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Introduction

The purpose of thignalysis repois to providea detailed description of theproachused

to developghe recommendations and standarttse Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare
Plan (the Plan)The Plan was developed for the City of Columbus to help transportation
and planning staff recognize and rpedestrian travel needs throughout the city. This
report is meant to explain a method of meeting those needs consistently and objectively.

It is important to keep in mind that implementing the results of the Plan may require the
construction or modifiti@an of pedestrian facilities. To do this effectively and efficiently,

the City should integrate the use of this Plan with its other planning and construction
projects. Capital improvement plans, area plans, bikeway and (street) thoroughfare plans
shouldall incorporate the results of tRian as they are being created and updated. The
resulting city process should be a seamless approach to developing the public right of way
such that pedestrians are treated as important roadway users and theraoesdieaed

from the outset of any roadway design effort.

Following the Introduction, thieportbegindy describing the heart of fRkan the Latent
Demand Model, including the various modifications made to customize the model for
Columbus. Followimthe model is a description of the standards and how they were
developed(Application of the standards is the subject of the companion document Volume
1: Handboog. Finally, therésan overall summary of the project resultka discussion

about howthe Analysis can be updatéddata appendix and bibliography of additional
pedestrian and street design resources are also provided. As notédlabaief the

Plan describes tla@plication of standards described in this repetise refer that

document foa stepoy-step process to using the results of the Plan
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Latent Demand Model

The heart of th@lanis the pedestrian latent demand model. The model is intended to
identify the amount of pedesongexistimgstréet av el (or
segments based on surrounding population, employment and selected land uses. It is

important to note that the demand is calculated without regard to the existence of sidewalks

or other pedestrian facilities. other words, thenodelresults are not constrained by

existing facilitieshich in turn allows us to determine what facilities would be ideal to meet

the potentiademand.

) ] ) Table 1 Trip Types
The modelgbasicallyagravity modalleveloped for the

Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG)
Phcenix, Arizona It involves predicting the likelihood
of a trip occurring along a segment of roadway base
its proximity to population, employment or certain
destinabns. The basic model prediciss for the trip
typesshown inTablel.

Work trips
Shopping/Errand trips
University trips

School trips
Social/Recreational trig

OkrwNPE

In applying the model to Columbustraet network was identifiedginallyconsisting of a
modified mapof the Columbus Thoroughfare Plaie modifications were removal of

some street segments that were outside of Columbus andietetirell/to another

jurisdiction. As the project progressed, howevesitietermined to st as easy to use

the entire thoroughfare plan network, so the results of the Plan are shown over the entire
network(sed-igurel: Columbus Thoroughfare Plsetwork).

Table 2. Modeling Modifications
Modeling Geography
Parks

Additional Destinations
Travel Behavior
Impact of Transit
Pedestrian Barriers

Once the street network was determined, sever
modificationsvere madeo theMA G mo d e |
methodologyo reflect locally available data and
local prioritiesThe modificationare listed iTale
2 and described in the following sections

oukwpr

1 Details of the MAG model may be foundPadestrian Plan 2000 Technical Appe@a$
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Figure 1: Columbus Thoroughfare PlanN etwork
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Modeling Geography

TheMAG model based its GIS data on traffic analysis zone (TAZ) geography. While that
information exists for théolumbus are®ORPC insteadseda grid geography of quaster
mile squares that was developed for a regional visioning effort, Regineaiions. The

grid containghe sam@opulationemployment and land use informationsahaller
geographthan aTAZ map and permitted a finer level of detail to be achieved in the
analysis(Sedrigure2: TAZ MapandFigure3: Grid Map)

Figure 2 TAZ Map Figure 3: Grid Map

Parks

MAG dividedits parks into three categoti@sed on theumber of trig dattracted to

each park typeEach category was then assigned a trip generation figure based on

average size afpark of that typeultiplied by a predetermined trip generation fidte

same type of information was not available for all Colardauparks, so local parks were
assigned to the MAG categories as shown below and the trip generation figures were applied
to actual park acreagstead of average park acredge. results arghown in Appendix 1
andsummarized ifable3.

Table 3: Park Data

MAG Category Columbus Data

Major Parks RegionaMetroparks

e Avg size = 688 ac. e Actual size used

e Trip genrate= 2.99tripgac. e Trip genrate= 2.99 trips/ac.

e Trip gen. = 2,058 trips e Trip gen. = aries by size of park
Staffed Parks Parks with Columbus recreation cents
e Avg. size =16.3 ac. e Actual size used

e Trip genrate= 19.15tripgac. e Trip gen. rate = 19.15 trips/ac.

e Trip gen. =313 trips e Trip gen. = varies by size of park
Minor Parks All other parks

e Avg. &ze = 6.9 ac. e Actual size used

e Trip gen. rate = 2.23 trips/ac. e Trip gen. rate = 2.23 trips/ac.

e Trip gen. =11 trips e Trip gen. = varies by size of park
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Additional Destinations

The MAG model considered schools, universities, parks and trails as special destinations

with unique trip attraction characteristics. Columbus desired to cobsadater arrayf

activities and destinaticng ef erred t o as 0 pMethodswereof | nter es
considered for how to reflect the trip generation of a varie@lsf Vehicle trip

generation rates were reviewed, but it was felt these numbers did noo teflkest

pedestrian trips. A system of weighting each type of
destination relative to others was considered too arbitrary Figure 4
without some idea of potential pedestrian trip generation Geography
ratesor a way to categorize and evaluate destination ty

®
[

Regional | Local

Thereforedestination typesere created witvo different | 2 . "
categories: geography (regional vs. local) and specificiyS | SPecific | Speific
(specific (special) vs. rgpecific (generglpeeFigured. @ | Regional | Local
Each destination type was identified as meeting oree of tfp-

four possible combinations of these two categories. It was | Non- Non-
reasoned that a local destination generates a higher specific | specific

percentage of its traffic from its surrounding area thereby allowing for a higher percentage of
its traffic to be pedestrian. Similarlypspecific destination (one that provides a needed

good or service in one of
many locations; e.grocery
store) would attract more
local, and therefore
pedestrian, traffic than a
specific destination (one that
provides a needed good or
service in only one or a few
locations; e.g., county
courthouseas a percentage
of overall trips to the site
Asa result,te four different
category combinations were
then assigned relative
weights which translate into-8% increase to the nearest network segment latent demand
scorefor each destinatiaas shown ifrigureb.

Figure 5: Relative Weights foPoints of Interest
Local Regional

Non Specific 3 2

Specific 2 1

Although he percentage increases are arbitrary, they were considered conservative and
reasonable in that nepecific local destinations were given greater weight than specific
regional destinations with intermediate categories falling between these Betases

the latent demand scores are aggregated into categories, the result of this small percentage
increasésto bump a high score in a particular category into the next catggerythis

approach was applied to the model resnlysa few segments cgad categories, so the
approach was retainetiable4 shows the PIOs considered and their weighting based on

this approachTable5 shows examples of how the weighsrgplied.
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Table 4: Points of Interest Evaluation

Generator Type Geography Specificity Matrix score  Weighting Factor
Library Local Non-specific 3 1.03
Hospital Regional Specific 1 1.01
Government
Building Local Specific 2 1.02
| Post Office Local Non-specific 3 1.03
Museum Regional Non-specific 2 1.02
Fairgrounds Regional Specific 1 1.01
Sports Arena Regional Specific 1 1.01
Live Theater Regional Non-specific 2 1.02
Movie Theater Local Non-specific 3 1.03

Table 5: Example of Applying Additional Weighting Factor

Road segment has a score of 7 New Score
77 Library and hospital located in buffer 1.04 80.08
77 Fairgrounds and Sports arena 1.02 78.54
77 Post office and Library 1.06 81.62
77 Movie theater 1.03 79.31

Travel Behavior

Columbus also desired to consider the actual traveldbetfaifferent populations
becauseiflerent population groups have different travel habits and typical mode splits.
Sincetwo populationglow-income and zeroa householdsgre known to produce fewer
vehicle tripsit was originally decided to represent those populations in some way on the
latent demand majplowever, a different approach to determining the location of potential
walkers was identifiedring theproject Parsons Brinkerhdfteiss, 200@)entified a wa

to calculate transit dependpapulations using 2000 Census @&ta Appendix for details)
This methodvas instead used arather than attempt to apply an actual weight to
geographic areavith these populations, it was decided to overlay their locations and relative
concentrations onto a map of the netwbBrgure6) to indicate segments of the network
where pedestrian demand is liteelyehigher thanpredictedy the model.

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 6



Figure 6: Map of Transit Dependent Population
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Impact of Transit

In the MAG Latent Demand Model, pedestrian trips are classified into two categeries: non
linked (the entire trip made by foot) and linked (a portion of the trip made by foot and most
of it made by other modes).

For linked trips, the model estimates the potential of pedestrian activity by

E
LDS = — 1
A (1)

where
LDS = Latent Demand Score
E = Total employment within 1.82ile buffer of the roadway segment.
A = Total area within the buffer.

Equation 1 only considers pedestrian activity at one end of the linked trip, i.e., the attraction
(employmen®@nd. This is appropriatemost of he linked trip is made by auto because
pedestrian activity at the generdtiesidencegnd is reasonableggligibledue tomost

people parkgtheir carsiear theidoor. However, if most of the linked tripriade by

public transportatigrthe pedestrian activity at the generation end is usuallggtigible
sincetransitstops are usually not locatedamf of the door and people need to walk a

distance to get @bus stopor rail transit statiormhat is, for residential areas accessible to
public transit service, potential pedestrian activity at the generation end caused by such
linked trips should beonsidered in the model.

Therefore, Equationlas modified o r ef | ect t-trigc gpws eechd i pad d e0d ti rnil
activity at the generation end.

(o)
LDs=—PXb:’+E 2)

where
P = Total population within 1.&@ile buffer of thedadway segment.
6 = Transit share of trips made by the population withirilé2uffer of the
roadway segment.
E = Total employment within 1.82ile buffer of the roadway segment.
A = Total area within the buffer.

How to determine transit share b%?

Transit share should be related to the available transit service in the area (i.e., the buffer of
the roadway segment of interebt)uitively, transit share would be approximagétor

areas not accessible to any transit service, and reach a maxberntaga?o for areas

with maximum transit service in the whole region considered. &daekiof data, a linear
relationships assumed to extsttween transit shai and transit service frequehag a
modeling approximation:

b%=é>< m% 3)

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 8



where
f = Transit service frequency in the area considered.
F = Maximum transit service frequency in the whole region considered.
n? = Maximum transit share in the whole region considered.

Calculating Transit Service Frequency f
The Ceftral Ohio Transit Authority (COTAdrovided2005 bus routes and stajada
which provide the number aferage daily bus tripgsroutes ateach stop{s@a | | ed otr i ps
sheet 6) .

Assuming that transit service runs from 6:00am to 12:00am (18 houadgechanurly

transit service frequency by routes at each stop can be calculated by dividing the total

number of daily bus trips by IBable6s hows an exampl e of the oOtri
(served by five different routesfwthe calculated transit service frequency (in the unit of

trips/hour) for each route.

Table6:0 Tri ps Sheetdé at Stop 4095

STOPID STOPNAME ROUTE TRIPS FREQ
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST 2 E Main St/N High St 128.85 7.16
4095]N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST 4 Indianola/Parsons 70.02 3.89
4095]N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST 5 West Fifth Ave 40.94 2.27
4095]N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST 7 Neil/Whittier 126.09 7.00
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST 8 Hamilton/Frebis 76.67 4.26

(TRIPS = averagiaily umber of trips; FREQ = trips per hgur

Based on t he 0 tramCOFA, thehitransitsérvice foetuaricyniecdlculated
for eachof thegridsquares referencedrigure3. That is, the transit service frequency will

be summed up across all routeb stibps in the grid considere®ince therggd is small,

each route with stops in the grid will only be counted once even if the route has more than
one stop in the grid.

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 9



Figure 7: Example of three transit stops within Grid 1882

4096

4095

6345

Table7:0 T iSheet 6 for all stops in Grid 1882

STOPID  |[STOPNAME ROUTE TRIPS FREQ
6345]VINE ST & N PARK ST 19 Arlington/Grandview 14.42 0.80
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST __[2 E Main St/N High St 128.85 7.16
4096|N HIGH ST & SWAN ST 2 E Main St/N High St 128.85 7.16
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST |4 Indianola/Parsons 70.02 3.89
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST __[5 West Fifth Ave 40.94 2.27
4096|N HIGH ST & SWAN ST 5 West Fifth Ave 40.94 2.27
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST |7 Neil/Whittier 126.09 7.00
4096|N HIGH ST & SWAN ST 7 Neil/Whittier 126.09 7.00
4095|N HIGH ST & SPRUCE ST |8 Hamilton/Frebis 76.67 4.26
4096|N HIGH ST & SWAN ST 8 Hamilton/Frebis 76.67 4.26

For examplerigure7 shows Grid 1882 with three stops (4095, 4096, and 6345), and the
associated ot r i gable7sAsshevindiahle3, there aeHaifietertd 1 n
routes passing through Grid 1882outes 4 and 19 have one stop in the grid, and others
have two stopsTherefore, the transit service frequency would be the sum of hourly transit
service frequency over the 6 esugnoringluplicate$rom multiple stops

f =0.80+7.16+3.89+2.27+7.00+ 4.26= 25.38. (4)

Grid 1882

Figure8 presents the resulting transit service frequency in Grid 1882 and its neighbors.

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 1C



Figure 8: Transit service frequency for Grid 1882 and surrounding grids (before spatial smoothing)
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As can be seenhigure8, the transit service frequency changes abruptly across the grids.
Therefore, spatial smoothing is appliedtotdedigs t r ansi t Coresidevingce fr equ
people can easily walk 0.5 taileatch a bus, the smoothed transit service frequency would

be the maximum value of the transit service frequency among the grid considered and the

eight grids around iThe smothed frequency corresponding-igure8 is presented in

Figure9.
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Figure 9: Smoothed Transit service frequency for Grid 1882 and the surrounding grids
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In Equation 3, the ansit service frequerfayg for a buffer of the roadway segment
consideredIn this study, a 1.68ile buffer has been built for each individual roadway
segment when calculating linked LDS (latent demand J¢wedore, the same 1-1BHe
buffer of ech individual roadway segment wbaldsed for determining the transit service
frequencyin Equation 3Without loss of generality, the transit service freqtfemdize
buffer area would be represented by the maximum smoothed grid transitesspureiceyf
within the buffer areaAs an exampl€&jgurelOillustrates the determination of the transit
service frequend¢yor Roadway Segment 876 (bold blue line). Ariiléuffer was

created for this segmerithe smoothed&nsit service frequency for each grid is shown in
black numbersAsthe figures showthegrid with the maximuinansit service fregacy
within the buffer is 60.9therefore, the transit service frequency for the buffer of Roadway
Segment 876 is ak0.79.
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Figure 1Q lllustration of determining the transit service frequency for Roadway Segment 876
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Max Transit Service Frequency F
The maximum transit service frequénaged in Equation 3 would be the maximum
smoothed grid tresit service frequency within the Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plan
study area.

Maximum Transit Share m%
Census Summary File 3 (Sk8afrom the 2000 Censpsovide mode split information for
commuting trips within each block groGuch data werarsmarized to determine the
maximum transit share across Franklin Codthty.resulted range of transit share is from 0
to 43.48%. Correspondingly, the maximum transitrsttaneasset to 43.48% for Equation
3.

Pedestrian Barriers

An early consideration imreviewing the thoroughfare network was whether there were
physical barriers to pedestrian travel. In many situations, barriers hinder all types of travel
whether motorized or nemotorized.A map was generated of major barriers to pedestrian
travel cosisting of rivers, limited access freeways and railroads. This map is shown below in
Figurell

Early in the project, the project team considered using this barrier information to make
recommendations about providing betteepi@dn connectivity. However, over the course

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 1
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of the project this ceased to be a focus amesddition, MORPC staff identified additional
methods for examining network connectivity which may provide better results in a future
study. In spite of notsing this information ithe Plan,the map of barriers is provided here
for informational purposes

Figure 11 Pedestrian Barriers

Legend
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Latent Demand Scores

The result of the modeling process is a map of Columbus thoroughfares showing each
existingstreet segment with a score. The ss@eelative scale showing areas ottigh

low pedestrian demand. The final nraguding the overlay of trard@pendent

populationjs showrin Figurel2 It bears repeating that the scoresiain absolute

number of pdestrian trips, rather they demonstrate areas of the community where
pedestrian activity is likely to be highest, lowest and somewhere in between based on the
factors described in the previous sections. For a more detailed description of this approach,
please refer to the MARBedestrian Plan 2000 Technical Appendix

Figure 12 Pedestrian Trip Adivity resulting from latent demand
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Standards

Once thdikely level opedestrian travel is determined, it is possiplandorpedestrian
facilities that wilprovidefor safe and comfortable pedestrian travel. Trhakigefmust be
large enough to accommodate the expected number of people and they must include
components that reflect an understanding of the physical and psychological needs of human
beings. In the same way that roadside rest areas are createtbtmptorists with
occasional relief from the stresses otdlistgnce driving, people will experience a variety
of needs while walking which can be met through careful planning of the pedestrian
environment. The common needsrabelingpedestrians ihale:protection from

elements in extreme weather, visibility, fatigue, thirst and navigation. Areas with large
numbers of pedestrians or with unique situations will require a comparably greater
investment in meeting these ndeds, planning time, nuertof benches and treeshile
areas with few pedestridikelycan meet these needth less investment

In short, the @commended standards for pedestrian facilities are based on both potential for
pedestrian activity and street conditions. Thesfdsmepresented by the latent demand
modell as repr esent e dandgictatePtieedypesof walkirag iacili@yIthatsss 6 )
needed. The latter must be determined by an assessment of the street erfeironment

0 st r e eahd the yepukt dicd the buffer that is needed between pedestrians and
vehicular traffic.

Pedestrian Class and Pedestrian Facilities

As explained previouslgcé street segment is assignBddestrian Class by the latent

demand modédased on the amount of pedestriaretrikely to occur along the segnmient

The Pedestrian Class, in turn, determingnitimmum standard for pedestrian facilities

needed on a roadway segni@edl able8: Pedestrian Classes with Associated Stgndards

The classespan a continuum of environments from-t@msity suburban and rural areas

with few houses and small commercial establishments-tiehgitly suburban and urban

areas with concentrations of housing, commercial and entertainment destinations. Although
the map of latent demand scores may show a roadway as changing from one classification to
another, it should be recognized that there likely is not a sharp distinction in the

environment at the point where the classification changes. Rather, thisvidhena pie

score drops (or rises) sufficiently to change the street from one classification to another.
When applying the pedestrian facility standards discussed below, such a situation requires an
examination of the local environment to determine a addsdransition from the

standards of one class to the standards of another.

The facility standards are based uperypes of environments where each type of

Pedestrian Class typically occurs. Class 1 represents an area of the highest pediestrian activi
and recommends standards to meet the needs of many people walking in all types of weather
and for various purposes. The remaining classes step down the standards as the number of
pedestrians and fregncy of walking trips decreales important testresghat the

standards are minimums for providing safe and comfortable pedestriaoadavay; r

2The specific break points were determined by using the natural breiaksl&ssification method within
the ESRI ArcGIS mapping softwaf@etween three and six classes were examined before determining that
five classes provided enough variation between classes without creating too many classes to be useful.

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 1€



designers are encouragethtoeaséhe minimumsvhenlocalized circumstancasgygest
larger facilities or additional components are needed

Table 8: Pedestrian Classes with Associated Standards

Pedestrialr Recommended Minimum Standards

Class Class Description For Pedestrian Fatis

Class1 | Highestdemand | SIZE:

(ColumbusCBD |e 126 to 186 sidewal k w
and OSU campus)| e 8§ t oar viaRiGg zané e

COMPONENTS:

The pedestrian facility should include frequent seat
lighting, trees/shelter and bike racks. As these are
often host visitors, consider also including informat
kiosks, wayfinding signs, drinking fountains and oth
facilities to improve pedestrian comfort and navigat

Class 2 | High demand SIZE:

e 862086 sidewal k width

e 83806 clear walking zo
COMPONENTS:

The pedestrian facility should include seating, lighti
trees/shelter and bike racks. Additional facilities
recommended for Class 1 should be considered bal
on likely visitor traffic and surrounding activities.

Class 3 | Moderate demand | SIZE:

e 706 sidewal k width

e 76 clear walking zone
COMPONENTS:

The pedestrian facility should include lighting, trees
shrubsandoccasional seating and bike radiere
there are likely to be concentrations of activity

Classes | Low demand SIZE:

48&5 e 56 sidewal k width
e 50 clear walking zone
COMPONENTS:

The pedestrian facility should include trees or shrul
plus lighting, seatirmand bike racks in commercial ar¢
and at other pedestrian gathering places.

Diagrams on the following page illustrate the different parts of the street environment
including the sidewalk and clear walking zone. Components may appear within the lateral
separation and buffer areas or on the sidewalk outside of the clear walking zone. Lateral
separation and buffers are explained in the next section.
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Street Type and Lateral Separation

When creating the walking environmsgparating pedestrians froratorizedtraffic is

critical to provide botkafety and comfoespecially along busy roadwiaythis report,

OfeetTy pe d i s aqudlitativetyl eusscerdi bteo t he basi c charact e
traffic d in this casespeed and volun@that immct the comfort and safety of pedestrians.

oLat er al refers fulee distance atween pedestrians and moving thefficaffic
speedndvolumeincrease along a roadway, the lateral separation must be increased to

maintain safety and comftot the pedestrial’A v er t i c al barrier, or o0b
for all or some lateral separation depending on the individual circumstances.

The MAGPedestrian Plan 2808 out a methodology for determining the lateral separation
needed for a roagy segment to provide a certain level of pedestrian safety and comfort.

The methodology includes a calculation for modifying lateral separation when a tree buffer is
provided along the roadwai/hile the methodology is very instructive, it was feththat

numbers generated by the calculations were unrealistic, particularly for urban applications.

In general, the lateral separation numbers were too large to be accommodated along
developedirban roadways without tearing down buildings or reducingteasoto an
unacceptably narrow widtBven in areas with sufficient roadside rightagfto use the

lateral separation figure®) much separation diminishes the pedestrian scale of the street
In an urban shopping distrigsibility of a businessimsportant so it seems reasonathiet

the total distance from one building to the building across the stieebrerly long so

that pedestrians can see and access property and businesses on both sides &Wihe street.
believetiis observation is Ime with the philosophy behind the context sensitive solutions
(CSSmovement which encourages roadways and the entire public right of way to be
designed to support their surroundings.

Ideally, local modification of the MAG lateral separation stamaaridsbe done with a
gualitative survey measuring pedestriansd se
However, in the absence of such local research, a set of lateral separation standards were
developed by MORPC and city staff based ortaiigesds anctecommendations

contained ifPedestrian Facilities Users Guide: Providing Safety and Mobility

Table 10 Motorized Traffic Speed For this Plan, lateral separation is determined by a

(posted) roadwayds Osrepresentsthea yped whii
1525 mph = Low street conditions to which pedestrians are
3035 mph = Medium subjected. Although there are many factors which
40+ mph = High could be included in making this determination, a

simple approach using easily obtainable data was
chosenStreet segments are assessed for their
posted speeandaverage daityaffic (ADT)

Table 9 Motorized Traffic Volume volume When comined using the following
tables, a composite Street Type is obtained. The
<8,000 ADT = LOW_ categories fatifferentspeed and volumalues
8,00824,000 ADT = Medium | 5re showiin Tablel0andTabled respectively
>24,000 ADT = High andwere determid in cooperation with

Columbus transportation staff.
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Using the street type information, lateral separation and buffer standards were developed as
indicated irmmablell In this case, specifics are not provided on what carsatuertical

buffer, rather the individual situation along with the facilities required by the pedestrian class
should determine whelement, or combination of elements, magesvertical buffer.

Refer toContext Sensitive Solutions in DesighlngaMajoeoroughfares for Walkable
Communities guidance on matching separation and buffers to the context of an area.

Table 11 Lateral Separation and Vertical Buffer Standards

Lateral Separation* Traffic Volume
Vertical Buffer** Low Medium High

D Low 6 0 6 0 60

;’;) o) o) o)
. 6 0 100 100

,8 Medium Y 0 Y

0

o . 1560 1560 200

o High 0 Y Y

NOTE: Vertical Buffer result: Y= Yes, buffer required; O = Optional, buffer useful but
not necessargufficient vertical buffering allows for legsral separation.
* Lateral Separation = the distance between the clear walking zone and the roadway
travel lane closest to the pedestrfaourb lane where parking is restricted during
any part of the day should be considered a travel lane.
** Verticd Buffer = an upright barrienot including a curbetween the clear walking
zone and the roadway travel lane closest to the pedestrian.
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Conclusion

This Analysis report explains a method of meeting pedestrian travel needs throughout the
City of Columhbs. The methods, developed for the Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare

Plan, are intended to help transportation and planning staff recognize and meet those needs
consistently and objectively.

As with any planning study, the results of this effort shopktibdically updated.

Updates shouldspecially be completed in these circumstances: after significant growth,
following changes in development patterns, and following an expansion of the thoroughfare
network. All of the information used is locally Eade and does not require a special data
collection effort.In the future, updates of this Plan could incorporate the results of the
PedestriaQualityof ServiceQOS) study being undertaken by MORPC. The purpose of

the PedstrianQOS study is to detaine the quality of the pedestrian environment based

on various aspectstodfficand roadsidiacilities.

Although the underlying formulas provide a reasonable approach to determining travel

demandsome additional local research is necessargravet he model s appl i ca
Columbus andefine therelatively simplistiateral separation and buffer standdrdsal
research can determine pedestrian travel di s

produce park types and related parkatgs relevant to central Ohi local qualitative

survey measuring pedestriansod s ewuwddelpof safet
to refine the lateral separation res(Rhis type of research may be included in future

refinements of thBedestria@QOS study mentioned abovAlso, subdividing thBtreet

Typeo Hi-MediumL owdé categories i nt creatimgradditionad f i ned ¢
data consideratiomsll increase the number$ifeet Type categories and improve the

ability to acurately reflect actual local circumstances

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 21



Bibliography

Context Sensitive Solutions in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable Communities
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, DC, 2006.

(This resource became availtdidatefor its recommendations to be incorporated
into this report. However, it contains valuable information pertinent to creating
pedestrian thoroughfarnes.

Florida Pedestrian Planning and Design Havisibk of North Carolina Highway Safety
Researchéhter, April 1999.

Making Strides: Pedestrian Best Practiids2003Regional Planning Commission,

Columbus, OH, June 2005.

Pedestrian Plan 2B@0icopa Association of GovernmeRrtisoenix, AZ, Decemb&®99.

Steiss, Todd, oCahcultaDepghdrealty Popagl| Bti ons
CTPP 2000 Status Repor23, April 2006, website at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ctpp/sr0406.pdf

Zeeger, Charlie, &t Pedestrian Facilities Users Guide: Providing SafetiR epolrtviability
FHWA-RD-01-102, FHWA, Washington, DC, March 2002.

Columbus Pedestrian Thoroughfare Plah,2/énalysis 27



Appendix 1: Transit Dependent Population Article
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