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Why are we here ?




Plan Elements Included in PedPDX? Amendment to
TSP/Comp Plan
needed?

Policies (Comp Plan No; no new policies introduced; PedPDX No
policy language, goals, implements recently adopted TSP/Comp Plan goals

policies, TSP sub- and policies.
policies)

No; PedPDX results in prioritized needs, but does No
not propose changes to the TSP Major Projects List

Programs PedPDX reinforces programs for education and No
outreach to Portlanders. The Plan does not change
existing TSP programs but does provide investment
priorities for existing programs
Funding Plan PedPDX does not identify new funding sources, but No
does provide implementation priorities to address
as funding becomes available.

Design Guidelines No (deferred to Streets 2035) No
(Alternative Walkway)




How does PedPDX advance

long-range planning goals
?




PedPDX implements 2035 Comp Plan

 Strong focus on transportation equity

* Increasing ped activity to improve health, climate, and
manage growth and congestion

« PedPDX classifications are based on Comp Plan centers and
corridors



Portland’s transportation hierarchy

PEDESTRIANS
BICYCLES

PUBLIC TRANSIT

CGIEMEC (:'éf;\L

”SE.?.':‘:“L’%%"
SINGLE

OCCUPANCY
VEHICLES



What is PedPDX ?




The PedPDX mission

Through PedPDX, the City of Portland affirms walking as a
fundamental human right and the most fundamental

means of transportation.

PedPDX ensures walking is a safe, accessible, and
attractive experience for everyone in Portland by putting
pedestrians at the forefront of City policy, investments,

and design.




Key elements of PedPDX

 Pedestrian classifications

e Prioritized Needs

« Developing a proactive, programmatic approach for
addressing pedestrian infrastructure needs

 Pedestrian “Toolbox”

« Engineering, design, programmatic strategies / actions
we will use to implement PedPDX



Public Involvement

Community Advisory
Committee

Portland Pedestrian
Sto ri es here Pipf:le r::lty i walking

Wa | k| ng PI’IOI‘ItIES SU rvey S Where people rely on walking

High crash streets
Along busy streets

“Walking While Black” | ~
focus groups

ctions

pople rely on walking

Disability Workshop .

Where people rely on walking
High crash streets

District Coalitions

School connections
Transit connection

Pedestrian Advisory
Committee
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Classifications:
The Pedestrian Priority

Network




“Pedestrian Priority Network” = Demand structure

Pedestrian
Demand

Pedestrian Districts

* Land use demand: Includes all Comprehensive plan “centers”

» Transit demand: 2 mile walksheds to major transit stations

Major City Walkways

* Land use demand: Comp plan “corridors” and “main streets”

« Transit demand: Frequent transit streets
* High-demand regional trails

City Walkways
« Transit demand: Non-frequent transit streets

 All other arterials/collectors
* Moderate-demand trails

Neighborhood Walkways
* SRTS (local streets)

« Neighborhood Greenways (existing and funded)
* Neighborhood trails



EQUITY

Which kinds of places are the most important to
improve for walking in Portland? Citywide

Areas that serve people who need to rely on walking the most
Streets where people walking have been killed or injured
Streets connecting people to transit/ bus stops

Along and across busy streets

Streets connecting families and children to schools

Streets connecting people to neighborhood commercial districts ~ FASVAS]

Streets connecting people to community facilities like libraries 4
Areas where the most people live and/ or work

Residential streets lacking sidewalks or walking paths
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Streets connecting people to parks
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Refining the Ped
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PEDESTRIAN PRIORITY NETWORK
Southwest Portland
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Prioritizing Needs




SIDEWALK PRESENCE
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32%

Walkway

Walkway present
on both sides of

missing on . 4
both sides of Sidewalk roadway
roadway Gaps on
Arterials and

Collectors

Gap on one side 5 .

8%
Gap on one side, may meet

draft criteria for walkway on
one side



Approximately 350 miles
of missing sidewalk on
arterials/collectors




350 miles X $4m/mile = $1.4b
($70m/year)



CROS5ING DEFICIENCIES
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Approximately 3,500
marked crossing gaps on
arterial/collector
network




Why a data-based approach?

«  Make sure we are directing limited resources to the
greatest needs first

* Help ensure we provide improvements in an equitable
manner across the city (not complaint-based)

«  Aligns spending with adopted City goals/objectives



EQUITY

Which kinds of places are the most important to
improve for walking in Portland? Citywide

Areas that serve people who need to rely on walking the most
Streets where people walking have been killed or injured
Streets connecting people to transit/ bus stops

Along and across busy streets

Streets connecting families and children to schools

Streets connecting people to neighborhood commercial districts ~ FASVAS]

Streets connecting people to community facilities like libraries 4
Areas where the most people live and/ or work

Residential streets lacking sidewalks or walking paths
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Equity
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PEDESTRIAN NETWORK: EQUITY
Scores

3-4

— T - G

Each segment of the pedestrian network received a
score of 2- 10 from PBOT’s Equity Matrix. The Matrix
inputs are race data (weighted by population) and
income data at the Census Tract level.
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Demand
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PEDESTRIAN NETWORK: DEMAND

Scores
— ?H-i;gest demand) Biesdtﬁf:ttrsian
— 7 -8 3-4

5-6 1-2

Each segment of the pedestrian network received a
demand score from 1to 10. The demand score factors
in network classifications, pedestrian districts, light rail
Coy, station areas, and designated safe routes to school.
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Safety

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK: SAFETY

Scores
9 - 10 (Least safe)

4, 7-8 3-4
%
Ws

OQ 5-6 —_—1-2

Each segment of the pedestrian network
: received a safety score from O to 10. The

- > safety criteria are crash history, crash risk
factors, and separation from motor vehicles.
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Safety
Score
Collision-based Factors
Pedestrian High Crash Network

Street segments with one KSI pedestrian collision
Street segments with multiple KSI pedestrian collision

N =

Risk Factors
Streets with three travel lanes (two-way street)
Streets with three travel lanes (one-way street)
Streets with four or more travel lanes
Locations with posted speeds of 30 mph or higher
Locations with posted speeds of 40 mph or higher

Off-Street Factor
Trail segments separated from motor vehicles

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK: SAFETY

Scores
9 - 10 (Least safe)

7-8 3-4 t

5-6 1-2

Each segment of the pedestrian network
: received a safety score from O to 10. The

b > safety criteria are crash history, crash risk
factors, and separation from motor vehicles.

Overall Safety Score
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afety + Equity + Demand

PRIORITIZED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

Tier 1 ]
(1% of the network) Tier 4
Tier 2 (24% of the network)
(6% of the network) Tier 5
Tier 3

(55% of the network)
(14% of the network)
Each segment of the pedestrian network was scored on
S equity, demand, and safety. This map displays the composite
results with each of the three inputs weighted equally.
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Sidewalk investment priorities
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Crossing investment priorities
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PRIORITIZED CROSSING DEFICIENCIES

Crossing Deficient
Gap Crossing
Tier 1 [ ]
', i
M » _— Tier 2 ®
,{)
Tier 3
<
%, L
Q
/7@/ ?%
'7@ NZ
Xy OQ 5,
S < o
= e o) &
= p N &
w\saw‘: 3 . Hay g
2 g
Z| Q
QUSSR TEh A S Lo,
7 z o MS‘\/?D
S\ T e B s
3, &) 3\ e = BHIS
B LP/ 7"’; g 7 B
N /{9/)) Gl e é’ KILLINGSWORTH
S, = Sl ALBERTA ST
o @ z 3
£3 i s =
oy, &2 £ i diltny
” ¢
ey % g = JiEsiiy Ssrswi I T
® ! %I a g C,.PJ\Q iz
L 55 <
5 S
ey VAUGHN ST ! ek
1 BROARQWAY -~ | M i T‘LLAMSC'KSTI SRRz 67
wy MULTNOMAH ST — —_—T i“ — HALSEY ST »
o . IRVING ST, N
g 84 uf
L % KURYSIDESST Tl euny 9
Central Cit: B
S entral City =~ smrkst | S e T R |——
Seelnset Map= - % savduez &) 2=
Eimetois Fn S 3 2o L
i S D | q MaRkErT B £
g Z 5 o
DIVISION ST i 4
Tog 3 DIVISION ST E
9 e 2 S
g 2 g Seszumniig & —_— Qg
AR 2 e N | SRR SRR L
% .
S g o Gy a8 3 2 £
S ey > 2 2 PRI s it e x
& Xty 23, @ Jsteeiest "7 5 3 &
& w ey o 3 PR, = HARGLD ST
3 g Wy 0.
2 4 N a2 3 WOODSTOCK 8LV
o
g 5 Z 2 EvBEEBLVD g DuKEsT by oo AR AR
I fua] s
Woan B TROY ST 3 % = Y
5 22 FLAVEL ST %
S < TACOMA ST g
2 HARNEY DR =
%\ cuaTsop s
5
%
3
y L
Pofonnst® o=t
3 ki
] STEPHENSON ST

T L—T MILES
0 0.5 1



Pedestrian Guiding Programs providing

Pe d P DX a n d ET: :::;:ﬂ;’;? At impra;:rz:r::::: :']under
500k)
PBOT

EE Pedestrian Network
Completion Program
destri
pedestrian e [ R S
ACTION Vision Zero Program ‘|
programs T SRR e
------------‘
SAFE I gfégrzgutes to School I
SCHOOL
’------------’
ELAN | Bikeway Network Completion\l
Program ]
PLAN FOR T ——— -\
2035 Meighborhood I
| Greenways ]
I —
HOOD I Neighborhood Streets I
STREETS PLAN Program
. —
’------------‘
ENHANCED Transit Priority Program }
TRANSIT l‘_ p,
Provides improvements within
PedPDX priority locafions only

oot ) Provides improvements across
\Dashedj the Pedestrian Priority N =



Implementing PedPDX priorities

* PedPDX Implementation Plan to be developed bi-annually

* Allows us to regularly update our safety and equity data (keeps
the Plan relevant)

e Safety + Equity + Demand will yield tiered program priorities,
though other factors will also be considered, including

Project readiness/feasibility
Funding availability
Leverage opportunities

Key destinations/generators (e.g., affordable housing locations, parks,
community centers, etc.)



Pedestrian “Toolbox”







Next steps
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www.pedpdx.com

Michelle Marx

Pedestrian Coordinator, Portland Bureau of Transportation
Michelle Marx@portlandoregon.gov

ABAM.




