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What is Most Important to You?

Delaware Avenue Complete Streets Feasibility Study
What is Most Important to You?
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More than 150 Issues and Ideas recorded

(Summarized into 10 categories)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

General

Location Specific

Business and Side Street Access
Traffic

Bike/Ped/Transit

Geometry / Condition

Road diet / Yes-no
Beautification

Safety / Speeds

10. Trails
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e Pros

= Maintains current traffic operations
= No cost

e Cons

= High crash rate
= Difficult crossing for pedestrians
Poor bike accommodation



Road Diet Alternative

e Pros

= Traffic calming
= Improved safety
= Improved bike accommodation

= Improved pedestrian crossing
accommodation

= Improved access to/from
unsignalized side streets and
businesses

e Cons

= Some traffic diversions (3 to 4 %)
= Increased peak hour signal delay
» +15 to 50 seconds

= |ncreased corridor travel times
» +45sec WB, + 12 sec EB




e Pros

Maintains traffic operations -
Elsmere to Plaza.

Improved safety, bike
accommodation and pedestrian
crossing accommodation in road
dieted section

Improved access to/from
unsignalized side streets and
businesses — road dieted section

e Cons

High crash rate Elsmere to Plaza

Lack of bike accommodation and
ped crossing accommodation
Elsmere to Plaza



1-1-2 Alternative

e Pros

= Ties into Enhancements project at
Elsmere

= Some safety and traffic calming
benefits

= Improved ped crossing
opportunities

e Cons

= Lack of bike accommodation




HDM Exhibit 18-19 — Recommendations for installing Marked Crosswalks...

No. of Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle
Lanes and AADT AADT AADT AADT
Median < 9,000 > 9000 to 12,000 > 12,000 to 15,000 > 15,000
Type
Speed Limit**

<50 57 65 <50 57 65 <50 57 85 <50 57 65

km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | kmiéh | kmih | kmih | km/h | kmth
2 Lanes c Cc P C C P C C N Cc P N
3 Lanes Cc C P Cc P P P P N P ‘ N | N
4 or more C C P C P N P P N N N N
Lanes
With
Raised
Median
4 or More 5 P N P P N N N N N N N
Lanes
Without
Raised
Median

C = Candidate sites for marked crosswalks alone (> 20 peds/hour)
P = Possible increase in pedestrian crash risk without adequate design
N = Marked crosswalks alone are insufficient




