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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Existing Roadway Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #1: Lane Reduction to Two Lanes with Parking

o
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Typical Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #2: Lane Reduction to Add Buftered Bike Lanes
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #3: Lane Reduction to Add Shared-Use Path(s)

3A: Raised Bike Lanes and
Wide Sidewalks

With Parking

Typical Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #3: Lane Reduction to Add Shared-Use Path(s)

With Parking

3B: 8-Foot Shared-Use Paths
on Both Sides
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #3: Lane Reduction to Add Shared-Use Path(s)

3C: 10-Foot Shared-Use Path
on One Side

With Parking

Typical Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY
Alternative #3 Comparison
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Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY

Which option would you prefer?

Place a dot in the box of your favorite alternative.

Existing Configuration
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MALCOLM X BOULEVARD TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY

Public Engagement Summary

August 2026 Date TBD
Phase |
So.uth Dallas Stakeholder - Publl bubl Slan Adostion
( Nelahbor hood ) ( t’?'e:ti:'g: ) ( Surve?l ) ( Mee':ingc#1 ) ( Meeutingc#z ) ( aMeet?:;o )
eeting
Phase |l
March 2024 March - June 2024 June - July 2024 July 2024

Public Involvement Key Survey Findings

At the first open house meeting, input received from the public tfocused primarily on The survey was open to the public from June 12 to July 25, 2024 and received 17/ responses.

the community’s desire to:
How do you currently use S. Malcolm X Boulevard within the study limits vs. how would you like to use it?

%gg « Add additional traftic signals (especially at the intersection of S. Malcolm 90% 00
A © 4 X and Metropolitan Avenue) 80%
O 70%
@%  Establish bicycle tacilities in the project area 50%
50%
T

» Address current issues with parking, bus stop locations,

@ and speeding

40% 36% 36%

30%
21%

12%
7%

Drive Bicycle or Scooter Transit (DART or other) Walk Other

20% 18%

Stakeholder Involvement

0%

0% 0%

The S. Malcolm X Corridor project team conducted a robust stakeholder engagement
to understand how the corridor is used today, what concerns and opportunities are
important to the community. Stakeholders engaged as part of the study included:

CurrentUse m Desired Use

What improvements would you like to see done to S. Malcolm X Boulevard within the study limits?

100% 94%
90% 88%
. . . 9 . . 0
¥ + Community organizations and f%ﬁ » Churches, community-serving oo 52%
° ° ° ° ° 0
neighborhood representatives institutions, and local 0 0
destinations o . 59%
. . . estina b
e Residents and residential 60%
community representatives » Bikin d transit o0
Y P g an ransi 41% 41%
. representatives 40%
% * Business owners, tenants, and P 20%
business organizations A« City departments and public 0% - -
L agency representatives 10%
e Schools and school district Jency rep °
representati %/ ¢ Elected and appointed officials o
ep SRS allvVes pp Add additional Improve Add orimprove Addtreesnear Add bikelanes Addcenter-turn Addorimprove Change DART Other
lighting sidewalk crosswalk sidewalks lane traffic signals  stop locations

(street/sidewalk)
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