design solutions. Specifically, “Complete Streets” does not

mean “all modes on all roads”; rather, the goal of Complete Streets should be to

develop a transportation system that accommodates all modes via planning documents

(modal plans) for each mode of transportation (transit, freight, vehicles, bicyclists and

Comment [b99]: Actually, this siloed planning
approach is NOT the goal although maybe they
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streets focuses on road users and is about making multimodal accommodation routine
so that multimodal design does not require extra funding or time to achieve.

current Federal requirements, which require
something much different than “separate but
equal.”

Comment [b100]: This is not consistent with

Mn/DOT’s 2006 policy requiring Context Sensitive Design and Solutions on all Trunk
Highways was a catalyst to having this design approach become the “standard.” Most
projects designed in the last few years have used CSS principals including strong public
participation; this includes State Aid and local government projects. With a typical
roadway/project life cycle of 30 to 50 years, and without additional or dedicated funding,
depending on the network size and agency budget, it could feasibly take an average
agency over 50 years to fully re-build their network to CSS standards.
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http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h111-1443
http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=s111-584
http://www.cts.umn.edu/Education/ContextSensitive/documents/TechMemo_06-19-TS-07.pdf

Chapter 8:
Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Through the process of developing this report (meetings, discussions, presentations,
interviews, research and synthesis) several key issues/concepts were identified:

Process/implementation

The purpose of this study was NOT to develop a policyl, but to determine the
benefits, costs and feasibility of implementing a Complete Streets Policy in
Minnesota.

Complete Streets does not mean “all modes on all roads”; rather, all modes need
to be identified and prioritized within a transportation system).

Implementation of a Complete Streets program typically focuses on new
construction/reconstruction rather than retrofit (with the exception of [restriping).

Development and implementation of a complete street process should follow a
phased sequential approach]: determine need, develop policy, reconcile
differences in design manuals, implement, and review/refine. Massachusetts is a
recognized leader and good example.

Design

Chapter 8
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There is an ‘outcome’ lag. Many of the Complete Streets concerns arose from
past design practices which have been addressed through updated policies at
the local, state, and federal levels.

There is not a simple “one design fits all” design. Each project needs to be
designed based on it needs.)

The policy should not be prescriptive and should allow fflexibility in the design.

Minnesota’s existing transportation planning, scoping and funding policies require
revisions to eliminate inconsistencies and to be more accommodating to all
modes of travel. Additionally, there needs to be separate policies for urban and
rural Complete [Streets|.

The main areas of potential conflict between current design practices and

The Complete Streets design process doesn’t focus on ffunctional class, Using
CSS the design process must consider all modes and community context,
including development/land luse plans|.

Developing a design exceptions review process is a recommended component of
the complete street process; some feel the State Aid variance process needs to
be revised.
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Comment [c101]: This “conclusion” should be
spelled out in the goals of the report and study
approach sections not here.

Comment [b102]: Maybe not all modes on all
roads, but it’s not this either

Comment [b103]: This is misleading, as there
is actually a lot more that can be done, even
with simple projects.

Comment [c104]: Some of the phases can
overlap on some aspects and there is more to
do than just reconcile differences in design
manuals.

Comment [c105]: This contradicts much of
the information in the “state of the state” that
shows that there are inconsistencies right now
that need to be addressed.

Comment [c106]: This is true, but it is really
more “context” than “needs.” Needs implies that
complete streets are not necessary on every
road, but that doesn't effectively capture the
true essence of the process goals of complete
streets.

[ Comment [c107]: Good. ]

Comment [b108]: Where did this idea come
from? There’s no prior suggestion along these
lines, and the point about differences based on
context covers this. This last sentence should
be deleted.

Comment [b109]: True, and covered pretty
well in the bike modal plan. Some further
discussion and analysis would help explain
what this means.

Comment [c110]: This point has not been
discussed in the report.

Comment [c111]: What does this mean? This
conclusion is fairly ambiguous. Aren’t we talking
about Complete Streets with these conclusions
not CSS?

Comment [c112]: This should be discussed
elsewhere and a definitive conclusion should be
presented here.




¢ Involve maintenance and operations staff in the design process to reduce long
term |[maintenance costs|.
Funding
¢ There was no benefit/cost information available

Recommendations

Being one of the first states to adopt a policy requiring Context Sensitive Design and
Solutions, Minnesota is already positioned to support a “Complete Streets” approach to
transportation investment. In addition, Mn/DOT staff has been actively working on
merging ADA, CSS and bicycle/pedestrian principles within its agency. Two local
agencies (Hennepin County and the City of Rochester) in Minnesota have already
adopted their own resolutions for Complete Streets, indicating that Complete Streets are
achievable at a Jocal level.

State agencies need to be prepared to facilitate local agencies in developing their local
Complete Streets approach to assist their specific project development needs.

IAccording to the National Complete Streets Coalition, an ideal policy has the following
elements: |

¢ Includes a vision for how and why the community wants to complete its streets.

o Specifies that ‘all users’ includes pedestrians, bicyclists and transit passengers of
all ages and abilities, as well as trucks, buses and automobiles.

e Encourages street connectivity and aims to create a comprehensive, integrated,
connected network for all modes.

» Is adoptable by all agencies to cover all roads.

e Applies to both new and retrofit projects, including design, planning,
maintenance, and operations, for the entire right of way.

o Makes any design exceptions specific and sets a clear procedure that requires
high-level approval of exceptions.

e Directs the use of the latest and best design standards while recognizing the
need for flexibility in balancing user needs.

* Directs that Complete Streets solutions will complement the context of the
community.

o Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes.

¢ Includes specific next steps for implementation of the policy

If a policy is developed it is very important that all stakeholders be engaged to address
the key issues listed above and within this report.

Additional resources on Complete Streets are available in Appendix C of this report.
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Comment [c113]: Good point, but already
being done with scoping process. Is that
working? That should be discussed in the report
and a conclusion should be presented here.

Comment [c114]: There needs to be
something here. This is a key part of the
legislation.

(

Comment [c115]: And scoping process!

)

|

Comment [c116]: See earlier notes re Albert
Lea and St. Paul.

|

|

Comment [c117]: Again, this is so obvious
that it comes off as ridiculous.

|

Comment [c118]: Good. There should be
more discussion about this earlier in the report.
Are there lessons learned about these from the
interviews?

Comment [c119]: It would be nice if those
key issues were spelled out a little more clearly.




