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Lane Position 
 
This document focuses on which lane of the street is preferable for Kansas City’s Main Street 
streetcar extension, describing the multi-step process taken to identify the “best lane” position. 
 
Background 
For the original Downtown Streetcar line, determining lane positioning for the tracks was a 
largely “internal” project-team effort.  Because the curb-to-curb cross-section of the route was 
fairly narrow (approximately 54 feet through the Crossroads District, and much narrower in other 
sections), the choice was often obvious: 
 

• Circling the River Market, only one vehicle lane per direction existed, so there was only one 
lane in which the streetcar could operate. 

• Throughout the Crossroads, the project team determined that a “road diet”, converting the 
existing four-lane undivided roadway to a three-lane section (one lane per direction plus a 
turn lane) was warranted by the traffic volumes and would improve traffic flow and safety.  
Once this decision was made, there was only one lane in each direction in which the 
streetcar could operate. 

• Within the CBD, the situation was more complicated due to varying corridor widths.  
Generally, a road-diet strategy was used south of 10th Street, resulting in only one lane 
choice for the streetcar.  North of 10th Street to Independence Avenue, the four-lane section 
was retained.  Based on available widths for station-stops, the fact that the remainder of the 
station-stops were on the outside, and other factors, the study team decided to position the 
streetcar in the outside lane through this five-block section. 

 
More options exist for the proposed Main Street extension, largely because the majority of the 
proposed extension corridor is wider curb-to-curb than the Downtown corridor.   Main Street is a 
four- to six-lane roadway, with turn lanes in many portions, and will generally need to retain at 
least two travel lanes in each direction.  Thus, there is a very real question of which lane the 
streetcar should use – the “best lane”. 
 
The process to select the “best lane” differed somewhat from the station-stop decision-process.  
It more broadly encompassed evaluations of the overall cross-section of each segment of Main 
Street, considering how the ultimate design of the street could facilitate not just the streetcar, 
but also the other modes of transportation along this key Midtown artery. 
 
As with the station-stop analysis, the lane-position analysis involved the study team, a Working 
Group composed of key stakeholders, and the public.  
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To facilitate the “best lane” analysis, the corridor was divided into 26 segments as shown in 
Figure X-1.  
  Figure X-1: Corridor Segments 

PERSHING RD 

40TH ST 
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Step 1: Initial Segment Needs Identification 
 
The starting point for the lane-position analysis was an examination of the cross-sectional 
“needs” of each segment.  Because the street will need to be restriped (and to some extent, 
repurposed) to accommodate the streetcar, the elements competing for street width – parking, 
vehicles, turn lanes, non-motorized modes – need to be considered.  Because needs vary along 
the corridor, the study team felt that an initial segment-by-segment analysis would be a good 
starting point.  It was acknowledged up front that these needs would, in many cases, represent 
trade-offs; and those trade-offs were what the team was eager to identify and discuss, both 
internally and publicly. 
 
The following criteria were evaluated in determining segment needs: 
 

Parking/Loading | Through Lanes | Driveway Access | Intersection Left Turns   
Utilities | Bike Integration | Pedestrian Space | Curb Stop Needed 
 

For each intersection, needs relating to each of the criteria were evaluated on a 1-5 scale, with 
a rating of “5” indicating a high need for the given element (e.g., parking/loading) and a rating of 
“1” indicating a low need.  The evaluation criteria, and the segment-by-segment needs 
evaluation for each, are described below. 
 
Parking/Loading 
 
Along much of the streetcar extension route, on-street parking is currently allowed in the outside 
lane during most of the day. During peak times, in the peak direction (northbound in the AM, 
southbound in the PM), parking is prohibited to allow the outside lane to be used by Main MAX 
(and turning vehicles). In contrast to buses, streetcars cannot operate in a lane that allows 
parking, even time-of-day restricted parking. If parking is to be maintained once the streetcar 
extension is constructed, it will need to be separate from the streetcar travel-way.  
 
For the initial analysis, parking/loading needs were evaluated based on existing on-street 
parking/loading patterns.  This included a parking inventory that covered the entire corridor over 
several parts of a typical weekday.  The study team acknowledged that existing parking usage 
is not likely reflective of future parking usage, for several reasons: 
 

• The streetcar is expected to spur redevelopment, potentially increasing parking demand 
in some areas. 

• There is a large number of off-street parking spaces in surface lots immediately adjacent 
to the corridor.  Surface parking is not considered the “highest and best” use for many 
such locations, meaning these lots could someday be replaced by buildings, potentially 
relying more heavily on on-street parking. 
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The geographic specifics of these considerations are not easily predictable.  Therefore, as a 
starting point, current areas of high parking occupancy were used as indicators of higher need.  
Table X-1 summarizes the parking needs evaluation, which was conducted separately for each 
side of the street. 
 
 

Table X-1: Initial Segment Need Evaluation Criterion: 
Parking 

 
  

Location 
Need Score 

Composite Parking 
Occupancy 

W. Side E. Side W. Side E. Side 
1 "24th" Pershing 1 4 NA * 

2 Pershing "25th" 1 1 NA NA 
3 "25th" 27th 1 5 NA 35-40% 
4 27th Grand 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
5 Grand Warwick 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
6 Warwick 30th 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
7 30th 31st 1 3 0-5% 10-15% 
8 31st Linwood 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
9 Linwood E 34th 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
10 E 34th Armour 1 4 0-5% 25-30% 
11 Armour 36th 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
12 36th 37th 2 1 5-10% 0-5% 
13 37th 39th 3 3 10-15% 10-15% 
14 39th Westport 3 3 10-15% 10-15% 
15 Westport 40th 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
16 40th 41st 1 5 0-5% 30-35% 
17 41st 43rd 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
18 43rd 44th 1 1 0-5% 0-5% 
19 44th 45th 1 4 0-5% 25-30% 
20 45th 46th 4 2 20-25% 5-10% 
21 46th Cleaver II 1 1 NA NA 
22 Cleaver II Ward 1 1 NA NA 
23 Ward Volker 1 1 NA NA 
24 Volker 49th 1 1 NA NA 
25 49th "50th" 1 1 NA NA 
26 "50th" 51st 1 1 NA NA 
 

* Segment not counted but known to be high occupancy. 
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Through Lanes 
 
As mentioned above, the original Downtown 
Streetcar project resulted in a “road diet” on 
portions of Main Street, reducing the number 
of automobile through lanes on a large 
portion of the corridor.  This was done to 
improve corridor safety and better 
accommodate the streetcar by providing 
dedicated left-turn lanes for autos (reducing 
traffic friction) – but it was also supported by 
traffic volume data indicating that the lane 
reduction was appropriate. 
 
A similar investigation was made for the Main 
Street Extension.  To allow the paved street 
width to be put to its best use, the study team 
evaluated traffic flows along the corridor and 
computed the minimum number of through 
lanes that would allow traffic to flow at 
acceptable levels. The evaluation centered on 
intersection capacity, using level-of-service 
(LOS) analysis to determine intersection 
performance, with LOS D or better considered 
acceptable. 
 
The majority of the corridor is currently striped 
with three through lanes in each direction. 
However, as mentioned previously, the 
outside lane is used for on-street parking 
during off-peak times and is a dedicated bus 
lane during the peak hours. Therefore, through traffic is essentially limited to two lanes per 
direction (for most of the corridor) in its current configuration. 
 
Table X-2 summarizes the evaluation. To facilitate computations in later steps, the needs were 
divided into binary categories (“Does the segment need more than one through lane?” and 
“Does the segment need more than two through lanes?”).  As the table indicates, several 
segments in the northern portion of the corridor could operate acceptably with one lane per 
direction, while the majority of the corridor would need two lanes per direction.  The segment 
near Cleaver II Parkway was found to need three lanes per direction, as the intersection of Main 
Street and Cleaver II Parkway is a major intersection with congestion issues during peak hours. 
  

 

Location 

Need Score  
(per direction) 

Lanes 
needed 

per 
direction 

Need >1 
thru lanes 

Need >2 
thru lanes 

1 "24th" Pershing 5 1 2 
2 Pershing "25th" 1 1 1 
3 "25th" 27th 1 1 1 
4 27th Grand 1 1 1 
5 Grand Warwick 1 1 1 
6 Warwick 30th 1 1 1 
7 30th 31st 5 1 2 
8 31st Linwood 5 1 2 
9 Linwood E 34th 5 1 2 
10 E 34th Armour 5 1 2 
11 Armour 36th 5 1 2 
12 36th 37th 5 1 2 
13 37th 39th 5 1 2 
14 39th Westport 5 1 2 
15 Westport 40th 5 1 2 
16 40th 41st 5 1 2 
17 41st 43rd 5 1 2 
18 43rd 44th 5 1 2 
19 44th 45th 5 1 2 
20 45th 46th 5 1 2 
21 46th Cleaver II 5 5 3 
22 Cleaver II Ward 5 1 2 
23 Ward Volker 5 1 2 
24 Volker 49th 5 1 2 
25 49th "50th" 5 1 2 
26 "50th" 51st 5 1 2 

 

Table X-2:  
Initial Segment Need Evaluation Criterion: 

Auto Through Lanes (per Direction) 
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Driveway Access 
 
Driveway access is prevalent along much of the corridor, and is viewed as important by many of 
the business owners and operators.  Certain portions of the corridor include a center two-way 
left-turn lane, while others do not.  The potential need for a center turn lane is an important part 
of cross-section evaluation.  As an indicator of existing areas where access needs are high, the 
study team assessed the current number of driveways per mile, or “driveway density.” 
 
The study team acknowledged that this snapshot of existing access conditions may not reflect 
the long term.  With a streetcar in place, properties may redevelop, and access points may be 
moved, consolidated, or closed.  Furthermore, the fact that numerous driveways exist does not 
necessarily mean that they are all needed.  However, as a starting point for examining desirable 
cross-sections, driveway density was felt to be a reasonable proxy for access needs. 
 
Table X-3 summarizes the results of the analysis. Ironically, the central portion of the corridor 
(34th Street to 44th Street) has the highest driveway density but also is the portion without a 
center turn lane. 
 

Table X-3: Initial Segment Need Evaluation Criterion: 
Mid-block Driveway Access  

 
  Location Score 

Driveway 
Density 
(per mi) 

1 "24th" Pershing 1 0 
2 Pershing "25th" 1 6.6 
3 "25th" 27th 1 4.1 
4 27th Grand 1 0 
5 Grand Warwick 2 37.1 
6 Warwick 30th 2 22.6 
7 30th 31st 2 39.8 
8 31st Linwood 2 32.5 
9 Linwood E 34th 4 62.1 
10 E 34th Armour 3 50.1 
11 Armour 36th 3 56.3 
12 36th 37th 4 64.2 
13 37th 39th 4 76.5 
14 39th Westport 2 35.0 
15 Westport 40th 2 37.2 
16 40th 41st 3 48.3 
17 41st 43rd 5 89.5 
18 43rd 44th 4 77.3 
19 44th 45th 2 36.6 
20 45th 46th 2 34.8 
21 46th Cleaver II 2 20.5 
22 Cleaver II Ward 1 0 
23 Ward Volker 1 0 
24 Volker 49th 1 0 
25 49th "50th" 1 0 
26 "50th" 51st 1 8.0 
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Intersection Left Turns 
 
Currently, at the northern and southern extremities of the corridor (north of 34th Street and south 
of 43rd Street), left-turn lanes are provided on Main Street at signalized intersections. However, 
through the middle section of the corridor, where the street is narrower, there are no exclusive 
turn lanes and left turns are generally restricted during certain times of the day. In addition to 
street width considerations, the need for left-turn lanes imposes an operational constraint: if the 
streetcar tracks were to occupy the inside lanes, left turns could no longer be allowed from a 
non-exclusive lane at any time of day.  
 
In determining this semi-qualitative need score, the study team assessed the existing left-turn 
lane provisions, peak-hour left-turn traffic counts, and other demand factors.  At locations where 
left turns are currently prohibited, violations also helped indicate demand. Table X-4 
summarizes the results of the analysis; intersection left-turn lane needs were found to be fairly 
high for much of the corridor. 
 

Table X-4: Initial Segment Need Evaluation Criterion: 
Intersection Left-Turn Lanes 

 
  

 From To Score Existing Conditions 
Peak-Hour Left-Turn 

Volume: AM(PM) 
1 "24th" Pershing 5 Signal & turn lane @ Pershing  
2 Pershing "25th" 4 Signal & turn lane @ Pershing Pershing NB: 65 (108) 
3 "25th" 27th 4 Signal & turn lane @ 27th 27th SB: 75 (17) 
4 27th Grand 3 Unsignalized left-turn lane @ Memorial Not available 
5 Grand Warwick 3 SB signalized LT lane @ Warwick Warwick SB: 13 (11) 

6 Warwick 30th 4 
Ex signalized LT lane @ Warwick,  
unsignalized LT lane @ 30th 

Warwick NB: 169 (0) 

7 30th 31st 4 Existing signalized LT lanes at both ends 31st SB: 30 (262) 
8 31st Linwood 5 Existing High-demand SB LT @ Linwood 31st NB: 168 (161) 
9 Linwood E 34th 5 Existing High-demand NB LT @ Linwood Linwood NB: 180 (158) 
10 E 34th Armour 4 Armour provides important connection to US-71 Armour SB: 1 (11)  
11 Armour 36th 2 Neighborhood connection Armour NB: 3 (0) 
12 36th 37th 2 Neighborhood connection 36th NB: 18 (15) 
13 37th 39th 4 39th an important E-W connection including US-71 37th NB: 10 (25) 
14 39th Westport 4 39th an important E-W connection  39th NB: 1 (1) 
15 Westport 40th 3 Violations indicate demand Westport NB: 17 (8) 
16 40th 41st 2 Neighborhood/school connections 40th NB: 5 (8) 
17 41st 43rd 3 43rd an important cross-street (hospital) "41st" NB: 50 (9) 

18 43rd 44th 4 
43rd an important cross-street (hospital);   
High SB LT at QuikTrip 

43rd NB: 11 (8) 
44th SB: 38 (71) 

19 44th 45th 4 Existing signalized lefts at 45th 44th NB: 20 (10) 
20 45th 46th 3 45th = American Century entrance 45th NB: 19 (11) 
21 46th Cleaver II 5 High-demand signalized SB LT lane @ Cleaver Cleaver SB: 87 (127) 
22 Cleaver II Ward 5 High-demand signalized NB LT lane @ Cleaver Cleaver NB: 171 (155) 
23 Ward Volker 5 High-demand signalized LT lanes @ both ends Ward NB: 497 (508) 

24 Volker 49th 1 
No intersection left-turns needed; need some 
shadowing of NB LT lane @ 49th 

 NA 

25 49th "50th" 4 Existing NB LT lane @ 49th 49th NB: 58 (39) 
26 "50th" 51st 4 Recent addition of left-turn lanes at 51st 51st SB: 30 (75) 
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Utilities 
 
Construction in general, and specifically placement of the track slab for the streetcar, may have 
an impact upon shallow or large utilities, and therefore the location of utilities is potentially an 
important consideration in the best lane analysis. Although utility information has begun to be 
gathered, at the initial stage of the evaluation there was not sufficient information to conclusively 
identify areas of potential concern, especially down to the granularity of potential conflicts in 
specific lanes.  Thus, initially, all segments were ranked as “unknown” for utilities. 
 
Bike Integration 
 
Two policy documents were considered in the evaluation of bike 
needs: 

• The City’s adopted Complete Streets Policy indicates that all 
transportation projects should strive to meet Complete Streets 
goals.  With regard to bicycles, this often means including bike 
lanes or other dedicated facilities – but in some cases, it means 
designing to facilitate bicyclists to the extent possible. 

 
• Bike KC, the City’s Bike Plan, is expected to be completed in 

the summer of 2018.  A preliminary bike facility map from the 
plan development (see excerpt at right) shows a robust bicycle 
network surrounding the Main Street corridor, but does not 
show facilities on Main Street itself.  This is intentional, as the 
framers of the plan recognize the expectation of a streetcar on 
Main Street and its potential conflicts with bicycle traffic. 

 
Given the exclusion of explicit bicycle facilities on Main Street in 
Bike KC, the study team decided to rate bike needs along the 
segments as “low/unknown” at this stage.  It was felt that, as the 
project moved into detailed design, logical segments for bicycle 
facilities might emerge, and the team would strive to accommodate 
bicycle travel as much as feasible. 
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Two additional criteria were proposed by the team at the beginning of the initial screening. 
 
Pedestrian Space 
 
The availability of adequate holding space either along the curb or in a center median for waiting 
riders, as well as pass-by pedestrians, could conceivably impact which lane is best suited for 
the streetcar.  For example – if room is unavailable for an adequately sized center platform, then 
an inside-running option could be unsupportable.  (Similar issues could exist with a curb 
platform.) However, these issues are highly localized and it was difficult to identify specific 
potential issues early in the evaluation. Thus, this criterion was not evaluated initially, but was 
carried forward as an issue to keep in mind as the evaluation progressed. 
 
Curb Stop Needed 
 
Along certain blocks, a curb stop could potentially be required due to outside influences 
including local development, shared bus stops, or system considerations. If a stop must be 
located along the curb, then the streetcar must also operate in the curb lane in that location. As 
with pedestrian space, this issue is highly localized. Thus, this criterion was also not evaluated 
initially, but was carried forward as an issue to keep in mind as the evaluation progressed. 
 
Initial Evaluation Summary  
 
Figure X-2 presents a graphical roll-up of the evaluation described above. 
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DRAFT 

Step 2: Initial Segment-by-Segment Cross-Section Selection 
 
The previous step established a basis of need for each study segment.  The next steps broadly 
involved identifying potential street cross-sections for each segment, evaluating how well each 
would meet that need, and developing an initial set of recommended cross-sections for the 
corridor.   The detailed steps are described below. 

Development of Potential Cross-Sections. Curb-to-curb widths along the corridor vary from 50 
feet to 90 feet.  The study team graphically developed a series of potential cross-sections for 
street widths throughout this range, using blocks of color to represent different uses of the street 
(parking, automobile lane, exclusive streetcar lane, etc.).  Figure X-3 illustrates this visual 
approach along with an example of how the elements can be configured to represent a cross-
section. 

Figure X-3: Cross-Section Visual Representation Method 
 

 

 

 

 

Rating of Potential Cross-Sections vs. Need Criteria. The study team scored each of the 
potential cross-sections against each of the need criteria described in Step 1 (Parking, Driveway 
Access, etc.).  For example, Figure X-4 shows the ratings for a series of 60-foot cross-sections. 

Figure X-4: Sample Ratings (60-foot Cross-Sections) 

 
*Ratings on a 1-5 basis; darker colors represent higher needs. 

Cross-Section Need Criteria Rating* 
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Scoring of Potential Cross-Sections vs. Segment Needs. Unlike the station-stop evaluation, in 
which the evaluation criteria could be summed to determine the highest score, the cross-section 
analysis needed to determine how well each cross-section met the needs of each criterion for a 
given segment.  For example, a cross-section that provided on-street parking would score very 
highly for a street segment that had a high identified parking need, but would score lower for a 
segment on which parking was not identified as a priority – and this needed to be considered for 
each criterion.  This evaluation resulted in a single combined score for each potential cross-
section on every segment 
 
Selection of Cross-Sections and Smoothing. Based on the cross-section analysis, the study 
team’s algorithm selected the top two scoring cross-sections for each segment and assembled 
them into two initial “raw” corridor layouts.  As anticipated, these layouts did not always 
represent a rational streetcar lane-position strategy: the streetcar was found to switch from 
outside to center several times throughout the raw layouts, resulting in an inefficient design.  
The team worked to manually “smooth” the corridor layout based on the highest-scoring cross-
sections that made sense from a system operations standpoint.  This led to the two alternatives 
shown in Figure X-5, and briefly described below: 

• Alternative 1 was center-running throughout, meaning the streetcar would generally travel in 
the inside (left) lane – with an automobile travel lane to its right, and either a left-turn lane or 
median to its left. 

 
• Alternative 2 was outside-running throughout, meaning the streetcar would generally travel 

in the outside (right) lane – with an automobile travel lane to its left, and either an on-street 
parking lane or a curb to its right. 

The algorithm tended to recommend dedicated streetcar lanes wherever width would allow, 
since such a configuration minimizes traffic conflicts with the streetcar, and therefore can 
improve the streetcar’s overall travel time through the corridor.  In fact, the results divided the 
corridor into three natural segments – segments that are very reasonable to those who know the 
corridor: 

• North End: Between Pershing Boulevard and roughly 30th Street, the corridor is generally 
fairly wide with very few driveways and cross-streets.  It also has some of the lowest traffic 
demand on the corridor.  Given the available width and the other needs through these 
segments, a dedicated streetcar lane is potentially feasible in this portion of the corridor.  
Note that there is currently a long stretch of “missing” sidewalk on the east side of Main 
Street north of Grand Boulevard.  Even at this early point in the process, it was assumed that 
the street would be narrowed to allow construction of such a sidewalk. 

 
• Middle: The middle portion of the route, from 30th Street to Cleaver II Boulevard (roughly two 

miles long), is characterized by narrower cross-sections, frequent business access 
(driveways), and generally higher demand for on-street parking.  In this section, running the 
streetcar in mixed traffic is likely the most logical way to allow the needed cross-section 
elements to fit. 
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• South End: South of Cleaver II Boulevard, there are no driveways along the route, no on-

street parking is allowed, and the street is fairly wide except for the segment south of what 
could be considered “50th Street.”  As with the north end, the available width and the limited 
need for other cross-section elements make the south end a candidate for a dedicated 
streetcar lane.  In addition, this section features the Country Club right-of-way, a linear swath 
of land owned by the Kansas City Transportation Authority (KCATA), generally preserved 
with the intention of reintroducing rail transit.  This right-of-way figures in to street width 
assumptions south of Volker Boulevard. 

 

Figure X-5: “Smoothed” Initial Generated Alternative Cross-Sections 
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Step 3: Public Meeting #1 
 
To present these lane-positioning ideas to the public, the study team developed a set of hybrid 
maps – conceptual diagrams somewhere between the colored block maps of Step 2 and a full-
blown set of scaled concept drawings.  The purpose of these maps was to begin to convey the 
types of trade-offs that might be involved with different streetcar lane positioning options and the 
associated effects on other cross-section elements, given existing street-width constraints. 

Figure X-6 illustrates the maps of the two alternatives.  The maps use continuous line segments 
to indicate traffic lanes (some shared with streetcar tracks), parking/loading (or other curb space 
use), potential center turn lanes and medians, and dedicated streetcar lanes.  Stop locations (as 
proposed at the time these maps were created) are also illustrated. 

These maps were presented to the public on April 3, 2018.  The maps were divided into the 
three sub-sections described in Step 2 (north, middle, south) – with the idea that these sub-
sections each had a measure of operational independence and could possibly be interchanged 
in a final concept.  Both the northern and southern portions included dedicated streetcar lanes 
regardless of lane position; the middle portion assumed mixed-traffic operations for either lane-
position option. 

The three maps were accompanied by the three evaluation matrices shown in Tables X-5a 
through X-5c, which examined the criteria described in Step 1 and provided a brief narrative 
comparison of the two alternatives.  Where one alternative appeared to be clearly superior to 
the other with respect to a particular criterion, this distinction is highlighted in the tables. 
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Figure X-6: Public Meeting #1 Evaluation Maps (Collage) 
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Meeting Feedback: The majority of participating attendees expressed a preference for an 
outside-running streetcar option for all three sections of the extension (for the south section, 
outside-running would be in the Country Club Right-of-Way, CCROW). Figure X-7 summarizes 
the responses.  As the figure shows, there was a clear preference among attendees to run in 
the CCROW on the southern section.  In the middle section, outside running edged out center 
running.  In the northern section, outside running appeared to be slightly preferred to center 
running, but the margin was thin.  On-line, respondents tended to prefer the same lane position 
in all three sections, when they had a preference.  Outside running was slightly more popular 
than center running in the on-line responses. 
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Figure X-7: Public Meeting #1 - Lane Preference Expressions 
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Step 4: Concept Drawings 
 
With the general feedback from the first public meeting in hand, the study team developed two 
scaled concept drawings (line on aerial) showing streetcar track centerlines, station-stop 
platforms, and potential associated re-striping of the corridor.  The concepts retained the 
“Outside Running” and “Center Running” designations, although these distinctions did not hold 
at the south end (as discussed later). The team held several lengthy working meetings to 
develop these concepts, and worked through the specific issues on the corridor to develop 
conceptual alignments and station-stop locations that were reasonable – but by no means the 
final alignments.  The concepts were developed to provide a basic comparison of tradeoffs and 
to ultimately form a basis for a concept-level cost estimate. 

General Design Principles. The concepts were generally laid out using the design principles of 
the Kansas City Downtown Streetcar Design Criteria Manual (Starter Line).  The alignments 
assumed a design speed of 35 mph.  Compared to the Downtown line, the design incorporated 
additional buffer between the streetcar and parked cars, as well as the curb, where appropriate.   
Far-side station-stops were assumed whenever possible. 

A few additional specifics of the concepts follow: 

• Mixed vs. Exclusive: Both concepts positioned the streetcar in dedicated lanes south of 
Emanuel Cleaver II Boulevard.  The center-running option transitioned the southbound 
tracks into a dedicated lane just south of 45th Street. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Everywhere else except the locations described above, both concepts positioned the 
streetcar in mixed traffic.  On the north end, this was a change from what was shown at 
the first public meeting.  The study team had determined that a dedicated streetcar lane 
might not afford a high advantage on this segment, given that traffic volumes and 
conflicts are fairly low. 
 

  

Center-running Outside-running  
(southbound has transitioned to center) 

     Exclusive guideway 
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• Medians and Turn Lanes: The center-
running concept included a raised 
median for most of the corridor’s length, 
to minimize turning conflicts with the 
streetcar on this higher-speed (35-mph) 
portion of the streetcar line.  Dedicated 
left-turn lanes were provided at and between intersections where possible to prevent 
turning vehicles from blocking the streetcar. 

In contrast, the outside-running concept 
featured almost no medians.  Business 
access and intersection turns would be 
much like they are today – a center two-
way left-turn lane in some locations, and 
a double-yellow line in some locations.  
At some signalized intersections, left-turns would continue to be allowed from a shared 
through/left lane (although with time-of-day restrictions), because stopped left-turning 
vehicles would not block an outside-running streetcar. 

• Station-stop Effects on Turn Lanes: With the center-running option, station-stop 
platforms would prevent left turns at several locations.  Under the outside-running option, 
these left-turn movements would still be allowed, although often from shared through/left 
lanes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Parking: Potential on-street parking areas were shown along the corridor in each 
concept, but they were clearly identified as “potential” with the knowledge that parking 
provisions would be refined as the selected concept moved forward in the planning and 
design process. 
 

  

Center-running 
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• Country Club Right-of-Way (CCROW): Both concepts transitioned the streetcar to the 
CCROW south of Volker Boulevard.  The public had strongly supported this option in the 
first public meeting, and the study team also noted the costs and difficulties associated 
with the streetcar remaining in the street in this area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• New Sidewalk and Active Transportation Connections:  Both concepts showed 
construction of a sidewalk on the east side of Main Street between Pershing Boulevard 
and 27th Street. On the west side of the same segment, both concepts showed a 
potential area for bicycle and/or pedestrian improvements. 

 

 

 

 

Figure X-8 shows an overview of the concept drawings; Figure X-9 includes zoomed-in maps 
of each station-stop area.  

Center-running Outside-running 
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Figure X-8: Overview of Corridor Concepts  
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Figure X-9: Corridor Concepts | Zoom-Ins of Station-Stop Areas 
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Step 5: Public Meeting #2 
 

Roll-plot maps of the two concepts were unveiled at a public meeting on June 5, 2018.  The 
study team also produced a refined matrix, shown in Table X-6, comparing the two alternatives 
against key evaluation criteria and highlighting tradeoffs. The public meeting materials were also 
provided on-line until June 17, 2018.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The feedback focus of the second public meeting was to receive input on why participants 
preferred one of the two alternatives. A key focus of many participants was access to driveways 
and/or left-hand turns at key intersections. Study Team members gathered feedback via sticky-
notes requesting participants describe “why” they prefer, placing their note on either the 
Outside- or Center-Running poster boards.  The summaries below indicate that the public 
expressed a strong preference for outside-running operations. 

75%  Outside Running Preference 
 25% Center Running Preference 

• Business operations (economic 
development, less disruptive to access/ 
left-hand turns) 

 
• Safe and efficient access for riders 
 
• Accessibility  
 
• Consistency with current route 

 
• Better for bicyclists 

 
• Ability to dedicate lanes for streetcar, 

automobiles and bicyclists 
 

• Organizing traffic 

 

 Safety, speed (faster running), and traffic 
calming were also noted. 

 
16 public meeting, 14 on-line 

Better flow for both traffic and pedestrians, 
parking, and operations experience were 
also noted. 

 

 

46 public meeting, 40 on-line   
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Table X-6: Public Meeting #2 Evaluation Matrix   
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Recommendations: Outside-Running 
 
Based on the technical analyses, the public feedback, and further team discussion of the merits 
of each option, the study team has chosen to carry forward the outside-running alternative.  The 
decision was not easy, as each option has both advantages and drawbacks. The primary 
factors that led to the selection of outside-running include the following: 
 

• Business Access – Autos: An outside-running alignment would much better preserve left-
turn vehicular access to/from businesses and properties along Main Street.  In contrast, with 
the implementation of a median, a center-running alignment would dramatically curtail such 
access. 

• Turn Restrictions: An outside-running alignment would allow intersection left-turn 
movements to be made much as they are today on Main Street, whereas a center-running 
alignment – with medians and center platforms – would have the potential to completely 
prohibit intersection left-turns at up to nine locations. 

• Bus Integration: Station-stops on the outside of the street can be designed for shared-use 
with buses (as was done on the starter line).  A center-running alignment would generally 
preclude such sharing because buses only have doors on their right sides. 

• Pedestrian Needs: An outside-running alignment, with station-stops on the outside of the 
street, would have a much larger “reservoir” for storing pedestrians in “surge cases”.  
Pedestrians could spill onto the existing sidewalks.  Pedestrians would also have quicker, 
safer access to adjacent businesses (e.g., to grab a cup of coffee) while waiting.  Finally, 
public meeting attendees generally expressed a greater sense of comfort with standing on 
the outside of the 35-mph roadway waiting for a streetcar than with standing in the middle. 

• On-Street Parking/Loading:  Preliminary concepts indicate that an outside-running alignment 
could allow for as much as 20 percent more on-street parking/loading capacity than a 
center-running alignment, due to the inclusion of a raised median in the center-running 
option.  The raised median consumes width within some portions of the corridor where the 
outside-running alternative can operate without a width-consuming center turn lane.   

• Consistency: Station-stops on the outside of the street are consistent with the existing 
system and with passenger expectations. 

 
The two largest concerns with an outside–running alignment are operational reliability (potential 
for blockage by parked/stopped vehicles, frequent turns to/from driveways) and bicycle 
accommodations.  The study team will work to mitigate these concerns through careful, iterative 
planning and design that continues to involve the community and integrates national best 
practices.  
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Future Refinement of South Segment  
 
As the initial alignment concepts were developed, it became clear that the portion of the route 
south of 45th Street will need a great deal more conversation and refinement to arrive at the 
optimum design.  Issues include the following: 

• South of Emanuel Cleaver II Boulevard, the streetcar will transition to the Country Club 
Right-of-Way (CCROW), and while a potential location for that transition has been 
identified, more analysis and refinement is needed to determine the optimum location. 

• Consideration is being given to a potential transit hub on the southeast corner of the 
intersection of Main Street / Cleaver II Boulevard, and the streetcar’s lateral position in the 
street must be carefully coordinated with this hub. 

• This stretch of Main Street / Brookside Boulevard is the most congested along the 
proposed extension, and is also more congested than the Downtown corridor.  The 
interaction with the streetcar needs to be carefully thought through.  

• A 270-foot-long section of Main Street in the vicinity 46th Street is the narrowest on the 
corridor (less than 55 feet wide), and appreciably constrains options. 

• Several large office towers and hotels (as well as local businesses and institutions) have 
access needs between 45th Street and Emanuel Cleaver II Boulevard; these needs must be 
balanced against streetcar operational considerations. 

• Main Street just north of Emanuel Cleaver II Boulevard has a significant grade (over 7 
percent in some portions), complicating streetcar operations. 

• One-way east-west streets (Volker Boulevard and Ward Parkway North) in the area tend to 
complicate and concentrate traffic circulation issues.  They affect intersection operations as 
well as bus access to the potential transit hub, both of which ultimately affect streetcar 
operations. 

As the project moves forward in planning and design, the study team will continue to scrutinize 
these technical issues, and work closely with the public and stakeholders, to pursue a concept 
that addresses the issues and extends the benefits of the Downtown starter line. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


