October 22, 2013

Dear Ms. Alexander,

As mentioned in the attached cover letter, CDTC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL REVISION NO. XX – CHAPTER 17 BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN AND CHAPTER 18 – PEDESTRIAN FACILITY DESIGN – COMPLETE STREETS PLANNING CHECKLIST.  

As instructed in the EB Clearance Review memo we respectfully, “Agree with Comment” (which “signifies support with substantive issues, but expressing concerns over details which may impair the workability or the completeness of the information issued”) on each of the draft items as indicated below (yellow highlighted text below just reflects draft revised text as shown in the Draft versions of each HDM Chapter): 
1. Comment on Draft Text in Chapter 17 and Potential Opportunities for incorporation of Complete Streets Elements in 1R projects 

Issue: Section 18.5 does not include 1R or maintenance projects.  

Background: Section 17.3 DESIGN APPROVAL DOCUMENTS, states that “Accommodation of bicyclists should be considered at the earliest scoping phases of every project” and goes on to say in the draft text that “The Complete Streets Planning Checklist (Exhibit 18-1 in HDM Chapter 18) must be prepared for the projects identified in HDM Section 18.5. For these projects, the checklist must be initially completed early in scoping and included with the IPP. The checklist should be included as an appendix to the Design Approval Document (DAD).”  Section 18.5 does not include 1R or maintenance projects.  
Comment:  While it is acknowledged that integration of complete streets elements such as travel lane width changes/shoulder widening through restriping, road diets, or accessible curb ramps, may not be appropriate for every maintenance project, these preservation type projects should be examined during project scoping for opportunities to integrate these treatments, some of which are very low cost and more easily implemented. This approach is consistent with the United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations signed on March 11, 2010 which states under Recommended Actions: Improving nonmotorized facilities during maintenance projects: Many transportation agencies spend most of their transportation funding on maintenance rather than on constructing new facilities. Transportation agencies should find ways to make facility improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists during resurfacing and other maintenance projects.
2. Comment on Draft Text in HDM Chapter 17 and Design Guidance in the Current Edition of the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, Fourth edition, 2012 relative to text on wide curb lanes.

Issue – wide curb lanes: Section 17.4.3 Minimum Standards and Guidelines states “the current edition of the AASHTO "Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities" establishes the minimum requirements for the design and construction of bicycle facilities on Department projects.”  However, subsequent text in HDM Chapter 17 could better align with guidelines contained in the current AASHTO guide relative to use of wide curb lanes and potential negative effects. 
Background – wide curb lanes:  The second paragraph of HDM section 17.4.4 Roadway Improvements reads as follows: 

“Roadway improvements that enhance bicycling can be implemented in many highway projects. Use the Complete Streets Planning Checklist (Exhibit 18-1 in HDM Chapter 18) to help identify the need for bicycle facilities. Design alternatives that provide roadway improvements such as adequate shoulders, wide curb lanes or bicycle lanes should be developed and considered. Designers should consult with the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator; and refer to the current AASHTO "Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities", the information provided below, and other sources identified in this chapter. “
Comment – wide curb lanes:  Pages 4-3 and 4-29 of the current AASHTO Guide, 4th edition include the following text, appropriate excerpts of which we respectfully request be included in the revision to HDM Chapter 17 where appropriate:
“4.3.1 Shared Lanes on Major Roadways (Wide Curb/Outside Lanes) 

The provision of wide outside lanes should also be weighed against the likelihood that motorists will travel faster in them and that heavy vehicles (where present) will prefer them to inside lanes, resulting in decreased level of service for bicyclists and pedestrians. When sufficient width is available to provide bike lanes or paved shoulders, they are the preferred facilities on major roadways.”
“4.9. 2 Retrofitting Bicycle Facilities Without Roadway Widening

In many areas, especially built-out urban and suburban areas, physical widening is impractical,

and bicycle facility retrofits have to be done within the existing paved width. There are three

methods of modifying the allocation of roadway space to improve bicyclist accommodation:

1. Reduce or reallocate the width used by travel lanes.

2. Reduce the number of travel lanes.

3. Reconfigure or reduce on-street parking.

In most cases, travel lane widths can be reduced without any significant changes in levels of service for motorists. Before travel lane widths are reduced, an operational study should be per formed to evaluate the impact of a specific lane reconfiguration. One benefit is that Bicycle LOS will be improved. Creating shoulders or bike lanes on roadways can improve pedestrian conditions as well by providing a buffer between the sidewalk and the roadway.”
3. Comment on Draft Text in HDM Chapter 17 and Design Guidance in the Current Edition of the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, Fourth edition, 2012 relative to text on minimum shoulder width.
Issue – minimum shoulder width: HDM Section 17.4.3 Minimum Standards and Guidelines states “the current edition of the AASHTO "Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities" establishes the minimum requirements for the design and construction of bicycle facilities on Department projects.”  However, subsequent text in HDM Chapter 17 could better align with guidelines contained in the current AASHTO guide relative to flexibility to use less than preferred shoulder width in retrofit and other constrained roadway situations. These types of constrained environments are frequently encountered presenting a typical situation in this era of “preservation first” projects, as well as constrained right of ways in reconstruction projects where roadway widening is often not feasible. The current AASHTO guidance presents flexibility to stripe shoulders without having to rely on the standard shared wide curb lane as the preferred method for accommodating bicyclists in these contexts.  
Background – minimum shoulder width:  HDM Section 17.4.5 Shoulders reads: “Shoulders that are well designed for bicycling will also have maintenance, safety and other benefits that affect other highway users. AASHTO defines paved shoulders, together with the adjacent travel lane, as shared use facilities on roadways where bicycling is permitted. When the Complete Streets Planning Checklist (HDM Exhibit 18-1) or Design Approval Document indicates a need to design shoulders on a project to specifically accommodate bicycling, the shoulder width should be a minimum of 1.2 m.”
Comment – minimum shoulder widths: Page 4-28 of the current AASHTO Guide, 4th edition includes the following text, appropriate excerpts of which we respectfully request be included in the revision to HDM Chapter 17 where appropriate:

“4.9 RETROFITTING BICYCLE FACILITIESON EXISTING STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

“When retrofitting roads for bicycle facilities, the width guidelines for bike lanes and paved shoulders (see Sections 4.5 and 4.6.4) should be applied. However, undesignated paved shoulders can improve conditions for bicyclists on constrained roadways where obtaining the preferred shoulder widths is not practical. In these situations, a minimum of 3ft (0.9 m) of operating space should be provided between the edge line and gutter joint (where curb and gutter is used), or a minimum of 4ft (1.2 m) of operating space between the edge line and the edge of paved shoulder (where no curb is present) or the curb face (where curb is used without a gutter).”
“However, from the standpoint of accommodating bicyclists, it is generally preferable in retrofit situations to provide 3 to 4 ft (0.9 to 1.2 m) paved shoulder than to provide a narrower paved shoulder. Thus, in a retrofit situation, where the total width of the existing outside lane is 14ft (4.3 m), it would generally be preferable for bicyclists to provide either a 10 to 11 ft (3.0 to 3.3 m) travel lane and a 3 to 4ft (0.9 to 1.2 m) paved shoulder or to leave the 14ft (4.3 m) outside lane width unchanged. By contrast, providing a 12ft (3.6 m) travel lane and a 2ft (0.6 m) shoulder provides limited space to ride and places bicyclists at a distinct disadvantage in comparison to the other alternatives.”
4. Comment on Text in HDM Chapter 18 and Potential Opportunities for incorporation of Complete Streets Elements in 1R projects 

Issue: HDM Section 18.5 does not include 1R or maintenance projects.  

Background: HDM Exhibit 18-1 Complete Streets Planning Checklist page 2 Notes: 
1. This checklist is intended for projects that are beyond maintenance (e.g., 2R, 3R, 4R, new construction, intersection reconstruction, bridge replacement, superstructure replacement, and major bridge rehabilitation), This checklist is to be included with the IPP and the Design Approval Document. 
2. For maintenance projects (e.g., 1R projects-- resurfacing and pavement recycling), use the ADA and Road Safety Assessment Checklist in HDM Chapter 7 in place of this checklist. 
Comment: We acknowledge that the NYS Complete Streets Act does not explicitly require consideration of complete streets elements for maintenance projects. However, as mentioned above, in this era of “preservation first” type projects and funding constraints, every opportunity to integrate lower cost and more easily implemented complete streets elements into projects should be sought.  It is also acknowledged that this may be easier for elements that improve bicycling conditions and more difficult for pedestrian improvements.  However, we respectfully request that the draft language in HDM Section 18.5 and the accompanying checklist be revised to include text acknowledging that opportunities should be sought for Complete Streets elements incorporation into 1R projects as appropriate.  

5. Comment on Draft HDM Exhibit 18-1 Complete Streets Planning Checklist Question 26
Issue: As currently written, Exhibit 18-1 Question 26 road diet AADT threshold may discourage use of this FHWA proven safety countermeasure. 

Background:  HDM Exhibit 18-1 Complete Streets Planning Checklist, Question 26. Asks if the highway is “an undivided 4 lane section in an urban or suburban setting with narrow shoulders, no center turn lanes, and existing AADT <12,000 vehicles per day that should be evaluated for a road diet?”
Section 4.9.2 Retrofitting Bicycle Facilities Without Roadway Widening, Page 4-32 of the current AASHTO Guide, 4th edition includes the following language: 

“Four-lane undivided streets with traffic volumes less than 15,000 vehicles per day are candidates for four-lane to three-lane conversion; streets with higher volumes usually need a more detailed engineering study that includes recommendations for signal timing changes and other enhancements at intersections. There are many examples of four-lane to three-lane conversions with 15,000 to 20,000 vehicles per day and a few examples where converted streets are carrying over 20,000 vehicles per day (5).”
Comment:  Question 26 should be revised to replace “12,000 vehicles per day” with the AASHTO guide threshold of 15,000 vehicles per day.  Mention should also be made in that question referencing the AASHTO guide language that indicates higher volume roadways could also be candidates but after a more detailed engineering study (for roadways with daily volumes between 15,000 to 20,000). 

6. Comment on Draft HDM Exhibit 18-1 Complete Streets Planning Checklist Question 5
Rather than ask if there’s a higher than statewide average (as NYS is high due to NYC skew) can the question be rephrased to ask if there is an accident trend or high exposure rate for pedestrians and/or bicyclists compared to traffic volumes? 
7. Comment on Draft HDM Exhibit 18-1 Complete Streets Planning Checklist 
We suggest that an additional question be added to the checklist: Does the municipality or municipalities in which the project is proposed have an adopted complete street policy?
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