Call to the Audience Guidelines

2 Call to the Audience opportunities
Must fill out participant card

Participants called in the order cards are received

3 minutes allowed per participant

CTF Facilitator will call on speakers and manage time
CTF members cannot discuss matters raised

CTF cannot take action on matters raised

CTF members can ask project team to review an item
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1.
2.

4.

5.

Meeting Agenda

Call to Order/Agenda Review/Announcements

1%t Call to the Audience 15 min
Approval of CTF Meeting Summaries for the May 21, May 23, 10 min
May 30, June 2013 Meetings

Public Input Report, and Reports on Project Presentations &

Outreach 5 min
Opportunity to Ask Questions Regarding Informational

Update Memo for Ronstadt Transit Site Redevelopment and

the Downtown Links Project 50 min
Comprehensive Review and Discussion of Draft Performance

Measures, Assessment Methodology, and draft Assessment of

Lane Configuration Alternatives, of Cross Section Elements,

and of Street Cross Section Alternatives 100 min
2 Call to the Audience 10 min
Next Steps/CTF Roundtable 15 min
Adjourn
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Approval of Meeting Summaries:
May 21, May 23, May 30, &
June 20, 2013 Meetings

Jenn Toothaker, Project Manager
City of Tucson Department of Transportation
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BROADWAY BOULEVARD

EUCLID to COUNTRY CLUB

July 25, 2013
Broadway Citizens Task Force Meeting

Call to the Audience

15 Minutes
Please limit comments to 3 minutes
* Called forward in order received
* CTF members cannot discuss matters raised
* CTF cannot take action on matters raised

* CTF members can ask project team to review
an item
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Review Public e
Input Report

Jenn Toothaker

Public Input Report consists of a

spreadsheet and attachments:

¢ Spreadsheet = Input received
from 6/10/2013 - 7/15/2013

e Attachments = Documentation
of only new input received
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Opportunity for CTF to Ask Ronstadt Transit
Questions Regarding Informational Center Site
Update Memo for the Ronstadt Redevelopment
. . * Corky Poster of Poster
Transit Center Site Redevelopment Frost Mirto hired
and Downtown Links Projects * Community planning
process undertaken in
Jenn Toothaker and Tom Fisher, Project Managers April 2013
City of Tucson Department of Transportation « Report issued in May
Jim Schoen, Principal 2013
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. e Public hearings to be
held in Sept. 2013
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Ronstadt Transit Center Site Redevelopment Ronstadt Transit

Community planning process informed a set of Center Site
redevelopment goals, included in May, 2013 report:

http://cms3.tucsonaz.gov/files/citymar/ RedeveloPment
Final RTC Community Planning_Process 5.24.2013.pdf Next Steps:
R — . — Issue RFQ for qualified
. development teams
— Create a shortlist/begin
community input process M
(end of 2013)
— Conduct Comprehensive
Operational Analysis

— Issue RFP for specific
design proposals

_ : Approved Alignment
DOW ntOW n L| n ks PI'OJ eCt U p d ate (Mayor & Council approved in 2008)
July 2013




Comprehensive Review & Discussion of
Draft Performance Measures, Assessment Methodology,
and Draft Assessments
of
Lane Configuration Alternatives, Street Cross-Section
Elements, & Street Cross-Section Alternatives

Phil Erickson

Community Design + Architecture

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Overview of New & Update Materials

* Have all of these materials in Power Point and can discuss in more
detail as needed:

— New way of describing alternatives
* Lane Configurations
* Street Cross Section Elements
* Street Cross Section Alternatives

— Performance Measures — revisions and new measures
* Definitions
* Assessment methodology
* If can be assessed at current level of design

— Update of links between Performance Measures and goals

— Revisions and updates to assessments
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Street Cross Section Elements
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Agenda for this item

* Introduction

¢ Overview of new and updated materials

* Overview of concept for “distilling” information for public
meeting

* Discuss specific design elements and alternatives,
performance measures, and assessments

¢ CTF Decision Point for this and August meeting, can be
decided incrementally:

— Is the Task Force comfortable with this foundation of design
elements and alternatives, performance measures, and
assessment for it to be basis for materials for the Public Meeting
and to go to Stakeholder Agencies?
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New Way of Describing Alternatives

Street Cross Section Lane Configuration Street Cross Section
Elements Alternatives Alternatives

[ — P Y e P —) Oeton aa (67 ow )

e 2
==
g

[T ’
ndsczpal !
L

8 Skt shade sructns (7
lansszapal "

o s, o (1053621

P ——r— Oetion 48 (108 )|

opmion ic
.+ trant whout b dacaping (' 116) W2 o)

[TTeerprrre—
M ption 4110
s
 dcust ot
n ostionsa
e
Err—y " e wh et v (2 151
e e
- - . e
Frr—
B h [T e————ry
= opineta
=T —_—— Froshoth
s T gy
i . e (38061
. omoneer
a trrow)
1
omon 17 sa1n
[XTm=ra— 1 oo o) forru ]

Updated Street Section Elements

¢ 2a. Separation of
Bikes and Arterial
Traffic

— Added buffered
bike lane to the
possible street
section
elements, and
assessed for
performance
measure

Mountain [
Avenue,
Tucson
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"2 1200 without landseaping (62 57

—=====| Lane Configuration Alternatives

31ane with andscaping (847138
= = =

¢ Four configuration types

— 4 mixed-flow travel lanes
(2 alternatives)

4 1ane + transit without tandscasing (847116
— e —

8L st it it and . madian (106”167

alane e

ey ™ e — 4 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit
(3 alternatives)

61ane without andscaping (12116}
———

— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes (2
alternatives)

& 1200 with andscaping [104167]
— e —=

— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit
(2 alternatives)

6 bame - ramsit with o an et median (1267188

6 lane « tranlt with landscaping and 2 conter.
medians (138184
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Lane Configuration Alternative Example lllustrations
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Updated Performance Measures

¢ New or Relocated Performance Measures
— 5a. Person Trips for Multiple Measures
— 9c¢. Operations and Maintenance Cost

—10. Certainty

¢ 10a. Ability to Provide for Changing Transportation
Needs

* 10b. Risk of Relying on Future Development for
Economic Vitality

¢ 10c. Ability of City to Operate and Maintain
Improvements
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Lane Configuration Alternative Example lllustrations
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Updated Performance Measures

¢ 2a. Separation of Bikes and Arterial Traffic

— Added buffered bike lane to the possible street
section elements, and assessed for performance
measure
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Updated Performance Measures

¢ Changed to not able to assess at current level of
design
— 6e. Gateway to Downtown
 Previously primarily transportation based definition
¢ Redefined to include placemaking and visual quality

* Future land use and relationship between development and
street are not determined at current level of design

— 6g. Walkable Community
* Previously not as focused on future adjacent use

* Future land use and relationship between development and
street are not determined at current level of design
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Updated Performance Measures

¢ Definition and assessment methodology clarified
— 7c. Heat Island

Use of shade and other design features of the improvements to Broadway that can
reduce the heat created by the sun shining on Broadways road pavement and
sidewalks.

—  The solar heat gains to pavement can increase the temperature of the street and
surrounding area which can have detrimental environmental and public health effects.
—  Factors include:
«  Change in amount of pavement
. Amount of shaded pavement and other areas that can hold heat
«  Proportion of shaded pavement
. For this assessment it is assumed that there will be an effort to select construction materials for
street and sidewalk pavement, as well as gravel/crushed stone for landscaped areas that are “cooler”
and would reduce the heat island effect compared to existing materials used along Broadway
—  For initial assessment the following approach has been taken: Assume existing condition
is the base “neutral” condition. Slight penalty for more R.O.W. paving with assumption
that much of existing area outside of R.O.W. is hardscaped and that new paving could be
high albedo (albedo is defined as the ability of a surface to reflect solar energy, high
albedo does not necessarily correspond to high reflectance of visible light); increased
positive assessment for trees and shade structures, and any proportional differences in
shade.
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Updated Performance Measures

¢ Definition and assessment methodology clarified

— 7e. Health Benefits of Changes in Walking and Biking
(renamed and defined Walkability/Bikeability)

For initial assessment the following approach has been taken: Combined
consideration of 1. Pedestrian and 2. Bicycle Access and Mobility performance
measures given that this infrastructure is necessary to support the choice of walking
and biking regardless of future land use conditions. In future assessments of more
developed designs, this performance measure will give consideration to the 6g.
Walkable Community performance assessment.
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Updated Performance Measures

 Definition and assessment methodology clarified

— 7d. Water Harvesting and Green Street Stormwater
Management

The degree to which the roadway is graded to drain stormwater into landscaped

areas where its flow rate can be reduced, its water quality improved, and it can

provide irrigation for the plants in the landscaped areas.

—  TDOT has recently adopted an Active Practice Guidelines for Green Streets which sets
guidance for the design of water harvesting and green stormwater management of
streets in Tucson.

—  For initial assessment the following approach has been taken: Ratio of landscaped to
pavement width.

Updated Performance Measures

¢ Definition and assessment methodology clarified
— 8a. Change in Economic Potential

Assessment Methodology at current level of design for Short Term / Immediate
Economic Potential (up to 5 years after construction of Broadway improvements):
Based on the following assumptions an estimate of % of street fronting property
that would have a building directly impacted (i.e.; economic vitality would rely on
reuse of the property) can be roughly estimated:
*  Reduce potential for acquisition by avoiding land acquisition and/or impact to parking on one
side of the street
— 80’ R.O.W. — West of Campbell likely no buildings impacted and east about 5% would likely be
impacted (OQ)
—90-100’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 25% of buildings impacted and east about 10% would
likely be impacted (O)
—105-120’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 20% would
likely be impacted ( —)
— 125-135’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 35% would
likely be impacted ( — —)
— 140-165’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 45% would
likely be impacted (— — —)

Updated Performance Measures

 Definition and assessment methodology clarified
— 8a. Change in Economic Potential

Suitability of parcels along Broadway to provide for current commercial or
residential use, repurposed, or adaptive reuse, or to provide future mix of
commercial and residential uses, and open space.

— Impacts of Broadway improvements to parking, access, and buildings all affect
viability of existing businesses and potential for future development.

— While cross section width is an indicator of negative impact on existing
businesses, in some cases reuse of remnant parcels may have more economic
potential than existing development.

— Not able to fully assess potential for future development and revitalization of
existing buildings at current level of design and planning (need alignments and
intersection designs to understand full right of way impacts).

— Real estate and business market potential also needs to be assessed.

Updated Performance Measures

* Definition and assessment methodology clarified
— 8a. Change in Economic Potential

Assessment Methodology at current level of design for Long Term Economic Vitality
Potential (6 or more years after construction of Broadway improvements): Based
on the following assumptions an estimate of % of street fronting property that
would not be developable (i.e.; would be open space or district parking) can be
roughly estimated:

+ Reduce potential for acquisition by avoiding land acquisition and/or impact to parking on one side of
street.

* A parcel with 65 foot depth can be reused for development.

— 130’ R.O.W. — West and east of Campbell Avenue less than 5% of street frontage would be
district parking or open space (— — to ++)

— 150’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 10% and to the east about 8% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to ++)

— 160’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 25% and to the east about 8% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to ++)

— 170’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 30% and to the east about 15% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to +)
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Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures

8/5/2015

Updated Performance Assessment

g e

Updated Performance Assessment

Updated Performance Assessment

Updated Performance Assessment




Preparation for Public Meeting

¢ Concept for “distilling” Performance Measures and
assessment

¢ Public Meeting purpose and desired public input

¢ Concept for small group exercise
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Simplify Design Alternatives

Street Cross Section

Elements
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Preparation for Public Meeting

¢ Public Meeting purpose and desired public input
— Provide information about process to date
¢ Goals and Performance Measures
* Design alternatives and assessments
* Next steps for project

— Desired public input
* Performance Measure priorities
* Recommendations for Street Section Alternatives to study further

* Major discussion points amongst participants — potential “points of
tension”

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

8/5/2015

57 Detailed Performance Measures | 16 Compiled Performance Measures

redestiian R Ty « Quality of Pedestrian Environment along Broadway (1a, 1b, 1c, 1f, &
Access & 1c. Pedestrian-Oriented Facilties or Improvements. 1
Mobility 15 Wkl o Nepborhood ommctons
1. Pedeianrones
1 Voo conficts o Dy

g)
* Quality of Pedestrian Crossings (1e)

Bicyce Access & 2. Syt S e e
Mobility 32 povementContiion
36 ke Facty Improvements 2, Byde Coridor Travel Time
e Byl WetworkConneciors 26, Bk Crrungs

« Quality of Bicycling Environment along Broadway (2a, 2b, & 2d)
+ Quality of Bicycling Crossings (2g)

35, itance o TransStops 36 Frequency and Howrsofseviee+ Quali it
Transtt Access B L Tanksofacites 3. Acommodsionof rune Cualky cfifiansitStop=Gb)
Mobility 3. Transit Cordor Travel e High Capacity Transit * Transit Travel Time (3c)

3d. Schedule Adherence 31, Riders per Vehice * Accommodation of Future High Capacity Transit (3f)

Vehicular Access 42 Movementof Through Traffic During Pk Tafc periods « Through Traffic Movement in Peak Traffic Periods (4a)
& Wobillty b, nersecton Delay  Overa Intersecion Peformance

¢ ntrsecton Delay - Worst Movement
0. Acciden porental

e Lane Continty
1 Becss wansgiment Management o AdscentPropertes

Person Access &  5Person Trbs for e Measures

Mobility

Sense of Place :; ;‘i:‘“"“l:::;i‘;'ﬂ‘::m :::::‘:::::::;’:t;:m * Potential Impacts to Historic & Significant Buildings (6a & 6b)
o Viual quay 6 Wakale Communiy « Visual Quality (6c)
53 Broaduay a5 Destination

i E £ . + Health Benefits of Walking & Biking (7c)

Public Health 7c. Heat island 71, Land Use Mix.

76 WaterHanvestng 75, Aorabiy

Economic Vitality 85 Changen EconomicPotential B Business impacis
85, Change i Business Revenue 8, Job mpacts

* Change in Economic Potential (8a)

4. Change i Property Tax Reverue.

fReccet 5. eniioncon CE e |CCEhEEEED
3¢ Operations andMaintenance ot Propeny + Acquisition Cost (9b)
Certainty 10 iyt ProvieforChangng Tarsporation ecds « Ability to Provide for Changing Transportation Needs (10a)

10b. sk of Reling on Future Development for Economic Vtalty

10¢. Abityof Gty 1 Operate and Maintain Improvements « Ability of City to Operate & Maintain Improvements (10c)

Lane Configuration and
Cross Section Alternative Groups

Simplify Design Alternatives

Lane Configuration
Alternatives
(5 rather than 9)

e whhos andacaping (6257 |

Street Cross Section
Alternatives
(9 rather than 10)
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¢ Small Group Exercise Concept
— Review and discuss goals and Performance
Measures
« Initial identification of key Performance
Measures
— Review and discuss Street Section
Elements
* Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit assessments
— Review and discussion of Lane
Configuration Types and Street Section
Alternatives and assessments
 Identify 3 alternatives to study further
— Review and validate key Performance
Measures

— Identify key discussion points
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CTF Discussion of Performance Measures,
Lane Configurations, Street Cross Sections,
and Assessments

¢ Group discussion of items to clarify or refine

¢ Seeking endorsement of:
— Performance Measure definitions and methodology
— Lane Configurations to carry forward
— Street Section Alternatives to carry forward
— General concept for public meeting
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Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures

Potential Goal Statements Related Performance Measures

8/5/2015

Detailed Slides for
Performance Measures,
Lane Configurations,
Street Cross Sections,
and Assessments

For CTF Discussion
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Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures

Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures

Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures
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Updated Linkages between Goals and Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures Performance Measures

Updated Linkages between Goals and Updated Linkages between Goals and
Performance Measures Performance Measures
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Updated Linkages between Goals and Lane Configuration Alternatives
Performance Measures e a—

o —————

" Tane without landscaping (6297

e ° Four configuration types

- m

| — 4 mixed-flow travel lanes
(2 alternatives)

— 4 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit
(3 alternatives)
prer——

—————

— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes (2
e alternatives)

T

— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit
ik (3 alternatives)
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Lane Configuration Alternatives

¢ Four configuration types
— 4 mixed-flow travel lanes (2 alternatives)

Lane Configuration Alternatives

¢ Four configuration types
— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes (2 alternatives)

Draft Street Cross Section Alternatives

e Example cross sections of the Lane

Configuration Alternatives

— Include different facilities for pedestrians, bicycles,
transit, and vehicles

— In response to input from the public, stakeholder
agencies, and the CTF

* Evolving Goals and definition of “functionality”

— Evolving set of design parameters and criteria (i.e.;
min. lane widths, target speed, landscape
maintenance requirements, etc.)

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Lane Configuration Alternatives

* Four configuration types
— 4 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit (3 alternatives)

Lane Configuration Alternatives

* Four configuration types
— 6 mixed-flow travel lanes + transit (3 alternatives)

Four Lane
Potential R.O.W. Range — 67 to 134 feet
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Option 4A: 67’ Right-of-Way
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Four Lane

Potential R.O.W. Range — 67 to 134 feet
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Option 4B: 100’ Right-of-Way

Four Lane

Potential R.O.W. Range — 67 to 134 feet
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Option 4C: 112’ Right-of-Way

Four Lane + Transit

Potential R.O.W. Range — 89 to 156 feet

N --Optian 4+T A: 118’ Right-of-Way

Four Lane + Transit
Potential R.O.W. Range — 89 to 156 feet

A i i

Option 4+T B: 152’ Right-of-Way

Six Lane
Potential R.O.W. Range — 89 to 152 feet

Option 6A: 114’ Right-of-Way

Six Lane
Potential R.O.W. Range — 89 to 152 feet
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Option 6B: 152’ Right-of-Way
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Six Lane Six Lane + Transit
Potential R.O.W. Range 89 to 152 feet Potential R.O.W. Range — 109 to 172 feet
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Option 6B: 152’ Right-of-Way

Option 6+T A: 146’ Right-of-Way

Six Lane + Transit

Southern Arizona Transit Advocates Concept
Potential R.O.W. Range 109 to 172 feet

()
tm

Option 4+T SATA: 80° Right-of-Way  Option 4+T SATA: 70 Right-of-Way
(East of Campbell) (West of Campbell)
B

T -
<

Option 6+T B: 174’ Right-of-Way
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Exploration of “Fitting” Cross Section Concepts Existing Prototypical West of Campbell
in Existing Conditions

lllustrate prototypical conditions along Broadway M

* How Cross Section Concepts can be integrated to - TINVER. - MEL. ORI . - TRATEL -
— Avoid potential impacts to parking and buildings nam e LA

— Reduce potential for property acquisition

— Maximize positive impacts to character of the street and its context

—  Maximize support for walking, biking, and transit

Begins to illustrate positive and negative impacts that will be more fully assessed during
the alignment design process
Range of design parameters related to context and particular street elements
—  Commercial building frontages
« Visibility
« Parking and access
* Walkways and sidewalks
— Residential building frontages
« Privacy
* landscaped yard setback
Flexibility in width for various street design elements — “section cards”
Potential to enhance some elements of Cross Section Concepts if space allows
(i.e.; additional landscape, sidewalk, or other space within the cross section)
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Existing Condmon 90' Right- of-Way

12



Four Lane Prototypical West of Campbell
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Option 4A: Modified 90’ Right-of-Way (matching existing R.0.W)
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Four Lane + Transit Prototypical West of Campbell
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Six Lane + Transit Prototypical West of Campbell
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Option 6+T A: 146’ Right-of-Way

Four Lane Prototypical East of Campbell

Option 4A: Modified 138’ Right-of-Way
(58’ roadway width maintaining existing parking and buildings)

Option 4+T A: Modified 112’ Right-of-Way

Existing Prototypical East of Campbell

B} ﬁ i - !.d_.c -
e B 2
Existing Condition: 80" Right-of-Way

Six Lane Prototypical East of Campbell
57 7 m—— [
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Option 6A: Modified 138’ Right-of-Way
including parking and public sidewalks at building fronts
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Six Lane + Transit Prototypical East of Campbell
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jon 6+T B: 174° Right-of-W:
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Overview Performance Measures

* Reflective of
— Public input and discussions with CTF to date
— Guidance from US EPA’s Guide to Sustainable Transportation
Performance Measures
— Other best practices research including:
« ITE, Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach
* NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide
* US Access Board Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines
* AASHTO Green Book
* Starting point for selecting and further developing “Transportation
and “Non-transportation” measures for Broadway

”
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Pedestrian Access and Mobility

la. Functionality of Streetside for Pedestrian
Activity

1b. Separation from Vehicular Traffic

1c. Pedestrian-Oriented Facilities or Improvements

1d. Walkable Network/Neighborhood Connections

le. Pedestrian Crossings

1f. Vehicle/Pedestrian Conflicts at Driveways

1g. Universal Design

1h. Walkable Destinations

li. Ease of Transition to Walking

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

1a. Functionality of Streetside for Pedestrian Activity

Degree to which there is enough width to support desired pedestrian activity, landscaping,

street furnishings and other improvements.

* Sidewalk width and the width of the buffer area between the sidewalk and the roadway are key
factors for the comfort and functionality of a street for pedestrians.

* The ITE Walkable Urban Thoroughfares Manual provides guidance for design of major urban streets
like Broadway. The transportation characteristics of Broadway (i.e.; speed and number of lanes)
make it a Boulevard Street type as defined by the manual (25-35 mph with 4-6 lanes, for various
context types, see document for definitions). The current and potential character of the context
along Broadway are defined as C-4 General Urban areas and C-3 Suburban areas in the manual. The
combination of street type and context type lead to the guidance for sidewalk width:

— -4 with predominantly commercial ground floor — 1.5 ft. edge, 7 ft. furnishings (including landscape), 8 ft.
throughway, 2.5 ft. frontage

— C-4 with predominantly residential ground floor — 1.5 ft. edge, 8 ft. furnishings (including landscape), 8 ft.
throughway, 0 to 1.5 ft. frontage

— -3 with predominantly commercial ground floor — 1.5 ft. edge, 7 ft. furnishings (including landscape), 6 ft.
throughway, 1.5 ft. frontage

— C-3 with predominantly residential ground floor — 1.5 ft. edge, 8 ft. furnishings (including landscape), 6 ft.
throughway, 0 to 1.5 ft. frontage

*  Result of guidance in relation to Broadway is for a 9.5 ft.-wide landscape area and 8 ft. sidewalk.
Assume that additional sidewalk width if needed would be part of private development; the
assessment compares the range of possible pedestrian improvements to this guidance.

SRR RAMENTS OR BRTAS.

1a. Functionality of
Streetside for
Pedestrian Activity

Cantiog Conditions

Eeeting Concitions

 Sdemolkwth shade tre (15" " Option 40 (67 o]
ndccape)

Opion 48 (160" o]

 Sdemalh it shade tree (¥
[~

apson o

T ———

pvid N ontion 4T
o
° L 1
P
omion et
- (152 raw)
© St s
» omn
o et
o
e
et
[ ] omm e
e et
™
opionre
g Erowt & .8
o e . Speeetiiten T

opton se73aTA

7 muera e tane ovisting o)

upe s

Table 4.1 Context Zone Characteristics

o | Matura S | bor appicable | ot appleatie

Vo i, | N et

Source: ITE; Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, RP-036A; 2010.
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1b. Separation from Vehicular Traffic

Width and design character of area between outside edge of vehicle

lane and sidewalk.

* Guidance/factors include ITE Manual guidance for buffer width; Multi-modal
level of service considerations for presence and frequency of street trees and
other landscaping within buffer which varies depending on design of street
elements; and speed and volume of traffic (assumed to be relatively constant).
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1c. Pedestrian-oriented
Facilities or Improvements
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1c. Pedestrian-oriented Facilities or Improvements

Extent of shade, lighting, seating, drinking fountains and

other features to serve pedestrian needs and provide for

visual interest.

¢ Factors include percentage of shade, lighting levels and
consistency, number and frequency of other pedestrian supportive
design features (i.e.; seating, drinking fountains).

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

1d. Walkable Network/Neighborhood
Connections

Ability for pedestrians to access neighborhoods and
pedestrian network.
ctors include number,
\nections from Broad
measure cannot c
Broadway and th
e current level of desig

* Not measurable at current leve
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1f. Vehicle / Pedestrian Conflicts at Driveways ] 1fVehicle/
iif| Pedestrian Conflicts
e e - at Driveways
Degree to which conflicts between pedestrians and —__ = e v ; .8 .
vehicles exist at driveways for site access; strongly related e e —
to Performance Measure 2b. s _ e

g raw)

¢ Factors include level pedestrian crossing of driveway; vehicle
speed; frequency of driveways; and visibility of the pedestrian on
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1g. Universal Design ! i| 1g. Universal
Provision of access and mobility for people of all ages and e — =|  [Fe— Design
abilities using design elements that go beyond base Pt Py °
requirements of disabled access per the Americans with b= - |

AR V. |

Disabilities Act (ADA) federal design requirements. o ke
¢ Many factors that are not defined at current level of design will wirrams “
come into play in this assessment, such as: e ——" : sy
— Intersection and signal design B —. -
— Type and design of pedestrian facilities ettty
— Design of transit facilities & Sidewalcuth ¥ buter —

W row)

— Wayfinding signs
¢ At current level of design, sidewalk width more than ADA
minimum is an indicator of potential for universal design.
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1i. Ease of Transition to Walking

Measure : r ion
modes to become pe oadway.

¢ Many factors that are not defined at current level of design are
needed to assess this i ing:
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1h. Walkable Destinations

esence and access to jobs, h
sufficient density of other uses and acce o
support market for employment, shopping, etc.

¢ Many factors that are not defined at current level of design will
come into play in this assessment, such as
— 1d. Walkable Network/Neighborh
~ of alternative designs’ ability
valking to destinations. Th
r businesses that peop
omic Vitality perforr
s, and homes along
red by determ

ble distance of u
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Bicycle Access and Mobility

2a. Separation of Bikes and Arterial Traffic
2b. Bike Conflicts with Crossing Vehicles
2c. Pavement Condition

2d. Bike Facility Improvements
2e. Bicycle Network Connections
2f. Bicycle Corridor Travel Time
2g. Bike Crossings

2a. Separation of Bikes and Arterial Traffic

Degree to which the street design elements allow

separation of cyclists from vehicular traffic.

* Greater separation is a factor related to bicyclist safety and
comfort, and therefore likely bicycle use of Broadway.

¢ The main factor in this performance measure is the width of the
bicycle lane.

* The following guidance is based on traffic speeds of 35 mph or
less:

— 5 ft. width negative (-)

— 6 ft. width neutral (ITE Manual recommendation)
— 7 ft. width positive (+)

— 7to9 ft. width buffered bike lane positive (+ to ++)
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2b. Bike Conflicts with Crossing Vehicles

The frequency of points where vehicles cross the bike lane
and the ability of the street design to mitigate those
potential conflicts.

¢ Assume all future options have

— a base assessment that ranges from one negative to one positive (- to +) for vehicles
crossing bike lane to get to curb cuts, because there is uncertainty regarding how
quickly an access management policy can reduce the number of site access curb
cuts/driveways along Broadway.

— Have the potential for dedicated right turn lanes, green pavement treatments and
other markings to be provided at intersections to enhance safety,

— Vehicle speeds are assumed to be equal in all cross sections.

¢ Options that require buses to cross over to bus pull outs are
neutral.

¢ Options with dedicated transit lanes in the middle get a single +
for that, still would have local buses pulling into bus pull outs.

2c. Pavement Condition

— gutter design
— type of plants that are in the landscape.
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i i 2d. Bicycle Facility
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2d. Bike Facility Improvements

Extent of bike racks, shade, drinking fountains, green

pavement (bike boxes, etc.) and other features to serve

bicyclists’ needs.

¢ Factors include percentage of shade; use of bike boxes and other
features; number and frequency of bike racks; drinking fountains;
and other bicycle-supportive design features.

* All design concepts will utilize bike boxes and green and other
special paving markings as allowed by code.

¢ At current level of design ranking is most affected by presence of
trees or shade structures and the width of the sidewalk and buffer
area to accommodate bicycle supportive facilities.
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2e. Bike Network Connections

Convenience and safety of access to surrounding bike
“network. -
actors include: Number, le
nnections from Broad
3 ity of movement al
2. Separation of Bik
Crossing Traffic
network, see Bike Crossings
level of design)

* Not measurable at current level of design
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2f. Bicycle Corridor Travel Time

Traffic, 2b. Bike Conflicts with Crossing Traffic,

* Not measurable at current level of desiin ‘
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3a. Distance to Transit

Walkable Network/Neighborhood Connections, 1h. Walkable
Destinations, and several non-transportation performance
measures.
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2g. Bike Crossing

Convenience and quality of bicycle crossings of Broadway
and side streets intersecting with Broadway.

¢ Assume some basic improvements at crossings and more crossings
for all concept options, so this gives:
— Four lane options 1 plus;
— Six lane options 1 plus (regardless of median width as street crossings will likely be
at least 18 ft. wide given turn lane and 7 ft. refuge island width); and
— Eight lane options a neutral, except for 6+T B given its large width.
¢ Asdesign is developed further and intersection designs are
developed the ease of crossing side streets can be assessed.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD

Transit Access and Mobility

3a. Distance to Transit Stops

3b. Transit Stop Facilities

3c. Transit Corridor Travel Time

3d. Schedule Adherence

3e. Frequency and Hours of Service

3f. Accommodation of Future High Capacity
Transit

3g. Riders per Vehicle

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

3b. Transit Stop Facilities

Design qualities of transit stops for comfort and safety of
riders and to support improved aesthetics and community
character.

* Factors include: Percentage of shade; lighting levels and consistency; and
number and frequency of other design features (e.g.; drinking fountains,
off-bus ticket machines, next bus information signs, wayfinding
information, etc.).

« Four lanes get O when have pull outs (except those with wider
pedestrian areas get +) because of lower construction cost may be more
budget to improve transit stops; SATA also gets a + because of transit
platforms for streetcar.

* Six lanes get neutral with pull outs as this is now the regional standard.

* BRT in middle of roadway gets ++ because it is assumed that this
investment in roadway infrastructure for BRT would mean commitment
to high-level of improvements on the platforms.
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3c. Transit Corridor Travel Time

The time it takes to travel the length of the Broadway project by
transit.

* Existing corridor travel time is lower than existing vehicular traffic travel time, so two
negatives rather than the one negative for 4a. Movement of Through Traffic.

* Four and six lanes with pull outs, signal prioritization, etc. are assumed to be slower than
vehicular movement, because all buses must pull into bus pull outs and this slows the
bus travel time.

* Dedicated transit lanes with accompanying signal prioritization, etc. are assumed to have
roughly the same corridor travel time as vehicles, except for where the dedicated lane is
outside lane (Option 6+TA), because it would have issues with right turning vehicles and
the BRT may need to use the bus pullouts. Also, SATA is one minus sign less than the
vehicular through movement performance measure because at least a portion of the
service is in a dedicated lane.

*  VISSIM results accounting for signal timing, transit priority treatments, traffic delay,
merges, and boarding time at transit stops

* Initial assessment based on traffic assessment of current PAG projections and 30%
reduced traffic growth option, with qualitative comparisons based on professional
experience and judgment of relationship between transit and vehicular travel time

« Transit priority treatment at intersections, level boarding, off-vehicle ticketing, etc. are
considered to be more likely with dedicated transit lanes

3d. Schedule Adherence

The extent that transit is able to stay on schedule.

* Dependability of travel time along the corridor can be measured
to a degree with VISSIM.

¢ This measure is a rough combining of 3b and 3c with a slightly
more weight to 3c.

* Dependent on factors that are not controllable as part of this
project, including Sun Trans scheduling and transit driver behavior.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

The frequency at which transit se i
Broadway and for what period of week and weekend days.
¢ Potential that service efficiencies related to other transit

performance measures could
ninimal additional cost.

s is mainly an indepel
cannot be influenc

ot measurable at currel
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3f. Accommodation of Future High Capacity Transit

The ability of the roadway and roadside design to accommodate
future high capacity transit. This can ultimately improve
performance of design concepts in relation to other transit
performance measures.

Existing and 4 lanes get — because they would end up having one lane in
each direction for vehicular traffic if dedicated transit lanes were provided.
Six lane options get — because even though these could be converted to 4+T
with dedication of lanes, there would likely be resistance to reducing traffic
lanes once they are in place and construction would need to occur to make
the conversation.

6+T A has right turning vehicle issues so ++

4+T and 6+T B gets +++, because they provide for high-quality high capacity
transit with implementation of the concept

SATA is rated neutral because only one direction is in a dedicated lane while
the service levels are reduced by the other direction running in a shared
lane.

Average r per

3g. Riders per Vehicle

efficiency -
ng which is not controlled by

Affected by Sun Trans servic
this project
Not measurable at current level of design
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4a. Movement of Through Traffic During Peak Traffic Periods

Effectiveness of moving through vehicular traffic, which affects a variety of other
transportation, environment, and economic factors.

Existing section with current volumes - impacts of buses stopping in through lanes and high number of ped
HAWK signals (that are not synchronized with other signals), through traffic flow is less than desirable;
increased traffic demand for either growth scenario without adding intersection capacity will result in long
travel times and excessive delay.
4 lane options w/o exclusive transit lanes — do not provide sufficient through capacity at the signalized
intersections for either growth scenario. These options assume that additional turning lanes are provided
at the key intersections (Euclid, Campbell, Country Club) and bus pullouts and coordinated pedestrian
HAWK signals are provided.
4-lane options with exclusive transit lanes — through traffic operations will be improved assuming that a
sufficient modal shift from car to transit (BRT) occurs to reduce vehicular demand.
6 lane options w/o exclusive transit lanes — fair to good through traffic operations depending upon growth
scenario; assumed bus pull outs and coordinated pedestrian HAWK signals.
6 lane options with exclusive transit lanes — good to very good through traffic operations depending upon
growth scenario and assuming that a sufficient modal shift from car to transit (BRT) occurs to reduce
vehicular demand.
The SATA concept is rated lower than the 4 lane mixed flow options because the streetcar shared lanes are
estimated to reduce performance for those lanes.
Design details that will be developed later in the project (i.e.; intersection and signal design, access
etc.) will allow using VISSIM which will allow for quantitative measurement of:

~  Average corridor travel time

~ Average speed

—  Average 95 percentile queue length

Average delay Average corridor travel time
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C)
~ Travel time reliability
Initial assessment based on assessment of current PAG projections and 30% reduced traffic growth option,
with qualitative comparisons based on professional experience and judgment

8/5/2015
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Future High Capacity
Transit
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Traffic Periods

Performance

4d. Accident Potential

4e. Lane Continuity

4f.  Access Management Management for Adjacent
Properties

Eutning Comioms

[

O
I e

: s sits
[y —— 1 eami

g i
e

Vehicular Access and Mobility
4a. Movement of Through Traffic During Peak
4b. Intersection Delay — Overall Intersection

4c. Intersection Delay — Worst Movement
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- 4a. Movement
1;? of Through
g Traffic
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4b. Intersection Delay -
Overall Intersection Performance

Over S
streets at i : , -

* Design details that will be developed later in the project will allow
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4d. Accident Potential

Number
Lane continuity (4e)

Amount of bi > . -
[6] 1 .

<
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4f. Access Management for Adjacent
Properties

T
ac

. Acées efy,
reduce conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles, and generally
reduc
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4c. Intersection Delay — Worst Movement

Worst delay for a single vehicular movement on Broadway
or cross streets at intersections.

¢ Design details that will be developed later in the project will allow
assessment using VISSIM, see 4b.

* Not measurable at current level of design
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4e. Lane Continuity

¢ needs at different
capacity more than just the lane reduction and
increase the potential for crashe:
Requires more detailed des
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— Corridor travel time
Average delay
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Sense of Place

6a. Historic Resources
6b. Significant Resources
6¢. Visual Quality

6e. Gateway to Downtown

6g. Walkable Community

6d. Broadway as a Destination

6f. Conduciveness to Business
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6b. Significant
Resources
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6a. Historic Resources

Number of historic structures lost due to direct impact and
loss of usefulness resulting from parking, setback, site
access and other conditions.

¢ Based on review of relationship to future ROW to existing ROW
and distance between building facades.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD

6b. Significant Resources

Number of significant structures lost due to direct impact
and loss of usefulness resulting from parking, setback, site
access and other conditions.

* Based on review of relationship to future ROW to existing ROW
and distance between building facades.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

6c. Visual Quality

Ability of the street design to enhance the visual quality
along it, including its relationship and impacts to the
existing and future visual character of adjacent uses.

* Factors related to street design character:

— Design of median and streetside landscaping
— Number and location of placemaking features (including public art,
wayfinding, lighting, furniture, etc.)
— Width of roadside areas for streetscape elements and landscaping
¢ Factors related to character of adjacent uses:

— Relationship to adjacent uses is difficult to predict at this point as don’t
know the future condition of context at current level of design

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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|| 6c. Visual Quality 6d. Broadway as a Destination

vision of civic space,
multi-modal access that suppo
along it as a destination within

BROADWAY BOULEVARD

6e. Gateway to Downtown 6f. Conduciveness to Business

- 6¢. Visual Quality is related
— 6g. Walkable Community
— 7a. Change in Economic Potential

6c. Visual
quality of the street)

Site access and parking

BROADWAY BOULEVARD) BROADWAY BOULEVARD

6g. Walkable Community Environment and Public Health

Thm"d 7a. Greenhouse Gases
uses wi of

e dentes ndworkcr.. 7b. Other Tailpipe Emissions
* Factors - 7c. Heat Island
- E 7d. Water Harvesting
7e. Health Benefits of Changes in Walking and
Biking
7f. Land Use Mix

7g. Affordability

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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7a. Greenhouse Gases

Use of design fgatures t ons of CO,, a green

7c. Heat Island

Use of shade and other design features of the improvements to Broadway that can
reduce the heat created by the sun shining on Broadways road pavement and
sidewalks.

* The solar heat gains to pavement can increase the temperature of the street and
surrounding area which can have detrimental environmental and public health effects.
« Factors include:
—  Change in amount of pavement
~  Amount of shaded pavement and other areas that can hold heat
—  Proportion of shaded pavement
— For this assessment it is assumed that there will be an effort to select construction materials for street and
sidewalk pavement, as well as gravel/crushed stone for landscaped areas that are “cooler” and would reduce
the heat island effect compared to existing materials used along Broadway
* Forinitial assessment the following approach has been taken: Assume existing condition
is the base “neutral” condition. Slight penalty for more R.O.W. paving with assumption
that much of existing area outside of R.O.W. is hardscaped and that new paving could be
high albedo (albedo is defined as the ability of a surface to reflect solar energy, high
albedo does not necessarily correspond to high reflectance of visible light); increased
positive assessment for trees and shade structures, and any proportional differences in
shade.

Heat Island Effect

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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7b. Other Tailpipe Emissions

Use of design features that can reduce particul
issions, which can affect publi

r tailpipe

vehicle fleet,
y project)
of these related pe f
- current level of design. -
* Not measurable at current level of design
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7d. Water Harvesting and Green
Streets Stormwater Management

The degree to which the roadway is graded to drain stormwater into

landscaped areas where its flow rate can be reduced, its water

quality improved, and it can provide irrigation for the plants in the

landscaped areas.

* TDOT has recently adopted an Active Practice Guidelines for Green Streets
which sets guidance for the design of water harvesting and green stormwater
management of streets in Tucson.

* For initial assessment the following approach has been taken: Ratio of
landscaped to pavement width.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD
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Impact o
transportation major

contributors to a household’s ability to afford to live in a location.

¢ The design of improvements to Broadway could have some impact on
transportation costs -

7g. Affordability
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7e. Health Benefits of Changes in Walking and Biking
(renamed and defined Walkability/Bikeability)

The degree to which design elements of the Broadway
improvements can support increases in the number and length
of walking and biking trips, and walking and biking have a
positive impact on public health.

* For initial assessment the following approach has been taken: Combined
consideration of 1. Pedestrian and 2. Bicycle Access and Mobility
performance measures given that this infrastructure is necessary to
support the choice of walking and biking regardless of future land use
conditions. In future assessments of more developed designs, this
performance measure will be combined with 6g. Walkable Community.

BROADWAY BOULEVARD

uses can help
ions in vehicle

er of parcels and siz
improvements (i.e.;
t allow for evaluation of tl
accommodate development).
Factors that are not within the col
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* Related performance measures include:
— 8a. Change in Economic Potential
— 8e. Business Impacts
t measurable at current |

Economic Vitality

8a. Change in Economic Potential
8b. Change in Business Revenue

8c. Change in Sales Tax Revenue

8d. Change in Property Tax Revenue

8e. Business Impacts
8f. Job Impacts
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Economic Vitality

¢ Ability to Evaluate

—Not at current level of design and planning
(cross section width is an indicator, but in some
cases remnant parcels may have more economic
potential than existing parcels)
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Economic Vitality
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Economic Vitality

¢ Impacts to parking, access, and ultimately
buildings all affect viability of existing
businesses and development

¢ Future development potential needs to be
assessed

* Real estate and business market potential also
needs to be assessed

BROADWAY BOULEVARD
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Economic Vitality
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8a. Change in Economic Potential

Suitability of parcels along Broadway to provide for current

commercial or residential use, repurposed, or adaptive reuse, or to

provide future mix of commercial and residential uses, and open

space.

* Impacts of Broadway improvements to parking, access, and buildings all affect
viability of existing businesses and potential for future development.

*  While cross section width is an indicator of negative impact on existing

businesses, in some cases reuse of remnant parcels may have more economic
potential than existing development.

* Not able to fully assess potential for future development and revitalization of
existing buildings at current level of design and planning (need alignments and
intersection designs to understand full right of way impacts).

* Real estate and business market potential also needs to be assessed.

8/5/2015

8a. Change in Economic Potential

Assessment Methodology at current level of design for Short Term Economic
Vitality Potential (up to 5 years after construction of Broadway improvements):
Based on the following assumptions an estimate of % of street fronting property
that would have a building directly impacted (i.e.; economic vitality would rely on
reuse of the property) can be roughly estimated:
*  Reduce potential for acquisition by avoiding land acquisition and/or impact to parking on one
side of the street
— 80’ R.O.W. — West of Campbell likely no buildings impacted and east about 5% would likely be
impacted (O)
—90-100’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 25% of buildings impacted and east about 10% would
likely be impacted (O)
—105-120’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 20%
would likely be impacted ( — )
— 125-135’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 35%
would likely be impacted ( — —)

— 140-165’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell likely 50% of buildings impacted and east about 45%
would likely be impacted (— — —)

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

8a. Change in Economic Potential

Assessment Methodology at current level of design for Long Term Economic
Vitality Potential (6 or more years after construction of Broadway
improvements): Based on the following assumptions an estimate of % of street
fronting property that would not be developable (i.e.; would be open space or
district parking) can be roughly estimated:

* Reduce potential for acquisition by avoiding land acquisition and/or impact to parking on one side
of street.

* A parcel with 65 foot depth can be reused for development.
— 130’ R.0.W. — West and east of Campbell Avenue less than 5% of street frontage would be

district parking or open space (— — to ++)
— 150’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 10% and to the east about 8% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to ++)
— 160’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 25% and to the east about 8% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to ++)
— 170’ R.0.W. — West of Campbell about 30% and to the east about 15% of street frontage
would be district parking or open space (— — — to +)
e -
¢
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widening on properties o

* Estimate potential increase in business activity from improved mobility
and access along Broadway.

Estimated potential i
revitalizati

new businesses,
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Broadway with estimate of future sales

both potential negative and positive impacts of the |mprovement

project.

* Estimate potential loss of business activity from impacts of right of way
widening on properties on parking, access, and ‘
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8d. Change in Property Tax Revenue
Com g

8e. Business Impacts

ould cause the
the number and size (base
future businesses that could occupy new development on
remnant parcels. .

able to assess at ¢
s are not kno
e impacted.

improvements.
Not able to assess impacts from right of way as alignment and intersection
design are not determined.

* Not able to assess at current level of planning, because property tax revenues
are not known, ar h i

v o~
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8f. Job Impacts Project Cost

9a. Construction Cost
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cause job 9c. Operations and Maintenance Cost

generation rates are not known, and potential impacts are not i
know a iehthe 9d. Income for Reuse of Excess City-owned

Property
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H ™ 9a. Construction
Project Cost I
——— — Cost
9a. Construction Cost: Total construction cost of planned
improvements.
¢ Main design factors are:

— Cross section width (including intersection design)
— Use of local access lanes (increased drainage system and lighting costs)
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Project Cost

9b. Acquisition Cost: Total cost of purchasing property,
relocation costs, and other costs associated with
acquisition of property.
¢ Main design factors are:

— Cross section width

— Intersection land area
— Street alignment

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Project Cost

9c. Operations and Maintenance Cost: Total cost of
operating and maintaining the improvements.

¢ Pavement and other roadway and sidewalk maintenance.

* Signal systems operations and maintenance.

¢ Drainage systems (including water harvesting and green streets)
maintenance.

¢ Landscape maintenance and replacement.

¢ Maintenance and replacement of other pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicular improvements.

¢ Transit operations and maintenance are not included

<
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Project Cost

9d. Income for Reuse of Excess City-owned Property: Estimate of value
of income from pro| i i ity to provide right of
way for the

revitalization of e;
are not determined.
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Certainty

10a. Ability to Provide for Changing
Transportation Needs

10b. Risk of Relying on Future Development for
Economic Vitality
10c. Ability of City to Operate and Maintain
Improvements

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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Certainty

10a. Ability to Provide for Changing Transportation Needs:
Performance Measure 3f. Accommodation of Future High Capacity
Transit measures the ability of Broadway implementation concepts to
provide space for potential future changes in the transit service
provided along Broadway. Similarly, bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular
demands and needs could change over time. This performance
measure allows for assessment of the ability of the Broadway design
concepts to adapt to changing transportation demands over time
with the goal of minimizing the need for additional right of way and
other capital investment.

Factors that affect the ability to meet changing transportation needs
include:
— Presence of transit lanes (or width to accommodate future lanes either
within medians or through the conversion of a vehicular lane)
— Width within the buffer and sidewalk areas to accommodate additional
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit features.

8/5/2015
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Certainty

the properties th: sign.

Factors that affect the risk of future development that can be influenced by the
future roadway design, include:

— The amount of land area for future development

— The size and configuration of future development sites

— Access from Broadway to the future development sites

Hpsechuncand | [P ¢ Operate and Maintain

Improvements

L

e
A, | I

Ogmma st
[T —————T ) - WiT ram)
g
Optma 14
e e . ot 11 e (167 T W rami
Py
i - s g e —— gy
ot s 1L 5487
= e e e . r—rry
Py
S bt L mping BT 51 o
e —— Qe
Y e
[T e—ery
= [—reyy
o firepeen
[ ey p———
- e -
—ea | ¢ ¥ navl =
0 =
[T ———rp—
maans (1014 Py .

foating ¢ | ekl

Certainty

10c. Ability of City to Operate and Maintain
Improvements: Assessment of relative cost and benefit
and ability of city budget to support 9c. Operations and
Maintenance Cost.
* Factors that affect the ability of the city to support the operations
and maintenance of the future roadway are
— Operations and maintenance costs
— Ability of the city to fund the costs

The current assessment is expressed as a range given the
uncertainty of the city to maintain a consistent level of funding
and the relative cost of operations and maintenance for the
various lane configurations types and the street cross sections

Call to the Audience

10 Minutes
Please limit comments to 3 minutes
* Called forward in order received
* CTF members cannot discuss matters raised
* CTF cannot take action on matters raised

¢ CTF members can ask project team to review
an item

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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Next Steps/Roundtable

Jenn Toothaker

¢ Confirm Next Meeting Date

* Next Meeting Date Agenda

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Public Meeting Format Slides

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Preparation for Public Meeting #3

* Public Meeting purpose and desired public input
— Provide information about process to date
* Goals and Performance Measures
 Design alternatives and assessments
* Next steps for project
— Desired public input
¢ Performance Measure priorities

* Recommendations for Street Section Alternatives to study
further

* Major discussion points amongst participants — potential
“points of tension”

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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Possible Schedule Revisions
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Alignment
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Preparation for Public Meeting #3

Proposed Meeting Agenda
— Welcome & Agenda
— CTF Introductions
— Overview Presentation

— Activity / Small Group
Discussions at Tables

— Small Group Report Outs
— CTF Takeaways

— Close

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)
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£

Activity / Small Group Table Discussions
— Time ~ 60-90 minutes
— Table leaders/facilitators to help participants
— Primary input obtained during activity in response to
specific questions (not yet finalized)
— Other likely meeting components would include video
booth, comment cards, and display boards

<

BROADWAY BOULEVARD)

Preparation for Public Meeting #3

¢ Are there any specific ideas about you have
about:
— CTF roles in the event?
— Format of the event or table activities?

— Overall content and discussion?

8/5/2015

Preparation for Public Meeting #3
=
Y

¢ Small Group Exercise Concept
— Review and discuss goals and Performance
Measures
« Initial identification of key Performance
Measures
— Review and discuss Street Section
Elements
* Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit assessments
— Review and discussion of Lane
Configuration Types and Street Section
Alternatives and assessments
« Identify 3 alternatives to study further
— Review and validate key Performance
Measures
— Identify key discussion points

BROADWAY BOULEVARD

Thank You for Coming —
Please Stay in Touch!

Broadway: Euclid to Country Club
Web: www.tucsonaz.gov/broadway
Email: broadway@tucsonaz.gov
Info Line: 520.622.0815

RTA Plan
www.rtamobility.com
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Approved Alignment

(Mayor & Council approved in 2008)
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Downtown Links Project Update
July 2013
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Scope and Schedule

A 1.3 mile long corridor project linking Broadway Boulevard
and I-10 on the north edge of downtown, parallel to the Union
Pacific rail line.

Scope Elements:
2 vehicle lanes in each direction with medians and turn lanes
On-street bike lanes, sidewalks, and separate multi-use path
Major drainage improvements: new Tucson Arroyo culvert
6th Street Underpass at the Union Pacific Railroad
Rail crossing upgrades to establish “ Quiet Zone” eligibility
Links Avenue bridge across 6™ Avenue
9 Avenue deck park with public space, landscaping, art
Native desert landscaping and passive water harvesting
6 Street/6™ Avenue signal upgrade for two-way traffic
Development of an optional Urban Overlay District (UOD)

To be constructed in phases between 2011 and 2021:
«  Phase I: 8" Street Drainage Project, Completed in May 2012
+ Phase lI: St. Mary's Road, I-10 to Church Avenue Project, Under Construction
«  Phase lll: 6™ Street/Links Ave. from Church to Broadway, In Design

Budget

Downtown Links project is in the 20-year RTA plan approved
by voters in 2006. Budget is $76.1 million.

Expenses and Encumbered Funds: $23.8 million
+  HDR Inc. design contract, $6 million
« 8™ Street Drainage Improvements, $7.8 million
+  St. Mary's Roadway Improvements, $8 million
«  Miscellaneous (properties acquired, demolitions, staff hours, etc.), $2 million
Remaining Funds: $52.3 million
Replacement of ADWR monitoring wells, $200,000
6" Ave/6h Street traffic signal for two-way . $300,000
Property acquisition: d relocations (Real Estate Plan), $7.7 million
Property demolitions and environmental clean-up, $500,000
Ph. Il construction, $43.6 million

Phase llI: Church Avenue to
Broadway Boulevard

Design Schedule: 75% plans, October 2013 and 100% plans,
January 2015.

Design Update:

= Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossings: Ongoing coordination for proposed bridge
structure. TDOT to meet with Federal Rail Administration (FRA) & Stakeholders in
August 2013 to discuss infrastructure needs and “Quiet Zone” requirements

Drainage Plans: Remove properties from FEMA floodplain with the completion of
Downtown Links improvements and High School Wash (PCFCD)

9" Avenue Deck Park: Design concept approved by CAC in May 2013. TDOT to
include concept in Phase Ill 75% plans.

Bike and trian Connectivity: CAC subcommittee currently working with TDOT
staff to identify innovative solutions

Public Art: Budget, future art concepts and locations to be discussed in September
2013

Building Demolitions: Stone Transmission building demo to take place mid-July 2013

Property Acquisitions: RTA Board to approve funding in August 2013. Once
approved, Real Estate will begin communications with property owners

8/5/2015

Approved Alignment

(Mayor & Council approved in 2008)

Phase II:
St. Mary’s Road, 1-10 to Church Ave

» On schedule: To be completed in January 2014

» Construction Update:
Major underground drainage and utilities almost complete
Begin construction of north side of roadway in July 2013, including landscape
el nts, final grading and paving
Lane restrictions in place for the duration of the project

Two-way traffic to be maintained except fo sures due tc nstruction
activities

3 - -
-

Union Pacific Railroad
Detailed Issues:

« UPRR requested the 6" Street bridge accommodate 4 rail lines and a steel
superstructure with a cost o million

Downtown property owners and developers want “Quiet Zone” implemented ASAP

TDOT will issue an official memo to M&C and all stakeholders on QZ pro:
following August 7, 2013 Diagnostic Review

“Quiet Zone” is not guaranteed; Will depend on crossing improvements and final FRA
approval

Bicycle advocates want at-grade crossings at 9" and 7th Avenues to remain; TDOT
currently working on design solutions with CAC.

9th Avenue 7th Avenue
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9th Avenue Deck Park Design Concept

Deck Park requested by neighborhood residents to provide better
connectivity to the Downtown area

This design element was necessary to gain community support
for Downtown Links
Related Issues:

Not part of RTA Scope of Work

Funding

Ownership and maintenance of facility

Upcoming Challenges

Union Pacific Railroad: Approval of at-grade crossing plans, “Quiet Zone” approval, and
Sixth Street bridge selection (Steel vs Concrete)

Bicycle and Pedestrian crossings: Develop innovative solutions for routes across railroad
tracks and overall connectivity

Budget: $52.3 million remaining for property acquisitions, demolitions, environmental
clean-up, and Phase Iil corridor construction

Name of New Roadway: Support from Barraza family to name after their father

Schedule: Property acquisitions and Union Pacific permitting are on the critical path and
will dictate the start of construction

Project Team Contact Information
Tom Fisher, TDOT Project Manager (Planning), tom fish ucsonaz.gov

Sam Credio, TDOT Project Manager (Engineering), sam.credio@tucsonaz.gov
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Land Use Planning

Current Issue:
+ Remaining property acquisitions to begin in September once RTA approves funding

+ Downtown Links Urban Overlay District (DLUOD) is being coordinated by City staff with
other downtown L.U.P. efforts: Infill Incentive District, eetcar District

U of A College of Architecture faculty and students assisting with redevelopment concepts
including recent collaborative workshop in D.C. with City staff and design team

WAMO to provide input on future site planning of Citizen's and Steinfeld warehous

Disposal of Sixth Street right-of-way after opening Downtown Lin

Questions

For more information please visit or call:
Project Website - www.downtownlinks.info
Project Info Line - (520) 622-9000
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