Board Haskell Avenue/Peak Street Transportation Corridor Study Public Meeting
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Existing Conditions

Pedestrian & Cyclist Volumes Crossing Haskell Ave. and Peak St.
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General Information

......
i

4.6 mi

Total Length

26

Bus Stops

s ~11,000

Daily Vehicles

I

|E———

Posted Speed:
l‘@ 30 MPH

Al

NB (Peak) — 37.0 MPH
SB (Haskell) — 32.9 MPH

A

230+ Daily
Pedestrians
Crossings

Speed Limit

85" Percentile Speeds

*At Key Intersections

Where is the most critical need for pedestrian crossings?

Pedestrian counts show heavy pedestrian and cyclist demand crossing Haskell/Peak
corridors at unprotected locations throughout the corridor. Most of these crossings are
concentrated at the northern end of the Haskell/Peak corridors North of Junius St intersections
such as Haskell at Munger and Haskell at Lemmon have pedestrian crossings of over 200 a
day. This is due to the numerous pedestrian generators In those areas, such as an
abundance of multi-family housing, restaurants and retail shops, and nearby academic
buildings. There is a high severity tied to pedestrian/cyclist related crashes, with a few fatalities
In the recent years. One of the primary goals of this project is to increase walkability,
visibility, and pedestrian safety throughout the corridors, while mitigating the crash
factors leading up to the event.
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Example of “End of Useful Life”
signal infrastructure — outdated
mast arm and signal equipment.
(Haskell Ave. at Lemmon Ave.)

Example of a ramp in poor
condition — not ADA compliant
and obstructed by utility pole.
(Peak St. and Eastside Ave.)

o \

Example of lighting infrastructure
In poor condition — leaning poles.
(Haskell Ave. between Victor St.
and Worth St).

(Peak St. between Garland Ave. and Ash Ln.)
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2 Existing Crash Data

Crash Section Map Crash Density Map General Information

915
Total Crashes

Primary Crash
Type: Angle | MUNGER PLACE 19
: HISTORIC . .
HISTORIC DISTRICT Pedestrian/Cyclist Crashes

DISTRICT

183
Average Crashes per Year

Crash Density Along Haskell/Peak

30
| 30 Crash density describes the relationship
Section 1: Grand to [-30 N :
between crash counts and total lane miles,
S t. 2: I_30t M . - " " " " "
| Section o Main & DEEP.ELLUM 3 indicating the_ concentration of crashes in a
Section 3- Main to Gaston UM e - specific area; a higher crash density indicates
— - O, a greater number of crashes per mile of road.
Section 4: Gastonto Ross || Primary Crash | . (7) | Section 4 (Gaston to Ross) had the highest
" Section 5: Ross to Lemmon || Type: Sideswipe | i crash density with ~96 crashes per lane mile.
Top 5 Crash Types ] Section Crash | Sum of Lane | Sum of Crashes divided by
_(Fu" Corridor): CraSh FaCtors by Secltlon Count | Miles Sum of Lane Miles
1. Angle — 38% Primary Contributing Factor (groups) 1: Grand to 1-30 3: Main to Gaston 4: Gaston to Ross
: 8 ° "I DISREGARD OF SIGNAL/SIGNAGE/STRIPING 13 1: Grand to I-30 115 3.3120 34.72
? NOT DRIVING WITHIN TRAVEL LANE 34 2: 1_30 to Main 120 15540
1 UNSAFE TURNING 20
" VEHICLE FAILED TO YIELD RIGHT OF WAY 9 16 31 27 30 113 3: Main to Gaston 179 3.0720
“ FAILED TO STOP OR CONTROL SPEED 13 9 14 34 20 90 .
“ OTHER 10 9 12 30 6 67 4: Gaston to Ross
) DISTRACTED DRIVING - 7 7 14 1 33 5: Ross to Lemmon 2.4360
I NONE - 1 6 5 3 19
 SPEEDING 1 2 1 1 9 14 Total 915 13.8450
= WRONG WAY - ONE WAY ROAD 2 1 5 3 11
I DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 1 1 2 2 2 8 .
' FOLLOWED TOO CLOSELY 2 2 3 1 8 Crash Data by Severity
1 UNSAFE PASSING 2 2 2 6
; ; “ FATIGUED OR ASLEEP 1 1
3. Sideswipe — 16% “ PEDESTRIAN FAILED TO YIELD RIGHT OF 1 1 K - FATAL INJURY | 4
fiilm T 115 120 179 334 167 915 A - SUSPECTED SERIOUS INJURY [l 27
Crash data from January 2019- December 2023 B - SUSPECTED MINOR INJURY [ 138
c. . . . c - possiBLE INJURY [ 156
4. Single Vehicle — 9% Crash type refers to the specific manner of collision such as head-on, sideswipe, ™
or rear end. These types are influenced by crash factors, particularly driver
. e . . . . . 99 - UNKNowN [} 23
behavior, which includes distracted driving, red light running, speeding. The top 5
crash types are shown in the figures to the left with “Angle” being the primary 0 200 ~00
5. Rear End — 5% crash type. Over 36% of the total crashes occurred in Section 4 (Gaston to Between January 2019 and December 2023, there were a total of 915
Ross) with “Disregard of Signal/Signage/Striping” being the main contributing recorded crashes along the corridor. Of these, over half resulted in
crash factor. Furthermore, red light/ stop sign running contributed to 25% of property damage only, 138 resulted in minor or possible injuries, 27
the total crashes for the Haskell/Peak corridors resulted in severe injury, and 4 resulted in fatality.
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3 Existing Crash Data
Pedestrian & Cyclist Crashes Along Haskell/Peak Corridors Pedestrian & Cyclist Crash Data
& N Pedestrian and cyclist related crashes from January 2019 to December 2023 were collected along
UPTOWN-KNOX-HENDERSON A the corridor using data from TxDOT and the City. There were a total of 19 pedestrian/cyclist
JUNIUS crashes (12 pedestrian crashes and 7 cyclist crashes). Of these, 30% resulted in severe
HEIGHTS injuries, 3 of which were fatal. All pedestrian/cyclist fatalities occurred on Haskell Avenue,

with 2 of those crashes occurring during dark conditions. The majority of the pedestrian/cyclist
TR T CE crashes were due to the vehicle failing to yield right of way to a pedestrian. Furthermore, Haskell
HISTORIC Ave and Peak St are part of the Vehicle High Injury Network in the 2022 Vision Zero Action
DISTRICT Plan, which plans to eliminate all fatal crashes within the city and reduce severe injuries by 50%.
The high density of apartments, retail shops, and other cyclist generators such as Dallas
Theological Seminary significantly contributes to the high pedestrian crossing demand.

MOUNT |

' VISION ZERO ACTION PLAN 2022

Crash Severity by Light Condition i

Crash Severity

@ - FATAL INJURY e
1 - DAYLIGHT e,

84 - SUSPECTED SERIOUS INJ._.

3 - DARK, LIGHT...
@ C - POS5IBLE IMNIURY
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Operating Speeds

: : : th - -
Pedestrian & CyCIISt Crash Counts by Seve"ty The 85 percentlle operatlng Haskell Ave/Peak St 85th Percentile Speeds
Speeds aIOng HaSke” Ave/Peak St ® NB (Peak 5t) Operating Speed ® SB (Haskell Ave) Operating Speed m—g==Speed Limit

were analyzed. With a posted ) 4
speed of 30 MPH, operating *
speeds were consistently higher o
for southbound travel (Haskell) o
with an average operating speed = |
of 37 MPH. Northbound travel
(Peak) had an average operating
speed of 32.9 MPH with higher
speeds on Peak at Worth St and
Parry Ave. With high-speed

- crashes being associated to

K - FATAL A- B - C-POSSIBLE  N-NOT UNKNOWN increased severity injuries, it's
R S S o Uy IR INJURED important to address operating
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INJURY speeds throughout the corridors. Haskell Ave  © T -
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a Potential Improvements

Haskell Avenue/Peak Street Transportation Corridor Study Public Meeting

Sidewalk, Curb, Lighting and
Signal Infrastructure
Improvements

Some improvements that will provide safer
and more continuous routes for cyclists and
pedestrians include widening and repairing
sidewalks, filling in gaps, and installing
ADA compliant ramps. Installing additional
lighting will increase visibility on streets and
sidewalks, making pedestrians more visible
to drivers and making hazards more visible to
all road users. The installation of new signal
infrastructure and signal timing
adjustments can reduce crashes at
congested intersections and manage traffic
more efficiently. The addition of PHBs and
RRFBs at key pedestrian crossings can
also improve the safety of the corridor.
Other solutions to some of the problems
along Haskell Ave/Peak St are general curb
and median improvements, additional
parking with bulb outs at intersection
corners, and the removal or relocation of
under-utilized bus stops. The combination
of these improvements allow for safer
mobility and strengthens the connectivity of
the community.

Bike Facilities

In the 2023 Dallas Draft Bike | puus 1
Plan Update, Peak St is listed |
as a priority corridor for | G)
“Physically Separated” bike |
DALLAS
| BIKE PLAN
|
|

facilities. This bike facility

separates cyclists from vehicular UPDATE
traffic and provides for stronger 2023
community connectivity to

nearby trails and businesses. |

S
_ _. -‘;@

Proposed Bike Facility
on Peak St

LR
1. -

Existing and Funded Bike Facilities

Network Recommendations

-------- Visually Separated Visually Separated

Bicycle Boulevard Bicycle Boulevard

/ Physically Separated

|||||||| Physica”y Separated

Trail

Bicycle Route

Bicycle Route @ Rail Stations

=

Two-Way Cycle Track

A two-way cycle track is a bi-directional bike lane
that is separated from vehicular traffic. Typically
located alongside the road, these tracks helps provide
an increased level of comfort by providing a clear
space for biking, reducing conflict from venhicles. While
a two-way cycle track | Sl -
can help connect |
community
destinations such as
parks, schools, and
commercial areas, it
can also encourage
more people to cycle,
promoting healthier
lifestyles.

=5 :

Example of a Two-Way Cycle Track

Source: NYC DOT

Kimley»Horn

What is a Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon?
(RRFB)

A Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) is a traffic
warning device which alerts drivers to pedestrians. WWhen
activated, yellow flashing lights turn on, prompting drivers to yield
to pedestrians. They are used to increase pedestrian safety at a
crossing, while minimizing the disruption to traffic flow.

li
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Teul Pedestrian Crashes™
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Source: Texas A&M Transportation Institute *Source: NCHRP Research Report 841

What is a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon?
(PHB)

A Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) is a traffic control device
that provides a protected crossing for pedestrians. The beacon
remains dark until activated by a pedestrian, after which it will
light up and direct drivers to stop and yield to pedestrians. PHB's
are less expensive and less disruptive to traffic than a full traffic
signal, while still providing a fully protected crossing to
pedestrians.
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*Source: NCHRP Research Report 841

55% Reduction of

Pedestrian Crashes™

Source: FHWA
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5 Potential Improvements

Road Diet

A road diet reduces the number of lanes to allow additional
space for other uses such as off-street bike lanes, parking, or bus
stops. One of the ways a road diet can reduce crashes is through
traffic calming. The tighter cross-section of the roadway reduces
overall speeds. The narrowing of lanes also provides space for
shared use pathways or bike amenities. This reduces the
chance of pedestrian, cyclist, and vehicle crashes by
providing an additional buffer for pedestrians, removing cyclists
from vehicular traffic. A road diet also makes for easier side-
street traffic crossing for drivers and pedestrians crossing the
main street due to fewer lanes needed to cross.
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Road Diet Example

Sidewalk Sidewalk Sidewalk Sidewalk

Haskell Avenue/Peak Street Transportation Corridor Study Public Meeting

Traffic Calming

One solution to reduce crashes along the corridor is through traffic calming.
Traffic calming refers to a set of strategies and design techniques to help reduce
vehicle speeds and improve safety in residential/ urban areas. Traffic
calming is implemented through methods such as narrowing travel lanes,
installing speed tables, or installing speed reduction pavement markings.
Because a motorist speed is often influenced by the context of the street, drivers
tend to feel less comfortable driving fast on busier streets with trees/heavy
pedestrian activity and will drive slower as a result. The use of narrower roads
and an increase in pedestrian/cyclist presence will help encourage more
attentive and cautious driving.

One-Way to Two-Way Conversion

Existing One-Way Configuration | =~
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Cycle Track

Sidewalk

In some environments, two-way conversion can create better circulation and creates more options for
alleviation routes during traffic congestion. The tighter cross-sections and two-way traffic controls speeds
and leads to traffic calming. There is also better driver expectancy with typical street patterns and network.
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6 Proposed Alternatives Overview

One-Way Alternative

e Keep existing one-way street
configuration on Haskell Ave and Peak St

e Adjust inside curb to remove one travel . by Lo ol 4% " | A
lane and install a two-way cycle track on il Vol Dl _a VRS |
Peak St west of Lemmon Ave
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e Continue installation of two-way cycle
track on Peak St from Gaston Ave to
Parry Ave with existing three-lane cross-
section
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e Improve sidewalks and signal
infrastructure along project corridors

e (Convert both Haskell Ave and Peak St from
one-way to two-way streets

e Propose a two-lane cross-section on Peak
St and a four-lane/three-lane cross-section
on Haskell Ave

Haskell Ave

e Adjust inside curb to install a two-way cycle
track on Peak St from Lemmon Ave to Parry
Ave

e Improve sidewalks and signal infrastructure
along project corridors

Kimley»Horn
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7 Crossing Treatment Summary
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g T One- Wa y Alternatlve
Warrant Met Based on Vehicular
Intersection and Pedestrian Volumes Recommendation E
RRFB PHB <
Haskell Ave & Munger Ave - v Install PHB*
Haskell Ave & Roseland Ave - - None =R
Haskell Ave & Cabell Dr v - None* Fm' t
Haskell Ave & San Jacinto St - - None Has%kel
Peak St & Swiss Ave - - None st .
Peak St & Junius St - - None
Peak St & Lemmon Ave - - None
Peak St & Cabell Dr Install PHB (Alt. 1)** | Install RRFB (Alt. 2)**
Peak St & Willow St - - Install RRFB**
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8 Traffic Analysis .

Level of Service - Highway What is Level of Service (LOS)? Projected Traffic Volumes

Level of Service (LOS) is a letter grade that assesses the congestion at Existing traffic counts were collected at several
an intersection or along a roadway. For intersections, it is typically intersections along the corridor. Using these
assigned based on the Average Total Delay in seconds per vehicle. For counts and historical volumes from TxDOT, an
roadways, it is usually assigned based on the volume over capacity ratio annual growth rate of 0.5% was determined from
(VIC). An A or B grade indicates very little delay or congestion, while 2024 to 2030, and an annual growth rate of 0.5%
a E or F grade indicates heavy congestion. from 2030 to 2045. This growth rate was used to
increase the existing traffic volumes to both
2030 and 2045 traffic volumes, which were then
used in the analysis.

LOS Signalized Intersection | Unsignalized Intersection 2024 Existing Volumes
Average Total Delay (sec/veh) Average Total Delay (sec/veh)

0.5% Annual Growth

Level of Service - Intersection

ol <m0 o
OO0 <00 e
Lo L0 CX-p-Enrn
_L L= = 2030 Future Volumes
Stable condition, movements somewhat
restricted due to higher volumes, but “ >35 and =35 >25 and =35
not objectionable for motorists. = >55 and <80 >35 and <50 0.5% Annual Growth

>80 >50

T e = R = 2045 Future Volumes
I NES<—IT OO0
__Emrm  Co—e- Emrm '
1o Bl 0 X
. | | | ' C . Future Roadway Capacity

Movements more restricted, queues
and delays may occur during short

peaks, but lower demands occur often
enough to permit clearing, preventing
backups.

o be available on Peak Street between Lemmon
Ave and Gaston Ave with the existing 3-lane

) ‘ O (D Through 2045, excess capacity is expected to
' one-way configuration. This leaves over 55%

Stable flow

IO l= m 01 [I5 Free flow R:Z?;::Iy . ' o
P of available traveled space underutilized. As
B === = part of this study, we looked at potential

Actual capacity of the roadway involves o
delay to all motorists due to congestion. '
...-"
i . .

F

improvements that could better-utilize the
available space, control speeds, and provide
connectivity from the Santa Fe Trail and future
trails to nelghborhoods and nearby amemtles

O DI OO Oy A O O O TR

O 10 O 10 T (0 T (O T NI T .

RO RO )

=

Forced flow with demand volumes ® | restrictive Complqte
greater than capacity resulting in movements congestion
congestion. for motorists
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9 Traffic Analysis

LOS Evaluation

The LOS at each signalized intersection and select stop-controlled intersections were evaluated using the average total delay
with and without signal timing adjustments. The Two-Way configuration had more delay than the One-Way
configuration. However, after signal timing adjustments, the majority of the intersections performed adequately in both the
AM and PM peak hour. Stop-controlled intersections that are projected to perform at LOS E and F in 2045 were evaluated
for signalization, but most intersections did not meet signal warrants. It is not uncommon for stop-controlled approaches to fail
during the peak traffic hours due to the higher volumes. Therefore, no additional mitigations were recommended.

Intersection LOS Map with Signal Timing Adjustments One-Way

AM Peak Hour

A & LG o Tl el T L LI T

¥ » M - & 1) re " S~ BE-
P TR s i B
T - o g =, - v f
. s 4 : i i - % A v £ {8 ! 3 : ’ SOV =Y
: % 5 : y i = e i " §FY LA ¥
3 - L] = ! ' r i - ] b3 e
o] == b VeV iLi? e : scted el s R R g gl T e fra
g IR o - . . = gt [ $ o™ - Sl Ty e T i v i
o = ?-L"‘FN i ; e e U] . Mgt " L = :
by g pg et Boly - S = " o . ~F " : = = g o - ~
{ {3 s Rt T 2 5 - 12 . - AN 2 L i 5 v, ) e I Y 1 |
3 - ¥ ZIE el & A L T i gl s RS TN S o O : 3 . * . & .

¥ i 7 I P %Y T~ ! e e L6 : ~ - ™, [

o Rt s : el | 2 y - .‘_-’_ | Al e 5, g i 5 1'_‘__ ‘.

x . 34 o ST bt S - g

F— et I v

e

ot -

I B -]
; rz: 2 .i r'-l--- o i:'q;: N
= pF e “‘ﬂll- 2 P
¥ - Bl | 4 4 ! |

__

______
.........

! Traffic Signal
=~ | Jrecommended at Worth St

" I e o 0y = &
"\3\ " & [ Rt o omirnes’

% ko Vienra® Co v,

: I et Mo . 99 Ak B a1 B & : w s A\ Yo __

oo st o b ot -y AT i ' D ey e Ay A Tamm P & A T

— ) S e / : _ SR ) Mt VLT K
.-; || N 9 5 \" ‘. & \ ‘-._?”;' Eg‘ w2 ;‘II:; 1 i i : | i L § * . £ - [ - L-J,(- ey : ‘_'" ” & -’ .'_ & ; ._\. (‘-* f ™ \\ y ) Lo R : - e ~
Mg BN S e AT 1y 32 e N WP 7V OBl (es s R
5 \/ ,'. 9 Py ‘ ] = : I .-.- 5 F ) A _ . oo 2 . o ¢ i .- 4 i ‘- |’ T ; ‘-_- i i

Legend - AM Peak Hour 8 o Legend - AM Peak Hour

2023 LOS
%
: ; 2045 LOS %
»

LRI < 2023 LOS ! o g - M s Ak P R/ '
: / ?B‘Li 52030 LOS %203{: LOS MITIGATED.. h i . ofy Y Sl b Ry Eavd & . ,.ﬁ\‘“:r@? \_ 2030L0S
] Tl?i‘{: *:s
“1.1 /(@ UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

2045 LOS MITIGATED e R O 7 AR S R Sy o 74 ,.;A:E*‘:gigi 2045 LOS
E@UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION R N NN N ety ek o T Wiyl g g B 2t 250 W
=g - AR TS O - ; M yam o ¥ Al il o e G 2 - AR\ y \ e o b F A W = 1 ﬂ
A .]5* TURNING BAY | B SR 4 ¥ 5 % TURNING BAY
|

| &
L |l@stopsien s i (IO ) AR W R 45 @ STOP SIGN

2030 LOS MITIGATED
2045 LOS MITIGATED

-y " } ; : ﬁ'_ -\
AR AN LY 4
A2 O AT '.u_f“f . ._.lj r.. 4 ﬁ',f_‘

e

-l

i

-
¢

o el I_- - .y
A s W
1, g i
1 ':E - - Tk i
- e LI = :
i g, il

il Vo
e

Vo, |
¥ . . Y B s Tl— B - iy =¥ - - r v o o T i = i .
3 e bl 4 b i = ¥ y - Tl - L NN - % ¥ i J . T T . o g & ~ ¥ - «
L. - # H ) " AT i i Pt g o = L . i R = i g s G h 4 ‘or i 4 ..-"'j:f“ d : :":1'- - T -
"'L + X i = b bk W - Bk H - o4 — % | 3 =i i P 14 1 5 & - o i - - - X . W T S wad
i e T . - Tl - & ¥ 3 o 0 v
Flude- LA g /e 4 +] = b 1 "l Sl - g . - HE g v 2 B Sy T T o 5 g e s P —
I - e i ' 1 {128 B3 X B IEEF A T e P R b i = Mor il i = ! 7 ‘ : : - A . .
? L3 | == - men ! . e e e o R 1 ! 147 ¥ 4 v : il S bon B . afie = ¥ ; ¥l F i
1 i 4 2 ) gl |- s 3 TES ol = -l b i " - . v [ 3 v et {5, e, | LS it W fH,—

b iy L p— | . . o = s |y - £ = e e Y ¥ S 1h 'l d . ek X 1 '—|: - o]
|- iTE Eﬂ] 5 i 2= - o it e el w - 4 b i e Y. St hE w2y 3 ik S | L 14310 3t
st (el ) P P8 1 T L e e () LG : o g (v} L W G P e S ke e A
2 ; | ! — P L = ' TR T ) { =5 n g [ - ey 2o i T v
- ] g T Y DRC Rea Vs Ty e ) T 2.5 It ghemerie) O t= EZF
L b : | 1 i | ! i * e 1 RERS, % 4 : :
¥ : 3%,

. L4 g y - i3 i ' h i.|: o d & -2 s " -|I L] 2 _,.'- o oy I- * } s T

SR e T o] o @ £ X SERCa il inatr e _H;£§$ME%En’c:
I%ﬂ lﬁl ' E?Hm l'.r"-'ll._f:;:l;‘ .. £ - F:I - 1 br é a1 -.f ..! . h ¥ B | - y . 1 Fm I.-.! ! I%_ﬂ l;-I!I da .-lll{ .' .: 'E:Tiiigjl { B L E X
. -3 I;:- .:' ‘.':.}:—d-TEq;l"m \ ...l . - -'Q-_LD:'*J'I' 1..' -'- !- ~ |80 3 f 8 - | E'-:-: SRy ] 3 . " {1 4 -‘I_- - .I.tj'l- r T, . - . T '_: 3 J:' 1 ﬁ‘ #i '.rg&“ ; -"" i
o [ B 0 = o Y] | jasw O Ao i & SO0 S 3 ) o PP AR O s 1% L
& - o o , L | [ ,rx-l e b [z I = # B . Y deen 1 5 o = B a s 2 - : ;_
| FHLE S m,
¥

o “-' . ..,.131 !Lm - 1 P

Lo
W axn!

S

Bt T AR RO
3 A . = ()
- s ] i

C e LR ol
25 " :.Ili-q )

AP MCKENZIE ST . . =
et FreiEaphin 5 i 1 =1
b & "_'r | e e

T T
v
= [l
Al
- 1

 GASTON AVE

A e R

iR TR
e - il
B - = |
-] L o - - -

" ] et S

s !:! 1 B :! L
o i Y s

& A "
. | e . G S oy i ‘ : b y ] g 2
=y e e tealagdy g i o B ! W \ by e A N RV et T T T Toru b s
akSt BN on [ o Y §8 Npamlhn T e e v e T

-' ~ | recommended at Worth St

. — j: '_i;';".;\ ’ -_,—L'.":-:-!:T.I--_ o Al - = g 2 2 { 3 : i = ! L K . .E- - > i
18 / w%..:.ehﬁhtkE;Fiﬁ? A T e & ) A B PSS NS Yy i S g S RN A A
weth \1 [z 4\/” . Legend - AM Peak Hour . ) tt s = 1 LD M i s Aie LS00 S v =6\ Ve E b 4 Legend - AM Peak Hour
] . I.' : . | 2023 LOS ©) '_ \ [ ¥ e ; -q,_r“—_.';!/}‘-l‘": 7 o g 7 : .-.:;-i_ ) : Iﬁ_‘}? = 2023 LOS
s *“"f"r@-’“_ 2030 LOS 2030 LOS MITIGATED VM S A 4 14 S N & i Il B AT Th;‘gz%?- 2030 LOS 2030 LOS MITIGATED

B Lt Y £ ﬁ?¢;;’§ 2045 LOS 2045 LOS MITIGATED| |- = SR 0N 8/ Tan Lo A et N Ry AL i 205108 2045 LOS MITIGATED
; e t o Rirei b e B TR SR e L5, - - e |8, (AN 6T Y ol LTI 0 R
SR A SR !JEE;JJ@UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION e s oty ety W NNV =B e S T Q) feoles e S RS 7 e S Py TR sy AT Ve Jgf*IH@UNS'G”AUZED INTERSECTION
ST T W (8 ¢4 Y TURNING BAY _ RPNV T R s e _ ity Y oy A vy O LT LA “L7 * TURNING BAY

S L RS 48 @ STOP SIGN 0 A@ sTOPSIGN

Signal Warrant Information

A signal warrant was conducted on all
unsignalized intersections that were
operating at a LOS of E or F. For both
the AM and/or PM scenarios, a traffic
signal was warranted for Peak at Worth
and Haskell at Worth.

Traffic Sighal Warrants

2030 No

Peak at Worth
2045 Yes

2030 Yes
2045 Yes

Haskell at Worth

One-Way LOS

18 out of 19 signalized intersections in
the AM and 19 out of 19 signalized

intersections in the PM peak hour are
projected to operate at LOS D or
better in 2045 with the signal |

timing adjustments. :

4
4

g




Haskell Avenue/Peak Street Transportation Corridor Study Public Meeting

Board
10 Capacity Evaluation - How Many Lanes are Needed?

Link Analysis — 2045
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In 2045, the existing configuration on Haskell Ave and Peak St is expected to perform at LOS C/D. I
; IS IS IS B B B IS SIS IS IS IS DI DI S
o
o Z
T 1 5
Cn i
X ¥ 5
y .
- T"’ ; ""“ - S ER\ L& oi® "‘"":'T',"'
o | ot =l -,";, 20 B o L 1SR
T ] |.1 = = i = o i |..-" - 3 ﬁ '___.1 E _~ ; o " 1 ; :'I‘.--. f E ‘: - i
&5 Al -t s d ™1 L 3 A '. ’ . ‘ At ‘“-‘- ! el | BTy K
T w t 'IH ‘ \ '-r. ‘“i -‘\,. .- I . . -: ": -l 1 ‘
11":r 36 s M U
e gwih AT ﬁEﬁw{ﬂE ST q[ I @ | e —o<oe=
I-II :)- _. 1 4 ) fa
When evaluated at 2 Ianes LOS was EIF ARy s ‘e o e =i 1B al
vﬁo m i ke —

A road diet was evaluated along both corridors and is only recommended along Peak Street from Lemmon Ave to Gaston Ave having capacity constraints.
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——— <45% (LOS A/B) i -—a Existing Lane Conflguratlon
45%-80% (LOS C/D) T ~ -
s 80%-90% (LOS E)
— >00% (LOS E/F)
.5 - _ Intersection Approach 2045 AM Queue 2045 PM Queue
0 ﬂ_ L -.L’!: (FT) (FT)
= I'Jn "
» Haskell @ Ross NB 596 328
© Haskell @ Bryan NB 521 155
D NB 691 204
s Haskell @ Live Oak SB 616 1061
< e WB 754 74
- Haskell A i
j;i glll:f _g'*m Haskell @ Gaston NB 755 405
Haskell @ Worth NB 566 31
Haskell @ Elm NB 571 262
NB 664 132
: Haskell @ Main SB 201 634
= WB 668 190
'. J‘ Haskell @ Parry NB 558 234
- -‘r!; Peak @ Ross EB 413 1011
2 s Peak @ Live Oak S5 583 742
-7 EB 137 564
X =
—~ ¢ {6 : NB 581 134
[« Peak @ Main
o SB 232 664
E Peak @ Terry NB 1175 343
Peak @ Ash NB 723
A s M ES X " | b 7.4t o i ;‘ The queue lengths shown in the table above refer to the length of vehicles waiting at a
i;é'_—.il".hrﬁ;_:ﬁ._lm—‘i }1‘3&' fh-_-:“' Eal AN ., i it - signalized intersection. The red columns denote the intersections with queue lengths that

spill into other intersections. With the two-way conversion, long queue lengths are

Two-way conversion was evaluated along both corridors and would be expected to have more significant peak hour congestion compared to the existing one-way _ _ _ , _
expected with three intersections over 1000’ of queuing.

alternative. With the two-way conversion, 40% of southbound traffic rerouted from Haskell Ave to Peak St and 55% of northbound traffic rerouted from Peak St to Haskell
Ave. For this analysis, trip rerouting assumed more regional trips would utilize Haskell Avenue due to better connectivity.
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11 Pros and Cons for Alternatives
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Haskell Ave / Peak St - Alternative Comparison Table

Metric

Two-Way Conversion Alternative

One-Way Alternative

No Build

@ Cost

Major cost improvements include:

- Traffic signal improvements on both streets
- Two-way conversion (major intersection
reconfigurations)

- Two-way cycle track on Peak St

- Sidewalk improvements on both streets

Cost: SSSS

Major cost improvements include:

- Traffic signal improvements on Peak St
- Two-way cycle track on Peak St

- Sidewalk improvements on both streets

Cost: SS

Major cost improvements
include:

- Sidewalk improvements on
both streets

Cost: S

e
@ Safety

Proposed lane reduction on Peak St should lead to
traffic calming and a shorter crossing distance for
pedestrians. Two-way configuration should lead to
greater traffic calming but also increases conflict
points at intersections.

Proposed lane reduction on Peak St should lead to
traffic calming and a shorter crossing distance for
pedestrians. The one-way configuration has fewer
conflict points at intersections than the two-way
configuration.

Minimal improvements to
safety.

4 signalized intersections expected to be over capacity
and operate at LOS E/F through 2045. Volume/capacity

Apart from one intersection, all signalized

. o -
' Traffi ration exce(?ds 20% in several area.s. .Queue Ieng.ths intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or No changes in traffic
afflC exceed 500’ or are expected to spill into the adjacent . . .
o ) i tarsections. Potential for some traffic diverting to better through 2045. The link analysis performs at operations that could
Operations sarallel stree’;s due to poor LOS, Left-turn move?nents LOS D or better in 2045. Queue lengths are not negatively impact delay.
b - [ of. ]
may need to be restricted on Peak St in the future expected to be significant
unless left-turn lanes are provided.
Level Of Proposed separated two-way cycle track with 6’
e Proposed separated two-way cycle track with 6' sidewalk allows higher level of comfort for Sidewalks widened to 6" where
- Comfort for . - . . .
--/ ) ) sidewalk allows higher level of comfort for bicyclists bicyclists and pedestrians. Proposed lane there is adequate public right-
(_) ® B’CyCI’StS and and pedestrians. reduction on Peak St will shorten crossing distance of-way. No bicycle facility.
Pedestrians for pedestrians.
More routes to access businesses. More alleviation : :
routes during traffic congestion. However, when Keeps the same access to businesses that exists
. . c oy . ' ’ today. However, there could be less access to
Ease Of paired with high intersection delays, a two-way . . .
conversion may not result in these circulation certain businesses along the corridors compared Keeps the same access to
Access to advantages. The proposed cycle track and improved fo a two-way network. The cycle track and businesses that exists toda
. . BES. Prop Y . P improved sidewalks lead to better walkability and Y
Businesses sidewalks lead to better walkability and access for

pedestrians and bicyclists to businesses along the
corridor.

access for pedestrians and bicyclists to businesses
along the corridor.

Kimley»Horn




Haskell Avenue/Peak Street Transportation Corridor Study Public Meeting
Welcome!

Board

-—.. - - . ' Ay 7 A = = r"...l |:' b, 'f; g . '-'l._u' g -#- - .__.- . .. o= - ."- 7| E ._7 W = - .l.-:l -‘ I gl TR ;._.- [ r . L P i = ] il N 1 . G | - J: 1_1.- "_‘l‘ -l-!_-l.r_ r -._.. & 1._.._. 1.-_-_.-‘ T ! } r
$ L B ; ; : = i : ey . - b T s e i
19 ) )

4 .:..f iy '.'* 1.1:&"..' ‘f@i . .[.'. J-'.I:;J'\ 5, --1-.!"-! T.:FL‘F_-' ﬁ-.h-:f k, :lr:""\ éﬁrﬂ -.'I L ] W o - e ] .i-- -:L L F. " i: : i . HI' l-' i s b By

5 g

se a red pin to indicate where you live, use a blue pin to indicate where you wor

PN V7Y B A A T Y PO S T T2

AN R AN R RGT
2 S0 RN A G AR VKOS
o =N -.. .F'Ili_ 4 .

| aﬁnaﬂ

J.-- ’ i
._J'_'I'

B S L

i -.-_.. .'I..'- b'.l E
o ;{-f;ﬁﬁ,' e e
- Work Outsid
o "

S , e R ) -
Live Outside this Area _ Outside this Area 3 f




Public Meeting
October 22"

Transportation
Corridor Study

ﬁ

Haskell Ave/Peak St

. # _r ._

.. .____.__._._.

ﬁ _,..,,
_'I...r..u___"l.

:. _____% q___a._

H --III —— [

o TRENENE | b o & e

_,_._. i

o &
_
1

3 _q__.__:zM #_mw__.E .ﬁ_"_”.m “____.__ _‘..___...

.__..- __.__._.-_...u.-__....._.: _._._.-..r_:._. r_.._.--..._u_-?r... =i ..|

Al MM
| Tr_____dqﬁ i

|

m._.

et 1 | FT LFEN Illllrr..rrr._l_lrrrl_

T E
_._E._“__ E_Eﬁ . ..Ll




	Existing Conditions
	Existing Crash Data
	Existing Crash Data
	Potential Improvements
	Potential Improvements
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Traffic Analysis
	Traffic Analysis
	Capacity Evaluation – How Many Lanes are Needed?
	Pros and Cons for Alternatives
	Welcome!
	Slide Number 13

