
Notice:  Due to Building Security, public entrance during non-business hours is through the Police 
Department—Pierce St. Entrance only.  Individuals with disabilities requiring assistance to enter the building should 
request aid via the intercom system at the parking lot entrance gate on Henrietta St. 
 
Persons with disabilities that may require assistance for effective participation in this public meeting should contact 
the City Clerk’s Office at the number (248) 530-1880, or (248) 644-5115 (for the hearing impaired) at least one day 
before the meeting to request help in mobility, visual, hearing, or other assistance. 
 
Las personas con incapacidad que requieren algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión pública deben 
ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-1800 o al (248) 644-5115 (para 
enos un dia antes de la reunión para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964). 

 
 

MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
THURSDAY, MAY 3, 2018 

6:00 PM 
CITY COMMISSION ROOM 

151 MARTIN STREET, BIRMINGHAM 
 
 
 
 

1. Roll Call 
 

2. Introductions  
 

3. Review of the Agenda 
 

4. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of  April 5, 2018 
 

5. Residential Street Widths 
 

6. Rail District Standard Bike Rack & Locations 
 

7. Bus Shelter Location Priorities 
 

8. Complete Streets Training Session 
 

9. Meeting Open to the Public for items not on the Agenda 
 

10. Miscellaneous Communications  
 

11. Next Meeting – June 7, 2018 
 

12. Adjournment 



 

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

THURSDAY, APRIL 5, 2018 
 

City Commission Room 
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 

 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Multi-Modal Transportation 
Board held Thursday, April 5, 2018.   
 
Chairperson Vionna Adams convened the meeting at 6:03 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Chairperson Vionna Adams; Board Members Lara Edwards, Amy Folberg, 

Daniel Isaksen, Katie Schafer 
Also  
Present:  Alternate Board Member  
 
Absent: Board Members Daniel Rontal, Johanna Slanga, Michael Surnow  
 
Administration:  Lauren Chapman, Asst. Planner 
  Jana Ecker, Planning Director 

Austin Fletcher, Asst. City Engineer 
Scott Grewe, Police Dept. Commander 

  Paul O'Meara, City Engineer 
  Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 
     
Also Present: Brad Strader from MKSK 

 
Mr. O'Meara announced that Andy Lawson has retired from the board. Katie Schafer 
volunteered to take his position and was appointed as the pedestrian advocate. 
 
2. INTRODUCTIONS (none) 
 
3. REVIEW AGENDA (no change) 
 
4.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MMTB MEETING OF MARCH 1, 2018 
 
Motion by Ms. Folberg 
Seconded by Mr. Isaksen to accept the MMTB Minutes of March 1, 2018 as 
presented. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
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VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Folberg, Isaksen, Adams, Edwards, Schafer 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Rontal, Slanga, Surnow 
 
5. RESIDENTIAL STREET WIDTHS  
 
Mr. O'Meara recalled the Multi-Modal Transportation Board ("MMTB") recently reviewed 
conceptual designs for three local streets planned for reconstruction in 2018. A public 
hearing was held, and a final recommendation for the streets was passed on to the City 
Commission on a vote of 4-3. At the public hearing, several residents appeared before 
the board asking that Bennaville Ave. not be reduced in width (as proposed). A smaller 
number of residents appeared asking that the block of Chapin Ave. east of Cummings 
St. also not be reduced in width.  
 
When the City Commission reviewed the issue at their meeting of January 22, 2018, 
after much discussion they endorsed the recommendations of the MMTB, also on a vote 
of 4-3. As a part of the discussion, the Commission expressed confusion as to what the 
City’s policy is for determining the width of a new street. As a result, the MMTB was 
asked to study the issue in further detail, and to send information and policy direction 
back to the Commission.  
 
At the MMTB meeting on March 1, 2018, the board identified the goals for identifying a 
standard road width for residential roads, which include:  
• Functionality;  
• Consistency; 
• Accident reduction;  
• Traffic calming;  
• Expediency in planning and engineering; and/or  
• Infrastructure costs. 
 
MKSK and F & V reviewed the national standards and best practices from a variety of 
sources regarding the recommended residential street width. The board directed staff to 
draft general standards for residential street widths, and to present criteria that could be 
used to determine if an exception should be granted. Accordingly, three options have 
been prepared for the board's consideration.  
 
Mr. Strader said the options are about 85% similar.  Hopefully the items the board is 
looking for have been captured in one or more of the options.  Option 1 that was 
prepared by MKSK states that the design standard shall be 26 ft. wide.  It describes 
what a "Yield" or "Courtesy Street" is and then the factors for a variation from that. 
 
Mr. O'Meara explained that Option 2 came from Ms. Ecker. She created a hybrid based 
on taking his ideas and Mr. Strader's ideas and adding separate categories for a new 
street that hasn't existed yet; rebuilding a previously paved street; and an existing street 
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that has never had curbs.  The one big difference is if a street is 26 to 28 ft. it wouldn't 
have to be changed to be 26 ft.     
 
Option 3 was summarized by Mr. O'Meara.  If a street is 26 or 28 ft., the 
recommendation is to put it back to the same width.  Mr. Strader noted there really isn't 
that much difference between 28 and 26 ft.  If the street is already built to one of those 
standards, just replace that standard.  After comments from Ms. Folberg, it was agreed 
to remove the standard that cul-de-sacs or dead-end streets be reduced to 24 ft. in 
width. There was also questions relative to the distinction for a long block vs. shorter 
blocks.  If a change from existing or other than 26 ft. is proposed, a survey to all 
property owners to comment to the MMTB is required before the public hearing. 
 
Instances where streets have a lot of people parking versus those where there is almost 
no parking demand were considered.  Ms. Folberg suggested if the street is between 26 
and 28 ft., move forward with that unless there have been complaints about traffic or 
speeding. 
 
Ms. Schafer talked about the phenomenon of people creating parking spaces within the 
right-of-way on unimproved streets.  Mr. O'Meara thought that people feel it is 
dangerous to park in the actual pavement because it is usually only 20 ft. wide. This is 
allowed in the City if the street is uncurbed.  He added that when streets get rebuilt with 
curbs, those parking areas are required to be removed. 
 
In terms of notification to the residents, the board liked the idea of putting up a 
sandwich board at the entrance/exit to the neighborhood.   
 
With regard to rebuilding a street, Ms. Folberg said she would tend to go with what 
people want except when those decisions are not based on urban planning practices and 
engineering standards and guidelines.  Mr. O'Meara added it would help to have initial 
conversation with the board to identify where they want to go.  Data could then be 
collected from the survey and outreach conducted in a second meeting prior to the 
public hearing in order to be well prepared.  
 
Ms. Folberg said as part of the public survey, people should be educated about the 
reason for the proposal. Mr. Strader added maybe they ought to insert a preamble to 
the proposal saying the City understands all of the residents' concerns but the standards 
are based on nationally accepted design manuals; the fire code; consideration of safety 
for pedestrians and bicyclists; reducing crashes and appropriate speeds; and emergency 
exits. That would form the intent and basis for the proposal. 
 
Mr. O'Meara confirmed that Ms. Ecker, Mr. Strader and he would sit down and 
consolidate the three options into one document. 
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6. BICYCLE RACK PLACEMENT - PHASE 4  
 
Overview of Program  
Ms. Chapman recalled that on April 9, 2012, the City Commission approved the 
Downtown Bicycle Parking Plan. The plan consists of three phases that call for the 
installation of 101 bike racks at 80 different locations. Nearly all of the racks that the 
City Commission approved in the Downtown Bicycle Parking Plan have been installed. 
Nine of the Phase 3 racks are proposed to be located within the boundaries of the Old 
Woodward reconstruction project area. The board will review those locations closer to 
the end of the construction.  
 
Phase 4 
In the 2017-2018 budget the City Commission approved allocating $15,000 for the 
installation of additional bike racks. City staff has identified locations for 36 bike racks 
throughout the City. Thirty-six racks were ordered from the approved vendor and one 
has already been installed. The total cost of the racks was $5,805. At this time, staff is 
requesting location approval for this round of bike racks. Several of the locations 
proposed are in the Triangle District.  
 
The MMTB recommended the Loop bike rack to be standard for the Triangle District. 
Four of the locations are on the west side of S Adams. The west side of the street is 
outside of the official boundaries of the Triangle District. City staff recommends that the 
same racks be used on both sides of the road.  Presented is a list and a map of 
proposed locations for new racks.  
 
Ms. Edwards thought the Rail District would be an opportunity to do something that 
stands out as a totally different aesthetic.  She would be comfortable with the racks in 
Kenning Park being postponed and the ones in front of business to be different.     
 
Motion by Mr. Isaksen 
Seconded by Ms. Edwards to recommend approval of the installation of 17 
permanent bike racks to the City Commission as proposed on the attached 
chart excluding the sites to the east of Eton and the site at E. Maple Rd. and 
Eton. as part of Phase 4 of the City’s Bicycle Parking Plan. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Isaksen, Edwards, Adams, Folberg, Schafer 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Rontal, Slanga, Surnow  
 
Ms. Chapman noted this matter will not go to the City Commission until it is completed. 
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7. BICYCLE MAINTENANCE STATIONS 
 
Ms. Chapman advised the City Commission has allocated $15,000 for bicycle parking in 
the FY 17-18 budget. City staff identified locations for 36 new bike racks, and the total 
cost of the racks for two different models was $9,655. This leaves $5,345 in the budget 
to spend.  
 
City staff would like the MMTB to consider using some of the remaining funds for bicycle 
maintenance stations. The Multi-Modal Transportation Plan recommends the City provide 
active transportation hubs at key locations around town such as Booth Park, Quarton 
Lake Park, City Hall, and in the Rail District. Ms. Chapman thought the stations could be 
placed in Shain Park near City Hall and in Kenning Park in the Rail District as well as in 
Booth Park and Quarton Lake Park. There is one maintenance station in the Rail District 
already and it is at Griffin Claw, installed by them.  It is the Fixit style in a dark green 
color along with an air pump. 
 
Active transportation hubs assist people who are already walking and/or bicycling to find 
community resources and introduce people to new walking and bicycling opportunities. 
The Multi-Modal Transportation Plan describes Active Transportation Hubs as including 
among other amenities a bicycle maintenance station with air pump.  City staff believes 
that installing bicycle maintenance stations would be an important step in encouraging 
and accommodating bikes as a transportation mode and establishing active 
transportation hubs. 
 
Ms. Chapman reported on the features and pricing of four different models of bike 
maintenance stations. They all include commonly used tools for simple bike 
maintenance. 
 
Board members agreed that a sign on the maintenance station would create some public 
awareness about its purpose.    
 
She recommended the Fixit and the Air Kit 2 due to the products’ low costs, previous 
use in the City, and simple and clean aesthetics.  If the board chooses the 
recommended products, the total cost of four of each of the products plus shipping and 
taxes would be $4,642, bringing the total for bike racks (Triangle and City standard), 
bicycle maintenance stations, concrete pads, and air pumps to $13,830. This leaves 
$541 available to spend on additional accessories, racks, or signage. 
 
Motion by Ms. Edwards 
Seconded by Ms. Folberg to recommend to the City Commission that the Fixit 
bicycle maintenance stand with a Hunter Green powder coat finish be the 
new standard bicycle maintenance stand for the City.  
 
AND 
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To recommend to the City Commission that the Air Kit 2 public bike pump 
with a Hunter Green powder coat finish be the new standard public bike 
pump for the City.  
 
AND 
 
To recommend to the City Commission approval of the purchase and 
installation of four bicycle repair stations, four air pumps and 4 Dero bike 
repair signs at: Booth Park, Quarton Lake Park, Shain Park, and Kenning Park. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Edwards, Folberg, Adams, Isaksen, Schafer 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Rontal, Slanga, Surnow 
 
8.  ELM ST. PARKING SPACE 
 
Mr. O'Meara recalled that in December, 2016, the Multi-Modal Transportation Board 
(MMTB) reviewed a request from a resident of the adjacent All Seasons senior living 
facility to remove the first marked parking space on Elm St. south of Maple Rd. The 
resident referenced that the location of the space made it difficult for vehicles to drive 
southbound off of Maple Rd. when northbound vehicles are in the same area waiting for 
the signal to turn green.  
 
Staff and F&V reviewed the issue and agreed that the parking space was making it 
difficult for vehicles to turn safely off of Maple Rd. and proceed south during times of 
high traffic demand. The board made a recommendation to remove the space, which 
was approved by the City Commission.  
 
Staff has now received a request from a different resident within the All Seasons 
property asking that the City consider removing the second parking space south of 
Maple Rd. The space is located directly across the street from the main entrance to the 
All Seasons parking lot. The resident is indicating that it is difficult to turn in and out of 
the facility due to the parking space.  
 
After review internally by all three City departments, staff agrees that the removal of 
this parking space may be problematic. It is clear that there is a demand for the ability 
to park here, as street parking is often occupied in this neighborhood. Further, there are 
other areas where private driveways meet the street and parking is legal on the opposite 
side of the street. Removal of the parking space here may lead to additional such 
requests in the future. If the board agrees, it is suggested that a public hearing be 
scheduled for the next meeting of the MMTB and that all owners and tenants within a 
300 ft. radius of the parking space be notified about the discussion. Getting input from 
the stakeholders in the area will help determine the best direction to pursue on this 
issue. 



Multi-Modal Transportation Board Proceedings 
April 5, 2018 
Page 7 
 
Mr. Isaksen wondered if this even warrants the trouble and expense of contacting the 
neighborhood and holding a public hearing.  Commander Grewe said he is looking for 
direction from the board to go forward or to just deny the one request.  Several board 
members expressed that they are not hugely sympathetic to it.  Commander Grewe said 
an important thing to note when they talked about driveways in the past is that there 
has always been a concern about backing out of the driveway and having a car directly 
behind.  No one will be backing out of the main entrance to All Seasons.   
 
Motion by Ms. Edwards 
Seconded by Ms. Folberg to respectfully reject the request for removal of 
theparking place at 160 Elm St. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Edwards, Folberg, Adams. Isaksen, Schafer 
Nays:  No 
Absent:  Rontal, Slanga, Surnow 
 
9.  MAPLE AND COOLIDGE CROSSWALK IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Mr. O'Meara reported that every year, the Engineering Dept. conducts an inspection of 
all City sidewalks within a certain residential area of the City, as well as one-fourth of 
the Central Business District. Once defects are located, staff then assembles a contract 
bidding document, and solicits bids to address the defects. 
 
For 2018, the residential area being inspected is north of Maple Rd., extending from 
Adams Rd. to Coolidge Hwy. During the inspection, defects were noted in the area of 
the handicap ramp located at the intersection of Maple Rd. and Coolidge Hwy. Once a 
defect has been noted in a handicap ramp area, the City is required by federal law to 
remove and replace the ramps to ensure that they meet current code requirements 
within the Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA").  
 
The current crosswalks have several issues; therefore, a major change is proposed. 
Problems noted (other than the defective concrete) include the diagonal angle of the 
crosswalks, and the misalignment of the north leg crosswalk in relation to the adjacent 
median island. The intent is to work with the Telecom provider to get their fiber optic 
obstacles out of the way so the ramp can be installed where it should be.  
 
With respect to the intersection as a whole, only 25% of it is located within the City of 
Birmingham, with the remainder being in the City of Troy. In the case of both of the 
adjacent segments of both streets,  Birmingham has joint jurisdiction with Troy. After 
reviewing the issue with Troy, it was confirmed that they have no current plans for 
changes or improvements to the intersection.  
 
A plan has been prepared that improves the condition of the crosswalks extending 
across the north and west legs of the intersection. Improvements include:  



Multi-Modal Transportation Board Proceedings 
April 5, 2018 
Page 8 
 
 
1. Installing two separate handicap ramps, and removing the current joint ramp, so that 
both crosswalks can be remarked at a straight right angle to the streets. This will reduce 
the total length of time that a pedestrian needs to be in the street when crossing either 
of these streets.   
 
2. Reconstructing the south end of the median island to ensure that it is ADA compliant, 
and to allow it to be better used for a refuge in the event a pedestrian is required to 
wait in the middle between signal cycles.  
 
3. Improving crosswalk pavement markings using the City’s current crosswalk marking 
standards. These changes will be implemented by the sidewalk contractor hired by the 
City sometime during the 2018 construction season. All work will be done in accordance 
with current ADA and City of Birmingham standards. 
 
10. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ONTHE AGENDA 
 (no public was present)  
 
11. MISCELLANEOUS COMMUNICATIONS (none) 
 
   
12. NEXT MEETING MAY 3, 2018 at 6 p.m. 
 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 
No further business being evident, the board members adjourned at 7:24 p.m. 
 
 
            
     Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
      
            
     Paul O'Meara, City Engineer 
 
 
 



MEMORANDUM 
Engineering Dept. 

Planning Department 
Police Dept. 

 
DATE:   April 27, 2018 
 
TO:   Multi-Modal Transportation Board 
 
FROM:  Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
   Scott Grewe, Police Dept. 
   Paul O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Residential Street Width Standards 
 
 
The Multi-Modal Transportation Board (MMTB) recently reviewed conceptual designs for three 
local streets planned for reconstruction in 2018.  A public hearing was held, and a final 
recommendation for the streets was passed on to the City Commission on a vote of 4-3.  As you 
may recall, at the public hearing, several residents appeared before the Board asking that 
Bennaville Ave. not be reduced in width (as proposed).  A smaller number of residents 
appeared asking that the block of Chapin Ave. east of Cummings St. also not be reduced in 
width. 
 
When the City Commission reviewed the issue at their meeting of January 22, 2018 several 
residents again appeared on behalf of Bennaville Ave., and additional residents appeared on 
behalf of the one block of Chapin Ave.  After much discussion, the City Commission endorsed 
the recommendations of the MMTB, also on a vote of 4-3.  As a part of the discussion, the 
Commission expressed confusion as to what the City’s policy is for determining the width of a 
new street.  As a result, the MMTB was asked to study the issue in further detail, and send 
information and policy direction back to the Commission.   
 
At the MMTB meeting on March 1, 2018, the board identified the goals for identifying a 
standard road width for residential roads, which include: 

• Functionality;  
• Consistency;  
• Accident reduction;  
• Traffic calming;  
• Expediency in planning and engineering; and/or 
• Infrastructure costs.   

 
MKSK and F & V reviewed the national standards and best practices from a variety of sources 
regarding the recommended residential street width.  Much discussion ensued, and the board 
directed staff to draft general standards for residential street widths, and to present criteria that 
could be used to determine if an exception should be granted.  The board discussed the fact 
that there does not need to be a uniform street width standard, but there may be factors to 



permit modifications for different types or roads or in different development conditions.  A copy 
of the memo and research from the March MMTB meeting is attached for reference. 
 
On April 5, 2018, the MMTB discussed three different options for residential street width 
standards.  After much discussion, the MMTB directed staff to consolidate the options into a 
final version, including a preamble regarding the intent of the residential street width standards, 
establishing standards for improved and unimproved streets, establishing objective criteria to be 
met in order for a variance from the standards, and provisions for notifying the public and 
obtaining public input when existing street widths are recommended for change. 
 
Please find attached the consolidated draft of the proposed standards and criteria for variance 
from the standards.  Both the written out standards and the flow chart are proposed together 
to clarify the decision-making process.  Meeting minutes are also attached for your review. 
 
Suggested Action: 
 
To recommend approval to the City Commission of the revised Residential Street Width 
Standards. 
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BIRMINGHAM RESIDENTIAL STREET DESIGN STANDARDS 

 

INTENT: The purpose of these standards is to provide consistent street widths throughout the city but 
with flexibility for very specific situations. These standards are based on residential street design 
recommendations published by AASHTO, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the Urban Land 
Institute (ULI), the Congress for New Urbanism, NACTO and those used by peer cities. Using those 
standards as a base, these standards are also based on emergency response access, winter weather, the 
existing street widths in the city, and the characteristics of different neighborhoods in the city.  

These widths typically allow for parking along both sides of the street with room for a vehicle to pass in 
one direction. When there is opposing traffic (vehicles going both ways) one of the motorists will need 
to yield to the other.  This is commonly classified as a “Yield” or “Courtesy” Street. 

STREET DESIGN STANDARDS (see also attached flow chart):  

1. NEW AND EXISTING, UNIMPROVED RESIDENTIAL STREETS THAT ARE BEING IMPROVED 
When streets are improved or newly constructed, the standards below shall be strictly applied: 

a. Standard Streets: 26 ft. in width from curb to curb.  
b. If the right-of-way is less than 50 ft., the street width shall be a minimum of 20 ft. with 

parking allowed on one side only (generally the side without fire hydrants).  
 

2. EXISTING, IMPROVED RESIDENTIAL STREETS 
When previously built streets are reconstructed, this standard shall generally be applied. 
Exceptions may be considered when factors, such as those described in Section 4, are evident. 

Standard Streets: 26 ft. in width from curb to curb.  
Existing Street is 28 feet or less in width: If existing street width is 28 ft. or less in width, 
street shall generally be reconstructed at the existing width.  
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3. PUBLIC NOTICE AND PUBLIC HEARING  
 
Whenever there is a street project where a change in the existing width is being considered, the 
Multi-Modal Transportation Board shall have a Public Hearing to inform residents of the project 
and provide an opportunity for comment.  The City shall post a sign along the street that 
announces street project.  Design details shall be advertised and posted on the City’s website.  If 
residents express a desire for a non-standard street width at a public meeting or through a 
public survey of street residents, those preferences shall be considered.  However, engineering 
or safety factors listed in Section 4 must also be present to support a design exception.  
 

4. EXCEPTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE WIDTH STANDARDS Any modification must be 
consistent with the Intent of these standards and the engineering publications upon which they 
are based. Street width exceptions may only be approved to a minimum of 20 ft. and a 
maximum of 30ft.  Modifications to street widths may only be considered if one or more of the 
following conditions exist:   
   

a. High or low frequency of use of on-street parking.  When surveyed on-street parking is 
utilized 15% or less overnight, the width may be reduced.  When parking density is 
classified as highly utilized, defined as over 25% occupancy throughout the day or more 
than 50% of the available curb space used overnight, the width may be increased. For 
calculation of parking, a minimum length of 22 ft. shall be used and not include 
driveways, spaces adjacent to fire hydrants, or other locations where parking is not 
allowed.  

b. Daily traffic volumes exceed 1500 vehicles. 
c. The street is a published school bus route used by the Birmingham Public Schools or is a 

frequent emergency response route. 
d. Street is adjacent to a school, church, City park, multiple-family residential 

development, or other use with access that generates higher traffic volumes.  
e. Presence of street trees, especially healthy, mature trees, such that rebuilding the road 

as proposed would result in the removal of two or more trees.    
f. A speed study confirms that the 85th percentile speed is more than 5 miles per hour over 

the posted speed limit and/or city police or engineering departments have documented 
operational or safety concerns related to traffic patterns along the street.  

g. Street may be as narrow as 20 ft. with parking on one side only if right-of-way is less 
than 50 ft.  If street width is less than 
 

5. BOULEVARD STREETS 
Reconstruction of streets with a boulevard, median, or other unique design feature, shall be 
reconstructed to match the current configuration unless geometric changes are needed based 
on safety or engineering analysis. 
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5. RESIDENTIAL STREET WIDTHS  

Mr. O'Meara recalled that recently the MMTB reviewed conceptual designs for three local streets 
planned for reconstruction in 2018. A public hearing was held, and a final recommendation for 
the streets was passed on to the City Commission on a vote of 4-3. At the public hearing, 
several residents appeared before the board asking that Bennaville Ave. not be reduced in 
width (as proposed). A smaller number of residents appeared asking that the block of Chapin 
Ave. east of Cummings St. also not be reduced in width. 

When the City Commission reviewed the issue at their meeting of January 22, 2018, several 
residents again appeared on behalf of Bennaville Ave., and additional residents appeared on 
behalf of the one block of Chapin Ave. After much discussion, the City Commission endorsed 
the recommendations of the MMTB, also on a vote of 4-3. As a result, the Commission asked 
the MMTB to study the City's policy of street widths in detail, and to send information and policy 
direction back to the Commission.  

Staff summarized some of the paving history.  Going back to 1977, streets were typically paved 
at 28 ft. between the two curb faces.  When Andres Duany came to town in 1996 he advocated 
going down to 26 ft. and after extensive discussion the City Commission agreed to adopt 26 ft. 
as the standard road width with parking on both sides.  That policy has been working well. 

Unimproved Streets 

From Staff's perspective, the current standards for unimproved streets have worked well.  The 
current street width policy has been followed and very few if any complaints have been 
received from residents.  Residential sections have been built at 26 ft. and commercial sections 
have been built at 36 ft. 

Improved Streets 

Historically, streets were rebuilt to match the conditions the width constructed previously.  
Reconstruction offers the opportunity to review the current conditions in light of current 
standards and consider if there is a potential need for change.  Issues to consider include the 
following: 

• Multi-Modal Improvements - If there are no specific recommendations in the Master 
Plan, the board will discuss improvements that can be included that would bring multi-
modal improvements. 

• Neighborhood Density - The board also considers the extent to which the land uses and 
density of uses on the street impact parking demand. 

• Owner Preference - While the City may have established guidelines and attempted to 
follow current best practices in the industry, the property owners living on the street 



often have preferences that are counter to the direction that best practice standards 
would dictate. 

• Right-of Way - If the right-of-way is less than 50 ft., the board may consider a narrower 
street in order to provide the required space for City sidewalks and street trees. 

• Traffic Issues - The board will conduct a review of the history of traffic issues on a 
street, which typically includes a review of speeding and cut-through traffic complaints. 

• Trees - If a street has mature trees that can be damaged or require removal during a 
street reconstruction project, these factors need to be considered. 

 
Brad Strader from MKSK summarized their research on national standards and best practices for 
residential street design and provided it for the board's consideration. 

Mr. Strader said they looked at publications by the Transportation Research Board, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, National Association of City Transportation 
Officials ("NACTO"), and AASHTO.  The 26 ft. pavement width used in Birmingham since 1996 
seems to be the most common.  An additional standard to be considered along with those 
named by Mr. O'Meara is that if the road is a transit route with busses, another foot of width is 
required. 

Mr. Strader explained that NACTO is a more progressive city-oriented guide that is used by 
engineers and generally preferred by urban planners.  They recommend a travel lane width of 
9.5 to 10 ft. for urban areas.  AASHTO covers all the roads in the country and recommends that 
travel lanes be at least 10 ft. wide and where feasbile,11 ft. or wider. They describe a 26 ft. 
wide pavement as a typical curb-to-curb dimension for residential streets. However, on a 
collector route such as Eton Rd., NACTO and AASHTO both recommend a wider lane.  

The general findings are: 

• Presence of on-street parking lowers speeds.  If there is no on-street parking, speeds 
are higher; 

• Block length, density, setbacks, street trees, traffic calming measures or how the road is 
designed influence both speed, safety, and also the volumes. 

 
Ms. Ecker stated that the Fire Dept.'s widest tower truck is 10 ft. in width. 

Ms. Edwards thought that the board might want to consider calling one of the current 
conditions "Parking Density" rather than "Neighborhood Density." 

Dr. Rontal felt it would be instructive to look at the effective curb distance in the wintertime.  
Also, to consider the option of having alternating one side only parking. 

Mr. Isaksen suggested that if a street isn't on the neighborhood connector route, maybe it 
deserves different treatment.  Ms. Ecker added that the average residential street probably 
won't have a lot of bike improvements. 



Ms. Slanga noted that the average life span of the streets is 60-90 years. She wondered if there 
has been futuring on what happens when different modes of transportation are adopted. The 
future is dynamic and the City should recognize that.   

Mr. Strader responded the general feeling is that the transition of the fleet will occur over 20 
years but it is unknown what the vehicles will be or how they will change our streets. Most of 
the current feeling is that autonomous vehicles will mean the amount of vehicles moving around 
will go up instead of down, but there will be less demand on parking.  Also, there will be more 
curbside activity with vehicles hovering or people waiting.  Over time, that might sacrifice some 
on-street parking. 

Mr. Isaksen said it seems the low traffic residential streets that are the topic of today's 
discussion are least sensitive to changes in transportation modes.  Whereas, the big arterial 
roads will be the ones most impacted by such a change when it occurs.  Mr. Strader did not 
think it would change the curb-to-curb, but it might change the management of the parking 
along the street edge. 

It was discussed that an additional criterion to consider when deciding whether or not to 
change a residential road width would be a unique land use, such as a school, historical 
neighborhood, etc. Mr. O'Meara noted there is currently a policy of 26 ft. for newly built roads.  
However, there never has been a specific policy on rebuilding existing roads. Ms. Ecker added 
there might be different standards for unimproved roads to go to improved, versus roads that 
are already improved.  So that everyone doesn't have their own different idea of what should 
be done, standards will help the City, along with having criteria to make it clear when to vary 
from the standard. 

Mr. Strader suggested the consultants work with staff to put together a packet of what a 
general standard might look like, how it might be modified, along with the factors to consider 
and what qualifications are needed to meet those factors.  He did not think continuing research 
would be that valuable. All were in agreement. 
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5. RESIDENTIAL STREET WIDTHS  

Mr. O'Meara recalled the Multi-Modal Transportation Board ("MMTB") recently reviewed 
conceptual designs for three local streets planned for reconstruction in 2018. A public hearing 
was held, and a final recommendation for the streets was passed on to the City Commission on 
a vote of 4-3. At the public hearing, several residents appeared before the board asking that 
Bennaville Ave. not be reduced in width (as proposed). A smaller number of residents appeared 
asking that the block of Chapin Ave. east of Cummings St. also not be reduced in width.  

When the City Commission reviewed the issue at their meeting of January 22, 2018, after much 
discussion they endorsed the recommendations of the MMTB, also on a vote of 4-3. As a part of 
the discussion, the Commission expressed confusion as to what the City’s policy is for 
determining the width of a new street. As a result, the MMTB was asked to study the issue in 
further detail, and to send information and policy direction back to the Commission.  

At the MMTB meeting on March 1, 2018, the board identified the goals for identifying a 
standard road width for residential roads, which include:  

• Functionality;  
• Consistency; 
• Accident reduction;  
• Traffic calming;  
• Expediency in planning and engineering; and/or  
• Infrastructure costs. 
 
MKSK and F & V reviewed the national standards and best practices from a variety of sources 
regarding the recommended residential street width. The board directed staff to draft general 
standards for residential street widths, and to present criteria that could be used to determine if 
an exception should be granted. Accordingly, three options have been prepared for the board's 
consideration.  

Mr. Strader said the options are about 85% similar.  Hopefully the items the board is looking for 
have been captured in one or more of the options.  Option 1 that was prepared by MKSK states 
that the design standard shall be 26 ft. wide.  It describes what a "Yield" or "Courtesy Street" is 
and then the factors for a variation from that. 

Mr. O'Meara explained that Option 2 came from Ms. Ecker. She created a hybrid based on 
taking his ideas and Mr. Strader's ideas and adding separate categories for a new street that 
hasn't existed yet; rebuilding a previously paved street; and an existing street that has never 



had curbs.  The one big difference is if a street is 26 to 28 ft. it wouldn't have to be changed to 
be 26 ft.     

Option 3 was summarized by Mr. O'Meara.  If a street is 26 or 28 ft., the recommendation is to 
put it back to the same width.  Mr. Strader noted there really isn't that much difference 
between 28 and 26 ft.  If the street is already built to one of those standards, just replace that 
standard.  After comments from Ms. Folberg, it was agreed to remove the standard that cul-de-
sacs or dead-end streets be reduced to 24 ft. in width. There was also questions relative to the 
distinction for a long block vs. shorter blocks.  If a change from existing or other than 26 ft. is 
proposed, a survey to all property owners to comment to the MMTB is required before the 
public hearing. 

Instances where streets have a lot of people parking versus those where there is almost no 
parking demand were considered.  Ms. Folberg suggested if the street is between 26 and 28 ft., 
move forward with that unless there have been complaints about traffic or speeding. 

Ms. Schafer talked about the phenomenon of people creating parking spaces within the right-of-
way on unimproved streets.  Mr. O'Meara thought that people feel it is dangerous to park in the 
actual pavement because it is usually only 20 ft. wide. This is allowed in the City if the street is 
uncurbed.  He added that when streets get rebuilt with curbs, those parking areas are required 
to be removed. 

In terms of notification to the residents, the board liked the idea of putting up a sandwich board 
at the entrance/exit to the neighborhood.   

With regard to rebuilding a street, Ms. Folberg said she would tend to go with what people 
want except when those decisions are not based on urban planning practices and engineering 
standards and guidelines.  Mr. O'Meara added it would help to have initial conversation with the 
board to identify where they want to go.  Data could then be collected from the survey and 
outreach conducted in a second meeting prior to the public hearing in order to be well 
prepared.  

Ms. Folberg said as part of the public survey, people should be educated about the reason for 
the proposal. Mr. Strader added maybe they ought to insert a preamble to the proposal saying 
the City understands all of the residents' concerns but the standards are based on nationally 
accepted design manuals; the fire code; consideration of safety for pedestrians and bicyclists; 
reducing crashes and appropriate speeds; and emergency exits. That would form the intent and 
basis for the proposal. 

Mr. O'Meara confirmed that Ms. Ecker, Mr. Strader and he would sit down and consolidate the 
three options into one document. 

 

 



MEMORANDUM 
Engineering Dept. 

Planning Department 
Police Dept. 

 
DATE:   February 23, 2018 
 
TO:   Multi-Modal Transportation Board 
 
FROM:  Lauren Chapman, Assistant City Planner 
   Scott Grewe, Police Dept. 
   Paul O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Street Widths- History 
 
 
The Multi-Modal Transportation Board (MMTB) recently reviewed conceptual designs for 
three local streets planned for reconstruction in 2018.  A public hearing was held, and a 
final recommendation for the streets was passed on to the City Commission on a vote 
of 4-3.  As you may recall, at the public hearing, several residents appeared before the 
Board asking that Bennaville Ave. not be reduced in width (as proposed).  A smaller 
number of residents appeared asking that the block of Chapin Ave. east of Cummings 
St. also not be reduced in width. 
 
When the City Commission reviewed the issue at their meeting of January 22, 2018 
several residents again appeared on behalf of Bennaville Ave., and additional residents 
appeared on behalf of the one block of Chapin Ave.  After much discussion, the City 
Commission endorsed the recommendations of the MMTB, also on a vote of 4-3.  As a 
part of the discussion, the Commission expressed confusion as to what the City’s policy 
is for determining the width of a new street.  As a result, the MMTB was asked to study 
the issue in further detail, and send information and policy direction back to the 
Commission.   
 
GOALS 
The goals for identifying a standard road width, for residential roads are: functionality, 
consistency, accident reduction, traffic calming, expediency in planning and 
engineering, infrastructure costs.  A standard does not mean that all streets will be 
uniform; a standard creates a basis for consideration.   
 
HISTORY 
The majority of the public rights-of-ways in Birmingham were created prior to World 
War II.  In this era, cities accepted new public streets from developers with little 
investment.  Streets were typically gravel, and often lacked drainage outlets.  As 
subdivisions became more populated and expectations rose, residents looked to the City 
to get their street paved.  As was standard practice then (as it is now), cities can 
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Street Widths- History 

construct a localized improvement such as a new street pavement, and charge the 
adjacent property owners for some or all of the cost.  Under this guideline, some streets 
were paved as early as the 1910’s, while others have never been paved.  In 
Birmingham, unpaved streets began being oiled and then chip sealed starting in the late 
1940’s, removing many of the problems generally experienced with gravel roads.   
 
In order to get a road paved, residents petition the City and request the improvement.  
The improvement is generally not considered until a petition showing that over 50% of 
the owners are in favor of the idea can be presented.  High costs today continue to 
keep the number of streets being paved relatively low.  Recently, the City Commission 
has authorized the formation of an Unimproved Streets Study Committee that will be 
meeting to discuss the special assessment procedure in detail, and potentially 
considering alterations to that policy as well.   
 
In Birmingham, once a street has been constructed with a permanent pavement, the 
City has promised to maintain it into the future, at no additional cost to the adjacent 
property owners.  Since a local street typically has a service life of 60 to 90 years, 
discussions pertaining to the policy of the width for a new street have always pertained 
to the construction of new streets that have never had a pavement with curbs.  The 
current policy, passed in 1997, also focused exclusively on the construction of new 
streets.  Since reconstruction of existing streets had not been frequent, even at that 
time, the unwritten expectation has been that the road would be reconstructed to 
match the road as it was built the first time.   
 
The following describes the standards passed for new street paving projects, as of 
1977: 
 
1977 
In 1977, the City Commission adopted Engineering Design Standards relating to 
pavements and street widths.  These standards were in existence prior to this date and 
formalized by the Commission at that time.  The City was substantially consistent with 
the city design standards when recommending street improvements.   
 
These standards note the width of roads in relation to the level of use it gets.  It was 
divided into three categories: streets in commercial areas, streets in residential areas, 
and cul-du-sacs.  The adopted standard was for a 36 foot street in commercial areas, 
and 28 foot width in residential area.  Residential cul-du-sacs maintain a 24 foot width. 
 
1994 
During the public hearing for Henrietta Street the City Commission directed city staff to 
examine the existing policy pertaining to street improvements as it relates to street 
widths.  Goals included letting the public know what the benefits are to the property 
owners for making these street improvements, what the design standards are, and 
what options may be available to them when requesting this improvement. 
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City Commissioners suggested that standards be set so these details need not be 
revisited each time a street is recommended for improvement.  It was the Engineering 
Department’s opinion there existed standards that the City has substantially followed 
when making recommendations throughout the years.   
 
The City Commission reviewed which streets were fire routes and per the 
recommendation by the fire chief adopted a standard of 29 feet for residential streets. 
 
1996 
At the December 16, 1996 City Commission meeting three local streets were approved 
for permanent surface improvements.  In conjunction with the discussion it was 
suggested the issue of residential street widths be placed on the agenda for the 1997 
Long Range Planning Meeting. 
 
Downtown 2016 Plan 
The Downtown Birmingham 2016 Plan is a master plan that was created in 1996 and 
was intended for use for the next twenty years. Pages in the appendix of the plan 
recommended street widths based on type and rationale for the widths in the form of a 
decision tree and examples from AASHTO and the City of Portland.  The recommended 
width for a “subcollector” road (similar to the typical Birmingham residential street) was 
28 ft. 
 
1997 
The City Commission voted to reduce the residential street width standard by 2 feet to 
26 feet, with parking on two sides and 20 feet with parking on one side.   
 
2013  
In 2013, the City Commission created a steering committee to oversee the creation of a 
Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan.  The consultant The Greenway Collaborative 
was hired to prepare the plan.  During this process, the steering committee not only 
worked with the consultant, they also helped direct the final cross-sections for the 
important collector streets planned for 2014: 
 
Lincoln Ave. – Southfield Rd. to Woodward Ave. 
N. Eton Rd. – Derby Rd. to Yorkshire Rd. 
 
The Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan was adopted in 2014 as a long term guide 
to the City’s transportation network.  A new Multi-Modal Transportation Board was 
formed to help oversee the implementation of the new plan, as well as take over the 
duties of the former Traffic & Safety Board.   
 
Since then, the new board has studied each of the City’s upcoming street projects from 
a multi-modal perspective.   
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2018 Local Street Paving Program 
This year the City will be reconstructing three streets first paved in the late 1940’s 
(Bennaville Ave., Ruffner Ave., and Chapin Ave.).  Staff approached this study with two 
objectives: 
 

1. The Master Plan did not provide any recommendations on the three streets.  
Even so, a closer discussion with input from the Board may result in possible 
refinements to the current conditions. 

2. While the unwritten policy of rebuilding streets at their current widths should be 
used as a starting point, staff had identified some potential issues with following 
this approach on these three streets: 
a) Bennaville Ave. was constructed at a width (32 ft.) much greater than current 

policy would dictate.  The Board would provide an avenue to open the 
discussion about the benefits and/or drawbacks of reconstructing the street 
to match the current standard of 26 ft. 

b) Portions of Ruffner Ave. and Chapin Ave. were first constructed at 28 ft.  
These same sections also had several mature trees growing immediately 
adjacent to, or on top of, the old curb.  Reconstruction of the streets at this 
width would mean automatically removing several mature trees.  However, 
reducing the widths to 26 ft. (thereby matching the current standard), would 
give us the ability to attempt to save the majority of them. 

 
As discussed above, both the MMTB and the City Commission struggled with the 
decisions as to whether to narrow the streets for the reasons listed above.  The 
recommendations of the Board stirred up strong feelings among residents on two of the 
streets.  As a result, split votes resulted both at the Board level, as well as at the City 
Commission level.  The Board is now being asked to research national standards for 
residential road widths, the advantages and disadvantages of narrow and wide streets, 
determine what other cities are using as standards for constructing or reconstructing 
streets, and to consider detailed standards for use in the City of Birmingham.  The City 
Commission also asked for some guidance on when (or if) to allow variance from these 
standards.  The following is meant to be a draft outline that is intended to stimulate 
input from the Board.  Once the input is received, staff will attempt to finalize a new 
policy statement on this issue for the future. 
 
CURRENT POLICY REGARDING STREET WIDTHS 
 
UNIMPROVED STREETS 
From staff’s perspective, the current standards for unimproved streets, now in place 
since 1997, have worked well.   
 
As shown on the attached list at the end of this report, the current street width policy 
has been followed.  Once a new street is constructed, very few, if any, complaints are 
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ever received from residents relative to the street width used for their new street.  
Residential sections have been consistently built at 26 ft., and commercial sections have 
been built at 36 ft., as directed in the policy.  An option for a 20 ft. street also exists, 
which residents can consider if they so desire.  Unique circumstances such as needing 
to accommodate a student drop off area at a parochial school (on Harmon St.) have 
also worked well. 
 
Given the positive track record of the past 20 years, staff would recommend that the 
current policy concerning street widths for unimproved streets continue to be the 
starting point in the discussion.  If future streets are subject to changes by the MMTB, it 
will be important to consider that creating a petition that shows that over 50% of the 
residents are in favor of a special assessment can be a difficult and time consuming 
process.  If the MMTB were to enter the discussion after the petition has been created, 
this may result in some signers no longer supporting the project, which could then 
jeopardize the whole project.  How and when the MMTB is involved in this process 
needs to be considered.   
 
IMPROVED STREETS 
The City is financially responsible for the reconstruction of improved street pavements 
that are nearing the end of their lifespan.  Reconstruction offers the opportunity to 
review the current conditions in light of current standards, and consider if there is a 
potential need for change. Factors to consider in this discussion currently include, in 
alphabetical order: 
 

1. MULTI-MODAL IMPROVEMENTS – A review of the Master Plan is required to be 
included with each street review.  If ideas were provided in the Master Plan, the 
Board considers the recommendations in their totality to verify if they should be 
implemented as a part of the upcoming project.  If there are no specific 
recommendations in the Master Plan, the Board will discuss improvements that 
can be included that would bring multi-modal improvements to the area. 
 

2. NEIGHBORHOOD DENSITY – The board also considers the extent to which the 
land uses and density of uses on the street impact parking demand.  The board 
reviews whether there are any unique conditions that would result in less or 
more than the usual parking demand.  If parking demand is less than normal, 
should parking be limited to one side of the street, and if so, the board will 
consider which side of the street may be better for on-street parking 
 

3. OWNER PREFERENCE – The board holds a public hearing on all proposed road 
improvements to gather input from adjacent residents and property owners.  
While the City may have established guidelines and attempt to follow current 
best practices in the industry, the property owners living on the street often have 
preferences that are counter to the direction that the best practice standards 
would dictate.   
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4. RIGHT-OF-WAY – The board also considers the existing right-of-way for each 

street.  Most local streets have an existing right-of-way between 50 and 60 ft., 
with which the current 26 ft. wide standard works well.  If the right-of-way is 
less than 50 ft. however, the board may consider a narrower street in order to 
provide the required space for City sidewalks and street trees. 
 

5. TRAFFIC ISSUES – The board will conduct a review of the history of traffic issues 
on a street, which typically includes a review of speeding and cut-through traffic 
complaints.  Staff can provide speed and traffic count data with each street being 
studied.   

 
6. TREES – Finally, the board will consider the location and health of the existing 

tree canopy when considering the width for a reconstructed street.  Streets with 
50 ft. rights-of-way (or less) tend to have conditions where trees are given less 
than ideal conditions to grow, due to lack of space.  If a street has mature trees 
that can be damaged or require removal during a street reconstruction project, 
these factors need to be considered.   

 
Attached are two lists that indicate the history of street construction going back to 
2000.  The first list documents local streets that have been reconstructed.  Comments 
are added in the right column if unique circumstances dictated that the street be rebuilt 
at a width different than what was done the first time.  The second list documents all 
local streets built with a new pavement for the first time since 2000.  Comments added 
on the right column describe conditions where the pavement was built at a width other 
than the standard, due to unique circumstances. 
 
REVIEW OF BEST PRACTICES AND NATIONAL STANDARDS   
 
Please find attached a letter from MKSK with attachments that summarize their 
research on national standards and best practices for residential street design.  MKSK 
has reviewed numerous sources and compiled their findings for your review and 
discussion.  In addition, MKSK has surveyed local peer communities to determine 
residential street standards for other Michigan communities. 
 
As stated above, this is a topic that requires discussion and input from the Board before 
being finalized.  The Board is encouraged to consider the factors above, as well as 
others that they may wish to introduce, to help finalize a final policy recommendation 
for the consideration of the City Commission.  
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(Previously Unpaved) 
Street 
Name 

From To Year 
Built 

Width, Face to 
Face (Feet) 

Previous 
Width 

Comments 

Davis Grant Woodward Alley 2000 26 NA  Davis Woodward Alley Woodward  2000 36 NA Commercial Section 
Willits Greenwood Chester 2000 26 NA  
Watkins Brown Lincoln 2001 20 NA Width directed by Commission after 

resident survey was split 50/50 
Stanley Hanna Wallace 2001 26 NA  Henrietta Frank Lincoln 2001 26 NA  
Hazelwood Oak Vinewood 2003 26 NA  
Oak Lakeview Greenwood 2003 20 NA 40 Foot Right-of-Way 
Knox West End Poppleton 2003 26 NA  
Humphrey Grant Woodward Alley 2004 26 NA  
Humphrey Woodward Alley Woodward 2004 36 NA Commercial Section 

S. Worth Haynes Alley 2005 36 NA Commercial Section-Matches 
remainder of block 

Harmon Lakeside West of Old 
Woodward 2005 26 NA Except as noted on next two lines 

Harmon Greenwood Woodland 2005 32 NA Widened to accommodate bus loading 
area at Holy Name 

Harmon West of Old Woodward Old Woodward 2005 36 NA Adjacent Booth Park, contains metered 
parking 

Washington Lincoln 14 Mile 2005 26 NA  
Fairway 330 Ft. W. of Pleasant Pleasant 2005 26 NA  
Northlawn Stanley Washington 2005 26 NA  
Greenwood Harmon Willits 2006 26 NA  

Wakefield Southfield Alley Southfield 2006 34 NA Commercial section with head-in 
parking beyond 

Greenwood Oak Harmon 2007 26 NA  
Baldwin Harmon Randall 2008 26 NA  
Baldwin Randall Maple 2008 20 NA As requested by residents 
Clark George Lincoln 2014 26 NA  
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(Reconstruction) 
Street Name From To Year 

Built 
Width, Face to 
Face (Feet) 

Previous 
Width 

Comments 

Ruffner Adams Torry 2001 26 26  
Humphrey Woodward  Torry 2001 26 26  
Bennaville Woodward Torry 2001 26 26  
Emmons Grant Cummings 2001 26 26  
Daines Purdy Old Woodward 2002 26 26  
Melton Eton 14 Mile 2003 28 28  
Holland Adams Eton 2004 29 29  
Shipman Southlawn 14 Mile 2005 28 28  
Birmingham Lincoln 14 Mile 2005 32 32  
Henrietta Lincoln Northlawn 2005 28 28  
Northlawn Shipman Birmingham 2005 32 32  
Northlawn Birmingham Stanley 2005 28 28  
Northlawn Washington Pierce 2005 28 28  
Southlawn Southfield Shipman 2005 28 28  
Southlawn Birmingham Stanley 2005 28 28  
Yorkshire Adams East End 2006 24 24  
Rugby Yorkshire Maple 2006 24 24  
Cambridge Dorchester Maple 2006 24 24  
Southlawn Pierce Grant 2006 28 28  
Edgewood Southlawn 14 Mile 2006 28 28  
Grant Emmons Davis 2006 28 28  
Buckingham Adams Cambridge 2007 24 24  
Dorchester Adams East End 2007 24 24  
Rugby Buckingham Yorkshire 2007 24 24  
Cambridge Buckingham Dorchester 2007 24 24  

Aspen Maple Hawthorne 2008 16 18 Staff discussed with residents, determined 
old road was too narrow 

Hawthorne Maple Linden 2008 16 18 Staff discussed with residents, determined 
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old road was too narrow 
Bowers Adams Hazel 2009 28 28  
Hazel Bowers  Columbia 2009 28 28  
Pierce Merrill Brown 2009 40 40  
Townsend Henrietta Pierce 2009 32 32  
Bates Martin Brown 2010 36 36  
Henrietta Martin Brown 2010 32 32  
Townsend Chester Henrietta 2010 32 32  
George Pierce Old Woodward 2010 24 24  
St. Andrews Pembroke Maple 2011 28 28  
Graefield  Derby Eton 2012 32 32  
Graefield Ct. North End Graefield 2012 26 26  
Pierce Maple  Merrill 2013 40 40  
Merrill Pierce Old Woodward 2013 40 40  
Cole Adams Eton 2013 28 30 Narrowed in order to save large trees 
Torry Webster Lincoln 2013 32 32  
Mohegan Oxford Adams 2014 24 24  
Kennesaw Oxford Adams 2014 24 24  
Oxford Wimbleton S. of Kennesaw 2014 24 24  
Poppleton N. of 

Mohegan 
S. of Kennesaw 2014 24 24  

Oak Chesterfield Lakepark 2015    
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MEMORANDUM 
Planning Department 

 
DATE:  April 23, 2018 
 
TO:   Multi-Modal Transportation Board 
 
FROM:  Lauren Chapman, Assistant City Planner 
 
APPROVED BY:  Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT:  Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 
 

Design suggestions for the Rail District streetscape were that it be 
hip and edgy, have clean lines, potentially use black wrought iron 
and/or brushed or stainless steel elements and a graphic that 
represents ties to the railroad.  
 
On August 18, 2008, the Rail District Committee recommended 
the Presidio line from Landscape Forms in a black powder-coated 
finish, and the pedestrian scale lights utilized in the Crosswinds 
development (Hadco luminaire S8293, with arm SA8293 and 12’ 
pole SP8293) in a black finish.  The Committee also 
recommended the use of the Ginko tree grates, newsracks, and 
Pi bike racks.   

                                             
On February 25, 2009, the Planning Board voted to recommend the Presidio furniture 
from Landscape Forms with a black finish for use in the Rail District, as recommended 
by the Rail District Sub-committee 
 
On April 20, 2009, the City Commission voted to 
approve the light fixtures and poles in the Presidio 
design in green, and the benches and trash cans 
in the traditional downtown Birmingham green 
design and finish.  Bike racks were not included in 
the approval, U-racks (the city standard) have 
been installed in the rail district by developers. 
 
City staff identified eighteen locations for bike 
racks within the Rail District.  City Staff 
recommends bike racks be embedded into the 
surface rather than mounted onto the surface.  
Embedded racks tend to be more secure and 
more stable than surface mounted racks. 
 



Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

The Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle and Professionals (APBP) recommend that 
bike racks do the following: 

• Support bike upright without putting stress on wheels 
o The rack should provide two points of contact with the frame—at least 6” 

apart horizontally.  
o If a rack cradles a bicycle’s wheel, it must also support the frame securely 

at one point or more.  
o The rack’s high point should be at least 32”. 

• Accommodate a variety of bicycles and attachments 
o Avoid designs and spacing that restrict the length, height, or width of 

bicycles, attachments, or wheels. 
• Allow locking of frame and at least one wheel with a U-lock 

o A closed loop of the rack should allow a single U-lock to capture one 
wheel and a closed section of the bike frame.  

o Rack tubes with a cross section larger than 2” can complicate the use of 
smaller U-locks. 

• Provide security and longevity features appropriate for the intended location 
o Use tamper-resistant mounting hardware in vulnerable locations. 
o Rack finish must be appropriate to the location. 

• Rack use is intuitive  
o First-time users should recognize the rack as bicycle parking and should 

be able to use it as intended without the need for written instructions. 
 
Included in this memo is information on various bike rack models that Landscape Forms 
and CycleSafe, the two Michigan based bike rack manufacturers that the City has 
worked with in the past, sell.  Also included are proposed locations for bike racks in the 
Rail District.  All bike racks in this memo meet guidelines established by the APBP, can 
be embedded, and accommodate two bikes. 

Selection of Rail District Standard Bike Rack 

Landscape Forms 

Landscape Forms provides high-design site furniture.  Landscape Forms solutions 
include a wide range of elements from seating to trash receptacles.  Founded in 1969, 
the company headquarters are in Kalamazoo.  Landscape Forms has worked with a 
variety of clients including: municipalities, transit centers, and familiar brands such as 
Boeing, Disney, Sprint, American Airlines, and Nike.   
 
Landscape Forms standard finish options are as follows: 

• Metallic 
o Bronze  
o Mercury 
o Silver  
o Steel  
o Stone  
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o Titanium  
• Powder Coat 

o Black: Black and Matte Black  
o Blue: Blue Bell and Ocean  
o Buttercup  
o Cranberry  
o Flambé Orange 
o Green: Grass and Ivy  
o Stormcloud 
o White 

 
Bola 

Bola racks are made of stainless steel tubing, 
with a satin electropolish finish on bare stainless 
steel. Bola is also available in the standard finish 
options.   
 
The quoted cost is $330 per rack. 
 

 
Emerson 

The Emerson rack is tapered from top to bottom with crisp edges and 
beveled detail; it has concealed hardware and pre-installed leveling guides.  
It is made of cast aluminum and finished with durable lead–free polyester 
powdercoat.  The Emerson was designed, developed and manufactured 
with sustainability in mind.  Aluminum and steel parts contain recycled 
content material and are fully recyclable.   
 
The quoted cost is $375 per rack. 
 

 
FGP 

The FGP bike rack has a intriguing shape that echoes the form of a 
bike frame. The rack is affixed to the ground at a single base.  The cast 
aluminum frame has a durable anodized finish (this is the only finish 
option). Parts for the bike racks come together in carefully articulated 
connections with minimized or hidden fasteners.   
 
The quoted cost is $360 per rack. 

 
Key  

The Key bike rack has a cast aluminum base and steel loop frame finished 
in integral-colored high-density polyurethane foam.  Key is offered in yellow, 
red, and grey.  Aluminum base comes standard in silver powdercoat.  
 
The quoted cost is $520 per rack. 

Bola - Detroit 
Dequindre Cut 
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Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

MultipliCITY  
MultipliCITY has a distinctive profile of cast aluminum sculptural forms 
that attracts at a distance, while subtle transitions from flat to convex 
surfaces become visible at closer proximity, creating a 360-degree 
experience. Bike racks have a wood shelf that provides a place for items 
while riders secure the bike. In addition to the standard finish options, 
MultipliCITY can be finished in anodized 
aluminum or black polyethylene.  The wood 
shelf comes in ipe or jarrah. The woods 
weather to a warm, pewter gray; no 
maintenance is required.  

 
The quoted cost is $385 per rack. 
 
Reeder 

 
 
The elliptical-shaped bike rack with optional LED down light sports a vinyl 
decal when used for its named purpose. Cast and extruded aluminum 
elements are powdercoat finished in all standard color palette options.  
 
The quoted cost is $410 per rack without a light and $660 with an LED light. 
 
 

 
Ride 

The Ride rack is made of cast aluminum.  A cover plate over bike 
rack base provides seamless appearance.  Aluminum casting 
finished with powdercoat, offered in the standard selection of colors.  
Four stainless steel leveling glides within the base are provided for 
fine adjustment from top side of base. 
 
The quoted cost is $440 per rack. 

 
Ring 

 
Ring racks are made of stainless steel 
tubing.  The available finishes are a satin 
electropolish finish on bare stainless steel 
and the standard powdercoat colors. 
 
The quoted cost is $405 per rack.  
 

 
 
 

MultipliCITY at Little 
Caesars Arena- Detroit 

Ring on Woodward- 
Ferndale 
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Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

CycleSafe 
 
Founded in 1980, the company’s headquarters are in Grand Rapids.  They design their 
eco-minded products to encourage cycling and livable communities worldwide.  
CycleSafe offers a line of secure bicycle storage solutions to meet ever-changing needs 
of the cycling community.   
 
CycleSafe bike racks have several finish options: 

• Black Plastisol 
• Stainless Steel 
• Powder Coat 

o Traffic Black 
o Federal Green 
o Traffic Red 
o Bronze 
o Signal White 
o Sapphire Blue 
o Metallic Silver 
o Custom 

 
Classic U Rack 

Classic U Racks are made of heavy-gauge steel pipe and coated with 1/8” 
thick, black plastisol rubberized coating for scratch resistance and rust 
protection.  The Classic Bike U Rack is currently the City’s Standard Bike 
Rack.  On April 9, 2012, the City Commission approved the use of black 
plastisol finished “Classic Bike U Racks”.  
 
The base cost is $153 per rack. 

 
Classic U Rack with Crossbar 

CycleSafe recommends U bike racks with a crossbar for added security. 
The crossbar deters a theft by not allowing a lock to be slipped to the 
ground and removed with bolt cutters leveraged against the ground. 
 
The base cost is $244 per rack. 
 
 

Circle Rack 
The Circle rack offers a sleek, stylish design to enhance a community’s 
image; logos or graphic images can be inserted within the circle. This rack 
is based on the design principals of the Classic U Rack with Crossbar.  
This design accommodates a variety of bikes, including smaller bikes with 
the lower circle to maintain stability and provide a means to secure a lock.  
The lower circle also deters the ability to slide and cut a lock from the rack.   
 
The base cost is $456 per rack. 
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Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

 
 
Custom Bike U Racks  

Custom Racks are bike U racks with designs to enhance a community’s 
image.  These bike racks are based on the proven design principles of 
the Bike U Rack with Crossbar. The custom bike racks offer unique 
wayfinding or signage systems that also serve cyclists with form and 
function to enhance community image and promote cycling.  Bike racks 
can be customized by duplicating, silk screening, or creating an adhesive 
label with logos and images.  

 
Cost estimates depend on the design specifications. 
 
 
Cycle Park 

Cycle Park bike racks communicate to cyclists that bike parking is 
available, with a laser-cut bike parking symbol that promotes “bikes 
belong here”. Cycle Park bike racks offer secure bike parking.   
 
The base cost is $312 per rack. 
 
 

 
 
Modern Bike Racks 

Modern racks incorporate the functional design features of the Classic U 
Rack with Crossbar with a contemporary flair.  Designed to blend in with 
modern streetscapes or accent traditional environments, Modern racks 
complement streetscapes as decorative urban art to encourage bike 
transportation. There are nine design options available for the Modern. 
 
The base cost is $312 per rack. 

 
 
Vintage Bike Racks  

Vintage Racks combine the reliability of the U 
rack with the charm of years past. Vintage Bike 
Racks complement historic streetscapes.  There 
are twelve design options available for the 
Vintage Bike Rack.  
 
The base cost is $312 per rack. 
 

 
 
 

Vintage (Madison 
design) - Grosse 

Pointe Farms 
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Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

Conclusion and Analysis 
 

 Model Quoted cost 
per rack 

Bikes 
per rack 

Cost per 
bikes parked 

Landscape 
Forms 

Bola $330 2 $115 
Emerson $375 2 $187.50 
FGP $360 2 $180 
Key $520 2 $260 
MultipliCITY $385 2 $192.50 
Reeder $410/$660 2 $205/$330 
Ride $440 2 $220 
Ring $405 2 $202.50 

Cycle Safe 
 

Classic U  $153 2 $76.50 
Classic U with Crossbar $244 2 $122 
Circle Rack $456 2 $228 
Cycle Park $312 2 $156 
Custom Bike U  - 2 - 
Modern $312 2 $156 
Vintage $312 2 $156 

 
The least expensive option is the City’s current standard rack, the Classic U provided by 
Cycle Safe ($153 / $76.50 per bike parked).  The average cost of models provided is 
$305.29/ $152.65 per bike parked.  The most expensive option, in total cost and cost 
per bike parked, is the Key ($520 / $260 per bike parked). The City Commission 
approved the Loop rack for the Triangle District, the cost per rack for that model is $360.   
The MMTB is asked to recommend a Rail District standard bike rack to the City 
Commission. 
 
Proposed Bike Rack Locations in the Rail District 
 
Location 
Number Address Adjacent Business Additional 

Information 
Number 
of Racks 

1 2255 Cole Rain Marketing 
 (near Jabs) Pour pad 1 

2 401 S Eton Irongate  Pour pad   1 
3 501 S Eton Whistle Stop Diner Near news rack 1 
4 933 S Eton Invnt    1 

5 1160 E Maple  Bus Stop  Out of district 
boundaries   1 

6 2021 & 2023 Hazel      1 
7 2051 Villa  Elite Fitness   1 

8 2400 Cole Amson   
(near Goldfish)  Pour pad  1 

9-17 2300 E Lincoln Kenning Park  Pour pads 9 
18 2424 E Lincoln Newingham Dental   1 
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Rail District Streetscape- Bike Racks 

 

 
 
The MMTB is asked to select and prioritize proposed bike rack locations in the Rail 
District for recommendation to the City Commission. 
 
Suggested Recommendation 
 
To recommend to the City Commission that the ____________ model bike rack, 
embedded and with a ___________ finish, produced by _______________ be the 
new standard bike rack for the Rail District. 
 

AND 
 
To recommend approval of the installation of 18 permanent bike racks to the City 
Commission as proposed on the attached chart and map of Phase 4.5 of the 
City’s Bicycle Parking Plan. 
 

PHASE 4.5 
- Existing  
(City standard) 
-Proposed  
(Rail District Standard) 
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MEMORANDUM 
Planning Department 

 
DATE:   April 23, 2018 
 
TO:   Multi-Modal Transportation Board 
 
FROM:  Lauren Chapman, Assistant City Planner 
 
APPROVED BY:  Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
 

SUBJECT:  Priority Bus Stops for Bus Shelters 

 
Over the past several years, the City has implemented a bus shelter installation program.  

Please find attached a list of SMART bus stops that are the top priorities for the installation of 

bus shelters.  Ridership numbers are extracted from data from September 4, 2017 through 

December 31, 2017.  On numbers are what generally constitute the need for a shelter or other 

amenities at any given stop.   

 

FAST is a new service powered by SMART, which offers limited stops to connect people 

throughout the region quickly and easily.  The new high-frequency service travels along three of 

metro Detroit’s busiest corridors, Gratiot, Woodward, and Michigan, and only stops at 

designated FAST stops.  In addition to the City’s ongoing shelter installation program, SMART 

plans to install 20 enhanced shelters this summer on each 

corridor (Woodward, Gratiot, and Michigan) at FAST stops.  

SMART staff is considering installing shelters in Birmingham 

on Woodward northbound at 14 Mile and northbound and 

southbound at Maple.  There is a standard Birmingham 

shelter on northbound Woodward at 14 Mile.  If SMART 

installed a FAST style shelter at that stop, the City could 

relocate the shelter to another bus stop.  The City can install 

standard Birmingham shelters, but SMART would only be 

willing to do the concrete work.  If we accept SMART’s FAST 

style shelters, they will provide all the funding and work.  

Attached are drawings of the shelters that SMART is willing 

to provide.  The shelters will include:  

 

 Red accents (Woodward is the red route);  

 Overhead lighting; 

 A bench with three seats; 

 A solar powered beacon bus stop sign pole;  

 A solar powered backlit identification sign box; 

Existing shelter on 

Woodward at 14 Mile 
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 2 solar powered USB ports; 

 An emergency phone; and  

 32” solar powered real time information screen.   

Some aspects of the shelters are still under design and may change.  City staff believes that the 

SMART FAST style shelters are a good choice because they look similar to the standard 

Birmingham shelters, have valuable enhancements, and contribute to a regional identity.  The 

MMTB is asked to review the priority list and recommend approval and select the next location 

for a standard Birmingham shelter.  In addition, the MMTB is asked to make a recommendation 

to the City Commission regarding the use of the FAST shelters and their installation. 

Suggested Recommendation 

To recommend to the City Commission that the attached list of priority locations for 

bus shelters be used as a guide when new bus shelters are considered for 

installation.  

AND 

To recommend to the City Commission that City staff work with SMART to install 

three SMART enhanced FAST style shelters at SMART FAST bus stops on Woodward 

northbound at 14 Mile and northbound and southbound at Maple.   

AND 

To relocate the existing standard Birmingham shelter on northbound Woodward at 

14 Mile to westbound 14 Mile at Woodward in order to facilitate the installation of a 

SMART enhanced FAST style shelter at the existing bus stop. 

AND 

To recommend to the City Commission approval of the location of the next bus 

shelter at westbound E. Maple and Coolidge. 

 



 Priority Locations for Enhanced Transit Stops – 04-05-2018 

 

Rank 
Stop 
ID 

Routes Bus Stop Approved 
2017 Ridership 

Notes 
On Off Total 

1 22166 
450,460 S. Old Woodward & Merrill 

Northbound  
ARC 

7/17/15 
23 67 91 Phase 1: Old Woodward Reconstruction  

2 1652 
450,460 S Old Woodward & Daines 

Northbound 
No 28 4 31 Phase 3: Old Woodward Reconstruction 

3 22375 
415,420 14 Mile Rd &  Woodward 

Westbound 
No 24 8 32 

 

4 11300 
450,460 

,780 
W. Maple & Old Woodward 
Eastbound 

No 22 28 50 
Phase 1: Old Woodward Reconstruction  

- would need approval 

5 22059 
460,780 E. Maple & Coolidge 

Westbound 
No 16 2 18 Nearby intersection will be reconfigured in 2018 

6 1277 
780 W. Maple & Old Woodward 

Westbound 
No 11 18 28 

Phase 1: Old Woodward Reconstruction  
- would need approval 

7 12082 
445, 

450,460 
Woodward & Bennaville 
Southbound 

No 5 1 6 
 

8 10676 
450,460 Bowers & S. Old Woodward 

Northbound 
No 2 6 8 Would require new pad on possibly private property 

9 12099 
780 W. Maple Rd & Pleasant 

Eastbound 
ARC 

7/15/16 
1 0 1 First United Methodist Church 

 
23830 

461,462 Woodward & Maple 
Southbound 

No 
Too soon for 

ridership figures 
FAST stop 

(SMART offering to pay for shelter of different design) 

 
23829 

461,462 Woodward & Maple 
Northbound 

No 
Too soon for 

ridership figures 
FAST stop (may relocate)- Near shelter on Maple 

(SMART offering to pay for shelter of different design) 

 
- - 

Adams & Bowers 
Southbound  

No 
The Reflex line has been discontinued – the stop is no longer serviced by 

SMART 

 12068 
23393 

420 14 Mile & Washington/Bates  
Westbound  

No 0 0 0 
Would need stop relocation & new pad- should 

request removing one stop if new shelter installed 

 
12096 

465 Adams & Bowers 
Northbound 

No 0 0 0 
The Reflex line has been discontinued - SMART only 

stops once a week at this stop 

 
10691 

780 W Maple Rd & Woodward 
Westbound 

No 18 7 25 No room for shelter- maybe add curb cut 

Shelter 
ordered 

12080 
445 S. Old Woodward & Merrill 

Southbound  
ARC 

7/17/15 
81 42 123 Will have to wait until after reconstruction 



SECTION A-A

SECTION B-B
REAR HEADER LIGHTING DETAIL

BRASCO INTERNATIONAL, INC.
32400 INDUSTRIAL DR.

MADISON HEIGHTS, MICHIGAN 48071
1-800-893-3665 WWW.BRASCO.COM

CUSTOMER: DESIGNER:

DATE: 

THIS DRAWING IS CONFIDENTIAL AND IS FOR THE SOLE USE OF 
OUR CUSTOMERS AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED OR COPIED 
WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM BRASCO INTERNATIONAL.

PROJECT:

MODEL: SHEET:JOB #

S.M.A.R.T.
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DATE: 

REVISION:

BDH

4-18-18
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- ALUMINUM ESCUTCHEON COVERS 
- 32" SOLAR POWERED CONNECTPOINT DIGITAL MESSAGING DISPLAY (FRONT WALL)
- SOLAR POWERED, BACKLIT IDENTIFICATION SIGN BOX (RIGHT SIDE WALL)
- (2) SOLAR POWERED USB PORTS (INSIDE LEFT REAR COLUMN)
- CUSTOM BATTERY ENCLOSURE WITH SMART LINK CONTROLLER
 
- ARCHED ROOF WITH 1/4" BRONZE ACRYLIC AND SOLAR PANEL ARRAY

100w FLEXIBLE SOLAR
PANEL - TYP.(6)

BATTERY/
CONTROLLER
ENCLOSURE
FOR DISPLAY

BATTERY/CONTROLLER/SMART-LINK
ENCLOSURE FOR SIGN, LIGHT,

ACCENT LIGHTING, & USB PORTS

45.313" O.C.

69.125"
REF.

14.000"



DETAIL  A

BRASCO INTERNATIONAL, INC.
32400 INDUSTRIAL DR.

MADISON HEIGHTS, MICHIGAN 48071
1-800-893-3665 WWW.BRASCO.COM
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DATE: 
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DETAIL  C
FROM SHEET #S001
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Presentation Overview

• What is “Complete 

Streets”?

• Benefits

• Multimodal Thinking

• Complete Streets 

Design

• Policy Considerations

• Moving Forward
Training Objective:

Provide a basic understanding of 
what complete streets are and 

what they mean to your 
community.



What is “Complete Streets”?

A system of streets…

“planned, designed, and 

constructed to provide 
appropriate access to all 
legal users in a manner 
that promotes safe and 
efficient movement of 
people, and goods 
whether by car, truck, 
transit, assistive device, 
foot or bicycle.”

Michigan Public Act 135 of 2010

All users include:
•Pedestrians
•Bicyclists
•Transit users
•Motorists
•Trucks

• Children
• Elderly
• People of 

various 
abilities



• Livable streets

• Walkable communities

• Healthy communities

• Context Sensitive 

Solutions

• Safe Routes to School

• Traffic calming

• “Active Transportation”

Complete Streets & Related Concepts

Policy support at city and 
state levels



Michigan Legislative Changes

Act 33 of 2010 (Planning 
Act) Revisions

• Definition of “streets” expanded to 

include all legal users
• Expands elements that may be 

included in a master plan to include all 
forms of transportation

• Specifies that transportation 
improvements be appropriate to their 
context

• Specifies cooperation with road 
commission and MDOT

Effective Aug. 2010

"In 15 years we will probably 
look back and realize that the 
Complete Streets legislation 

not only provided quality 
accessible transportation 
options for all modes and 

people, but that it dramatically 
improved local quality of life in 
ways that helped attract and 
retain talented knowledge 

workers--the key to success in 
the global New Economy." 

Mark Wyckoff, FAICP, MSU 
Land Policy Institute



Michigan Legislative Changes

Act 51 of 2010 (MI Transportation 
Fund) Revisions

• Requires interjurisdictional 
consultation on non-motorized 
projects and 5-year program

• Use of established best practices
• Establish an Advisory Council to 

Educate and advise transportation 
stakeholders and the public on the 
development, implementation and 
coordination of  CS policies

• MDOT may provide technical 
assistance and will share expertise 
on trunk line projects

• Enables interjurisdictional  
agreements  for maintenance

Effective Aug. 2010

MDOT to give additional 
consideration to enhancement 
applications from communities 
with complete streets policies 

(subject to annual change)



Ten Complete Streets Principles

1. Set the vision

2. Accommodate all legal 

roadway users

3. Emphasize interconnected 

networks

4. Address all roadways and 

inter-jurisdictional issues

5. Integrate into all project 

types

6. Define process for 

exceptions

7. Integrate best practices

8. Context sensitive design

9. Establish performance 

standards

10.Develop an 

implementation plan

How far each principal is 
developed depends on 

where each community is 
and level of commitment

Source: National Complete Streets Coalition



• Slower traffic speeds reduce crash 

severity

• High Intensity Activated Crosswalk 

(HAWK) Installations

▪ 29% reduction in total crashes

▪ 15% reduction in severe crashes

▪ 69% reduction in pedestrian crashes

• Four to Three Lane Conversions (Road 

Diet)

▪ 29-34% crash reduction

▪ 68% injury reduction

• Context Sensitive Solutions

▪ 90% decrease in pedestrian 

fatalities

▪ 75% decrease in bike fatalities

Benefits: Increased Safety

Source: Killing Speed and Saving Lives, UK Dept. of 
Transportation, London, England 1994.

… installing pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities can reduce 
the risk of crashes by 28%.

-National Complete Streets



• Active Communities = longer lifespan 

for residents

▪ Reduces obesity

▪ Reduces heart disease

▪ Reduces diabetes

• Increase in physical activity reduces 

stress

• Businesses that provide walk/bike 

opportunities for employees during the 

workday report a ~30% reduction in 

sick-leave absenteeism, health care use, 

and worker’s comp and disability claims

• Reduction in healthcare costs and 

insurance premiums

Benefits: Improved Public Health



• May reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions: fewer and shorter 

car trips

• Reduce carbon footprint as 

people choose to walk or bike

▪ 1 gallon of gas=19.4 lb

CO2

▪ 1 VMT=1 lb CO2

• Reduce oil dependence

• Studies show that the more 

walkable a community, the 

lower the vehicle emissions

Benefits: Cleaner Environment

…one pound 

of carbon 
gas is 

enough to fill 
an exercise 

ball…



• Multi-modal network

• Primary network for 

each user

• Certain streets may 

prioritize one or more 

users

• Plan a system with a 

good “quality of service” 

for all users

Transportation Systems Thinking



• Measurement of performance 

• Evaluate for each “user” group

• Usually requires tradeoffs

• Can prioritize for certain types 

for certain streets

• Procedures in new 2010 Highway 

Capacity Manual

Multi-modal Quality of Service



• Sidewalks

▪ Location/width

▪ Connected network

▪ Pavement condition

• Separation from traffic, 

especially higher 

speed/volume (landscape, 

parking, or bike lane)

• Directness of route

• Crosswalk frequency and 

design

• Frequency of driveway 

conflicts

Pedestrian Quality of Service



• Children

▪ Generally ride on sidewalks

• Commuters

▪ Skill level varies

▪ Novice may prefer sidewalks

• Trip path may depend upon

▪ Purpose

▪ Weather

▪ Time of day

Systems for different types of bicyclists



• Type of bike facility, degree of 
comfort

• Topography

• Pavement condition

• On-street parking

• Traffic volume/speed

• Truck/bus traffic

• Pedestrian conflicts

• Size, complexity, and delay at 
intersections

• Bike parking

Bike Quality of Service Factors



Then: Traffic Impact Studies

• When to require

▪ 100 new peak hour trips

▪ Rezonings

▪ 15% change in trips

• Trip generation/distribution

• Establish LOS standard

• Identify deficiencies

• Mitigation

▪ Improvements

▪ Change project

Source: Summarized from the MDOT “Evaluating Traffic Impact Studies, A Recommended Practice”



• Evaluate all modes (autos, 

biking, walking, transit)

• Set minimum LOS standards 

for each (e.g. LOS C for 

pedestrians, LOS E for 

vehicles)

• Adjust development to 

mitigate impacts & improve 

performance

• Incentives for other modes

• Refer to new Highway 

Capacity Manual

Now: Transportation Impact Studies

Sources: LSL Planning; ITE Site Impact Development,  
A Recommended Practice



Options for Multimodal Travel Along Streets

Parking Separated Bike Lanes 

Shared Roadways (Sharrows)Roadside multi-use paths or

2-way cycle tracks

1-way Cycle Tracks

Sidewalks with sheltered bike parking Protected or Buffered Bike Lanes



• Defining feature is physical 

separation from roadway

• Option along high 

volume/speed streets

• Can be placed to the right 

of on-street parking

• One-way or two-way

• Potential conflicts at 

intersections, especially for 

bike left turn

Protected Bike Lane - Option

Illustrations: National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide



• Some markings are 

experimental 

• Two-stage turn queue box

▪ Addresses turning issue with 

cycle tracks

▪ Can be used with bike lanes

• Bike box

▪ Calls attention to conflicts with 

right turning vehicles

▪ Positions bicycle for left turn in 

high visibility area

Bike Options for Intersections

Illustrations: National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide



An Expanded View of Streets

Use all of the public right-of-way
to relate to private development

Go beyond the street
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BALTIMORE—Cities’ drive to expand bike lanes keeps running into a wall of opposition—even
in bike-friendly places like Seattle or Boulder, Colo.

In Baltimore last week, residents of the upscale Roland Park neighborhood beseeched city
transportation officials at a boisterous public meeting to remove a roughly mile-long protected
bike lane that opened about two years ago along a major thoroughfare.

When the city’s transportation director called it a “complex situation,” several people in the
crowd of more than 100 responded with shouts of “No, no!” and “It’s very simple!” and “Put it
back the way it was!”

“This is tearing us apart as a community,” said Claudia Diamond, one of the residents asking
the city for a “reset” and renewed planning process.

Baltimore is hardly alone. Similar fights have broken out from Philadelphia to Seattle,
Boulder to Brooklyn. At issue are protected bike lanes that use barriers like parked cars or

bollards to separate bikers from moving cars. Creating such lanes often requires eliminating
parking or a lane for cars, changes that affect people’s daily lives.

Supporters say they help prevent car-bike collisions and are a big step up from painted lanes or
shared road access. But critics complain about reduced street parking, increased traffic
congestion and challenges for delivery trucks navigating city streets.

The number of bike commuters nationwide has ebbed in recent years, but rose nearly 40% from
2006 to 2016, when 864,000 rode to work, according to the Census Bureau. In addition, dozens
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of cities have rolled out bike-share programs, and ridership nationwide soared to 28 million
trips in 2016 from barely 300,000 in 2010, according to the National Association of City
Transportation Officials.

Part of cities’ intent with the lanes is to reverse a trend of increasing cyclist fatalities around
the country. The number of cyclists killed in motor-vehicle crashes edged up in 2016 to 840, the
most since 1991, according to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Only 3% of
those fatalities occurred in bike lanes, the agency said, compared with 28% at intersections and
61% on roadways.

The protected bike lane trend began in New York City about a decade ago when Michael
Bloomberg was mayor, said Kate Fillin-Yeh, who directs strategy at the nonprofit National
Association of City Transportation Officials and worked in the Bloomberg administration.

A partial list maintained by People for Bikes shows U.S. cities, led by New York, have added
more than 230 miles of protected bike lanes since 2014, a far quicker pace than in prior years.

Tim Blumenthal, president of the Colorado-based advocacy group People for Bikes, said the
increase in protected lanes is fueling what has come to be known as “bikelash.”

“Bike infrastructure improvements are a hot button, and some people react really strongly and
emotionally and negatively to them,” he said.

In Philadelphia, officials nixed plans to add a protected bike lane on a downtown street after
neighborhood pushback, but they are moving ahead with similar projects around Center City.

A battle has also emerged in Seattle over a protected lane on the north side that officials say will
be under construction by early summer. Rival groups have squared off over the plan, which
would limit parking to one side of the street. Opponents are rallying to “Save 35th Ave,” as
supporters clamor for a “Safe 35th Ave.”

In Boulder, the city installed a protected bike lane three years ago and three months later
removed part of it, after howls of protest over the loss of one of two vehicle travel lanes in both
directions.

A bike delivery driver uses a bicycle-only lane on a downtown Seattle in 2016. PHOTO: ELAINE THOMPSON�ASSOCIATED
PRESS

Residents discussed Roland Park’s controversial protected bike lane with transportation of�icials Thursday in Baltimore.
PHOTO: SCOTT CALVERT�THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
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“There was kind of a full-speed assumption that we’re Biketown USA, let’s do this. Of course
people will understand it,” said Bill Rigler, chairman of the city’s Transportation Advisory
Board. “People felt very strongly that it was the dumbest thing Boulder had ever done.”

Though Boulder’s disputed bike lane quickly yielded benefits—less speeding and a 58% jump in
cycling traffic, with only minimally longer car travel times—the city did a poor job explaining
the rationale beforehand and preparing the public, he said.

“The backlash was so significant it became a case study in how to never roll out a program
like this again,” said Mr. Rigler, adding that the city has improved its public outreach.

Retrofitting city streets for protected bike lanes can be pricey. A master plan prepared for
Baltimore’s Transportation Department recommended adding 52.5 miles over five years at a
cost of $26 million, a tab the plan said could be covered by a mix of local, state and federal
funds.

Last year, when Baltimore moved to rip out part of a new protected bike lane in the waterfront
Canton neighborhood, bike advocates sued and got a restraining order. The suit was settled,
and the protected lane remains.

With the Roland Avenue bike lane, the city minimized lost parking and kept all travel lanes by
squeezing in the roughly 4-foot-wide path along the curb, shielded by parked cars.

At Thursday’s meeting, some people said it makes them feel safe, but most speakers called it a
failure. A common refrain was that the road is too narrow, making it dangerous for drivers
getting in and out of their cars. Some residents said cars have clipped their side mirrors; others
said they had almost been hit by cyclists while crossing the bike lane.

The city’s solution, backed by local bike advocates, is now to shrink the road from two lanes to
one in both directions, on a trial basis.

Several residents panned the idea. Some in ways that highlight the entire debate.

“Don’t try to solve a problem,” one man said to applause, “by creating a massive new problem.”

Write to Scott Calvert at scott.calvert@wsj.com
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Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

RE: Old Woodward Ave. Paving Project 
1 message

Jones, Rachel <rjones@rcoc.org> Thu, Apr 5, 2018 at 12:34 PM
To: Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>, "Julie M. Kroll" <jkroll@fveng.com>
Cc: "Deneau, Danielle" <ddeneau@rcoc.org>

Hi Paul,

 

Just wanted to give you a heads-up that the new timings have been installed this morning. The advanced walk changes
are in effect as soon as they are installed and the construction timing changes will kick in on Monday.

 

Thanks

Rachel

 

From: Paul O'Meara [mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org]  
Sent: Saturday, March 24, 2018 12:35 PM 
To: Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com>; Jones, Rachel <rjones@rcoc.org> 
Cc: Deneau, Danielle <ddeneau@rcoc.org> 
Subject: Re: Old Woodward Ave. Paving Project

 

Hi Rachel -

 

We are definitely implementing our Maple Rd. detour the week of April 9.  Please confirm that you can implement these
timing changes anytime during the next two weeks.  

 

Also, we are debating about allowing the removal of two existing signals within our construction zone in advance of the
installation of the new ones, at the following intersections:

 

Old Woodward & Maple

Old Woodward & Brown

 

I would like to request your assistance in changing these signals to flash mode temporarily while we watch how traffic
behaves (once Old Woodward Ave. is closed to traffic).  We would need the flash mode such that:

 

Old Woodward flashes red, Maple flashes yellow.

& 

Old Woodward flashes red, Brown flashes yellow.

mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org
mailto:jkroll@fveng.com
mailto:rjones@rcoc.org
mailto:ddeneau@rcoc.org
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Is it feasible to change these signals to this mode?  We can then watch for how gaps form in the traffic, and if pedestrians
can cross at a comfortable pace while our construction project is in progress.  Please let me know if this would be
feasible, and if the RCOC can assist with these changes while your staff is in town making the changes needed at three
other nearby intersections.

 

Thanks. 

 

On Fri, Mar 23, 2018 at 1:49 PM, Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com> wrote:

Rachel,

Attached is the updated construction timing permit for Chester/Maple and the LPI timings for the intersections to
implement. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Thanks,

Julie

 

 

Julie M. Kroll, PE, PTOE

 

FLEIS & VANDENBRINK

27725 Stansbury Blvd., Suite 195 | Farmington Hills | MI | 48334

O: 248.536.0080 | D: 248.536.1998 | C: 248.342.5786 | F: 248.536.0079

www.fveng.com

 

 

From: Jones, Rachel <rjones@rcoc.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 4:10 PM 
To: Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com>; Deneau, Danielle <ddeneau@rcoc.org> 
Cc: O'Meara, Paul (pomeara@bhamgov.org) <pomeara@bhamgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Old Woodward Ave. Paving Project

 

Hi Julie,

 

Thanks for the advanced notice, I appreciate it.

 

mailto:jkroll@fveng.com
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I had a quick look at the timings and I’m not sure what you are proposing at Chester & Maple. Please can you provide
me with a movement diagram?

 

Ideally, I’d like to set these signals up with a “special week” to start Monday 2nd April, so we can get these installed well
ahead of time. But this may not be possible depending on what’s happening at Chester & Maple.

 

Thanks,

Rachel

 

 

From: Julie M. Kroll [mailto:jkroll@fveng.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 2:43 PM 
To: Deneau, Danielle <ddeneau@rcoc.org> 
Cc: Jones, Rachel <rjones@rcoc.org>; O'Meara, Paul (pomeara@bhamgov.org) <pomeara@bhamgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Old Woodward Ave. Paving Project

 

Hi Danielle,

On behalf of the City of Birmingham, attached are signal timing permits to implement construction timing for the Old
Woodward / Maple Road paving project that is planned for this spring.

 

The City will be rerouting all WB Maple traffic: north on Park-west of Oakland-south on Chester and back to WB Maple.

 

Due to the high volumes of traffic that will be impacted by this detour route, we have proposed construction timings
along the route.  We rerouted the traffic in the Synchro model to develop the construction timings.

The red-lined permits are attached for your review.

 

The City would like to implement these change by the end of March as the contractor plans to begin work the first week
of April.

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information.

 

Thanks,

Julie

 

 

Julie M. Kroll, PE, PTOE

Sr. Project Manager
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ü Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 

 

From: Paul O'Meara [mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 8:28 AM 
To: Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com> 
Cc: Austin Fletcher <afletcher@bhamgov.org> 
Subject: Old Woodward Ave. Paving Project

 

As part of our detour plan for this project, we will be forcing all westbound traffic on Maple to turn north on Park,
west on Oakland/Willits, south on Chester to get back to Maple and avoid our project area.  I have attached the
detour plan below for your reference.  

 

This used to be our official Ring Road.  We will be removing street parking to allow two lanes of traffic to be open
westbound during this period. I know you are in the process of studying signal timings in the downtown area for
improvements for peds.  I am asking that you also do a review of the signals at the following intersections:

 

Park/Oakland

N. Old Woodward/Willits

Willits/Bates

Chester/Maple

 

To see if the current timings are problematic for encouraging traffic flow in the direction described above.  We are
going to this mode some time in April, and I need to know how difficult it is for the RCOC to come out and modify
timing if needed temporarily so that we don't have major traffic jams when we implement this.

 

Please let me know your thoughts.  

 

 

 

 

--

Paul T. O'Meara

City of Birmingham, MI

City Engineer
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248-530-1836

pomeara@bhamgov.org

 

 

The information contained in this message and any attachment may be proprietary, confidential, and privileged or subject to the work product
doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible
for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to this
message and deleting it and all copies and backups thereof. Thank you.

 
 

 

--

Paul T. O'Meara

City of Birmingham, MI

City Engineer

 

248-530-1836

pomeara@bhamgov.org

 

 

The information contained in this message and any attachment may be proprietary, confidential, and privileged or subject to the work product
doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to this message and deleting it and
all copies and backups thereof. Thank you.

 

The information contained in this message and any attachment may be proprietary, confidential, and privileged or subject to the work product
doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to this message and deleting it and
all copies and backups thereof. Thank you.

 
 

 

--

Paul T. O'Meara

City of Birmingham, MI

City Engineer
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For immediate release: April 27, 2018

 Contact: Iris Steinberg, (313) 324-3402
  

Commuter Challenge 2018
 Tired of paying at the pump? Try a greener commute

 
SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, announces Commuter Challenge 2018 for the
entire month of May. The “challenge” is for single-passenger drivers to travel to work in some way other than
driving alone (carpool, bus, vanpool, bike, walk, or work from home).

By reducing the miles we drive alone, we reduce air pollution in Southeast Michigan.

Alternative commuting offers several benefits to the region and the individual:

Improved air quality for our region,
Reduced driving stressors,
Reduced personal driving expenses such as gas, flat tires, and accidents,
Physical fitness benefits from incorporating cycling or walking into your commute, and
Commuter Challenge participants are eligible for several prizes. Participants who sign up before May 1
have a chance to win a $50 Amazon gift card!

“The goal of the Commuter Challenge is to reduce drive-alone traffic by introducing drivers to alternative
transportation and work solutions such as carpooling and vanpooling, public transportation, walking and biking,
and making use of flextime and telecommute options. When compared to a drive-alone commute, all of these
choices improve the region’s air quality by reducing pollutants,” said Kathleen Lomako, Executive Director,
SEMCOG.

How to participate in the Commuter Challenge:

1. Sign up with Southeast Michigan Commuter Connect, the region’s trip planning and commuter-matching
service.

2. Beginning May 1, log each day you use an alternative commute (not driving alone) in the Commute
Calendar on the Commuter Connect site through May 31.You will receive one point for each trip. The

mailto:steinberg@semcog.org?subject=RE:%20Commuter%20Challenge
https://www.commuterconnectmi.com/Public/Home.aspx
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more points received, the more chances to win a prize.

Other opportunities

Monday, April 30, the Commuter Challenge Kick-Off Event will be at Cadillac Square, Downtown Detroit
from 11 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
On Friday, May 4, Southeast Michigan will compete against Lansing and Grand Rapids for the most
commuter participation on Clean Commute Day. Commuters who sign up will be eligible for great prizes.
May 18 is Bike to Work Day. Organized rides will be coming from the north, east, and west and will meet
at Spirit Plaza, downtown Detroit.
Every day this May is an opportunity for participants to log their roundtrip commute (one per day) at the
Southeast Michigan Commuter Connect and submit entries into the big prize drawing. The more days
you log a commute, the more chances you have to win great prizes, including an iPAD, Marriot hotel
stay, Visa and Amazon gift cards, dinner at Andiamo, and more!

The 2018 Commuter Challenge partners are the Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT), the Detroit
Transportation Corporation (Detroit People Mover), MichiVan, the Regional Transit Authority of Southeast
Michigan (RTA), SEMCOG, the Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART), and
Transportation Riders United.

--##--

SEMCOG is the only organization in Southeast Michigan that brings together all governments 
 to solve regional challenges and enhance the quality of life.

 To learn more about what SEMCOG does, click here.

 

  
 

SEMCOG - Southeast Michigan Council of Governments • 1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 1400, Detroit, Michigan 48226
313-961-4266 • Fax: 313-961-4869 • Staff e-mail: LastName@semcog.org • www.semcog.org

  
 

To opt-out of future SEMCOG News Releases, click here. 
 To unsubscribe from receiving any SEMCOG information, click here.
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