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MORPCi Pedestrian Assessment

About this Document

This documents intended to provide a summary of MORPC planning efforts related to pedestrians. The
information in this document wilbe utilized in the ultimate development of tHeegionalPedestrianPlan.

The plan will identify a regional vision for pedestrianveband set standards for achieving the vision.
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Introduction

awareness

Walking is theoriginal, and mostundamenta) form of
transportation While technology hasncreased
transportation speed anéfficiency, walking continues to be
a critical component of mobility. Every trihether it
involves traveby car, bus, bike, rail or albegins and ends
with a pedestrian trip. Despite this fact wéen fail to
recognize this linkage when considering transportation
needs.

The central Ohio region is well connected with a quality
highway system supporting an expanding landscape of
housing and employment opportunities. The pace of this
Figure 1 - Designing for automobiles can growth has resulted in thetdiomobile becoming

Impact vulnerable populations synonymous with mobility. Thieend has shifted the

context of automobile ownership from a privilege to a
necessity for most central Ohioans. However, a growing
number of individuals are excluded from the automobile
equation;many la& the means to afford or the physical
ability to operate an automobile. For these populations the
vast highway system represesd barrier to their mobility.
The inability to access transportation impacts all aspects of
life from employment to communitgnd social interaction.
When we consider that only twthirds of thetotal

population are licensed drivers is easy to understand the
need for viable alternatives.

. . . Transit has traditionally been the substitute for those
Figure 2 - Effective transit is dependent on good . . .
bicycle and pedestrian connections without access to an automobile, but the effectiveness of
transit has greatly diminished as nelevelopmentsare
more frequently occurring in locations served only by car.
Additionally, transit service is dependent on quality bicycle
and walking environments to make connections viable. The
lack of good bicycle and walking connections resultsin a
overdependence on the autoobile, even for trips that may
be more suitable by other modes. Despitee-fourth of all
trips beingone mile or less, threéourths of these short
trips are made by car

Further, we fail to develop options for connecting short trips
by modes other than the automobile. The emphasis on
accommodating automobile access and parking often results
in unintended barriers.For examplea local commercial use

Figure 3 - Unintended barriers; retail 300" from . .
a doorstep requires a 1.25 mile trip such as a grocery store or shopping mall designed for

automobile connections can be entirely cut off from

1 Nationwide Personal Transportation Surieg. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway

Administration, Research and Technical Support Center. LitihaRgderal Highway Administration,
1997.
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pedestrian traffic that may be generated from adjacent housing or offidéss oversight reults in adding
unnecessary automobile trips to the roadway netwdtkther congesting the system.

Despite the barriers to walkinthere are still those who will walk out of necessity in locations not suitable
for pedestrian accesdUnfortunately,too frequently these people become statistids 2003 alone4,749
traffic crash fatalities were recordathtionwide 99 of whichoccurredin Ohio and 14 in Frankl@ounty.

Current Conditions for walking in central Ohio

Understanding thavalkability ofcentral Ohio is reliant on our ability to identify tiygpe and condition of
facilities,the patterns of walking behavior arttie safety performance Developing accurate
measurement ofhese indicatorsanprovide cleadirection to guidechanges needetb improve the
walking environment. Unfortunate)y large amount of thse data is not welldeveloped or maintained
with any consistency across the regiorhis document provides a summaryMORPQ éfforts, aiming to
provide a better understanding dlie pedestrian environment.

MORPC Transportation Planning

The role of a transportation plan is to reflect the desire
and needs of a communiip a way thatprovides
access to social and economic opportunities for
everyone To do this effectively, the ah must
accomplish three things: 1) determine the values and
qualities of the community that transportation must
serve, protect or enhance; 2) explore all available
means of providing access and mobility; and 3) propo#
ways of providing access and molilihat do not
O2YLINRYAAS (GKS O2YYdzyAadie

This document provides a summary of pedestrian
conditions as they relate to infrastructure, safety and
user needsand is intended to guide theegional
pedestrianplanning process to idenyifwhatour
pedestrian vision is and how we can measurably
achieve this outcome.

MORPC planning efforts set out to accomplish this
within the context of twoimportant frameworks 1)the
federal requirements that govern the allocation of our
funding and2) the transportation planning goals
established by the region

Figure 4 - Public participation is critical to
effective planning
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Pedestrian Facility Data

MORPC Sidewalk Inventory

Developing an assessment of pedestrian conditions
for the region begins with an examination of the
extent and condition of existing facilities and the
connectiviy to key destination points.

Unfortunately, an inventory of facilities has not been
fully developed for our region. While an abundance
of information is collected and maintained regarding
the attributes and conditions of our roadwairs
genera) pedestrian facilities are largely
undocumented.

In the fall of 2005in conjunction with projects being
conducted for theGty of ColumbusMORPC began

to assemble an inventory of sidewalk facilities in

Figure 5 - Knowing the location and conditions of FranklinCounty Unfortunatelythe development of
sidewalks helps prioritize allocation of limited . . . .
resources. a comprehensive sidewalk inventory for all streets in

the county would require an exhaustive field survey
of over 5300 miles of roadway, and thus the focus of this effort was to identify the facilities along the
major streets included as part of tH@olumhus Pedestrian Thoroughfare project (just over 1,100 miles of
roadway). Delawar€ountywaslater added to the data collectedncreasing the inventory of sidewalks
along roadways to almo&,000 miles in both countiegPlease note thaat the time of this document
data haveyet to be collected outside of Franklin and Delaware countesl thisshouldbe accomplished
in the future)

This inventory is intended to provide a broad overview of ) )
the larger pedestrian network and aid in the identification| APPendix Map X Franklin &

of gaps within the system. Delaware County Pedestrian
Inventory identifies the streets that
Datawere collectedfor the sidewalk inventorysingortho- | Were inventoried fopedestrian

photos of the area and field verification of the attributes. | facilities.
UsingGeographic Information SystenSIg&), line
segments wergnappedalong both sides of the roadway centerline datientifying the facility as:

Sidewalk; Presence of @edestrianfacility and visual esnation ofthe following
e Sidewalk oMulti-usePath
e Facility attributes
o Facilitywidth ¢ visual estimate in feet
o Buffer from traffic ¢ visual estimate in fedvuffer type (i.e, grass, concrete, trees, etc.)
o Facilitycondition¢ visualestimate(good/fair/poor)
e Obstructions ¢ Objects in the walkwaguch as utility poles or regulatory signs
e Bridge
e Driveway
No Facilityg No sidewalk or multuse path adjacent to roadweagnd noting the following:
e Desire Line Presence of noticeabldesire paths along the roadway indicating pedestrian use
where sidewalks do not exist
e Bridge
e Driveway
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Intersection
e Marked Crosswalk Intersection of cross street with marked crossing
e Unmarked Crosswalkintersection of cross street without markings
No Dda
¢ Undeterminablec Data not able to be collectedhable to be determined
e Construction facility or roadwayunder congruction during data collection

Additionally, notes were made of street attributes related the pedestrian environmentincluding
posted speed limitand on-street parking.

The results of the inventory show some expected

outcomes where sidewalks are provided in the tamunty | Appendix Map 2, Franklin &

area. Table 1¢ Sidewalk Inventory Summasiowsthat Delaware County Sidewalk Inventory

over 50% of the inventoried streets within cities and shows the results of the 2005

almost 30% within villages have sidewalksad least one sidewalk inventory along the major

sideof the road while the unincorporated townshipsnly roads in Franklin and Delaware
havesidewalks along 2%f the roads Whenconsidering counties.

the low-density type and level of development within the

respective political jurisdictions, these resudtre notunexpected It is important to note thateven within
incorporated areas (cities and villagesyre than half of the inventoried streets lack sidewalks altogether.
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Table 1 - Sidewalk Inventory Summary

Summary of Pedestrian Facilities along Inventoried Streets
Total Both Franklin and Delaware Counties
Mile Pct
Mo Facility 1,522.94 77.1%
Sidewalk 1 side 152.09 1.7%
Sidewalk Both sides 301.16 15.2%
Streets with Sidewalk g 453.25 22.9%
Total Mileage 1,976.20
Township
Mile Pct
Mo Facility 1,096.54 98.0%
Sidewalk 1 side 15.74 1.4%
Sidewalk Both sides 6.14 0.5%
Streets with Sidewalk g 21.88 2.0%
Total Mileage 1,118.42
Village
Mile Pct
Mo Facility 70.53 71.2%
Sidewalk 1 side 18.14 18.3%
Sidewalk Both sides 10.42 10.5%
Streets with Sidewalk g 28.56 28.8%
Total Mileage 99.09
City
Mile Pct
Mo Facility 419.13 49.2%
Sidewalk 1 side 127.27 14.9%
Sidewalk Both sides 306.03 35.9%
Streets with Sidewalk g 433.30 50.8%
Total Mileage 852.43

The mapped inventorgevealssomepatterns related to the presence of sidewalks in the two counties.
Older neighborhoods and town centers appear to be strong focal points for sidewalk facilttissvould
be consistent with the assumption that older (g¥éWIl) communities were more pedtrianoriented
and that newer developments tend to be more automoHibeused

Data available for théty of Columbusnd theQty of Delawaredemonstrat this assumption.By sing
annexation data foeachcity, it is possible to summarize the stredtsmt were inventoriedwith and
without sidewalks by the time period in which the area was annexeble 2Sidewalks by Annexation
Eraprovidesa short summary of thse data.
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Table 2 - Sidewalks by Annexation Era

Inventory Streets by Decade Annexed to City of Columbus

Decade Mo Sidewalk  AnySidewalk  Street (miles) Area [SQMi.) Street Density™®
Thiru 1900 5.8% 94.2% 95.9 16.38 5.08
13901 -1910 14.1% 85.9% 23.3 583 4.00
Teens 16.6% 83.4% 5.1 0.82 6.21
Twenties 15.8% 84.2% 34.9 11.72 2.98
Thirties 41.3% 58.7% 3.9 1.07 3.6l
Fourties 5.8% 94.2% 0.9 0.25 3.59
Fifties 73.9% 26.1% 123.8 50.9 2.43
Sixties 71.0% 29.0% 99.7 53.34 1.87
Seventies 75.7% 24.3% 73.4 39,73 1.85
Eighties 72.2% 27.8% 39.9 12.76 3.13
Mineties 75.1% 24.9% 39.8 18.06 2.20
2001 -2007 65.9% 34.1% 30,3 12,29 2.46
Pre-1950 17% 83% g 164.0 36.6 4.3
Post- 1950 72% 28% " 4069 187.1 2.3
*Street Density - Linear miles of inventory streets per square mile

The Columbus example provides some insight into the significant shift in development-it9adst
annexed areas. Whereas 83%tud streets’ within locations annexed prior to 1950 includesidewalk on
at least one side, only 28% of streets include adgwalk in locations annexed after 1950. Additionally
the amount ofannexed landirea and density of streets demonstrate the scale of automehbiteised
development that has prevailed since 1950. While the city land aregroas sixfold (from 36 t0223

2The term

sidewalk inventory project.
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