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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Pedestrian safety is a serious concern. In recent years, the number of pedestrian fatalities in the
United States (U.S.) has grown substantially. During the most recent ten-year period for which
crash data are available, the Governors Highway Safety Association (GHSA) reported that the
number of pedestrian fatalities increased by 53% (from 4,109 deaths in 2009 to 6,283 deaths in
2018) compared to the combined number of all other traffic fatalities, which increased by 2%.
Moreover, Florida was ranked among the top three states in the U.S. for pedestrian fatalities in
2019 (Retting, 2020).

The pedestrian crashes occur at both midblock locations as well as at signalized intersections.
Because people prefer to walk the shortest distance to access their destinations, they are more
likely to cross at midblock locations even when there are no designated pedestrian crossings.
Therefore, this study explores pedestrian crossing treatments at midblock locations to assist the
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) in developing guidelines to improve pedestrian
safety in the state. The specific objectives included (a) identifying specific arterial corridors that
are prone to pedestrian crashes, (b) recommending pedestrian treatments to be installed at these
locations, and (c) developing guidelines to assist in selecting the corridors and the pedestrian
treatments for improving pedestrian safety.

A thorough review of the existing national, state, and local warrants and guidelines on installing
pedestrian safety treatments at midblock locations was conducted. The variables that could
potentially influence pedestrian crashes at midblock locations were then identified. These included
socioeconomic, land-use, demographic, roadway geometric characteristics, traffic, and pedestrian
infrastructure variables. A total of 20 pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four were
identified and ranked. The supplemental .kmz file, submitted as part of this report, includes the
spatial locations of these hotspots. The supplemental Excel file, also submitted as part of this
report, includes the list of state roads within each of the 20 hotspots. The Excel file also includes
the location and type of crosswalks and other pedestrian infrastructure (e.g., pedestrian signals,
RRFBs, etc.) within each hotspot.

Statistical analysis was conducted to evaluate the safety of midblock segments and develop the
crash modification factors for different geometric, traffic, land-use, and census variables. The
modeling results identified several variables that impact pedestrian crash occurrence at midblock
locations. The increase in the following variables showed an escalation in the frequency of
pedestrian crashes, and the variables were significant at a 90% credible interval:

natural logarithm of AADT,

proportion of the low-income population,
density of bus stops,

density of bars and food joints, and
density of shopping centers.

The increase in the following variables showed a reduction in pedestrian crashes, and the variables
were significant at a 90% credible interval:

e proportion of senior population, and

Vi



e logarithm of the total population.

Based on the different factors influencing the safety of pedestrians at midblock locations coupled
with considerations from different guidelines nationwide, a set of specific guidelines was
developed to assist transportation agencies in identifying corridors for installing midblock
pedestrian treatments and selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment at midblock
locations. The developed guidelines will enable the practitioners to identify corridors for installing
pedestrian treatments based on the roadway characteristics, traffic volume, land-use
characteristics, and the built environment. The assessment procedure was presented in the form of
a flow chart and covered the following criteria:

e the distance of the potential location from established crossing points,
e AADT,

pedestrian activities,

posted speed limit,

configuration of the roadway,

pedestrian crash hotspots, and

income level.

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DISCLAIMER ...ttt bbb bRt b bt b bbb et e s e bt et e st e b et e st et e e ii
METRIC CONVERSION TABLE ..ottt ettt sttt sn et eneane e iii
TECHNICAL REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE ..ottt iv
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt sttt e s saetessesbesae s et e s eseesaeteasestesaeaenenneas v
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt sttt be bttt b bbbttt neene e vi
LIST OF FIGURES ..ottt etttk bbbttt b b nb ettt Xi
LIST OF TABLES ...ttt sttt b et et e e s e s e e s e et e e b e e besee st et e s enseneereans Xiii
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ..ottt s naananna s Xiv
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ...ttt ettt st sttt enaataasastesnennensenne e 1
1.1 BACKGIOUNG. ...tttk bbbttt b bbb n e 1
1.2 REPOI OFQANIZALION .. ..c.viiiceic ettt st et e e et e st e st e s te et e sbeese e besaeetesbeeseeseesteenteseeas 2
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW ....coiiiieiic sttt sttt st 3
2 AV To | o] [0t Q@8 (T o TSRS 3
2.2 Factors Influencing MidbIOCK CrOSSINGS........ccveveieiiiiiinie it 4
2.3 Midblock CroSSing TrEAIMENTS ........ceiviiieriiieieiei ettt bbbttt 6
2.3.1 Medians and RefUQe ISIANAS .........cccveiiiiee et 6

2.3.2 CUID EXEEBNSIONS ...ttt sttt sttt sttt sttt e s e b e e eteanesbenteneene e 8

2.3.3 PAVEMENT IMAIKINGS ...ttt bbb 9

2.3.4 ENNANCEA TTRAIMENTS.......eiuiiiiieeieiesieieeiee sttt sttt st bt e ens 10

2.3.5 Special EMpPhasis TreatMENTS ........c.ccveiiiiiiiie ettt st sre st et sae e e 13

2.3.6 OVErNEAd LIGNTING ....viviiiiiiitiieeiceee bbb 14

2.3.7 Grade-Separated CrOSSINGS .........e vereiririerieatestesteseee ettt sb b ettt b e e ens 14

2.4 GENEIAl GUIABIINES ....eeiiieieieee ettt sttt et e s e s e e be st st e e enes 15
2.4.1 CroSSWaAIK LOCALIONS ......ccuviiiiieiesieeiesie e e sie et ste s e stestees e steeseestesreesaesteaneesaeeseeneesneeneenseans 15

2.4.2 Specific Pedestrian TreatMENTS.........civiiiiiire et 16

2.5 State and LOCAl GUIAEIINES ......c..ciiieiiiiiie ettt eenes 18
ST R (o4 o I ST TTSR 18

2.5.2 Other States and MUNICIPAIITIES ...........oviiiiiiiiieeee e 20

2.6 SUMIMIAIY ...ttt b ettt bt e btk e e bt e b e e s e e bt e b e s bt Ab e e b e e Rt e Rt e bt R e e R b e nR e e b e e b e sb e e b e e b e nneennenee e 22
CHAPTER 3 IDENTIFY INFLUENTIAL VARIABLES ........oo oo 23
3.1 Pedestrian Crash Data.........ccccueuiieeieieee ettt sttt et se e te et e saeeteeeesreeneeseeeneeneeneens 23
3.2 INFIUENTIAL VATTADIES ... ..ottt st r et ne e e e e 29
3.2.1 Roadway CharaCteriStiCS Data ...........cueuriririiriirieiieeeiees et 29

3.2.2 LaNd USE DALa.......ccuiiiiiiiiiciie ettt ettt et et et sbe e st sab e s be e be e be e beesbeeeabeenbeereearee e 30

3.2.3 CNSUS DALA .....eueeeeie ettt b e sh e bt a bbb b e b e nb et en e e e be e 36

3.2.4 Pedestrian INfrastruCture Data...........cccoovevereiieiiieiie et nre e 39

3.2.5 Pedestrian VolUME DAta .........ccoeiieiieieciee ettt st e et aesneenaenne e 39

1 TG T 110 1= Y2 SRR 41



CHAPTER 4 PEDESTRIAN CRASH HOTSPOTS.......ciiiiiii s 42

4.1 PedeStrian Crash Dala..........ccocveiiiiiie ittt st sreere e tesseesaesteeeeseeaneenrenreas 42
4.1.1 Pedestrian Crash FIEQUENCY ..ottt 42

4.1.2 Pedestrian Crash DENSITY .......ccciieiiiiiie ittt st ae e re e 43

4.2 Analysis Framework to Identify Pedestrian Crash HOtSPOLS..........ccccevveiiiieiiiii i 44
4.3 Pedestrian Crash HOTSPOLS ........cuiiiiiiie ettt 50
YU o 10 = Y2 OSSP 52
CHAPTER 5 ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CRASHES AT MIDBLOCK LOCATIONS.........cccve... 53
5.1 Variables OF INTEIEST .......oiveiiieiiieii ittt bbbttt na et e 53
5.2 Analysis of Pedestrian Crashes in HOtSPOLS ..........ccviieiiiiieic i 53
oI 1 ] o T I -SSR 55

5.2.2 DAY OF thE WEEK ...ttt sttt sttt ae e ta e benne e e re e 55

5.2.3 Lighting CONAItION......cciiiiiiiiec ettt ae e e e 56

5.2.4 Weather CONUITION .......cviiiiiiieieiiee ettt st e teesaesteeteestesneeneeneeans 56

5.2.5 SPEEA LIMITS ...ttt bbbttt 57

5.2.6 NUMDET O LANES.....cuiiiiiiiiiiiteiiee sttt et sb e 57

5.2.7 Review of Pedestrian Crash at Midblock Location along the State Roads............ccccccoveuee. 57

5.2.8 SUMIMAIY ...ttt ettt b e s e bt h e et E e e e bt e R e e Rt s b e e e e R e e st e nre e b e e nenneannene e 59

5.3 DEVEIOPMENT OF CIMIFS ...ttt sttt e be e st e teebesbeeseesbesneeseenre e 60
TR S (110 )Y A o 4T (o] £SO R 60

IR I B L - W 0] | <o o o ISR 61

5.4 RESEAICN APPIOACH ... ettt bbbttt 62
5.4.1 Propensity SCOre MatChing ........c.cciviiieiiiiiii ettt st re e e 62

5.4.2 DESCIIPLIVE SEALISTICS. ....veiviiveeiieieieeees ettt bbbttt 63

5.4.3 Regression Model DeVEIOPMENT..........ccuiiiiiiiiiereee e 64

5.5 RESUILS ...ttt bbb R AR R bR bR et R bbb R b e enes 66
ST TB R o SOOI 66

TSI O3 1V SRS 68

5.0 SUMIMIAIY ... ettt ettt s e e e ss e e e st e e te e e asbe e e sateeeateeeteeeanbeeeeseeesnteeanteeeanreeennneennes 69
CHAPTER 6 GUIDELINES FOR INSTALLING PEDESTRIAN TREATMENTS ..o 70
6.1 GENEIAl GUIABIINES ..ot ettt sttt r e be st st e et enes 70
6.2 Factors Influencing Pedestrian Safely .........ccoiiiiiiiic e et 71
6.3 Criteria for Developing the GUIEIINES .........ccooiiiiiiiiie s 71
6.4 Guidelines for Installing Midblock Pedestrian Treatments.........c.cocvevveveieiic v 72
6.4.1 Discussion 0N the GUIAEIINES. ........c.cviiiiiice e 72

6.4.2 Analysis 0f SAMPIE LOCAIONS .......cvoiiiiiiiitiiiie e 77

5.5 SUMIMIAIY ...ttt b s e btk b e e bt b et Rt e bt e bt Rt ab e nb e e b e e b e s b e e b e e bt nneennenee e 79
CHAPTER 7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ...t sie st ste e ste et nnee e 80
T L EXISTING GUILEIINGES ..ottt ettt et et seeeneeneeseeeneenbesneeneenee e 80
7.2 Factors Influencing Pedestrian Safety at Midblock LOCAtIONS ..........ccovviiiiiiiiieie e 80
7.3 Pedestrian Crash HOTSPOTS .......c.voiiiiiiiiie ittt 81
T4 CIMIFS .ttt et e et e e st e e s h b e e e be e e ba e e e A be e e ahbe e abe e e te e e e Eeeeahreeaateeateeeareeenteeeaaes 82
7.5 GUILBIINES ...ttt sttt ettt e r e bt ee e st e eaeen e e seeeneenteseeeneebesneeneeneens 82
REFERENCES ...ttt sttt sttt e st e s e e bt e ke e me et st et e s e neeneaneebesseneenee e eneens 83
APPENDIX A: TCRP and NCHRP Report GUIJEIINES..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiseese s 89



APPENDIX B: FHWA GUIOBIINES ....vveeei ittt ettt ettt e sttt e s st e e s sabatasssbaeeessbaeeessabaeeesserseeessarreeesins 94

APPENDIX C: FDOT GUIAEIINES ..ottt 98
APPENDIX D: City & County of Denver GUIJEIINES..........cccooiiiiieiiiiinieeseeee e 101
APPENDIX E: MNDOT GUIABIINES ...cvviieeeiieiisie ettt sttt ee st steeseestesneensesneaneeseesseensenneas 103
APPENDIX F: NCDOT GUITEINES ...ttt 107
APPENDIX G: VDOT GUIAEIINES ...ttt 108



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1-1: Top 20 Most Dangerous Metropolitan Areas for Pedestrians (2008—2017) .........ccccceveveveivennnne 2
Figure 2-1: Midblock Crossings with and without Median RefUgE............ccoiviiiiniicicce e 7
Figure 2-2: Staggered MidbIOCK CrOSSINGS .......cc.eiveieiiiiiirisie e e 8
Figure 2-3: Curb EXtensions (BUID-0ULS)...........ccouiieiiiiiie ettt sttt sttt sre st sne s 8
Figure 2-4: Zigzag Pavement MarkingsS........cccovieiiieiiieee it se et ste st sre e ste e e sresteeaesresraesresres 9
Figure 2-5: Yield Line Pavement IMarkings .........ccooveiiiiiriniieeeeeses e 10
Figure 2-6: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) EXaMPIeS.......ccccccveveiviiieiiiieie e 11
Figure 2-7: Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) and Pedestal Mounted Flashing Beacon .............ccccccveu.... 12
Figure 2-8: In-Roadway Warning LightS..........cceiiiiiiiiieeee e 13
Figure 2-9: Midblock Special Emphasis Marking .............ccoeiiieiiiiieise e 13
Figure 2-10: Midblock Speed Table With CroSSWalk ...........cccccviiiiiiiiieicie e e 14
Figure 2-11: Grade-Separated Crossing EXAMPIES .........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiciei e 15
Figure 3-1: Pedestrian Crashes on Non-limited Access Facilities in FDOT District Four ............cccceevenee. 24
Figure 3-2: Density Map of Pedestrian Crashes in DiStriCt FOUN...........ccccviiiiiiiiiiiic e 25
Figure 3-3: Total and Fatal Pedestrian Crashes by Hour 0f Day .........ccccccviveiiiiiiic i 28
Figure 3-4: Sample NavStreets Basemap in Fort Lauderdale Beach Area...........ccoceoeiviiiiiniiincnenenns 29
Figure 3-5: 2015 Florida Parcel Land USE IMAP ........c.ccuiiiiriiieieieeieesese e 31
Figure 3-6: Density Map of Shopping Centers in FDOT DistriCt FOUN ..........cccovviiieviiiiie e, 32
Figure 3-7: Density Map of Hotels in FDOT DIStriCt FOUT .........ooeiiiiiiiiiiiise e 33
Figure 3-8: Density Map of Recreation Facilities in FDOT DiStrict FOU............ccoovveiiiiiiiniiniicceiees 34
Figure 3-9: Density Map of Restaurants/Bars in FDOT DIiStriCt FOUF..........cccocvvviiiieviiieiic e 35
Figure 3-10: 2015 Census Block Groups Map in DistriCt FOUF ..........ccccveiiiiiciiiiic e 37
Figure 3-11: Distribution of Total Population in DiStriCt FOU...........ccccviiiiiiiiiicecsse e 38
Figure 3-12: Distribution of Transit Stops in DiStriCt FOUN .........ccciiiviiiiiieccccc e 40
Figure 4-1: Pedestrian Crashes on Non-limited Access Facilities from 2012-2016 ............ccccceeveveenennenn, 42
Figure 4-2: Density Map of Pedestrian Crashes in FDOT District Four (2012-2016) .........ccoovvireienienne 43
Figure 4-3: Concept to 1dentify HOISPOLS .......cvooviiiiiiiiiesesie e 44
Figure 4-4: Non-limited Access Roadways within Pedestrian Crash Service Areas...........cccecevvvvvevennnn, 45
Figure 4-5: Service Area for @ Crash ... 46
Figure 4-6: Preliminary Service Areas of Each Pedestrian Crash ............ccoccvvviiinineieininssc e 47
Figure 4-7: Merging OVerlapped SEIVICE ATBAS ........ccccviiiiiieiieieiee sttt sttt sbe st sre e sre e 47
Figure 4-8: Grouping NEarhy SEIVICE ATBAS .......c.cciiieiiitiieeiieseeie et ste et e e sreste e sbeetaesbesreenresre e 48
Figure 4-9: Top 40 Candidate Pedestrian Crash Hotspots in FDOT District FOUr ...........ccccooviniiininienes 49
Figure 4-10: Pedestrian Crashes on State Roads within Crash HOtSPOLS.........c.cccvviviiiiii v, 50
Figure 4-11: Top 20 Pedestrian Crash Hotspots in FDOT DiStrict FOUT .........c.cccvevviviiiice e, 52
Figure 5-1: Hourly Distribution of Pedestrian Crashes at HOtSpot LOCAtIONS ..........ccccovevvininvnineiieiienns 55
Figure 5-2: COrrelation IMAIIIX..........oviiiiiieieiiet ettt bbbttt sttt nnenn e 66
Figure 5-3: Probability Plot for Segment Treatment CIMF ..........ccoiiiiiiii i 68
Figure 6-1: Flowcharts of the Developed GUIAEIINES ...........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 76
Figure A-1: TCRP and NCHRP Report Guidelines Flowchart for Pedestrian Treatments ............ccccocveuee. 89
Figure A-2: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet (35 mph or 1€SS).......cccocveiiiiiiieiiiiie e 90
Figure A-3: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet (greater than 35 mph) .........cccccoiiiiiiiiiiinee 91
Figure A-4: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet Variables ..o 92
Figure B-1: Sample Inventory Form for Countermeasure Selection ProCess ..........ccccevvvvviieninenesenienens 95
Figure B-2: Pedestrian Crash Countermeasure DeciSion MatriX ........cccccerviverenrnieenrieee e 96
Figure B-3: Safety Issues Addressed per COUNTEIMEASUIE ..........ooveveiririirieresie ettt 97
Figure C-1: Pedestrian Treatment Guidelines for Low-Speed ROAAWAYS ............cooverveieeninenininiesienieens 98
Figure C-2: Pedestrian Treatment Guidelines for High-Speed ROAAWaYS ..........ccooverviieieieeieneieeeeen 99
Figure C-3: Midblock Crosswalk and Unsignalized Intersection Selection Guidance Matrix................. 100

Xi



Figure D-1: City and County of Denver Candidate Marked Crosswalk Flowchart..............c.cccoovivennnne. 101

Figure E-1: MnDOT Uncontrolled Pedestrian Crossing Evaluation Flowchart ...............ccccceoviiiiine, 103
Figure F-1: NCDOT Unsignalized Crossing or Midblock Crossing ASSESSMENL............coovevrererierrennen. 107
Figure G-1: VDOT Potential Crosswalk FIOWChArt .............cccooviiiiiii i 108
Figure G-2: VDOT Uncontrolled Crosswalk FIOWChart............cccooeviiiiiiiiiccccece e 109
Figure G-3: VDOT Stop or Yield Controlled Crosswalk FIowchart ... 110
Figure G-4: VDOT “Table 2” Marked Crosswalk Treatment Flowchart ............ccoccovveveiiiinenenneie s 112
Figure G-5: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Part 1..........cccccevveiieiiiiiieieseeie e 113
Figure G-6: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Part 2 ..o 114
Figure G-7: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Traffic Data...........c.ccooervieriieieiniiieescseseeee 115

Xii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 3-1: Distribution of Pedestrian Crashes by Year and SEVEritY .........cccccvvevieviniiiiieie i 23
Table 3-2: Pedestrian Crashes by Time of Day and Crash SEVETILY ..........ccocuiriiireneieise s 26
Table 3-3: Pedestrian Crashes by Month and Crash SEVEIY ... 26
Table 3-4: Pedestrian Crashes by Day of Week and Crash SEVEritY .........ccccceveiiieieiiniiie i 27
Table 3-5: Pedestrian Crashes by Lighting Condition and Crash SEVErity..........ccccvvviveviiieieseeiieseineas 27
Table 3-6: Pedestrian Crashes by Alcohol or Drug Involvement and Crash Severity ..........cccoovenerennne. 28
Table 3-7: Pedestrian Crashes by Crash Location and Crash SEVEIitY ..........cccccevvveveiiiiiieiesieese e eie e 29
Table 3-8: Demographic, Socioeconomic, and Land Use Factors Affecting Pedestrian Crashes............... 30
Table 3-9: Key Attributes Associated with Pedestrian Crashes in 2015 Florida Parcel Land Use Dataset 31
Table 3-10: Key Attributes in 2015 Census Block Groups Dataset............cocuvrvierereiecisinise s 36
Table 3-11: Transit Stops iN FDOT DiStrICt FOUN........ccciiiiieiiiiiie st sresne s 39
Table 3-12: List of Potential Influential Variables and Their Data SOUICES.........ccocvvvriervneeieseeie e 41
Table 4-1: EPDO Weighting Scores for Different Injury Severity LEVeIS..........cccovveiiiiiiiininencncen 49
Table 4-2: Top 20 Pedestrian Crash Hotspots in FDOT DiStrict FOUN...........ccccviiiiieiiiiie e 51
Table 4-3: Number of Pedestrian Crashes at MidbloCK LOCALIONS .........c.coviviiiiiiieneieee s 51
Table 5-1: Variables OF INTEIEST ......cccveiiiicie s saeste e e seeeneennenne s 54
Table 5-2: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Crash TimMe ..o 55
Table 5-3: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Day 0f WEEK ..........ccovvieiiiiiii e 56
Table 5-4: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Light CONditioN ...........ccooeiieiiininiiieeeeee s 56
Table 5-5: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Weather CONdition ............ccccoveiiiiiinineneecs s 57
Table 5-6: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Speed LimitS.........c.ccoviieiiiiiic i 57
Table 5-7: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by NUmber of Lanes.........c.cccoovveieiieiiiiii i 57
Table 5-8: Summary of All Variables within Pedestrian Crash HOtSPOLS...........ccccovereieiniiniiiince e 58
Table 5-9: Roadway Characteristics at Midblock Locations along the State Roads...........cc.ccoevevveveniennnn 59
Table 5-10: DESCHPLIVE STALISTICS ..eivieiiiriiie ittt s be e be e et e s re e e e sreeneeneesre s 64
Table 5-11: ZINB MOGEI RESUILS. ......ccviiiiiieieiieie sttt sttt et sae st e seeeneennenne s 67
Table 5-12: Crash Modification FACtOrs (CIMFS) ........couiiiiiiiiiiieiecee s 69
Table 6-1: Frequency Distribution of the locations for Each Crterion .........c.ccccoeeveviiiieveiiese e 77
Table 6-2: Recommended Decisions for the Sample Analyzed LOCAtIONS............cccceveviiiiiiiinincncene 79
Table B-1: FHWA Marked Crosswalk GUIidance MatriX ..........ccoeerervrieiiesiieseseesiese e see e e see e seesneas 94
Table D-1: City and County of Denver Recommended Treatment at Marked Crosswalks...................... 102
Table E-1: MnDOT Signing and Marking TreatmentS.........cccccvveieiieeieie i ste e e 105
Table E-2: MnDOT Uncontrolled Crossing Treatments (with Markings and Signs) ..........ccccceevvvneiennns 106
Table G-1: VDOT Marked Crosswalk Treatment MatriX.........ccccevereierieinienesesesieneeeesese e 111

Xiii



AADT
AASHTO
ACS
ADA
ADT
CCD
CRFB
DOT
EPDO
FARS
FDOT
FGDL
FHWA
FTDE
GHSA
GIS
GLM
GTFS
HAWK
HCM
ITE
LOS
MnDOT
MUTCD
MUTS
NASEM
NCDOT
NCHRP
NHTSA

PBSSP
PDI
PDO
PedSD
PHB
PSM
RCI
RRFB
SGA
SHS
SHSP
SIS
SSD
TEM
TRCP
TWLTL
UBR
UCONN
usDOT

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Average Annual Daily Traffic

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
American Community Survey

Americans with Disabilities Act

Average Daily Traffic

City and County of Denver

Circular Rapid Flashing Beacons
Department of Transportation

Equivalent Property Damage Only

Fatality Analysis Reporting System

Florida Department of Transportation
Florida Geographic Data Library

Federal Highway Administration

Florida Transit Data Exchange

Governors Highway Safety Association
Geographic Information System

Generalized Linear Model

General Transit Feed Specification
High-intensity Activated crossWalK
Highway Capacity Manual

Institute of Transportation Engineers

Level of Service

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine
North Carolina Department of Transportation
National Cooperative Highway Research Program
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Origin-Destination

Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategic Safety Plan
Pedestrian Danger Index

Property Damage Only

Pedestrian Sight distance

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons

Propensity Score Matching

Roadway Characteristics Inventory
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon

Smart Growth America

State Highway System

Strategic Highway Safety Plan

Strategic Intermodal System

Stopping Sight Distance

Traffic Engineering Manual

Transit Cooperative Research Program
Two-Way Left Turn Lane

Unified Basemap Repository

University of Connecticut

United States Department of Transportation

Xiv



VDOT Virginia Department of Transportation
VRU Vulnerable Road User
ZINB Zero Inflated Negative Binomial

XV



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Over the past decade, pedestrian injuries and fatalities have increased in the United States (U.S.).
The Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), a data resource maintained by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), indicates that pedestrian deaths increased by
35.4% between 2008 and 2017, for a total of 49,340 fatalities (NHTSA, 2019). The Governors
Highway Safety Association (GHSA) reports that the number of pedestrian fatalities continued to
increase by 53% (from 4,109 deaths in 2009 to 6,283 deaths in 2018) during the ten years from
2009 to 2018 compared to the combined number of all other traffic fatalities which increased by
2% (Retting, 2020). A recent study by the National Complete Streets Coalition, a program of Smart
Growth America (SGA), examined pedestrian deaths that occurred in the U.S. from 2008 to 2017
and developed a pedestrian danger index (PDI) to measure the degree of danger for pedestrians
while walking along or crossing roadways (SGA, 2019). Based on area and state population, and
the share of people that may walk to work, SGA determined the 20 most dangerous metropolitan
areas for pedestrians, shown in Figure 1-1. The following eight Florida metropolitan areas were
ranked in the top 10 most dangerous metropolitan areas for pedestrians:

Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford (Rank: 1)
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach (Rank: 2)
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville (Rank: 3)

North Port-Sarasota-Bradenton (Rank: 4)
Lakeland-Winter Haven (Rank: 5)

Jacksonville (Rank: 6)

Cape Coral-Fort Myers (Rank: 8)

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater (Rank: 9)

Statewide, 5,433 pedestrian fatalities occurred in Florida from 2008-2017 (SGA, 2019). Based on
state population, Florida was ranked third in the U.S. for pedestrian fatalities in 2017 and second
in the nation in the four preceding years (NHTSA, 2019). Given these statistics, pedestrian safety
IS a serious concern in Florida.

To improve safety and reduce crashes involving vulnerable road users (VRUS), such as pedestrians
and bicyclists, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has identified VRU safety as one
of the 13 emphasis areas in the 2016 Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), which
includes strategies that follow the four E’s: Engineering, Education, Enforcement, and Emergency
Services (FDOT, 2016a). The SHSP also serves as a framework for Florida’s Pedestrian and
Bicycle Strategic Safety Plan (PBSSP), an implementation guide for Florida’s Pedestrian and
Bicycle Safety Coalition (FDOT, 2019).

Crashes involving pedestrians can occur at any point along a roadway corridor. However,
intersection and midblock crossings are the primary sites for pedestrian incidents. People are more
likely to take the most direct route to get to their destination, and as a result, they often cross
roadway facilities at midblock locations (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA], 2006). This



study focuses on exploring pedestrian safety treatments used at midblock locations to assist FDOT
in developing guidelines and strategies to improve pedestrian safety in the state.
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Figure 1-1: Top 20 Most Dangerous Metropolitan Areas for Pedestrians (2008-2017)
(Source: Smart Growth America, 2019)

1.2 Report Organization

This project aims to assist the Department in reducing pedestrian crashes at midblock locations in
Florida. This project conducted a spatial analysis to identify arterial corridors that are prone to
pedestrian crashes and developed guidelines to assist in selecting the corridors and treatments for
improving pedestrian safety. The rest of the report is organized as follows:

e Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature on the existing national, state, and local
warrants and guidelines for installing pedestrian safety treatments at midblock locations.

e Chapter 3 identifies demographic, socioeconomic, land-use, and roadway geometric
variables that affect pedestrian safety through an extensive literature search and provides
the data sources for all the variables.

e Chapter 4 presents spatial analysis in ArcGIS to identify pedestrian crash hotspots.

e Chapter 5 discusses the developed Safety Performance Functions (SPFs) and Crash
Modification Factors (CMFs) for several variables relating to pedestrian crashes.

e Chapter 6 presents the guidelines for (a) identifying corridors for installing pedestrian
treatments, and (b) selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment.

e Chapter 7 summarizes the research efforts and findings.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter focuses on existing national, state, and local warrants and guidelines on installing
pedestrian safety treatments at midblock locations. An extensive review was conducted to explore
guidelines developed and used by transportation agencies to evaluate potential midblock crossing
locations and appropriate pedestrian crossing treatments. The chapter is organized as follows:

e Section 2.1 provides a brief introduction and background information about midblock
Ccrossings.

e Section 2.2 describes factors influencing midblock crossings.

e Section 2.3 discusses various pedestrian crossing treatments at midblock locations.

e Section 2.4 presents general guidelines recommended at the national level to evaluate
crosswalk locations and specific treatments.

e Section 2.5 presents guidelines used in Florida and by other state agencies.

e Section 2.6 provides the chapter summary.

2.1 Midblock Crossings

Although midblock pedestrian crosswalks have been implemented throughout the U.S. for many
years, available literature on the topic is somewhat limited. The majority of published information
at the national level focuses on recommended pedestrian treatments (National Academies of
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine [NASEM], 2006; FHWA, 2018), specific pedestrian
treatments (FHWA, 2015b), or treatment application information and guidelines (FHWA, 2006;
FHWA, 2008; FHWA, 2012). Moreover, many state and local agencies have developed crosswalk
treatment guidelines for their jurisdictions, based primarily on FHWA guidelines and
recommendations (Ashur and Alhassan, 2015).

Several studies have been conducted with a focus on midblock crosswalks. Zegeer et al. (2005)
studied the safety effects of marked versus unmarked crosswalks at uncontrolled locations in terms
of crash rates. Chu and Baltes (2001) examined pedestrian midblock crossing difficulties to
develop a level of service methodology at midblock locations, and Dougald (2010) studied the
effectiveness of zigzag approach markings at midblock crosswalks.

Marked crosswalks are considered by many to enhance pedestrian safety; however, they may not
improve pedestrian crash rates at some locations. Zegeer et al. (2005) compared the safety effects
of marked versus unmarked crosswalks at uncontrolled crossings, both at intersections and
midblock locations. The study examined 2,000 crossing sites on two-lane and multilane roadways
in eight states, with most sites located on roadways with speeds of 35 mph or less. Findings
revealed no significant differences in pedestrian crash rates between marked and unmarked
crosswalks on two-lane roadways or multilane roadways with average daily traffic (ADT) volumes
of 12,000 vehicles/day or less (Zegeer et al., 2005).

Pedestrians instinctively prefer to take the shortest route to arrive at their destinations. Crossing a
roadway at non-designated crossing points can be dangerous for both pedestrians and drivers
(University of Connecticut [UCONN], 2014). Providing midblock crosswalks offer a safer, more
visible, and more direct route for pedestrians to cross and reduces the potential for crossing at
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random points along a roadway segment (UCONN, 2014). However, drivers are less conditioned
to expect pedestrian crosswalks at midblock locations. While marked crosswalks may increase
pedestrian safety, they may potentially decrease driver safety. Therefore, the needs of all road users
must be considered when implementing a marked midblock crosswalk, and all pedestrian
crosswalks must comply with standards required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
(ADA).

Midblock crosswalks are location-based and designed for the distinctive safety needs of the
location. Designated crossing locations may occur along a roadway section between two
consecutive signalized or non-signalized intersections (Chu and Baltes, 2001), and they may be
controlled or uncontrolled, depending on the treatments deemed necessary for the crossing
location. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) defines uncontrolled
crosswalks as locations that are “not controlled by traffic control signals or STOP or YIELD signs”
(FHWA, 2012). Designated midblock crossing locations generally have crosswalk pavement
markings that legally establish the crosswalk (FHWA, 2012). However, the MUTCD states that
“crosswalk lines should not be used indiscriminately” and recommends an engineering study be
performed before installing crosswalk markings at either uncontrolled or sign-controlled locations
(FHWA, 2012). Extensive guidelines pertaining to crosswalk markings, location restrictions,
signing, and various signal treatments are provided in the MUTCD.

The strategy of channelizing pedestrians to marked midblock crosswalks to prevent dash-dart and
other conflicts with motorists has been used in the U.S. for many years. However, determining the
appropriate location and treatment option can be challenging for transportation designers and
engineers. Based on the available literature, installing a midblock crosswalk can be categorized
into two primary decision-making processes: (1) evaluate potential crosswalk locations, and (2)
determine appropriate crosswalk treatments.

With respect to these two decision-making processes, examples and guidelines for evaluating
potential midblock crosswalk locations were found only at the state and local levels. Procedures
to determine appropriate crosswalk treatments at midblock locations were found at both the
national and state levels. Deciding where to install midblock crosswalks requires considerable
evaluation, and several factors can influence not only the site but also the selection of pedestrian
treatments. The following section discusses various factors that should be considered when
evaluating potential crosswalk locations.

2.2 Factors Influencing Midblock Crossings

Chu and Baltes (2001) examined pedestrian midblock crossing difficulties at several sites in
Hillsborough and Pinellas Counties in Florida. Pedestrian crossing behavior was deduced as
primarily governed by three components: the availability of gaps, crossing time, and perceived
safety margin. The availability of gaps was determined by traffic volume and traffic patterns,
which indicate the spatial and temporal distributions of traffic (Chu and Baltes, 2001). Crossing
time was based on pedestrian walking speed, distance to be crossed, and whether a median exists
to allow for two-stage crossings, with walking speed mostly dependent on age and/or physical
ability. Age and gender, traffic speed at midblock locations, sight distance, lighting conditions,
and the volume of large vehicles are factors that may affect the safety margin perceived by



pedestrians (Chu and Baltes, 2001). The authors used the following explanatory variables to
analyze the crossing difficulty and level of service of midblock crossing locations:

pedestrian age (proportion of population 65 years or older),
total traffic volume — near side and far side (vehicles/hour),
turning movements — near side and far side (vehicles/hour),
average speed (miles/hour),

crossing width — near side and far side (feet),

width of the restricted median (feet),

width of the painted median (feet), and

signal spacing (feet).

Additional factors that may affect a pedestrian’s perception of safety at a midblock crosswalk
include (Chu and Baltes, 2001):

traffic speed,

presence of large vehicles in traffic,
pedestrian sight distance, and
lighting conditions.

The study found that each characteristic variable was statistically significant in determining
midblock crossing difficulty, except for non-restrictive medians (i.e., painted medians or Two-
Way Left-Turn Lanes (TWLTLSs)) and vehicle travel speeds (i.e., average speed). The developed
model revealed that the far side traffic volume and share of pedestrians age 65+ increased the level
of crossing difficulty. Factors considered by Zegeer et al. (2005) to determine the effects of marked
and unmarked crosswalks on pedestrian safety that were found to significantly affect pedestrian
crash rates include:

pedestrian volume (demand),

ADT,

number of lanes,

existence of median,

median type (TWLTLs were considered as travel lanes, not medians), and
region of the country

Zegeer et al. (2005) also found that the following factors had no significant effect on pedestrian
crash rates:

land-use (e.g., residential, central business district (CBD)),
location (i.e., intersection versus midblock),

speed limit,

traffic operation (one-way or two-way),

condition of the crosswalk (excellent, good, fair, or poor), and
crosswalk pattern (e.g., parallel lines, ladder-type).



Other factors to consider for midblock crossing locations include (FDOT, 2020):

e pedestrian attractors: an end destination for pedestrian trips (e.g., residential, commercial,
office, recreational, transit stops, or other land-use types),

e pedestrian generators: the starting point for a pedestrian trip (e.g., residential, commercial,
office, recreational, transit stops, or other land-use types),

e the proximity of the proposed crosswalk to significant generators,

e pedestrian-vehicle crash history, and

e distance between crossing locations.

2.3 Midblock Crossing Treatments

In addition to crosswalk markings, various treatments can be implemented at designated crossing
locations to improve safety for pedestrians and other road users. Depending on the crosswalk
location site, one or more treatment options may be installed. The following sections briefly
discuss different types of treatments that can be used at midblock crosswalks.

2.3.1 Medians and Refuge Islands

Medians separate the directional flow of traffic and provide additional safety to the traveling public
and channelize pedestrians to a crossing point where motorists can more easily detect a crossing
pedestrian (FHWA, 2006). Refuge islands are located in the median and provide pedestrians with
a safe location to wait for an acceptable gap to continue crossing. A median refuge allows
pedestrians to concentrate on one direction of traffic at a time before crossing, as shown in Figure
2-1 (a), rather than scanning both directions of traffic at crossings without a median refuge, as
shown in Figure 2-1 (b) (FHWA, 2006). Moreover, finding acceptable gaps to traverse both
directional lanes of traffic is more difficult and may take longer than crossing each direction of
traffic separately. Advantages of medians with refuge islands include (FHWA, 2006):

e potential conflicts are separated,

e greater potential for acceptable gaps to cross shorter distances,

e greater safety for pedestrians with reduced gap acceptance skills (e.g., younger and older
pedestrians),

e increased safety at night to assess gaps, and

e reduced time to fully complete the crossing.

Staggered crosswalks, also called Z-crossings, are a variation of midblock crossings that utilize
refuge islands. The FDOT Traffic EO1

ngineering Manual (TEM) refers to this type of crosswalk as a “two-staged marked crosswalk”
(FDOT, 2020). As shown in Figure 2-2, staggered crosswalks are split by a median and offset on
either side of the median (FHWA, 2006). This type of crossing treatment requires a pedestrian to
turn slightly towards traffic in the median before turning again to follow the crosswalk path to the
other side. This shift in the walking path may challenge visually impaired pedestrians to discern,
where the second stage crossing path is located, as shown in Figure 2-2 (a) (FHWA, 2006). To
address this potential issue, detectable warnings and railings can be placed to realign visually



impaired pedestrians perpendicularly to the roadway (Figure 2-2 (b)). Median landscaping or
fencing may also be necessary to delineate the desired walking path for other pedestrians to prevent
walking off-path or shortcutting.

(b) Midblock crossing without median refuge

Figure 2-1: Midblock Crossings with and without Median Refuge
(Source: FHWA, 2006)
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Figure 2-2: Staggered Midblock Crossings
(Source: (a) FHWA, 2006; (b) Fitzpatrick, 2016)
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2.3.2 Curb Extensions

Curb extensions, also called bulb-outs, essentially reduce the roadway width by extending the
sidewalk out into the parking lane, as shown in Figure 2-3. Bulb-outs offer pedestrians a safer
space to wait while allowing motorists to see them more easily and can be implemented at
intersections or midblock crossings. The perceived narrowing of the roadway by drivers results in
slower speeds through areas with bulb-outs, thus promoting traffic calming (FHWA, 2013). Bulb-
outs have the following advantages (FHWA, 2013):

shorten the pedestrian crossing distance,

improve the ability of pedestrians and motorists to see each other,
reduce the time that pedestrians are in the street, and

encourage pedestrians to cross at designated locations.

= k
Figure 2-3: Curb Extensions (Bulb-outs)
(Source: FHWA, 2006)



2.3.3 Pavement Markings

Similar to crosswalks at signalized intersections, marked midblock crosswalks that delineate the
crossing path generally follow the guidelines outlined in the MUTCD (FHWA, 2012). Motorists
are conditioned to expect pedestrian crosswalks when approaching intersections, especially
signalized intersections. Since midblock crossings may occur at any point along a roadway
segment, motorists are less conditioned to the potential of crossing pedestrians.

To better inform drivers of an upstream pedestrian crosswalk, approach pavement markings placed
at midblock crossings, such as zigzag striping, may increase awareness and slow travel speeds.
Zigzag pavement markings may vary in design, as shown in Figure 2-4, and offer a low initial
installation and maintenance cost option to reduce vehicle-pedestrian conflicts at midblock
crossings. A pilot study conducted by Dougald (2010) analyzed the benefits of zigzag pavement
markings at two study sites in lowa. The study sites consisted of a rural two-lane facility, shown
in Figure 2-4 (a), and a suburban four-lane divided facility, shown in Figure 2-4 (b).

A 500 ft longitudinal length of zigzag striping was used at both sites to provide a visual cue to
motorists before the crosswalk was visible. Findings revealed a positive effect in lowering mean
speeds approaching the crosswalk at the suburban study site (Figure 2-4 (b)), with a reduction of
85" percentile speeds by up to 1.3 miles/fhour (FHWA, 2015a; Dougald, 2010). While used
extensively in several other countries and in the State of Hawaii, zigzag striping is still not common
in most U.S states. To date, no safety evaluations have been conducted on the use of zigzag
pavement markings, and they are currently not included in the MUTCD as a safety countermeasure
at midblock crossings (FHWA, 2015a; Dougald, 2010).

(@) Rural two-lane facility (b) Suburban four-lane divided facility

Figure 2-4: Zigzag Pavement Markings
(Source: Dougald, 2010)

Yield lines, constructed as a line of solid white isosceles triangles, as shown in Figure 2-5, may be
placed across the full width of a travel lane approaching a midblock crosswalk. Pedestrian crossing
signs typically accompany yield line pavement markings, as directed by the MUTCD, and inform
motorists to yield to crossing pedestrians at a specified point near the crosswalk (FHWA, 2012).
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Figure 2-5: Yield Line Pavement Markings
(Source: FHWA, 2015b)

2.3.4 Enhanced Treatments

Enhanced treatments, such as signals and warning lights, may be used to increase motorist yield
rates and require motorists to stop at a crosswalk approach. These treatments also increase driver
visibility and encourage slower traffic speeds. Commonly used enhanced treatments include the
following:

Rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs)
Pedestrian hybrid beacons (PHBSs)

Flashing signal beacons

In-road flashing warning lights

Active or passive sensors may be installed to activate warning lights or signals to inform drivers
of crossing pedestrians. If active sensors are installed, a pedestrian must push a button to activate
the crossing signal (UCONN, 2014). Active sensors are more effective when the sensors are “hot,”
i.e., there is little to no delay in changing the signal (UCONN, 2014). Long delays in signal change
may encourage pedestrians not to wait and simply cross during an acceptable gap. Drivers may
also become frustrated if stopped by a pedestrian signal with no pedestrians (UCONN, 2014).

Alternatively, passive sensors do not require the pedestrian to push a button to activate the
crosswalk signal or warning lights. Passive sensors use infrared detectors, placed either in the
curbside area or on the crosswalk, to determine the presence of a pedestrian (UCONN, 2014). One
advantage of passive activation is that all pedestrians are detected, even those who are unable or
unwilling to push a signal activation button (UCONN, 2014). Another advantage of passive
sensors is extending the signal for a pedestrian detected in the crosswalk to allow more time to
cross (UCONN, 2014).
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a) Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) are traffic control devices with two rapidly flashing
alternating yellow rectangular indications that serve as a warning beacon (FDOT, 2020). Figure 2-
6 shows two examples of RRFBs: (a) a median installation and (b) a curbside installation. The
median installation consists of a double-sided sign with RRFBs directed toward both directions of
traffic, as shown in Figure 2-6 (a).

RRFBs are generally more effective at crosswalks spanning short distances and mounted above
the pedestrian crossing sign (FHWA, 2015b). RRFBs also have higher-yielding rates than sign
treatments alone and cost less than Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) installations (FDOT, 2020).
Similar to PHBs, RRFBs can also be mounted above a crosswalk on mast-arm poles.

Guidelines related to the use and design of RRFBs are not included in the current edition of the
MUTCD (FHWA, 2012). However, the FHWA issued Interim Approval 21, Rectangular Rapid
Flashing Beacons at Crosswalks (IA-21) on March 20, 2018, which specifies the intended use and
design requirements for RRFB devices. All local agencies must currently obtain approval from
FHWA to use RRFB pedestrian treatments (FDOT, 2020).

(@) Median Installation (b) Curbside

Figure 2-6: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) Examples
(Source: MnDQOT, 2014)
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b) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBS), also known as High-intensity Activated crossWalK (HAWK)
signals, are used to warn and control traffic at unsignalized marked crosswalks (FDOT, 2020). As
shown in Figure 2-7 (a), PHBs are a special type of hybrid beacons, similar to traditional traffic
signals that require drivers to stop when the red signal light is activated. Additional overhead signs
are required, such as “STOP ON RED” and “CROSSWALK,” and the PHBs require either active
or passive pedestrian activation (UCONN, 2014). Implementation criteria for the use and design
of PHBs are included in the MUTCD, and installation must be warranted per the MUTCD
guidelines (FHWA, 2012).

¢) Flashing Beacon

Pedestal mounted flashing signal beacons, shown in Figure 2-7 (b), can be used to increase driver
awareness at midblock crosswalks. The beacon requires active or passive pedestrian activation and
is often used at low-speed school crossings and midblock crossing locations (MnDOT, 2014).
Design and operation guidelines are included in the MUTCD (FHWA, 2012).

o| THUNDERBIRD H.S. t a
" CROSSWALK  ——— /

L —

(@) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) (b) Pedestal Beacon

Figure 2-7: Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) and Pedestal Mounted Flashing Beacon
(Source: (a) WSDOT, 2013; (b) MnDOT, 2014)
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d) In-Roadway Warning Light

As shown in Figure 2-8, in-roadway warning lights are amber lights embedded in the roadway
surface on each side of a crosswalk and directed towards oncoming traffic (UCONN, 2014). In-
roadway lights intend to warn motorists of an approaching situation that may require them to slow
down or yield or come to a stop (FHWA, 2012). Active or passive sensors may also be used to
activate the lights. Implementation criteria for the use and design of in-roadway warning lights are
included in the MUTCD (FHWA, 2012).

12



Figure 2-8: In-Roadway Warning Lights
(Source: TAPCO, Inc., 2020)

2.3.5 Special Emphasis Treatments

Special emphasis crosswalk pavement markings consist of white 24-inch stripes installed
perpendicular to the standard longitudinal lines delineating the walking path. The “ladder” pattern
shown in Figure 2-9 is one style of a special emphasis crosswalk. This type of crosswalk treatment
is preferred for uncontrolled midblock crossings (Koos, 2012). Brick pavers of various colors may
also be used for special emphasis when aesthetics is a factor (e.g., shopping malls).

P A R e
Figure 2-9: |\/|Idb|OCk Speual EmphaS|s Marklng
(Source: Koos, 2012)

Raised crossings, also known as speed tables, shown in Figure 2-10, not only serve as traffic
calming measures but also can include a marked crosswalk, providing additional emphasis to the
presence of pedestrians.

13



Figure 2-10: Midblock Speed Table with Crosswalk
(Source: FHWA, 2020)

2.3.6 Overhead Lighting

Adequate overhead lighting is essential at midblock crosswalks to help drivers see pedestrians
crossing and waiting to cross and light the crosswalk for pedestrians crossing at night. Overhead
lighting can also be activated using active or passive sensors to be used only when needed
(UCONN, 2014). Available street lighting should be assessed when evaluating potential locations
for installing overhead lighting (FHWA, 2012). Additionally, careful consideration of adequate
lighting is needed for a grade-separated crossing to reduce potential crime (FHWA, 2006).

2.3.7 Grade-Separated Crossings

Grade-separated crossings can be constructed as an underpass (Figure 2-11 (a)) or an overpass
(Figure 2-11 (b)). Generally, these pedestrian crossings are only considered when warranted, and
the crossing meets a barrier, such as a multitrack railroad, a stream, or a freeway (FHWA, 2006).
Constructing these structures can be expensive and difficult; therefore, advanced planning, funding
resources, and a compelling purpose and need are required (FHWA, 2006).

14



(b) Overpass

Figure 2-11: Grade-Separated Crossing Examples
(Source: (a) FHWA, 2006; (b) MnDQOT, 2014)

2.4 General Guidelines

Reports and guidelines published at the national level were reviewed for information on midblock
pedestrian treatments. The following sections discuss general guidelines used by transportation
agencies to evaluate potential midblock crosswalk locations and pedestrian treatments.

2.4.1 Crosswalk Locations

The majority of literature and guidelines reviewed focus on the design and placement criteria of
selected treatment options at the national level. The decision-making process to evaluate potential
midblock crossing locations is not addressed. However, the MUTCD states that “crosswalk lines
should not be used indiscriminately”” and recommends an engineering study be performed before
installing marked crosswalks at uncontrolled locations (FHWA, 2012). The following factors
should be considered in the engineering study (FHWA, 2012):

number of lanes,

presence of a median,

distance from adjacent signalized intersections,
pedestrian volumes and delays,

traffic volume,

posted or statutory speed limit or 85th percentile speed,
roadway geometry,

possible consolidation of multiple crossing points,
availability of street lighting, and

other appropriate factors.
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2.4.2 Specific Pedestrian Treatments

The Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) and the National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) conducted a joint study on improving pedestrian safety at
unsignalized intersections. This 2006 report (TRCP 112/ NCHRP 562) presented
recommendations for pedestrian crossings, including midblock crossings, on high-volume, high-
speed roadways, with an emphasis on roadways used by public transportation agencies (National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine [NASEM], 2006).

Guidelines for selecting treatments at unsignalized intersections and midblock crossings were
developed for two roadway scenarios: peak hour traffic volumes on roadways with speeds of 35
mph (55km/h) or less, and peak hour traffic volumes for roadways with speeds greater than 35
mph (55 km/h). The evaluation process uses a quantitative procedure consisting of key input
variables such as pedestrian volume, crossing width, and traffic volume, and a five-step evaluation
process to determine one of the following four possible crossing treatments (NASEM, 2006):

marked crosswalks,

enhanced, high-visibility, or “active when present” traffic control devices,
red signal or beacon device, or

conventional traffic control signal.

The TCRP/NCHRP report also recommended using a 3.5 ft/s (1.1 m/s) as a walking speed for the
general population and a 3.0 ft/s (0.9 m/s) walking speed for the older or less able population when
calculating pedestrian clearance intervals (NASEM, 2006). The procedural flowchart, roadway
scenario worksheets, and description of input variables are provided in Appendix A.

A recent FHWA (2018) report helps select appropriate countermeasures at uncontrolled pedestrian
crossings to improve pedestrian safety. The report offers a quick reference guide of various
pedestrian crosswalk treatments based on roadway configuration, posted speed, and average
annual daily traffic (AADT) volumes. In Appendix B, Figure B-1 shows a sample inventory form
used in the decision-making process. Figure B-2 shows a countermeasure decision matrix, and
Figure B-3 describes various safety issues addressed by each countermeasure (FHWA, 2018). A
useful resource to explore potential pedestrian crosswalk treatments is the Pedestrian Safety Guide
and Countermeasure Selection System (PEDSAFE), an online resource tool provided by FHWA,
consisting of treatment information and interactive selection matrices (FHWA, n.d.). The matrices
suggest applicable countermeasures at crossing locations related to crash type and performance
measures.

a) Medians and Refuge Islands

FHWA (2006) suggests that medians should be at least 8 ft wide to allow pedestrians a comfortable
space in the center to wait, 4 ft from moving traffic. However, a minimum median width of 4 ft is
acceptable if wider medians cannot be achieved from the existing roadway geometry (FHWA,
2006). Refuge islands may be the width of the crosswalk or wider, if needed, for adequate visibility
by motorists.

16



Medians and refuge islands are rarely necessary for low-volume and low-speed (25-30 mph)
roadways, such as local roads (FHWA, 2006). Midblock crossings with medians and refuge islands
may be useful on two-lane collector roads with 30-40 mph speeds, depending on adjacent land-
use. However, the median refuge is often essential for multilane minor and major arterial
roadways, and the location of midblock crossings should be considered carefully for corridors with
speeds exceeding 40 mph (FHWA, 2006).

b) Curb Extensions

While curb extensions (bulb-outs) improve pedestrian safety significantly, they typically should
only be considered for roadways with on-street parking (parking lane) and areas where cyclists
and transit vehicles travel outside the curb edge for the length of the roadway (FHWA, 2013).
Bulb-outs must not extend into travel lanes, bicycle lanes, or shoulders, and enhancements to the
bulb-out, such as furniture and landscaping, should not obstruct a driver’s view of pedestrians.
Additionally, facilities where bulb-outs are constructed should have low-speeds (FHWA, 2013).

¢) Signalization

For four-lane arterial highways, signalization may be required under the following conditions
(FHWA, 2006):

on higher volume roadways,

where gaps are infrequent,

in school zones,

where elderly or disabled pedestrians’ cross,

where speeds are high, or

when a combination of the above factors is present.

On multilane arterial highways with six or more lanes, where vehicle speeds are high, signalization
of a midblock crossing location may be the only practical method to reduce the potential risk to
crossing pedestrians (FHWA, 2006).

d) Warning Devices

Midblock crossings on multilane arterial highways with six or more lanes require more devices to
alert motorists. For highways with speeds 40 mph or greater, FHWA (2006) suggests the following
devices should be considered:

36 x 24 inch advanced crossing symbol signs

36 x 24 inch pedestrian crossing signs

pavement word symbols

zebra- or ladder-style enhanced crosswalk markings
large overhead signs

flashing beacons

curb extensions (bulb-outs)

flashing overhead signs
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e) Grade-separated Crossings

Since pedestrian overpasses or underpasses can be expensive and difficult to implement, certain
criteria must be met to warrant these structures. For a grade-separated crossing to be warranted,
FHWA suggests the following circumstances should be present (FHWA, 2006):

e high pedestrian volumes at the location and high demand to cross,

e alarge number of young children who must regularly cross (particularly at locations near
schools),

e high volumes of motor vehicles traveling at high speeds along the roadway,

e N0 convenient alternative crossing places nearby,

e funding and a specific need for the overpass/underpass, or

e an extreme hazard for pedestrians.

2.5 State and Local Guidelines

Ashur and Alhassan (2015) recently conducted a comprehensive review of guidelines used by state
DOTs in the selection of treatments to improve safety at controlled and uncontrolled pedestrian
crossings. Based on state reports, guidelines, design manuals, policies, and information gathered
from a statewide questionnaire, findings revealed that all state DOTSs refer to the MUTCD, Part 3,
for standards and guidelines on pedestrian crossing treatments; although, some agencies have
developed independent manuals for their jurisdictions (Ashur and Alhassan, 2015). Additionally,
most state DOTs have developed selection guidelines based on studies and reports by FHWA, the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) (Ashur and Alhassan, 2015).

The following sections discuss available guidelines on the evaluation processes for determining
midblock crosswalk locations and appropriate treatments at the state and local levels. Evaluation
criteria for implementing midblock crosswalks are numerous, both at the state and national levels;
therefore, only summaries are presented in this report. Designers and engineers should refer to the
guideline resources for different jurisdictions mentioned in this report to gain the full scope of
crosswalk and treatment requirements.

2.5.1 Florida

FDOT refers to the following guidelines for the design and implementation of pedestrian
crosswalks with uncontrolled approaches:

MUTCD (FHWA, 2012),

FDOT TEM (FDOT, 2020),

FDOT Manual on Uniform Traffic Studies (MUTS) (FDOT, 2016b),
FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM), Volume 1 (FDOT, 2017),
FDOT Florida Greenbook (FDOT, 2016c¢), and

FDOT Standard Plans for Road and Bridge Construction Manual.
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To evaluate potential midblock crosswalk locations, FDOT follows the procedure outlined in
TEM, Section 5.2, to determine if a marked crosswalk is warranted. The FDOT Manual on
Uniform Traffic Studies (MUTS) provides additional guidelines to assist with the engineering
study. Steps involved in the determination process include:

Step 1: An engineering study of the proposed crosswalk location is conducted by the District
Traffic Operations Engineer. Criteria listed in the TEM, Section 5.2.6, must be met
and documented for a marked crosswalk to be approved (FDOT, 2020). A summary
of the information required in the engineering study includes:

field data to demonstrate need based on pedestrian volumes,

availability of alternative crossing locations that meet TEM criteria,

pedestrian Origin-Destination (O-D) assessments,

safety consideration (e.g., stopping sight distance (SSD), lighting, and proximity

to intersection conflict areas),

e proposed location plan, including signing, marking, and signal treatments (if
applicable),

e number and nature of pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, based on field observations,

e three-year minimum pedestrian-vehicle crash history, and

e transit stop activity and location within the vicinity of the proposed crosswalk.

Step 2: The District Traffic Operations Engineer must coordinate with local agencies to
determine maintenance responsibilities for any proposed traffic control devices.

Step 3: Decide to approve or not consider the installation, based on evaluation results and
engineering judgment.

Section 5.2 of the TEM describes the criteria that must be met when considering a new marked
crosswalk at midblock and uncontrolled approach locations. Briefly summarized, some of these
criteria include (FDOT, 2020):

the location must meet minimum levels of pedestrian demand,
multi-use trail crossings must be considered,

minimum location characteristics must be met, and

safety considerations must be met.

Midblock crosswalk location criteria are also addressed in the PPM, Volume 1 (FDOT, 2017). The
PPM also provides midblock crosswalk lighting requirements and appropriate use of midblock
crossings on Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) (limited and controlled access) corridors and State
Highway System (SHS) (urban and rural) corridors (FDOT, 2017).

Once a new marked crosswalk is approved, appropriate treatments are considered. FDOT uses
guidelines from the MUTCD for pedestrian signal warrants, traffic control signals, PHBs, and
flashing yellow warning beacons. Illustrated treatment charts reflecting the MUTCD guidelines
for low-speed roadways (speeds of 35 mph or less) and high-speed roadways (speeds greater than
35 mph), and a matrix of selection criteria, are shown in Figures C-1, C-2, and C-3 of Appendix
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C, respectively (FDOT, 2020). The use of RRFBs is also considered; however, approval for use
must be granted by FHWA.

Crosswalk pavement markings and curb ramp details are provided in the FDOT Standard Plans
for Road and Bridge Construction manual, and the MUTCD also serves as guidance for signing
and markings. Also known as the “Florida Greenbook,” the FDOT Manual of Uniform Minimum
Standards for Design, Construction, and Maintenance for Streets and Highways provides
additional guidance on marked crosswalks, lighting, and refuge islands (FDOT, 2016¢). The
AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities is used for
guidance when considering grade-separated crossings.

Another resource available to FDOT designers and engineers to explore potential pedestrian
crosswalk treatments is FHWA’s PEDSAFE online resource tool (FHWA, n.d.). A link to the
PEDSAFE online resource tool is provided on FDOT’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety webpage
(FDOT, 2019).

2.5.2 Other States and Municipalities

Available literature and guidelines from agencies outside of Florida were reviewed for information
pertaining to midblock crossing location evaluations and treatment practices. The following
sections present the findings.

a) City and County of Denver, Colorado

Since evaluating a potential midblock crosswalk location can be difficult, the City and County of
Denver (CCD) has developed a flowchart to assist in the determination process. As shown in
Figure D-1, in Appendix D, each step identifies the criteria that must be met before advancing to
subsequent steps to determine if a location is suitable for installing a marked crosswalk. Criteria
are based on guidelines contained in the MUTCD, the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM),
and AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design for Highways and Streets (CCD, 2016).

Similar to the treatment matrix provided by Zegeer et al. (2005), shown in Table B-1, Appendix
B, CCD categorizes recommended treatment options into “Levels”: Level A indicates markings
and signing should be used; Level B indicates RRFBs should be used; Level C indicates the need
for PHBs or pedestrian signals (see Table D-1, Appendix D). CCD refers to the MUTCD for
guidance with PHB applications for low-speed (35 mph or less) and high-speed (greater than 35
mph) roadways, as well as signing, marking and warrants for the installation of pedestrian signals
(CCD, 2016).

b) Minnesota

Minnesota DOT has developed an evaluation procedure for pedestrian crossings at uncontrolled
locations. The goal is to provide safe crosswalks at appropriate locations that minimize pedestrian
delay (MnDOT, 2014). The eleven-step procedure was based on safety guidance provided by
FHWA and pedestrian delay procedures outlined in the HCM. A flowchart of the evaluation
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methodology is provided in Appendix E. The evaluation process includes the following steps
(MnDOT, 2014):

1.

2.
3.

o

8.
9.

Conduct a field data review to determine roadway and crossing geometrics, such as
crossing distance, median width, crosswalk width, and curb ramps.

Conduct a safety review to evaluate crash data at the crossing site.

Calculate stopping sight distance (SSD) to determine if adequate SSD exists. A location
may not be suitable for a pedestrian crossing if adequate SSD cannot be provided.
Determine the average pedestrian delay and Level of Service (LOS) of the crosswalk using
the procedure outlined in the HCM. Pedestrian routing to another location or high-level
treatments, such as PHBs, traffic signals, overpass, or underpass treatments, should be
considered if an acceptable service level cannot be achieved.

Determine pedestrian sight distance (PedSD).

Review pedestrian origin-destination (O-D) movements. Also, determine potential
alternative routes that may serve the same routes while providing less delay.

Determine the functional classification and access control of the roadway. Marked
uncontrolled crosswalks should only be considered on signalized roadway corridors with
less than 12,000 vehicles/day usage, where the spacing between signals is inadequate to
serve the pedestrian traffic.

Determine traffic and pedestrian volumes at the crossing site.

Review FHWA safety guidelines for uncontrolled crossings reported by Zegeer et al.
(2005) (see Appendix B).

10. Determine if a school crossing is needed.
11. Consider appropriate treatment options.

Careful consideration should be given when considering treatment options for uncontrolled
crosswalks, including midblock crossings. In some cases, treatments may increase the crash
potential at the location or may not noticeably affect motorist yielding and service levels (MnDOT,
2014). Therefore, MnDOT requires crossing treatments to be justified through an engineering
study. Tables E-1 and E-2 in Appendix E, list signing and marking treatments and uncontrolled
crossing treatment guidelines used by MnDOT.

¢) North Carolina

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has developed a four-step assessment
flowchart outlining the process applied to midblock locations (NCDOT, 2015). The process
consists of the following steps:

Step 1: Existing characteristics / signalized crossing assessment.

Step 2: Unsignalized or midblock crossing assessment (see Figure F-1, Appendix F).
Step 3: Additional/alternative treatments assessment.

Step 4: PHB assessment.
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d) Virginia

Similar to other state agencies, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) follows FHWA
recommendations in requiring an engineering study before crosswalk markings are installed at
midblock locations and uncontrolled intersection approaches (VDOT, 2016). Figure G-1 in
Appendix G displays a flowchart of the decision-making process to determine whether a potential
crossing location meets the criteria for a marked crosswalk. If criteria are met for a marked
crosswalk, the flowchart directs the engineer to the next step in the process, to determine if the
crosswalk location meets the requirements for an uncontrolled or a stop/yield controlled crosswalk.
Figure G-2 illustrates the evaluation process for a marked crosswalk with uncontrolled approaches,
and Figure G-3 illustrates the evaluation process for a stop or yield controlled crosswalk.

Following the location evaluation process, appropriate treatments are selected using the decision
matrix shown in Table G-1, Appendix G. A flowchart illustrating the use of the treatment decision
matrix is shown in Figure G-4. VDOT also provides worksheets to assist in the evaluation
processes, shown in Figures G-5 through G-7 (VDOT, 2016).

2.6 Summary

This chapter presented findings from a literature review of the existing national, state, and local
warrants and guidelines on installing pedestrian safety treatments at midblock locations. Based on
the available literature, installing marked midblock crosswalks is essentially a two-part process.
First, candidate locations must be evaluated to determine if a midblock crosswalk is warranted.
The evaluation process involves several steps, with pedestrian volume, traffic volume, posted
speed, crash history, and the distance from other established crossing points used as the primary
factors. However, other factors must also be considered, such as pedestrian generators and
attractors, pedestrian age and ability, roadway geometrics, etc.

Following the identification of a suitable location, the type and scope of pedestrian treatments must
then be determined. There are several treatment options for both controlled and uncontrolled
crosswalks, and most state and local transportation agencies refer to national guidelines.

In summary, midblock crosswalks could improve pedestrian safety by directing pedestrians to a
designated crossing point, thus reducing random crossings that increase the crash risks to both
pedestrians and motorists. The challenge for many agencies is where to place marked midblock
crosswalks to effectively improve pedestrian safety. The existing national, state, and local warrants
and guidelines provide guidance pertaining to installing pedestrian safety treatments at midblock
locations.
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CHAPTER 3
IDENTIFY INFLUENTIAL VARIABLES

This chapter identifies socioeconomic, land-use, demographic, roadway geometric characteristics,
and pedestrian infrastructure variables that could potentially affect pedestrian crashes. The analysis
was based on pedestrian crashes from 2012-2016 in the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) District Four. The pedestrian crash data were extracted from the FDOT’s Unified
Basemap Repository (UBR). Information on roadway geometric characteristics and pedestrian
facilities were extracted from the FDOT’s Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI) and the
FDOT’s Geographic Information System (GIS) Shapefiles. The demographic and socioeconomic
variables were obtained from the United States Census Bureau. The land-use variables were
extracted from the Florida Geographic Data Library (FGDL), and the information on transit stops
was collected from the Florida Transit Data Exchange (FTDE). This chapter is organized as
follows:

e Section 3.1 discusses the pedestrian crash data,
e Section 3.2 provides other potential variables that could influence pedestrian safety, and
e Section 3.3 presents the summary.

3.1 Pedestrian Crash Data

Pedestrian crashes on both on-system and off-system roadways in FDOT District Four during the
years 2012 through 2016 were included in the descriptive statistics analysis. Table 3-1 summarizes
these crashes by year and crash severity. The frequency of pedestrian crashes since 2014 was
higher than the pedestrian crash frequency in 2012 and 2013. Although the frequency of crashes
seemed to be on an increasing trend, the proportion of fatal crashes remained unchanged and the
proportion of injury crashes decreased. Overall, 90% of all pedestrian crashes resulted in either an
injury or a fatality; fatal crashes constituted 8% of all pedestrian crashes. Figure 3-1 shows the
spatial distribution of pedestrian crashes in District Four. Figure 3-2 shows the density map of
pedestrian crashes in District Four. Since this project focuses on non-limited access facilities, a
total of 74 pedestrian crashes that occurred on freeways during the analysis period were excluded
from the analysis. Descriptive statistics of pedestrian crashes are provided in the following sections.

Table 3-1: Distribution of Pedestrian Crashes by Year and Severity

Year Fatal Injury PDO Total
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
2012 94 8 974 83 111 9 1,179
2013 90 8 999 83 109 9 1,198
2014 98 8 1,068 83 124 10 1,290
2015 101 8 988 81 134 11 1,223
2016 99 8 980 81 129 11 1,208
Total 6,098
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Figure 3-1: Pedestrian Crashes on Non-limited Access Facilities in FDOT District Four
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Figure 3-2: Density Map of Pedestrian Crashes in District Four
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Crash Time

Table 3-2 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and crash occurrence
time. The crash occurrence time was divided into three groups: morning peak hours (6 am — 10
am), evening peak hours (3 pm — 7 pm), and off-peak hours (10 am — 3 pm and 7 pm — 6 am). Off-
peak hours resulted in more severe crashes compared to peak hours. Within the morning and
evening peak hours, evening peak hours experienced a higher frequency of pedestrian crashes than
morning peak hours.

Table 3-2: Pedestrian Crashes by Time of Day and Crash Severity
Time Fatal Injury PDO Total

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Morning 40 4% 854 85% 111 11% 1,005
Peak
E;’aeli"”g 68 4% 1,305 85% 155 10% 1528
Daytime 0 0 9
Off-peak 45 4% 1,042 86% 122 10% 1,209
Nighttime 329 14% 1,808 7% 219 9% 2,356
Off-peak
Total 6,098

Crash Month

Table 3-3 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and crash month.
Pedestrian crash frequency from October to December was higher than the rest of the year.
December was associated with the most pedestrian crashes, while October was associated with the
highest percentage of fatal crashes compared to the rest of the year.

Table 3-3: Pedestrian Crashes by Month and Crash Severity

Month Fatal Injury PDO Total \
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %

January 42 8 438 82 56 10 536
February 42 8 417 82 50 10 509
March 42 8 447 82 53 10 542
April 30 6 423 83 55 11 508
May 28 6 369 83 46 10 443
June 34 8 337 79 54 13 425
July 29 8 289 79 48 13 366
August 31 7 368 83 44 10 443
September 44 9 404 82 42 9 490
October 55 10 477 83 46 8 578
November 50 9 475 82 54 9 579
December 55 8 565 83 59 9 679
Total 6,098
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Day of the Week

Table 3-4 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and day of the week.
Pedestrian crash frequency was highest on Friday compared to the other days of the week. Saturday
and Sunday had the highest percentage of fatal pedestrian crashes.

Table 3-4: Pedestrian Crashes by Day of Week and Crash Severity

Day Fatal Injury PDO
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %

Sunday 65 10 496 78 71 11 632
Monday 58 7 714 84 73 9 845
Tuesday 49 6 729 83 96 11 874
Wednesday 70 8 775 84 83 9 928
Thursday 55 6 724 84 78 9 857
Friday 87 9 825 81 107 11 1,019
Saturday 98 10 746 79 99 10 943
Total 6,098

Lighting Condition

Table 3-5 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and lighting condition.
Pedestrian crashes were found to be more severe during dark conditions (both lighted and not
lighted) than during daytime. Fatal crashes comprised 15% of the crashes that occurred during
dark-not lighted conditions and 14% of the crashes that occurred during dark-lighted conditions,
while a relatively low 3% of the crashes that occurred during daytime were fatal.

Table 3-5: Pedestrian Crashes by Lighting Condition and Crash Severit

Lighting

Condition Frequency % Frequency % Frequency

Dark-Lighted 275 14 1,537 78 152 8 1,964
Dark-Not Lighted 79 15 398 76 49 9 526
E%rr']‘t'iﬁgk”"""” 1 4 18 75 5 21 24
Dawn 11 9 110 86 7 5 128
Daylight 102 3 2,777 86 366 11 3,245
Dusk 11 6 145 81 22 12 178
Other 3 9 24 73 6 18 33
Total 6,098

A little over 40% of the crashes were found to occur during dark conditions. Figure 3-3 provides
the hourly crash frequencies of total and fatal pedestrian crashes. As expected, morning and
evening peak hours experienced a relatively higher number of total and fatal crashes. Especially
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during nighttime, the time periods from 8 pm to 1 am experienced relatively more pedestrian
crashes compared to the rest of the night.

600
500
>, 400
3
;.J_ 300
£ 200
3
O 100
0 W
0123456 7 8 91011121314151617 181920212223
Hour of Day
—o—Fatal —e— Total

Figure 3-3: Total and Fatal Pedestrian Crashes by Hour of Day
Alcohol or Drug Involvement

Table 3-6 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and alcohol and/or drug
involvement. About 11.3% of pedestrian crashes involved alcohol and/or drugs. Pedestrian crashes
involving alcohol and/or drugs had a higher percentage of fatal crashes (22%) compared to those
that did not involve alcohol and/or drugs.

Table 3-6: Pedestrian Crashes by Alcohol or Drug Involvement and Crash Severit
Fatal Injury PDO Total

Alcohol or Drug

Involvement

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Alcohol or Drugs 149 22 496 72 44 6 689
None 333 6 4,513 83 563 10 5,409
Total 6,098

Crash Location

Table 3-7 provides the distribution of pedestrian crashes by crash severity and crash location (i.e.,
intersection or midblock). Almost 64% of the pedestrian crashes occurred at midblock locations.
Pedestrian crashes at midblock locations were slightly more severe compared to those that
occurred at intersections. Approximately 9% of the pedestrian crashes at midblock locations were
fatal, while a relatively low 6% of the crashes at intersections were fatal.
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Table 3-7: Pedestrian Crashes by Crash Location and Crash Severity

Location Fatal Injury PDO Total
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
Intersection 125 6 1,860 85 212 10 2,197
Midblock 357 9 3,149 81 395 10 3,901
Total 6,098

3.2 Influential Variables

Existing literature has shown that several roadway geometric, demographic, socioeconomic, and
land-use factors influence pedestrian safety. Table 3-8 presents the predominant factors associated
with pedestrian crashes, such as densely populated regions, low-income neighborhoods, low
educational level areas, senior population, alcohol intoxication, a high number of bus stops, and
vehicle ownership. The following subsections discuss the various roadway characteristics, land-
use, census, pedestrian infrastructure, and pedestrian exposure data that could potentially influence
pedestrian crashes.

3.2.1 Roadway Characteristics Data

Data on roadway characteristics, including annual average daily traffic (AADT), number of lanes,
median type, median width, surface width, presence of signalized intersections, etc., were
extracted from the 2016 Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI). FDOT also has been
maintaining a NavStreets Basemap Shapefile from HERE (formerly NAVTEQ). NavStreets
provides the most detailed street network with the highest level of coverage within Florida. The
2015 NavStreets Shapefile for FDOT District Four includes 270,343 street segments. This research
conducted a GIS-based spatial clustering analysis based on the 2015 NavStreets Shapefile to
identify the top hotspots for pedestrian crashes. Chapter 4 of this report provides more details about
this analysis. Figure 3-4 shows a sample of the detailed street network in the NavStreets Basemap
in the Fort Lauderdale Beach area.

Figure 3-4: ample NavStreetsBasemap in Fort Lauderdale Beach Area
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Table 3-8: Demographic, Socioeconomic, and Land Use Factors Affecting Pedestrian

Demographic, Socioeconomic, and Land

Crashes

Study

Use Factors Period Location Method Reference
Low-income, low education level, densely
populated areas; high presence of bus stops; . Logistic Linetal.
T . _ 2011-2014 | FI i
roads with higher speed limits; drinking 0 0 orida Regression (2017)
establishments.
Percentage distribution of population by race;
age; mean household income; percentage in Negative Binomial | Chimba et al.
. . 2003-2009 | Tennessee .
the labor force; vehicle ownership; poverty Regression (2014)
level
Race; alcohol intoxication; areas with high .
. . . Descriptive
number of alcohol sale establishments; 1997-2006 | Nationwide Statistics Chang (2008)
gender; proportion of senior population
Race; transit access; commercial access; Ordinary Least Clifton and
o uiation densit ' ' 2000-2002 | Maryland | Squares (OLS) Kreamer-
Pop y Linear Regression | Fults. (2007)
Descriptive .
. - Clifton et al.
Gender; low transit access areas 2000-2004 | Maryland Statistics and :
. (2009)
Ordered Probit
Population; income; transit 2005 Ilinois Poisson Model Cottrill etal.
(2010)
Population den_sny; age; unemplc?ymept; . Ordinary Least
gender; education level; alcohol intoxication; _— LaScala, et al.
oy L 1990 California | Squares (OLS)
areas with high number of alcohol sale . . (2000)
. Linear Regression
establishments
sops: lnuisically soeted bt Dal and
ps, 1Ing y e ' 2000-2007 | Georgia Correlation and Jaworski
commercial land-use; areas with high number Negative Binomial | (2016)
of alcohol sale establishments g
Age; alcohol intoxication; senior population; . Logistic .
. 2000-2007 | Georgia . Dai (2012)
children Regression
Alcohol intoxication; pedestrian behavior: — .
consequence of demographic and 2000 Florida Descriptive Spainhour et
q grap Statistics al. (2006)

socioeconomic characteristics

3.2.2 Land Use Data

The 2015 Florida Land Use layer includes a total of 9,117,116 parcels in the entire state. Figure 3-
5 shows the 2015 Florida Parcel Land Use map. This dataset contains parcel boundaries with each
parcel’s associated tax information from the Florida Department of Revenue’s tax database. This
feature class contains parcel polygons and associated parcel attribute information. Attributes
include Parcel ID, Alt Key, Section, Township, Range, Owner Name, Owner Mailing Address,
Site Address, Most Recent Sales Information, Valuation, Land Use Codes, Building Details, Legal
Description, etc. It includes the original 99 land-use classes and 15 generalized classes.
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Figure 3-5: 2015 Florida Parcel Land Use Map

Table 3-9 provides more details about the following four groups of attributes considered in the
2015 Florida Parcel Land Use dataset analyzing pedestrian crashes: shopping centers, hotels,
recreation facilities, and restaurants/bars in FDOT District Four. Figures 3-6 through 3-9 show the
density maps of these four groups in FDOT District Four.

Table 3-9: Key Attributes Associated with Pedestrian Crashes in 2015 Florida Parcel Land
Use Dataset

Group Attribute Number
Supermarket 224
Shopping Centers Regional shopping malls 96
Community shopping centers 907
Hotels Hotels and motels 879
Tourist attractions 22
N Camps 3
Recreation Facilities Park and recreational areas 1,574
Outdoor recreational facilities 1,064
Restaurants, cafeterias 089
Restaurants/Bars Fast food restaurants 761
Night clubs, bars, and cocktail lounges 209

Note: The numbers presented in this table are for FDOT District Four.
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Figure 3-7: Density Map of Hotels in FDOT District Four
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Figure 3-8: Density Map of Recreation Facilities in FDOT District Four
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Figure 3-9: Density Map of Restaurants/Bars in FDOT District Four
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3.2.3 Census Data

The census data were primarily extracted from the 2015 United States Census Bureau, with
selected fields extracted from the 2011-2015 American Community Survey (ACS). The Census
Block Group is the smallest geographical unit for which the Bureau publishes sample data. The
2015 FDOT District Four Census Block Groups GIS layer includes a total of 2,154 Census Block
Groups. The fields included in this dataset are Total Population, Education, Housing, and
Economic Characteristics. Although the ACS data provides survey estimates for one, three, and
five-year time periods, only the five-year estimates provide data at the block group level. The
following six groups of attributes are considered in the 2015 Florida Census Block Groups data:
population, gender, age, income, total households, and transportation. Table 3-10 lists the detailed
attributes extracted from the 2015 FDOT District Four Census Block Groups dataset. Figure 3-10
shows the 2015 Census Block Groups in FDOT District Four. As an example, Figure 3-11 shows
the distribution of the total population within the 2015 Census Block Groups in District Four.

Table 3-10: Key Attributes in 2015 Census Block Groups Dataset

Group Attribute Definition

Population TOTALPOP Total Population

Gender MALE Populat!on Male
FEMALE Population Female
AGE_UNDER5 | Population Under 5 years
AGE 5 17 Population 5 to 17 years
AGE_18 21 Population 18 to 21 years

AGE 22 29 Population 22 to 29 years

Age AGE 30 39 Population 30 to 39 years
AGE 40 49 Population 40 to 49 years
AGE 50 64 Population 50 to 64 years
AGE_65 UP Population 65 years and up
LESS 10K # of Households (HH*) with HH Income in The Past 12 Months <
$10,000
110K 14K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $10,000 to $14,999
115K 19K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $15,000 to $19,999
120K 24K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $20,000 to $24,999
125K 29K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $25,000 to $29,999
130K 34K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $30,000 to $34,999
135K 39K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $35,000 to $39,999
Income 140K 44K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $40,000 to $44,999
145K 49K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $45,000 to $49,999
150K 59K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $50,000 to $59,999
160K 74K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $60,000 to $74,999
175K 99K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $75,000 to $99,999

1100K 124K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $100,000 to $124,999
1125K 149K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $125,000 to $149,999
1150K 199K # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $150,000 to $199,999
1200KMORE # of HH with HH Income in The Past 12 Months $200,000 or more
Household HOUSEHOLDS | Total Households

Transportation | TRAN WALK | # of HH with Transportation to Work Walked

* HH is households.
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Figure 3-10: 2015 Census Block Groups Map in District Four
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3.2.4 Pedestrian Infrastructure Data

Data on pedestrian infrastructure, including the presence of a shared path, sidewalk barrier,
sidewalk width, etc., were obtained from the FDOT GIS layers. These GIS layers are for the year
2019. Information on the location of transit stops in FDOT District Four was extracted from the
Florida Transit Data Exchange (FTDE). FTDE is a Web-based system used to share planning-
related spatial data of the Florida fixed-route transit agencies. These include General Transit Feed
Specification (GTFS) and GIS data. Note that the extracted transit stop data were in different
formats, and the data had to be combined to generate a single shapefile. This shapefile included a
total of 8,178 transit stops within FDOT District Four. Table 3-11 summarizes the number of
transit stops within each of the five counties in District Four. Figure 3-12 shows the spatial
distribution of these transit stops.

Table 3-11: Transit Stops in FDOT District Four
County Number of Transit Stops Year Data was Updated

Broward 4,576 2019
Indian River 262 2017
Martin 42 2014
Palm Beach 2,986 2019
St. Lucie 312 2015
Total 8,178

3.2.5 Pedestrian Volume Data

With the advent of smartphone technology, researchers have begun to use innovative means to
extract pedestrian and bicycle exposure data. The use of crowdsourced data is one such approach.
Strava is a smartphone application that facilitates pedestrians and bicyclists keeping track of their
walking and biking trips and providing means for athletes to monitor their activity. However, by
delving deeper into this dataset, the research team realized that the Strava smartphone application
users are mostly athletes and bicyclists. This sample size does not reflect the walking patterns of
the general public. As such, the Strava dataset, although initially considered, was not included in
the analysis.
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3.3 Summary

This chapter focused on describing socioeconomic, land-use, demographic, roadway geometric
characteristics, and pedestrian infrastructure variables that could potentially affect pedestrian
crashes. Table 3-12 provides the list of variables and the respective data sources considered in this
research.

Table 3-12: List of Potential Influential Variables and Their Data Sources

Data Variables ' Data Source |
e Crash severity
e Crash time
e Crash month
Pedestrian Crash Data | e Day of the week e FDOT’s Unified Basemap Repository (UBR)
e Crash location

Influence of alcohol/drugs
Lighting condition

e Traffic volume
Roadway Geometric ) Num.ber of lanes _ e 2016 FDOT’s Roadway Characteristics
T . e Median type and width Inventory (RCI) _

o Surface width e 2015 NavStreets Shapefile

e Signalized intersections

Shopping centers
Hotels

Recreation facilities
Restaurants and bars
Population

Gender

Age

Income level

Total households
Transportation mode

Land Use Variables e 2015 Florida Parcel Land use Dataset

Socioeconomic and
Demographic
Variables

e 2015 Census Block Groups

Pedestrian Exposure* | e Pedestrian volume e Strava Database
e Presence of a shared path e 2016 FDOT’s Roadway Characteristics
: - e Presence of a sidewalk barrier Inventory (RCI)
PRI (eI e Sidewalk width e FDOT’s Geographic Information System (GIS)
Shapefiles
Transit Stops . Num_ber and location of . Floridq Transit [_)ata Excha_nge (FTDE) Portal
transit stops of Florida Transit Information System (FTIS)

*Strava data was not incorporated in further analysis. Please refer to Section 3.2.5 for more details.
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CHAPTER 4
PEDESTRIAN CRASH HOTSPOTS

Chapter Four focuses on identifying the pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four. The
analysis was based on five years of pedestrian crashes that occurred on non-limited access facilities
from 2012-2016. GIS-based spatial clustering analysis was used to identify the top 20 pedestrian
crash hotspots in FDOT District Four. The chapter is organized into the following sections:

Section 4.1 discusses the pedestrian crash data,

Section 4.2 explains the analysis framework to identify pedestrian crash hotspots,
Section 4.3 presents the top 20 pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four, and
Section 4.4 provides the chapter summary.

4.1 Pedestrian Crash Data
4.1.1 Pedestrian Crash Frequency

The analysis was based on five years of pedestrian crash data from 2012-2016. The crash data
shapefiles for the years 2012-2016 were downloaded from the FDOT UBR. Since the scope of this
research project is limited to non-limited access facilities, the analysis did not include pedestrian
crashes that occurred on freeways. The variable FL_VRU_PED, a yes/no flag that indicates a crash
involving a pedestrian, was used to identify pedestrian crashes.
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Figure 4-1: Pedestrian Crashes on Non-limited Access Facilities from 2012-2016

Figure 4-1 provides the pedestrian crash frequency on non-limited access facilities during the years
2012 through 2016. A total of 6,098 pedestrian crashes were found to have occurred during the five-
year analysis period. Of these, 34 pedestrian crashes with unknown injury severity were excluded
from the analysis. As can be inferred from Figure 4-1, pedestrian crashes on arterials increased from
2012 through 2014, and then slightly reduced in 2015 and 2016. The year 2014 experienced the
highest number of pedestrian crashes (1,303), while 2016 experienced the lowest pedestrian crash
frequency (1,152).
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4.1.2 Pedestrian Crash Density

Figure 4-2 shows the spatial distribution of pedestrian crashes on non-limited access roadways in
FDOT District Four. Note that the purple lines in the figure are the state roads. As expected, the
crashes are not evenly distributed. They are clustered more in urban areas along the beach,
particularly in the West Palm Beach and Fort Lauderdale regions. Pompano Beach and Hollywood
areas also experienced a higher density of pedestrian crashes. Within the rest of District Four, the
density of pedestrian crashes was found to be relatively low.

Density of Pedestrian Crash j ‘
(2012-2016) penvDReR

] High

Figure 4-2: Density Map of Pedestrian Crashes in FDOT District Four (2012-2016)
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4.2 Analysis Framework to Identify Pedestrian Crash Hotspots

GIS-based spatial clustering analysis was used to identify pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District
Four. Figure 4-3 illustrates the concept. The X and Y-axis in the conceptual figure represent the spatial
terrain of the region. The Z-axis represents the number of pedestrian crashes. The approach creates a
service area (along the road network) for each pedestrian crash and then merges the overlapping
service areas. Depending on the density of the pedestrian crashes, each of the overlapping service
areas will cover a varying number of pedestrian crashes. The nearby service areas within a certain
step length (i.e., within a certain distance) are then identified and grouped. These grouped service
areas are then ranked based on the total number of pedestrian crashes identified within these areas
and their Equivalent Property Damage Only (EPDO) scores.
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Figure 4-3: Concept to Identify Hotspots

The following steps constitute the framework adopted to identify pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT
District Four:

Develop an arterial road network

Set parameters

Identify the service area for each crash

Merge overlapping service areas

Group nearby service areas

Identify candidate hotspots

Emphasize pedestrian crashes at midblock locations on state roads

NookrwnpE

Step 1: Develop Arterial Road Network

The network dataset was developed based on the 2015 Florida Street Network extracted from
NAVTEQ NAVSTREETS layer. The 2015 Florida Street Network includes 18,053,775 street
records, which cover the entire public road network in Florida. Since this project focuses only on
pedestrian crashes on non-limited access facilities, all limited-access facilities were excluded from
the network dataset. As an example, Figure 4-4 shows the service areas of pedestrian crashes that
occurred near 1-95 in Fort Lauderdale. Note that the streets included within the service areas did not
constitute freeways.
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Figure 4-4: Non-limited Access Roadways within Pedestrian Crash Service Areas
Step 2: Set Parameters
The algorithm requires the following two parameters:

1. The radius of the pedestrian crash service area
2. Searching step length

The radius of the pedestrian crash service area helps determine the total number of pedestrian crashes
that occurred within the core area (i.e., the height of the mountain in Figure 4-3). The larger the
radius, the greater the number of crashes, and the larger the area (i.e., the mountain in Figure 4-3) in
general. The other parameter, searching step length, helps determine the distance between the core
crash area and the nearby area with fewer (or no) crashes.

A pedestrian trip is usually considered to be shorter than a quarter-mile. The probability of pedestrians
walking more than a quarter-mile is close to 0. Therefore, this research used 0.1-mile as the radius of
the pedestrian crash service area, implying that the closest distance between two nearby service areas
is 0.2 miles. This limit means the distance between two pedestrian crashes is still under the acceptable
walking distance of 0.25 miles. The searching step length is set at 250 ft (i.e., 0.05 miles) to ensure
that the distance between the nearby service areas, when grouped, is still less than 0.25 miles.
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Step 3: Identify the Service Area for Each Crash

To identify the service area of a pedestrian crash, the most common and easiest way is to create a
straight-line buffer around the crash (shown as the pink circle in Figure 4-5). This method assumes
that the service area surrounding the pedestrian crash (i.e., the potential walking distance) is the
Euclidian distance (i.e., a straight-line distance). The actual walking distance depends on the real-
world street configuration, as shown by the blue line in Figure 4-5. The purple polyline, therefore,
shows the actual service area of the crash.
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Figure 4-5: Service Area for a Crash

Service areas were identified for each of the 6,064 pedestrian crashes using the 0.1-mile radius. This
step helps determine the impact area of each pedestrian crash. Figure 4-6 shows an example of service
areas for each of the eight pedestrian crashes that occurred near Lake Worth in Palm Beach County.
Note that the service area of each crash was identified using a different color.
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Figure 4-6: Preliminary Service Areas of Each Pedestrian Crash

Step 4: Merge Overlapping Service Areas

Once the service area for each pedestrian crash was identified, the next step was to merge the
overlapping service areas and determine the total number of pedestrian crashes that occurred within
the core area. As can be observed from Figure 4-7, the overlapped service areas of the eight pedestrian
crashes (i.e., eight independent service areas) near Lake Worth in Palm Beach County were merged,
and these eight areas were aggregated into four areas, as shown in Figure 4-7.
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Figure 4-7: Merging Overlapped Service Areas

47



Step 5: Group Nearby Service Areas

Once the overlapping service areas were merged, the next step was to identify nearby service areas
that could be grouped. All the service areas within 250 ft (0.05 miles) of each other, known as the
step length, were grouped.

For example, as can be observed from Figure 4-8, a total of three service areas are within 250 of each
other. These three service areas, identified in green color in Figure 4-8, are grouped into one large
service area. Note that the service area shown in purple is not grouped with the rest since it is farther
than 250 ft (i.e., searching step length) from the other service areas.
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Figure 4-8: Grouping Nearby Service Areas
Step 6: Identify Candidate Hotspots

This step focused on selecting pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four based on the total
number of pedestrian crashes and the EPDO scores. The EPDO weighting method was used to
calculate the EPDO score of candidate crash hotspots based on injury weighting. Note that the EPDO
score considers the severity breakdown of crashes, providing greater weight to fatal and injury crashes
over PDO crashes. Table 4-1 provides the EPDO weighting scores for different injury severity levels
based on the High Crash Analysis Report Section of CAR 2011 through 2014 as presented in VVolume
1 of the 2017 Plans Preparation Manual. Fatal crashes are assigned an EPDO weight of 1346.05.
This is calculated as the ratio of fatal crash cost to the PDO crash cost. Similarly, other injury crashes
are assigned different EPDO weights, as shown in Table 4-1. A total of 40 candidate pedestrian
hotspots were selected based on EPDO scores, as shown in Figure 4-9.
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Table 4-1: EPDO Weighting Scores for Different Injury Severity Levels
Injury Severity

Comprehensive Cost Per Crash Weight
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0 $7,600 1
Minor Injury C $97,650 12.84
Moderate Injury B $157,170 20.68
Severe Injury A $580,320 76.35
Fatal K $10,230,000 1,346.05
* Based on 2010 through 2014 CAR system analysis years.
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Figure 4-9: Top 40 Candidate Pedestrian Crash Hotspots in FDOT District Four
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Step 7: Emphasize on Pedestrian Crashes at Midblock Locations on State Roads

The scope of this research project is limited to pedestrian crashes on state-maintained non-limited
access facilities at midblock locations. The research team, therefore, reviewed the pedestrian
crashes within all the 40 candidate pedestrian crash hotspots to identify pedestrian crashes at
midblock locations on state roads. The crash hotspots where pedestrian crashes occurred only at
intersections were excluded. Those hotspots that did not have any state roads were also excluded.
Figure 4-10 shows the state roads and pedestrian crashes at midblock locations within the crash
hotspots. The purple nodes in the figure represent the pedestrian crashes at intersections and the
green nodes represent the pedestrian crashes at midblock locations.
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Figure 4-10: Pedestrian Crashes on State Roads within Crash Hotspots

4.3 Pedestrian Crash Hotspots

Table 4-2 lists the final top 20 pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four based on the EPDO
scores. The table also includes the number of pedestrian crashes on state roads within each hotspot.
Figure 4-11 gives the map of these 20 hotspots in FDOT District Four. The supplemental .kmz file
includes the spatial locations of these hotspots. The supplemental excel file includes the list of
state roads within each of these 20 hotspots.
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Table 4-2: Top 20 Pedestrian Crash Hotspots in FDOT District Four
Severe Moderate  Minor

Location Jaz e Injury Injury Injury ) S50l
Crashes Crashes Crashes Score
Crashes Crashes Crashes
1 |Sunrise 190 13 39 75 48 15 22,659.49
2 |Lauderdale Lakes 125 6 17 48 42 12 10,918.76
3 Hollywood 206 4 32 74 67 29 10,247.99
4 |Fort Lauderdale 167 4 26 67 49 21 9,405.77
5 [Fort. Lauderdale 67 5 8 29 20 5 8,202.85
6 |Fort. Lauderdale 52 5 6 20 12 9 7,765.21
7 |Westgate 32 5 8 7 10 2 7,616.39
8 |Lake Worth Corridor 31 5 7 11 6 2 7,571.35
9 |Oakland Park 74 4 17 28 18 7 7,499.66
10 [Tamerac 24 5 7 8 4 0 7,481.61
11 |Deerfield Beach 28 5 6 8 7 2 7,445.80
12 |Greenacres 25 5 6 8 3 3 7,395.40
13 |Oakland Park 18 5 4 3 4 2 7,151.13
14 |Lake Worth 109 3 22 50 21 13 7,034.92
15 |Hollywood 30 4 7 10 7 2 6,217.47
16 |Pompano Beach 21 4 7 6 3 1 6,082.35
17 Plantation 26 4 4 10 5 3 5,963.69
18 |Knoll Ridge 20 4 2 7 6 1 5,759.78
19 |Pompano Beach 41 3 13 17 8 0 5,485.19
20 |West Palm Beach 50 3 8 17 19 3 5,247.74

Table 4-3: Number of Pedestrian Crashes at Midblock Locations

_ Total Total Pedes_trian Percentage of P_edestrian Length of
Location Crashes at Midblock Crashes at Midblock State Roads
Crashes : : .
Locations Locations (Miles)
1 [Sunrise 190 154 81% 6.93
2 @derdale Lakes 125 117 94% 4.94
3 |Hollywood 206 157 76% 9.75
4 |Fort Lauderdale 167 130 78% 4.24
5 |Fort. Lauderdale 67 65 97% 1.43
6 |Fort. Lauderdale 52 43 83% 2.13
7 |Westgate 32 23 72% 1.51
g Lk ety 31 23 74% 159
Corridor
9 |Oakland Park 74 64 86% 4.13
10 [Tamerac 24 22 92% 1.39
11 |Deerfield Beach 28 23 82% 134
12 |Greenacres 25 20 80% 1.98
13 |Oakland Park 18 15 83% 0.87
14 |Lake Worth 109 78 2% 5.69
15 |Hollywood 30 18 60% 2.08
16 |Pompano Beach 21 21 100% 1.15
17 |Plantation 26 22 85% 1.18
18 |Knoll Ridge 20 17 85% 1.72
19 |Pompano Beach 41 40 98% 1.92
20 |West Palm Beach 50 36 72% 1.94
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https://www.google.com/maps/place/Roosevelt+Gardens,+FL+33311/@26.1410742,-80.1849548,16z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d9012e3fce75bf:0xacd389402bf1cec3!8m2!3d26.1409717!4d-80.1805318
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Harbordale,+Fort+Lauderdale,+FL+33316/@26.1001645,-80.1324925,16z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d900690fc201af:0x54273c16f731b920!8m2!3d26.0993236!4d-80.1275052
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1940+N+Military+Trl,+West+Palm+Beach,+FL+33409/@26.7060065,-80.1125055,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d929c3395d69e1:0x22fb7caf1ccc590e!8m2!3d26.7060065!4d-80.1103168
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Palm+Beach+County/@26.6169302,-80.1116471,15z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d927f4bbabfa65:0xcf9e3d4a0981e946!8m2!3d26.6169304!4d-80.1028923
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Palm+Beach+County/@26.6169302,-80.1116471,15z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d927f4bbabfa65:0xcf9e3d4a0981e946!8m2!3d26.6169304!4d-80.1028923
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Oakland+Park,+FL/@26.1800855,-80.1742145,14z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d90103c8d3816d:0xe399fd6e7c35ce69!8m2!3d26.1723065!4d-80.1319893
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Tamarac,+FL/@26.2045067,-80.2656199,13z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d9044a993c8cb3:0x4fe6627f4f029597!8m2!3d26.2128609!4d-80.2497707
https://www.google.com/maps/place/27+S+Dixie+Hwy,+Deerfield+Beach,+FL+33441/@26.3179643,-80.1044773,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d91d814a06971b:0x4946ba683d8e4bcd!8m2!3d26.3179643!4d-80.1022886
https://www.google.com/maps/place/27+S+Dixie+Hwy,+Deerfield+Beach,+FL+33441/@26.3179643,-80.1044773,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d91d814a06971b:0x4946ba683d8e4bcd!8m2!3d26.3179643!4d-80.1022886
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1309+N+Flagler+Dr,+West+Palm+Beach,+FL+33401/@26.7248892,-80.0543713,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d8d680ec941dad:0xdc2ec4946a1cb022!8m2!3d26.7248892!4d-80.0521826
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Lake+Worth,+FL/@26.6202734,-80.0762181,14z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d8d83396bf4515:0x87494b44b3a8c77b!8m2!3d26.616769!4d-80.0684452
https://www.google.com/maps/place/441+Corridor,+Hollywood,+FL/@26.0362839,-80.2241365,14z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d9a975ac132d63:0x31ed614f54da374a!8m2!3d26.0249094!4d-80.2081668
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Deerfield+Beach,+FL/@26.301128,-80.139904,14z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d8e2903d4afb6f:0xe5982b2abf356617!8m2!3d26.3184123!4d-80.0997657
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Deerfield+Beach,+FL/@26.301128,-80.139904,14z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d8e2903d4afb6f:0xe5982b2abf356617!8m2!3d26.3184123!4d-80.0997657
https://www.google.com/maps/place/North+Fort+Lauderdale,+Fort+Lauderdale,+FL+33308/@26.1886749,-80.1165407,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d9021130cb5649:0x97d388083eebd904!8m2!3d26.1888642!4d-80.1144179
https://www.google.com/maps/place/601+NW+31st+Ave,+Pompano+Beach,+FL+33069/@26.2364075,-80.1683769,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d9036d475c66dd:0xfa72e57747a97064!8m2!3d26.2364075!4d-80.1661882
https://www.google.com/maps/place/1309+N+Flagler+Dr,+West+Palm+Beach,+FL+33401/@26.7248892,-80.0543713,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x88d8d680ec941dad:0xdc2ec4946a1cb022!8m2!3d26.7248892!4d-80.0521826
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Figure 4-11: Top 20 Pedestrlan Crash Hotspots in FDOT District Four

4.4 Summary

This chapter focused on identifying 20 pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four. The
supplemental .kmz file, submitted as part of this report, includes the spatial locations of these
hotspots. The supplemental Excel file, also submitted as part of this report, includes the list of state
roads within each of these 20 hotspots. The Excel file also includes the location and type of
crosswalks and other pedestrian infrastructure (e.g., pedestrian signals, RRFBs, etc.) within each
hotspot.
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CHAPTER S
ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CRASHES AT MIDBLOCK LOCATIONS

This chapter explores the roadway, socioeconomic, demographic, and land-use variables that
affect pedestrian safety at midblock locations. The chapter describes the pedestrian crashes at
hotspot locations in District Four and presents the statistical analysis conducted to develop safety
performance functions (SPFs) and crash modification factors (CMFs). Below is the outline of the
major sections:

e Section 5.1 presents the variables of interest in the analysis.

e Section 5.2 provides the descriptive statistics of crashes that occurred within the hotspots.

e Section 5.3 documents the data collection and processing efforts along with a description
of the study corridors.

e Section 5.4 discusses the research approach adopted to develop the SPFs and CMFs for
midblock locations.

e Section 5.5 presents the results of the developed SPFs and CMFs.

e Section 5.6 summarizes the key findings.

5.1 Variables of Interest

The crash, census, land-use, and roadway variables are considered in the analysis. These variables
were selected based on an extensive literature review and preliminary analysis of pedestrian
crashes in FDOT District Four. Table 5-1 lists all the variables considered in the analysis. The
table also includes the specific attributes of interest and their corresponding data sources, attribute
units, and attribute feature types. The crash data shapefiles for the years 2012-2016 were
downloaded from the FDOT UBR. All the land-use attributes were extracted from the 2015 Florida
Parcel Land Use dataset of the FGDL.: their standard unit is square miles, and the features are
polygons. Census data were obtained from the 2015 Census Block Groups dataset: the standard
unit is population, and the features are polygons as well. Roadway characteristics data, including
roadway type, speed limit, and number of lanes, were extracted from the FDOT’s RCI database,
and information on bus stops was extracted from the FTDE platform.

5.2 Analysis of Pedestrian Crashes in Hotspots
This section provides descriptive statistics of the pedestrian crashes at midblock locations within
the top 20 hotspots identified in Chapter 4. Note that the pedestrian crash data includes crashes

that occurred on both state and non-state roads within the hotspots. The 20 hotspots within District
Four experienced 1,088 crashes during the five-year analysis period from 2012 through 2016.
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Table 5-1: Variables of Interest

Attribute e
Type
Crash ID CRASHNUM
8 Hour of crash CRASHTIME 2012- Number
©
a) Day of crash DAYOFWEEK 2016 Number Point
<
2 Lighting condition LIGHTCOND FDOT | Category
O Weather condition WEATHCOND UBR Category
Crash location RELATOJUNC Category
© Senior population AGE_65_UP
e Total popula_ltion _ TOTALPOP 2015 Population
« The population with LESS 10K Census Polygon
2 annual income < 10K - Block
(<5 -
O | Ve pepuliEnien e TRAN_WALK Groups | Hoyseholds
walk” to work
Night clubs
Alcoh_ol sales Bars
establishments _
Cocktail lounges
. Restaurants, cafeterias
Restaurants and cafeterias —
Drive-in restaurants
Private schools
Schools -
@ Public schools
9 Hotels
2 | Hotels 2015
@ Motels Florida
3 . - - Land
S Shopping center Regional shopping malls Use
E Community shopping centers
Theaters, auditoriums, and| Enclosed theaters, auditoriums
sport arenas Arenas
Forest, park, and recreational
areas
Recreational facilities Outdoor recreational
Camps
Tourist attractions
¢« | Bus stops STOP FTDE Number Point
> 7 FDOT
= § State roads ROADWAY GIS Miles Line
RS layers
S . . o
@ @ | Speed limits SPDLIMITS FDOT Category Line
O | Number of lanes LANES RCI Number Line

Note: Categ. = Category.
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5.2.1 Crash Time

Table 5-2 presents the pedestrian crash statistics by crash time within the hotspots. The crash time
was divided into four categories: 6 am — noon; noon — 6 pm; 6 pm — midnight; and midnight — 6
am. In terms of crash frequency, the most critical time was found to be from 6 pm to midnight,
approximately 38% of all pedestrian crashes were found to occur during this time period. During
the daytime, the morning (i.e., 6 am to Noon) period had fewer crashes compared to the afternoon
period. Also, most nighttime crashes were found to result in fatalities.

Table 5-2: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Crash Time
Non-

N[0 Possible . . Incapacitating  Fatal Total
. : incapacitating - - %
Injury Injury Ini Injury Injury Crashes
njury

Midnight — 6 am 11 19 42 26 13 111 21.3
6 am — Noon 35 73 87 31 6 232 30.0
Noon —6 pm 29 105 141 43 8 326 38.5
6 pm — Midnight 34 89 142 108 46 419 10.2
Total 109 286 412 208 73 1,088 100

Figure 5-1 presents the hourly distribution of pedestrian crashes at the hotspots. The graph shows
that pedestrian crashes peaked between 7 am and 9 am during the morning rush hour and again
between 7 pm and 9 pm during the evening rush hour. As expected, the pedestrian crash frequency
during daytime is much lower compared to nighttime.

10.0%
9.0%
8.09 = Midblock Pedestrian Crash in Hotspots
. o
7.0%

6.0%

5.0%
4.0%
3.0%
2.0%
= IMIT

0.0%
12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:0011:0012:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:0011:00
AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

Hour

Percentage (%)

Figure 5-1: Hourly Distribution of Pedestrian Crashes at Hotspot Locations
5.2.2 Day of the Week
Table 5-3 shows the trend of pedestrian crashes by day of the week. The proportion of pedestrian

crashes within hotspots was higher on Fridays and Saturdays, constituting 17.2% and 15.4%,
respectively. It could be inferred from these statistics that a relatively higher proportion of
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pedestrian crashes involved after-work trips. More fatal crashes were also observed to occur on
Fridays and Saturdays. Overall, most crashes resulted in non-incapacitating injuries (i.e., 412
crashes), accounting for 38% of total crashes.

Table 5-3: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Day of Week

Dayorweek  Nomnjury PSP incapagitagn IMeepRciating Fatel - Total
Injury
Monday 14 38 65 21 6 144 13.2
Tuesday 18 41 59 26 5 149 13.7
Wednesday 13 43 58 32 10 156 14.3
Thursday 12 44 58 28 11 153 14.1
Friday 19 38 76 38 16 187 17.2
Saturday 21 49 50 33 15 168 15.4
Sunday 12 33 46 30 10 131 12.0
Total 109 286 412 208 73 1,088 | 100

5.2.3 Lighting Condition

Table 5-4 provides pedestrian crash statistics based on the lighting condition. As expected, a
slightly higher proportion of pedestrian crashes occurred during the daytime. The pedestrian
crashes at midblock locations within hotspots have a higher proportion during dark-lighted
conditions. Dark-lighted conditions resulted in relatively more incapacitating and fatal pedestrian
crashes (i.e., 102 and 51 crashes, respectively).

Table 5-4: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Light Condition

oo Conion M e g "o e e

Daylight 68 184 223 77 13 565 | 51.9
Dark-lighted 31 75 149 102 51 408 37.5
Poor light/Other 10 27 40 29 9 115 10.6
Total 109 286 412 208 73 1,088 100

5.2.4 Weather Condition

Table 5-5 provides pedestrian crash statistics by weather condition. Most pedestrian crashes
occurred during clear weather. This is expected because pedestrians do not normally walk during
adverse weather conditions.
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Table 5-5: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Weather Condition

Weather No Possible . Nop— . Incapacitating  Fatal Total

" . : incapacitating - : %
Condition Injury Injury Injury Injury Injury Crashes
Good 103 268 386 192 68 1,017 | 935
Adverse Weather 6 18 26 16 5 71 6.5
Total 109 286 412 208 73 1,088 100

5.2.5 Speed Limits

Table 5-6 shows the pedestrian crash statistics by speed limits. A higher proportion of pedestrian
crashes at midblock locations with higher speeds, i.e., > 40 mph. The lower the speed limits, the
higher the chance of pedestrians to safely cross the roads at midblock locations. The corridors with
speed limits lower than 30 mph mostly belong to minor/local roads with relatively low traffic and
narrower lanes. The chance of having a crash at these locations is, therefore, lower. As such, the
proportion of pedestrian crashes at corridors with lower speed limits is lower.

Table 5-6: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Speed Limits

Speed Limit Crash Frequency

<30 mph 239 22.0
35 mph 335 30.8
> 40 mph 494 45.4
Unknown 20 1.8
Total 1,088 100

5.2.6 Number of Lanes
Table 5-7 provides pedestrian crash statistics by the number of lanes. Note that the number of lanes

is the total number of lanes in both directions. Most crashes occurred on facilities with 3 to 6 lanes.
To an extent, this is expected since most non-limited access facilities have 3-6 lanes.

Table 5-7: Pedestrian Crash Statistics by Number of Lanes
No. of Lanes Crash Frequency %

<2 386 35.5
3-6 683 62.8
> 6 19 1.7
Total 1,088 100

5.2.7 Review of Pedestrian Crash at Midblock Location along the State Roads
For statistical analysis purposes, data integration and summary are based on 1,088 pedestrian

crashes at midblock within the top 20 hotspots. These crashes include the pedestrian crashes at
midblock locations on both state-maintained and non-state-maintained roadways (Table 5-8).
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Table 5-8: Summary of All VVariables within Pedestrian Crash Hotspots

Midblock Population Variables | Land use Variables Roadway
Rank Area P(ce:(i(;sstr:gn Senior  Total Ti%”lf Tvz?%é Bar Restaurant Hotel School Sg%?}?;?g Theater Recreation SBtz?) F?(t)zt;s
Transit
I\/Sli?és CS:(;aSMh?IZ Population/Sqg. Mile ‘ Number/Sq. Mile ‘ Miles
1 3.37 457 627.4 | 7,395.2 | 391.7 64.8 0.9 5 15 4.2 1.2 0.3 3.6 38.6 7.08
2 1.6 72.9 980.5 | 8,852.0 | 288.6 23.6 0 8.1 0 7.5 1.9 0 1.2 44.9 4.96
3 3.93 39.9 9139 | 7,664.3 | 452.8 157 3.1 18.3 16.5 5.6 15 0.3 1.3 38.4 9.83
4 1.87 69.5 815 | 6,829.6 | 368.7 156.5 5.9 11.2 2.1 10.7 1.1 0.5 9.1 47.1 4.30
5 1.21 53.7 706 | 56535 | 177.2 34.8 1.7 5 1.7 5 0 0.8 3.3 41.3 1.45
6 0.96 81.1 670.9 | 5,267.5 | 255.8 131.8 8.3 23.9 4.2 3.1 1 59.3 5.66
7 0.47 134.8 689.9 | 3,326,5 | 84.2 104.4 2.1 21.1 27.4 4.2 4.2 6.3 54.8 4.09
8 0.24 179.3 405.4 | 5,110.7 | 352.3 119.5 0 37.5 0 0 29.2 0 58.4 2.14
9 1.94 7.7 717.3 | 8,320.8 | 329.7 40 3.1 10.3 11.4 3.1 3.6 0.5 0 33.6 0.78
10 0.61 37.7 404.7 | 5,415.7 | 1143 21.1 3.3 16.4 0 3.3 4.9 1.6 0 41 1.53
11 0.25 93.2 2615 | 4,750.1 | 154.2 42.6 4.1 12.2 12.2 12.2 4.1 0 0 73 1.60
12 0.41 53.8 733.3 | 4,201.5 | 265.7 27 9.8 4.9 0 2.4 0 4.9 34.3 1.39
13 0.35 66.2 492.8 | 5,766.3 | 124.8 2445 25.9 0 0 144 0 2.9 72 1.37
14 0.19 103.2 4251 | 3,101.6 | 115.8 20.1 20.6 0 10.3 0 0 77.4 1.94
15 0.34 52.7 1081.4 | 8,923.0 | 286.4 3.2 29 20.5 11.7 2.9 0 0 67.4 2.07
16 0.27 77.1 295.2 | 5,864.4 | 149.3 61.7 18.3 0 3.7 0 0 25.7 1.13
17 0.31 71.6 3745 | 6,317.3 | 83.6 35.3 13 6.5 0 0 0 3.3 58.6 1.18
18 0.77 22 624.1 | 4,215.1 | 1814 17.5 1.3 11.6 1.3 6.5 0 0 1.3 36.2 1.69
19 0.26 151.7 924.3 | 4,619.6 | 1585 74.4 0 30.3 3.8 7.6 0 0 87.2 1.90
20 0.58 61.7 719 | 6,620.1 | 4928 165.6 3.4 1.7 8.6 3.4 3.4 0 42.9 1.91

Note: Sg. = Square.
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The 1,088 pedestrian crashes were then reviewed on Google Earth to exclude non-state roads. A
total of 405 midblock road locations was reviewed in detail to determine if the following roadway
characteristics (which serves as an indicator of pedestrian activity) exist:

Sidewalk
Crosswalk

Street lighting
Median
Pedestrian signals
Bus stop

Table 5-9 summarizes the roadway characteristics at the identified 405 midblock locations along
the state roads within the top 20 hotspots. As can be inferred from Table 5-9, most midblock
locations where pedestrian crashes occurred had sidewalks (99.5%) and street lighting (91.4%).
On the other hand, pedestrian crossing facilities were relatively rare; only 9.1% of locations had
crosswalks, and 10.1% of locations had traffic signals for pedestrians. Around 80% of the locations
had raised medians. Note that around 30% of the 405 locations had bus stops.

Table 5-9: Roadway Characteristics at Midblock Locations along the State Roads

Pedestrian

Sidewalk Crosswalk ‘ Lighting Median Signal Bus Stop
N. % No. % No.| % No. L%
Presence 403 99.5 37 9.1 370 914 321 79.3 41 10.1 129 | 319
Absence 2 0.5 368 90.9 35 8.6 84 20.7 362 89.4 276 | 68.1
Total 405 100 405 100 405 100 405 100 405 100 405 | 100

Note: No. = Number.

5.2.8 Summary

The analysis of pedestrian crashes within the top 20 hotspots led to the following conclusions:

e Pedestrian crashes peaked between 7 pm and 9 pm. Overall, the most critical time was
found to be from 6 pm to midnight.

e The proportion of pedestrian crashes on Fridays and Saturdays was relatively higher than
the other days of the week.

e Even though more pedestrian crashes occurred during daylight conditions, more severe
crashes occurred during dark-lighted conditions.

e Most pedestrian crashes (93.5%) occurred during good weather conditions.

e A higher proportion of pedestrian crashes occurred on corridors with speed limits ranging
from 35-40 mph.
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e Based on the roadway characteristics review of midblock locations along the state roads
within the hotspots, most midblock locations where the pedestrian crashes occurred were
found to have sidewalks (99.5%) and street lighting (91.4%). On the other hand, the
pedestrian crossing facilities were found to be rare; only 9.1% of locations had crosswalks,
and 10.1% had pedestrian signals.

5.3 Development of CMFs

Safety analysis of midblock locations focused on developing SPFs and estimating CMFs. This
section describes the data, the methods used, and the model results. The descriptive statistics in
the previous sections focused on the top 20 crash hotspots identified in Chapter 4. This section
focuses on the midblock locations in the entire District Four. The midblock pedestrian
countermeasures and all relevant data for analysis were collected. Note that the analysis focused
only on state-maintained, non-limited access roadways as indicated in the scope of this research.

An SPF is a regression equation that is developed to determine the predicted crash frequency at a
location usually as a function of AADT with segment length, and in some cases, AADT with other
roadway geometric or intersection characteristics such as lane width, shoulder width, presence and
degree of horizontal curve, or any other specific conditions (Srinivasan et al., 2015). This research
utilized the Generalized Linear Model (GLM) approach with Zero Inflated Negative Binomial
(ZINB) to develop the SPFs for pedestrian crashes at midblock locations.

A CMF is a multiplicative factor that is used to compute the expected number of crashes when a
specific countermeasure is implemented at a site. When a countermeasure is implemented, a CMF
of less than 1 indicates a reduction in the crash frequency while a CMF of greater than 1 indicates
an increase in the frequency of crashes. The preferred methods for developing CMFs can be
classified into two broad categories: before-and-after studies and cross-sectional studies. The
cross-sectional analysis is usually applied as an alternative method to estimate the CMFs when
before-and-after studies are impractical to apply, e.g., due to lack of data from the period after
implementing treatments, unavailability of the actual dates that the pedestrian countermeasures
were implemented, etc. In a cross-sectional analysis, crash frequencies for locations with and
without pedestrian countermeasures (i.e., treatment and comparison sites, respectively) are
analyzed. The difference in the crash frequency is then attributed to the presence of the installed
countermeasure(s). In this research, a cross-sectional analysis of the treatment and comparison
sites was conducted to estimate the CMFs for midblock pedestrian treatments. The CMFs were
derived from the regression models (i.e., SPFs).

5.3.1 Study Corridors

The first step in the analysis was to identify midblock segments. Each midblock segment was
identified as a section of the roadway between two signalized intersections. The locations of
signalized intersections were obtained from the FDOT shapefiles. The treatment segments had at
least one midblock pedestrian crosswalk while the comparison segments did not have any
crosswalks. The beginning and end mileposts of the segments were then used to match different
variables to their respective segments during data processing. Segments longer than 2 miles and
shorter than 200 ft were not considered in the analysis.
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The preliminary data on the location of midblock crosswalks were obtained from the FDOT GIS
Web application (FDOT, n.d.). The study locations included the midblock pedestrian
countermeasures with Traffic Signals (TS), Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs), and
Pedestrian Flashing Beacons (PFB). Additional midblock locations with crosswalks were
manually identified from the Google Earth Street View. Geometric data on the identified
pedestrian crossings were obtained from the Google Earth Street View and FDOT shapefiles. The
data included the number of lanes, presence of bicycle lanes, speed limit, type of control at the
crosswalk, presence and type of pedestrian crossing, and presence of median.

The types of pedestrian countermeasures installed at midblock locations were classified based on
three features: signals, pavement markings, and pedestrian crossing signs. The signals included
Circular Rapid Flashing Beacons (CRFBs), Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs), and
Traffic Signals (TS) that control vehicles at midblock crossings. The pavement markings
comprised two parallel lines, parallel lines with red bricks layout, and High Visibility Crosswalk
Markings (HVCMSs). The pedestrian signs at crosswalks were categorized into two categories: in-
street pedestrian signs and overhead pedestrian signs. Some sites had a combination of these two
signs.

5.3.2 Data Collection
The following data were used to develop the SPFs and CMFs:
a) Crash Data

The crash data shapefiles for the years 2012-2016 were downloaded from the FDOT UBR. The
data were processed to remove all intersection-related crashes. A total of 967 pedestrian crashes
were found to occur on state-maintained non-access-controlled roadways in District Four for years
2012-2016.

Since traffic crashes are usually dispersed along the road network, it is rare for crashes to be
concentrated only at one location, particularly at a midblock crosswalk. Therefore, this analysis
considered crashes that occurred on midblock segments (instead of just those that occurred at the
midblock crossing). Since the crash data were geo-referenced, ArcGIS was used to assign crashes
to the treatment and comparison segments. The crash data were merged with the midblock
segments to obtain the total number of crashes for each segment. Close observation of the crash
data indicated that several segments did not experience pedestrian crashes during the five-year
analysis period.

b) Roadway Characteristics Data

Roadway geometric and traffic data for the study segments were extracted from the FDOT
shapefiles. The data included AADT, roadway functional classification, number of lanes, presence
of bicycle lanes, posted speed limit, presence of median, and presence of sidewalks. Data on bus
stop locations were extracted from the FTDE. These data were matched with the study segments
based on Roadway ID and mileposts using ArcGIS tools and Microsoft Excel functions. Table 5-
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10 describes these geometric and traffic characteristics for the treatment and the comparison
segments.

¢) Surrogate Measures of Pedestrian Volume

Ideally, pedestrian volumes provide a good estimation of pedestrian exposure. However,
pedestrian volumes were not available for the study locations. Land use and census data were,
therefore, utilized as surrogate measures for pedestrian volumes. The census data included the
percentage of the senior population, total population, population with annual household income
less than 10K, and population who “walk” to work. The census blocks from the 2015 census block
group data were merged with the roadway segments. The roadway and census blocks were
intersected in ArcGIS to obtain the census data for the blocks that the roadway passed through.
The data were then normalized by segment length. Since all these variables were polygon layers,
the effort to integrate these data with the study segments was rather complex due to differences in
polygon shapes between the census block groups and the line shape of the study segments.

Surrounding land use data and pedestrian traffic generators/activity areas were used to determine
the level of pedestrian activity and are considered as a proxy for pedestrian volume. These data
were identified within a 0.25-mile radius (Monsere et al. 2016). The following land use variables
were extracted: alcohol sales establishments; restaurants and cafeterias; hotels; schools; shopping
centers; theaters, auditoriums, and sports arenas; and recreational facilities. Note that all these
land-use variables are polygon layers. To be consistent with the bus stops’ point layer, all polygon
layers of land use data were converted into point layers based on the geometric center of each

polygon.

5.4 Research Approach
5.4.1 Propensity Score Matching

The comparison sites for the cross-sectional analysis should have similar characteristics to the
identified treatment sites except for the presence of pedestrian crosswalks. To identify the
comparison sites for this study, propensity score matching (PSM) was used. This is a statistical
method that involves a regression model for estimating the conditional probability of a site, e.qg.,
intersection, segment, or corridor, being selected to apply a treatment, given a vector of observed
variables. This approach has been reported to reduce selection bias while selecting comparison
sites (Song and Noyce, 2019).

A set of comparison sites with different characteristics were identified alongside the treatment sites
(i.e., sites with at least one pedestrian treatment). For each treatment segment, comparison
segments having the smallest difference in propensity score from the treatment sites were matched
(Song and Noyce, 2019). Matching the segments using the PSM method helps strengthen causal
arguments in observational studies by reducing selection bias.

A propensity score representing the conditional probability of a facility receiving a countermeasure

given the variables and the outcomes are established. The score shows the relationship between
treatment status (1 — treated; 0 — control) and covariates, i.e., variables that completely or partially

62



account for the apparent association between an outcome and risk factor. The potential comparison
segments were matched with the treatment segments at a ratio of 1 to 5 (i.e., each treatment
segment was matched with five comparison segments). The following variables were used to
establish the matching between comparison and treatment segments:

e AADT

e Presence of median

e Presence of sidewalks
Maximum posted speed
Number of lanes
Presence of bicycle lanes
Bars and food joints
Schools

Shopping centers

Bus stops

5.4.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 5-10 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the collected data. The table includes geometric
variables, AADT, land use, and census data. Note that some of the variables (e.g., population-
related) were normalized by segment length to obtain a uniform reference for all the study sites.
The analysis was based on 245 midblock segments, of which 41 were treatment segments and the
remaining 204 were comparison segments. The treatment segments had at least one midblock
pedestrian crosswalk. The treatment and comparison segments had similar land use characteristics,
as reflected in the propensity score matching variables.
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Table 5-10: Descriptive Statistics

Categorical Variables

Variable Category
Segment Treatme_nt 41 17
Comparison 204 83
. Acrterial 228 93
Functional Class Collector 17 7
. No 45 18
Median Yes 200 82
No 4 2
Sidewalk One Side 59 24
Both Sides 182 74
<30 ft 46 19
Surface Width 31 ftto 50 ft 85 34
> 50 ft 114 47
A <30 mph 42 17
Speed Limit >35 mph 203 83
<2 47 19
Number of Lanes 2t04 86 35
>4 112 46
No 92 38
Bicycle Lane One Side 37 15
Both Sides 116 47
. . . 0t00.2 127 52
Proportion of Senior Population 02106 118 8
. 010 0.01 169 69
Proportion of People Who Walk to Work 0.01 10 0.09 76 31
Proportion of Population with Annual Income < 0t0 0.03 103 42
10K 0.03t00.1 142 58
Continuous Variables
Variable Mean Star)dqrd Minimum Maximum
Deviation
Bus Stops Density (Number/mile) 9.38 8.1 0 40.82
Bars & Food Joints Density (Number/mile) 3.93 6.79 0 44.78
Schools Density (Number/mile) 1.67 3.73 0 30.61
Shopping Centers Density (Number/mile) 0.99 2.86 0 24.63
Natural Logarithm of Total Population 12.64 1.17 9.44 16.08
Natural Logarithm of AADT 10.19 0.64 8.15 15

Note: total number of segments is 245.

5.4.3 Regression Model Development

A cross-sectional analysis using the GLM approach with ZINB distribution was adopted to develop
the relevant SPFs for pedestrian crashes. A regression model was developed for both the treatment
and comparison segments. The model had the crash frequency on the midblock segments as the
dependent variable and the roadway geometric characteristics, land use, and census data as
explanatory variables. The objective was to develop a regression function that identifies factors
influencing the occurrence of pedestrian crashes at midblock locations. The negative binomial
models take care of the overdispersion in the crash data, while the zero-inflated model was used
because the dataset had a multitude of zero crashes at most of the study segments.
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Zero Inflated Negative Binomial (ZINB) Model

The Zero-inflated distributions are two regime models: predicting the zero-inflation probability
and predicting a constant zero-inflation probability across observations. The first part (i.e., the
zero-inflation probability model) governs whether the given frequency is a zero or a positive
number. The second part of the distribution then takes care of the positive frequency. Both parts
of the model are used to make full use of the data with excess zeros. The model was computed
using the brms package on the open-source program “R”.

The probability distribution of the ZINB random variable y; (NCSS, 2018) is:

T+ (1 —-m)g(y;=0), if j=0

Q-m) g, ifj>0 (1)

Privi=1) = {

where m; is the proportion of true zeros that cannot be explained by the NB model, and g(y;)
follows the negative binomial distribution as:

_ _ _ T(yi+a?) 1\« ! au; \Yi
g(yi) - Pr(Y =i I H, (X) B NCED) T(y;+1) (1+aui) (Taul) (2)

where y; is the mean crash frequency, and « is the over-dispersion parameter. The basic form of
the NB regression model used in this study is:

u=exp (B,+ B, xInAADT;+ ..+ B xXy +OFFSET ) (3)
where,
i = crash frequency on a road section i,
AADT; = average annual daily traffic on a road section i (vehicle/day),
Xik = roadway characteristic k of road section i,
Bo = model intercept/constant,
B1, fo..., f« = model coefficients, and
OFFSET; = In (5% (segment length)) for segments to predict crash frequency in

crashes per mile. The number 5 was used since the analysis period was
five years.

Variable Correlation

Correlation among model variables leads to inaccurate estimates of the coefficients for the highly
correlated variables. Correlation analysis is a statistical method used to evaluate the strength of the
relationship among the variables. A high correlation means that two or more variables have a
strong relationship with each other, while a weak correlation means that the variables are hardly
related. The equation of the correlation coefficient between two variables is as shown below:

_ cov(X,Y)
JVar(X)-Var(Y) @

Pxy
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where,
Py = correlation coefficient between two datasets X and Y,

cov(X,Y) = covariance of two dataset X and Y,
Var(X) = variance of X, and
var(Y) =variance of Y.

Prior to developing the ZINB regression models, all the variables were checked for correlation.
Figure 5-2 presents the results of the correlation analysis. Highly correlated variables were not
included in the final model. The cut-off for correlation was 0.5 (Dissanayake and Roy, 2014; Kitali
et al., 2018). The presence of median, surface width, functional class, and number of lanes were
highly correlated with AADT, and hence AADT was retained in the final model to account for all
these variables. The final model was then developed using the remaining 13 variables.

Total Population
Shopping Centers

Schools
Food Joints
Bus Stops
AADT 04
Low Income Population 10
People who walk to work - 05
Population aged >=65 0.0
Bicycle Lane =
Number of Lanes m -,
Speed Limit 0.5 04
Surface Width 06 .
Sidewalk
Median 0.3 10.:5/0.3 06/ 0.3 0.6
Functional Class 0.4 04 04 05
Segment Status 03

Figure 5-2: Correlation Matrix
5.5 Results

5.5.1 SPFs

The model results indicate that the natural logarithm of AADT; proportion of low-income
population; proportion of seniors; density of bus stops, density of bars and food joints; density of
shopping centers; and the natural logarithm of the total population were significant at 90% credible
interval. Table 5-11 summarizes the coefficients, estimate errors, and credible intervals for all
variables in the ZINB model. Base categories are shown in bold font. The model coefficients
indicate the change in the frequency of pedestrian crashes as a result of a unit change in the
variables. The variables with positive coefficients are associated with an increase in pedestrian
crash frequency while negative coefficients indicate a reduction in pedestrian crash frequency.
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Table 5-11: ZINB Model Results

90% ClI 90% ClI
e Lower Limit _ Upper Limit |
Intercept -14.31 4.00 -20.9 -7.88
Comparison
Segment*
Treatment -0.2 0.36 -0.77 0.39
No 0.97 1.14 -0.92 2.78
Sidewalk* One Side -0.08 0.38 -0.7 0.55
Both Sides
<30 mph 0.07 0.51 -0.77 0.9
Speed Limit* 35 mph
> 40 mph -0.67 1.77 -3.17 2.36
No -0.21 0.32 -0.73 0.3
Presence of Bicycle Lane* One Side 0.11 0.47 -0.65 0.89
Both Sides
Proportion of Senior 0t00.2
Population 0.2t00.6 -0.61 0.29 -1.09 -0.15
Proportion of People Who 0t00.01
Walk to Work* 0.01 to 0.09 0.15 0.33 -0.38 0.68
Proportion of Population 0t00.03
with Annual Income <10 K | 0.03t00.1 0.78 0.30 0.28 1.27
Natural Logarithm of AADT 1.44 0.39 0.81 2.09
Bus Stops Density 0.09 0.02 0.06 0.13
Bars & Food Joints Density 0.03 0.02 0 0.06
Schools Density* -0.05 0.04 -0.12 0.02
Shopping Centers Density 0.12 0.05 0.04 0.19
Natural Logarithm of Total Population -0.31 0.14 -0.54 -0.09

Note: CI — Credible Interval; *Variable is not significant at 90% credible interval. Bold categories indicate base
variables.

The pedestrian crash frequency at midblock segments seemed to increase with a higher density of
bus stops shown by a positive coefficient in Table 5-11. Bus stops were used in the analysis as a
proxy for pedestrian activities. The presence of bus stops shows that people walk to and from the
bus stops to access transit services. This increases the exposure of pedestrians to traffic and hence
the probability of occurrence of pedestrian crashes. Similarly, the density of bars and food joints,
as well as shopping centers, increased the frequency of pedestrian crashes on the analyzed
segments. Previous research also found similar patterns in terms of bus stop density and land-use
variables (Xie et al., 2017). Of the three variables, shopping centers had the highest positive
influence on pedestrian crashes.

Higher traffic volume also indicated a higher frequency of pedestrian crashes in District Four.
AADT was positively correlated with the number of lanes, the presence of median, surface width,
and the roadway functional classification. All these geometric variables indicate increased
exposure and hence an increased risk of pedestrian crashes.
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The larger the proportion of the low-income population (i.e., annual household income less than
10K) the greater the frequency of pedestrian crashes. This implies that in low-income
neighborhoods, more people tend to walk increasing the chances of being hit by a motor vehicle.
Areas with a higher proportion of seniors (aged 65 and above) indicated lower frequencies of
pedestrian crashes. Also, the results show that more pedestrian crashes tend to happen in areas
with relatively low population density. However, this surprising trend could be attributed to the
fact that the study region (District Four) is along the eastern coast of Florida. This location is a
tourist destination hence the pedestrian activities do not necessarily reflect the population of the
residents.

5.5.2 CMFs

CMFs from the cross-sectional analysis are calculated by taking the exponent of the coefficient of
the variables of interest in the regression models (Lee et al., 2020; Raihan et al., 2019). Table 5-
12 gives the results for CMFs of the significant variables for the pedestrian crashes based on the
SPFs presented in Table 5-11. A CMF value of 1.0 represents no effect on the pedestrian crashes,
while CMF above 1.0 indicates an increase in the frequency of crashes and a CMF below 1.0
indicates that the variable reduces the pedestrian crash frequency. Of the seven variables that were
significant at 90% credible interval, the higher proportion of seniors and the total population were
found to reduce pedestrian crash frequency by 46% and 27%, respectively. The rest of the variables
with positive coefficients increased the chances of pedestrian crashes.

The focus of this research was to investigate whether the presence of a pedestrian crosswalk (and
/or other pedestrian treatments) at midblock locations improved pedestrian safety. The variable
‘segment’ was used to characterize the study corridors. The midblock locations with crosswalks
were identified as “treatment” sites while those without any midblock pedestrian treatments were
identified as “comparison” sites. Although not significant at 90% credible interval, the status of
the segment (i.e., with treatment or without treatment) had a negative coefficient and a median
value for the CMF of 0.82 indicating an 18% reduction in pedestrian crashes. The probability of
having the CMF for pedestrian midblock crosswalk less than 1.0 is 71%, as shown in Figure 5-3.
This implies that having a crosswalk at the midblock location has a 71% probability of reducing
crashes.

Prob(s<1) = 71%

------- CMF=0.82

3

1 2
Figure 5-3: Probability Plot for Segment Treatment CMF
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Table 5-12: Crash Modification Factors (CMFs)

Variable Category Coefficient ~ CMF
Comparison
Segment*
Treatment -0.2 0.82
] ] ) 0to0.2
Proportion of Senior Population
0.210 0.6 -0.61 0.54
Proportion of Population with Annual 0100.03
Income < $10 K 0.03t00.1 0.78 218
Natural Logarithm of AADT 1.44 4.22
Bus Stops Density 0.09 1.09
Bars & Food Joints Density 0.03 1.03
Shopping Centers Density 0.12 1.13
Natural Logarithm of Total Population -0.31 0.73

*Variable is not significant at 90% credible interval.

5.6 Summary

This chapter analyzed the safety of midblock segments and developed the CMFs for different
geometric, land use, and census variables. The modeling results identified several variables that
impact pedestrian crash occurrence at midblock locations.

The following variables were found to increase the frequency of pedestrian crashes and were
significant at a 90% credible interval:

natural logarithm of AADT,

proportion of the low-income population,
density of bus stops,

density of bars and food joints,

density of shopping centers, and

The following variables were found to reduce the frequency of pedestrian crashes and were
significant at a 90% credible interval:

e proportion of senior population, and
e logarithm of the total population.
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CHAPTER 6
GUIDELINES FOR INSTALLING PEDESTRIAN TREATMENTS
AT MIDBLOCK LOCATIONS

This chapter focuses on developing guidelines for identifying corridors to install pedestrian
treatments and selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment at midblock locations. In
this chapter, the guidelines were developed based on (a) the extensive review of the existing
national, state, and local warrants and guidelines pertaining to installing pedestrian safety
treatments at midblock locations; and (b) the results for the different factors influencing the safety
of pedestrians at midblock locations. Note that Chapter 2 focused on the review of existing
guidelines, while Chapter 5 discussed the factors affecting pedestrian crashes at midblock locations
in FDOT District Four. This chapter presents the criteria and discusses the proposed guidelines to
consider when assessing whether a location is appropriate for installing midblock pedestrian
treatments. The chapter is divided into the following sections:

Section 6.1 provides a brief background of the general guidelines.

Section 6.2 discusses the factors influencing pedestrian safety at midblock locations.
Section 6.3 describes the criteria and considerations for installing pedestrian treatments.
Section 6.4 presents the steps to follow based on the developed guidelines and the analysis
of sample midblock locations.

e Section 6.5 gives the chapter summary.

6.1 General Guidelines

Midblock pedestrian crossings provide a safe passage for pedestrians crossing from one side of the
roadway to another. Locations with significant pedestrian activity and no pedestrian treatments
may be subjected to jaywalking, resulting in pedestrian safety issues. Therefore, a careful
assessment is necessary to identify midblock locations that are critical and require pedestrian
treatments to be installed to improve pedestrian safety.

Several states and local jurisdictions, including the City and County of Denver, Colorado;
Minnesota; Florida; North Carolina; and Virginia, have developed guidelines to determine if a
midblock location is suitable for installing a marked crosswalk. Criteria are based on guidelines
contained in the manuals, including the local design manuals, the MUTCD, the HCM, and the
AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design for Highways and Streets (CCD, 2016; MnDOT, 2014;
FDOT, 2020; NCDOT, 2015; VDOT, 2016).

The MUTCD states that an engineering study should be performed before a marked crosswalk is
installed at a location away from a traffic control signal or an approach controlled by a STOP or
YIELD sign. The engineering study should consider the number of lanes, the presence of a median,
the distance from adjacent signalized intersections, the pedestrian volumes and delays, the average
daily traffic (ADT), the posted or statutory speed limit or 85" percentile speed, the geometry of
the location, the possible consolidation of multiple crossing points, the availability of street
lighting, and other appropriate factors (FHWA, 2012).

70



To evaluate potential midblock crosswalk locations and determine if a marked crosswalk is
warranted, FDOT follows the procedure outlined in the FDOT Traffic Engineering Manual (TEM),
Section 5.2. The goal can be to improve either the safety or mobility (e.g., reduce pedestrian
crashes, reduce delay) of pedestrians. The FDOT TEM Section 5.2: ‘Marked pedestrian
crosswalks at midblock and uncontrolled approach locations’ provides the criteria for installing
marked pedestrian crosswalks for midblock locations and unsignalized intersections. The manual
identifies the documented pedestrian demand and distance to the nearest intersection to be among
the general considerations for installing the crosswalks (FDOT, 2020).

6.2 Factors Influencing Pedestrian Safety

The factors are based on the safety analysis results for the midblock locations in FDOT District
Four. The increase in the following variables showed an increase in the pedestrian crash frequency,
and the variables were significant at a 90% credible interval:

natural logarithm of AADT,

proportion of the low household income population,
density of bus stops,

density of bars and food joints, and

density of shopping centers.

The increase in the proportion of senior population and logarithm of the total population showed
a reduction in pedestrian crashes, and were significant at a 90% credible interval.

6.3 Criteria for Developing the Guidelines

Determining whether a location qualifies for installing a midblock pedestrian treatment requires
considerable evaluation. Several factors may influence not only the location but also the selection
of pedestrian treatments. This section discusses various factors that should be considered when
evaluating potential midblock pedestrian treatment locations. The goal of this research was to
develop guidelines for:

e identifying corridors for installing midblock pedestrian treatments and
e selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment at midblock locations.

FDOT District Four is located on the east coast of Florida. This geographical location is
characterized by tourist activities attracting a relatively high pedestrian population. Assessment
for installing pedestrian countermeasures should therefore consider the different attractors and
generators of pedestrians along the corridors. The process of identifying corridors for installing
pedestrian treatments involved a review of various local and state guidelines as well as a safety
analysis to determine factors influencing pedestrian crashes at midblock locations in District Four.
After determining that a location is eligible for installing pedestrian treatments, the second step
was to identify the type of countermeasure to be installed. Pedestrian treatments with high visibility
crosswalk markings and pedestrian signage may be enhanced to involve CRFBs, RRFBs, PHBs,
and TS that control vehicles at midblock crossings. The choice of which enhancement to
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incorporate is governed by several factors, including geometric features, traffic characteristics,
safety considerations, etc.

There was not enough sample size to analyze all the different types of pedestrian treatments in
District Four. As a result, no specific factors influencing different types of pedestrian
countermeasures were identified. However, the MUTCD could be referred to for the guidelines
for installing pedestrian signals and pedestrian hybrid beacons. The MUTCD provides guidance
on the installation of pedestrian hybrid beacons for major streets and warrants for the installation
of pedestrian signals. The TEM Section 5.2.5 provides guidance on the selection of traffic control
signals and PHBs in addition to a marked pedestrian crosswalk at midblock locations. Engineering
judgment should be exercised to determine the location of the crosswalk on midblock segments.
These may include locations connecting the pedestrian generators and attractors (e.g., bus stops,
restaurants, shops, etc.) so that people do not have to walk long distances to their destinations after
crossing. This may reduce the tendency of jaywalking.

6.4 Guidelines for Installing Midblock Pedestrian Treatments

Locations within the identified pedestrian crash hotspot locations may require immediate safety
intervention to improve pedestrian safety. From an inventory of midblock locations within the
study area or along a specific corridor, the analyst can select a potential location for installing a
pedestrian crosswalk. The following criteria were developed to assess if a location qualifies for the
installation of a pedestrian crosswalk:

e the distance of the potential midblock location from established crossing points such as a
signalized intersection,

e traffic volume, i.e., AADT,

pedestrian activities or pedestrian counts (i.e., facilities directly serving schools, hospitals,

parks, bus stops, large apartment complexes, commercial areas, etc.)

posted speed limits,

configuration of the roadway (e.g., number of lanes and presence of median),

pedestrian crash hotspots, and

level of household income of the population.

6.4.1 Discussion on the Guidelines

Figures 6-1 (a) through 6-1 (c) present flowcharts to guide the assessment of a potential location
for installing a pedestrian crossing treatment at a midblock location. The proposed assessment
should be done by following the flowcharts starting with Chart #1. For each midblock location,
the developed guidelines could be used to reach one of the following conclusions:

a) No pedestrian crossing treatment is recommended.
b) No pedestrian crossing treatment is recommended, but longitudinal pedestrian barriers

may be needed. Longitudinal pedestrian barriers may be considered to prevent people from
jaywalking and guiding them to a nearby crosswalk.
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c) A pedestrian marked pedestrian crosswalk is recommended. In this context, a marked
pedestrian crosswalk is any pedestrian crossing by pavement marking lines on the surface,
which might be supplemented by contrasting pavement structure, style, or color (FDOT,
2020). The marked pedestrian crosswalk may be accompanied by the overhead pedestrian
signs, in-street pedestrian signs, or flashing beacons to provide additional emphasis on the
marked crosswalk and the presence of pedestrians.

d) An enhanced pedestrian crossing treatment is recommended. Enhanced pedestrian
crosswalks include RRFBs, PHBs, flashing signal beacons, or traffic signals. These
enhanced treatments are explained in detail in Section 2.3.4 of this report.

The choice to enhance the pedestrian crosswalk may also be determined based on the crash history
of the location and if the given enhancements will not interfere with traffic flow or result in more
safety issues as determined by the conducted studies. The decisions reached by following the
proposed guidelines should not be final. Depending on other considerations, including the
availability of funds, locations may be prioritized. Before installing the midblock pedestrian
crossing treatments, an engineering study and benefit-to-cost analysis are recommended to
determine the impact of these installations.
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Prepare an inventory of all
midblock segments

1

Conduct spatial analysis to identify
pedestrian crash hotspots

General consideration
Location is at least 300 ft from

for each potential Use Chart #2
midblock location established crossing points
Pedestrian Demand/ Presence of pedestrian generators/attractors, i.e.,
Presence of Pedestrian directly serving schools, hospitals, parks, bus stops,
G enertor large apartment complexes, commercial areas etc.
Bus Stops I Presenc? of one or more bfls stops at least 300 ft None of the
from a signalized intersection criteriais true
LECENGELR | Location falls within the identified pedestrian crash
Hotspots hotspots
Population Location in low household income neighborhood
Income (> 20% population with Annual Income < $30K )
At least one criteria is truel \
< 2,000 i
Traffic Volume (AADT) ] ) ==NCE !’edestrlan crosswalk
veh/day is not recommended

2,000 - 9,000

veh/day
l \— L N BN Use Chart #3

veh/day

Posted
Speed Limit
2 40 mph

| wo

Marked pedestrian
crosswalk is <
recommended

Enhanced pedestrian
crossing treatment is
recommended

(a) Chart #1
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Location is < 300 ft from established
crossing points such as signalized
intersections

AADT

Pedestrian

> 2,000

veh/day

Presence of pedestrian generators/attractors, i.e.,
directly serving schools, hospitals, parks, bus stops,
large apartment complexes, commercial areas etc.

Pedestrian Demand/
Presence of Pedestrian g
Generators

Presence of one or more bus stops at least 300 ft
Bus Stops g _ i} N )
from a signalized intersection

crosswalk is not
recommended

A

None of the
criteria is true

LELEUGERI | Location falls within the identified pedestrian crash
Hotspots hotspots

’ At least one criteria is true
v

None of the
criteria is true

2 Lanes Without Posted Speed

Median, OR Limit 2 35 mph
2 3 Lanes

l At least one criteria is true

A longitudinal
pedestrian barriers is
recommended

(b) Chart #2
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Location is at least 300 ft from
established crossing points

> Use Chart #2

Presence of pedestrian generators/attractors, i.e.,
directly serving schools, hospitals, parks, bus stops,
large apartment complexes, commercial areas etc.

Pedestrian Demand/

Presence of Pedestrian

Generators
None of the
Bus Staps ;’tr:sence (ff onlt.e o(ri r.nore bu:.stops at least 300 Bt it Pedestrian
rom a signalized intersection = > crosswallcis not
recommended

GELENGELEN | Location falls within the identified -
Hotspots pedestrian crash hotspots
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Traffic Volume < 2,000
(AADT) veh/day
\
>9,000 || 2,000-9,000
veh/day veh/day

!

———> Use Chart #1

No

Yes

Posted Marked pedestrian
Speed Limit crosswalk is
2 40 mph recommended

Enhanced pedestrian crossing
treatment is recommended

(c) Chart #3
Figure 6-1: Flowcharts of the Developed Guidelines
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6.4.2 Analysis of Sample Locations

The developed guidelines were used to determine the need for pedestrian treatments at a sample
of 202 midblock locations in FDOT District Four using the proposed criteria. Table 6-1 provides
the descriptive statistics of the number of locations for each criterion. An Excel file of the locations
with their decisions is submitted as part of this report.

Table 6-1: Frequency Distribution of the locations for Each Criterion

Criteria Frequency %
. < 300 ft from a signalized intersection 27 13

Location . P .
> 300 ft from a signalized intersection 175 87
< 2,000 veh/day 0 0
AADT 2,000 — 9,000 veh/day 5 2
> 9,000 veh/day 197 98
Pedestrian Activities No pedestrian generators and attractors 37 18
Presence of pedestrian generators and attractors 165 82
No bus stop 54 27
Bus Stops One bus stop 34 17
More than one bus stop 114 56
. <35 mph 130 64
Posted Speed Limit > 40 mph = 36
2 lanes with a median 23 11
Roadway Configuration 2 lanes without median 42 21
3 or more lanes with or without median 137 68
Pedestrian Crash Hotspots Outside top-ranked hotspots 171 85
Within top-ranked hotspots 31 15
. < 20% population with Annual Household Income < $ 30K 197 98

Low-Income Neighborhood - -

> 20% population with Annual Household Income < $ 30K 5 2

Each of the 202 midblock segments was located between two signalized intersections. The
assessment was conducted with an assumption that did not consider other crosswalks on stop signs
or driveways along the segments. In the event that there is another crosswalk other than the ones
at the signalized intersections, then the results from this analysis may be used to confirm the
presence and type of pedestrian crossing treatment installed. The assumption was that the
pedestrian crosswalk would be installed to allow at least 300 ft from either of the two signalized
intersections. When conducting an assessment, the analyst is expected to have a specific potential
location for installing the pedestrian crossing treatment. A proposed crossing location that falls
between 100 and 300 feet from other established crossing points is further evaluated using Chart
# 2 to determine if the longitudinal pedestrian barriers are recommended.

The FDOT TEM (FDOT, 2020) suggests installing marked pedestrian crosswalks to midblock
segments with a minimum vehicular volume of 2,000 veh/day ADT. In the proposed guidelines,
the assumption was that the seasonal correction factor is 1, i.e., the AADT is 2,000 veh/day. No
pedestrian crosswalk was proposed for segments with less than 2,000 veh/day. Segments with
AADT 2,000 — 9,000 veh/day are analyzed based on the criteria presented in Chart #1, while those
with AADT >9,000 veh/day are analyzed based on the criteria presented in Chart #3. Segments
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with low traffic volumes are expected to have more gaps for pedestrians to cross the roadways
safely.

Surrounding land-use data and pedestrian traffic generators/activity areas were used to determine
the level of pedestrian activity, and as a proxy for pedestrian volume. These data were identified
within a 0.25-mile radius. The information included the presence of bars, food joints, schools, and
shopping centers. The pedestrian demand may also be generated when the roadway is directly
serving these locations. For example, if there is an apartment complex on one street and a restaurant
across the street, it is safe to assume that pedestrians will cross the street to access the services. On
the other hand, a shopping mall may not be directly serving pedestrian traffic to the state road.
Pedestrian counts at the potential location, when available, may provide the basis for decisions
following the guidelines in FDOT TEM Section 5.2.

The presence of bus stops was among the criteria considered. People access transit services by
walking, so it is critical to provide pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of bus stops. The assessment
was conducted to determine if there was a bus stop(s) along the segments. Some segments had
more than one bus stop indicating more pedestrian activities. When analyzing a potential location,
it is recommended to determine if there is any crosswalk within 300 ft of the bus stop. Some bus
stops are located in the immediate vicinity of signalized intersections; in such situations, other
countermeasures such as physical barriers may be deployed if there is a pedestrian safety problem.

Higher posted speed limits indicate a possible increase in pedestrian crash risk. Based on the
reviewed existing guidelines, the posted speed limit was grouped into two categories: < 35 mph
and > 40 mph. Since the analyzed segments were on non-limited access facilities on the state
highway system, the posted speed limits were < 55 mph.

Another criterion was the roadway geometric configuration, and it includes the following four
categories: two-lane divided roadways, two-lane undivided roadways, divided roadways with > 3
lanes, and undivided roadways with > 3 lanes. The presence of a median provides a refuge for
pedestrians to cross the roadway in stages. The greater the number of lanes, the more difficult it
becomes to find gaps, especially for high-speed roadways with high AADT.

The analyzed locations were grouped on whether or not they fall within the top 20 hotspot locations
(identified in Chapter 4). Only 15% of the midblock segments were found within the top 20
hotspots. Locations in low-income neighborhoods are associated with a high risk of pedestrian
crashes. The annual household income of below $ 30K was used to define the low-income
population.

Table 6-2 provides a summary of results for the 202 midblock locations that were analyzed. No
crosswalk was recommended at 55 locations; the pedestrian barriers were recommended at 17 of
these 54 locations. Crosswalks were recommended at the remaining 148 locations; enhanced
pedestrian crossings treatment was recommended at 48 of these 148 locations. Further studies may
be conducted to account for other factors that may affect the installation of recommended
pedestrian crossing for the identified candidate locations.

78



Table 6-2: Recommended Decisions for the Sample Analyzed Locations

Decision

Locations
No p_edestrlan crosswalk (Barrier recommended for 17 54 27%
locations)
Install pedestrian crosswalk 100 50%
Install an enhanced pedestrian crosswalk 48 23%
6.5 Summary

This chapter presented a set of guidelines to follow when considering a midblock location for
installing a pedestrian crosswalk. Based on the results presented in Chapter 5 for the different
factors influencing the safety of pedestrians at midblock locations coupled with considerations
from different guidelines nationwide, several guidelines were developed.

The assessment procedure was presented in the form of a flow chart and covered the following
criteria:

the distance of the potential location from established crossing points,
AADT,

pedestrian activities,

posted speed limit,

configuration of the roadway,

pedestrian crash hotspots, and

low-income neighborhood.

The developed guidelines will enable the practitioners to identify corridors for installing pedestrian
treatments based on the roadway characteristics, traffic volume, land use characteristics, and the
built environment.
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Pedestrian-vehicle crashes have continued to impact several states in the U.S., including Florida.
Florida was ranked among the top three states in the U.S. for pedestrian fatalities in 2019 (Retting,
2020). Crashes involving pedestrians can occur at any point along a roadway corridor. However,
intersection and midblock crossings are the primary sites for pedestrian incidents. People are more
likely to take the most direct route to get to their destination, and as a result, they often cross
roadway facilities at midblock locations. The goal of this study was to improve pedestrian safety
at midblock locations. The specific objectives included (a) identifying arterial corridors that are
prone to pedestrian crashes, (b) recommending pedestrian treatments to be installed at these
locations, and (c) developing guidelines to assist in selecting the midblock locations and pedestrian
treatments for improving pedestrian safety.

To achieve the research goal and objectives, an extensive review of the literature on the existing
national, state, and local warrants and guidelines pertaining to installing pedestrian safety
treatments at midblock locations was first conducted. The demographic, socioeconomic, land-use,
traffic, and roadway geometric variables that affect pedestrian safety were next identified. Spatial
analysis was performed in ArcGIS to identify pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT District Four.
ZINB models were then developed and CMFs were estimated to quantify the impact of several
roadway geometric, land use, and socioeconomic variables on pedestrian crashes at midblock
locations. Finally, based on the available guidelines at the national and state levels, the pedestrian
crash hotspots, and the estimated CMFs, guidelines for developed for: (a) identifying corridors for
installing pedestrian treatments, and (b) selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment.

7.1 Existing Guidelines

Installing marked midblock crosswalks is essentially a two-part process. First, candidate locations
must be evaluated to determine if a midblock crosswalk is warranted. The evaluation process
involves several steps, with pedestrian volume, traffic volume, posted speed, crash history, and the
distance from other established crossing points used as the primary factors. However, other factors
must also be considered, such as pedestrian generators and attractors, pedestrian age and ability,
roadway geometrics, etc. Following the identification of a suitable location, the type and scope of
pedestrian treatments must then be determined. There are several treatment options for both
controlled and uncontrolled crosswalks, and most state and local transportation agencies refer to
national guidelines.

7.2 Factors Influencing Pedestrian Safety at Midblock Locations

The following variables were considered to influence pedestrian crashes at midblock locations and
were included in the analysis:

e Pedestrian Crash Data
= Crash severity
= Crash time
= Crash month
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Day of the week

Crash location

Influence of alcohol/drugs
Lighting condition

Roadway Geometric Characteristics
Traffic volume

Number of lanes

Median

Signalized intersections

Land use Variables

= Shopping centers
Hotels

Recreation facilities
Restaurants and bars

Socioeconomic and Demographic Variables
= Population

= Income level

= Transportation mode

Pedestrian Facilities
= Presence of sidewalk

Bus Stops
= Number of bus stops

7.3 Pedestrian Crash Hotspots

GIS-based spatial clustering analysis was used to identify pedestrian crash hotspots in FDOT
District Four. The EPDO weighting method was used to calculate the EPDO score of candidate
crash hotspots based on injury severity weighting. The analysis was based on five years of
pedestrian crash data from 2012-2016 downloaded from the FDOT UBR. Since the scope of this
research project is limited to non-limited access facilities, the analysis did not include pedestrian
crashes that occurred on freeways. The analysis of pedestrian crashes within the 20 hotspots led to

the following conclusions:

Pedestrian crashes peaked between 7 pm and 9 pm. Overall, the most critical time was

found to be from 6 pm to midnight.

The proportion of pedestrian crashes on Fridays and Saturdays was relatively higher than

the other days of the week.

Even though more pedestrian crashes occurred during daylight conditions, more severe
crashes occurred during dark-lighted conditions.

A majority of pedestrian crashes (93.5%) occurred during good weather conditions.
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e A higher proportion of pedestrian crashes occurred at corridors with speed limits ranging
from 35-40 mph.

e A majority of midblock locations where the pedestrian crashes occurred were found to have
sidewalks (99.5%) and street lighting (91.4%). On the other hand, the pedestrian crossing
facilities were found to be rare; only 9.1% of locations had crosswalks, and 10.1% had
pedestrian signals.

7.4 CMFs

The analysis was conducted to evaluate the safety of midblock segments and develop the crash
modification factors for different geometric, land use, and census variables. The modeling results
identified several variables that impact pedestrian crash occurrence at midblock locations. The
increase in the following variables showed an increase in the pedestrian crash frequency and were
significant at a 90% credible interval:

natural logarithm of AADT,

proportion of the low-income population,
density of bus stops,

density of bars and food joints, and
density of shopping centers.

The increase in the following variables showed a reduction in pedestrian crashes and were
significant at a 90% credible interval:

e proportion of senior population, and
e logarithm of the total population.

7.5 Guidelines

Based on the different factors influencing the safety of pedestrians at midblock locations coupled
with considerations from various guidelines nationwide, a set of guidelines were developed to
assist transportation agencies in identifying corridors for installing midblock pedestrian treatments
and selecting the most appropriate pedestrian safety treatment at midblock locations. The
developed guidelines will enable the practitioners to identify corridors for installing pedestrian
treatments based on the roadway characteristics, traffic volume, land use characteristics, and the
built environment. The assessment procedure was presented in the form of flowcharts and covered
the following criteria:

the distance of the potential location from established crossing points,
AADT,

pedestrian activities,

posted speed limit,

configuration of the roadway,

pedestrian crash hotspots, and

low-income neighborhood.
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APPENDIX A: TCRP and NCHRP Report Guidelines

Step 1. Select worksheet based on (1) posted or statutory speed limit or the 85"
percentile speed on the major street and (2) other conditions present:
a) Worksheet 1 - 35 mph (55 km/h) or less
b) Worksheet 2 - Exceeds 35 mph (55 km/h) or locations where the community
has a less than 10,000 population or where a major transit stop is present

Step 2. Does the crossing meet minimum
peak-hour pedestrian volumes to be
considered for a traffic control device type

of treatment?
¢ NO
Consider median refuge islands, curb
YES extensions, traffic calming, etc. as
Go to Step 3 feasible. No traffic control devices
are recommended.
\ /

Step 3. Does the crossing meet the
warrant for a traffic signal?

v

YES
Warrant met, consider traffic signal if
NO site is not within 300 ft (91 m) of
Go to Step 4 another signal.
Y

Step 4. Estimate pedestrian delay.

Y
Step 5. Select treatment based upon total
pedestrian delay and expected motorist
compliance.
Figure A-1: TCRP and NCHRP Report Guidelines Flowchart for Pedestrian Treatments
(Source: NASEM, 2006)
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WORKSHEET 1: PEAK-HOUR, 35 MPH (55 KM/H) OR LESS

Analyst and Site Information

Analyst: Major Street:
Analysis Date: Minor Street or Location:
Data Collection Date: Peak Hour:

Step 1: Select worksheet (speed reflects posted or statutory speed limit or 85™ percentile speed on the major street):
a) Worksheet 1 — 35 mph (55 kmv/h) or less
b) Worksheet 2 — exceeds 35 mph (55 km/h), communities with less than 10,000, or where major transit stop exists

Step 2: Does the crossing meet minimum pedestrian volumes to be considered for a TCD type of treatment?

Peak-hour pedestrian volume (ped/h), Vp | 2a |

If 2a = 20 ped/h, then go to Step 3.

If 2a < 20 ped/h, then consider median refuge islands, curb extensions, traffic calming, etc. as feasible.

Step 3: Does the crossing meet the pedestrian volume warrant for a traffic signal?

Major road volume, total of both approaches during peak hour (veh/h), Vimai.s 3a
Minimum signal warrant volume for peak hour (use 3a for Vmsj<), SC
SC = (0.00021 Vimsjs” — 0.74072 Vimsjs + 734.125)/0.75 3b
OR [(0.00021 3a® - 0.74072 3a + 734.125)/0.75]
It 3b < 133, then enter 133. If 3b = 133, then enter 3b. 3
If 15™ percentile crossing speed of pedestrians is less than 3.5 ft/s (1.1 nvs), then reduce 3c by 3d
up to 50 percent; otherwise enter 3c.

If 2a = 3d, then the warrant has been met and a traffic signal should be considered if not within 300 ft (91 m) of
another traffic signal. Otherwise, the warrant has not been met. Go to Step 4.

Step 4: Estimate pedestrian delay.

Pedestrian crossing distance, curb to curb (ft), L 4a
Pedestrian walking speed (it/s), S, 4b
Pedestrian start-up time and end clearance time (s), ts 4c
Critical gap required for crossing pedestrian (s), tc= (L/Sp) + t OR [(4a/4b) + 40)) 4d
Major road volume, total both approaches or approach being crossed if median refuge 40
island is present during peak hour (veh/h), Vimaj

Major road flow rate (veh/s), v = Vims.¢/3600 OR [4e/3600] 4f
Average pedestrian delay (s/person), d, = (€' * —vt.— 1)/v OR [ (e*** —4fx 4d— 1)/ 4f] 4g
Total pedestrian delay (h), D, = (d; x V)/3,600 OR [(4gx2a)/3600]

(this is estimated delay for all pedestrians crossing the major roadway without a crossing 4h

treatment — assumes 0% compliance). This calculated value can be replaced with the actual

total pedestrian delay measured at the site.

Step 5: Select treatment based upon total pedestrian delay and expected motorist compliance.
Expected motorist compliance at pedestrian crossings in region, Comp = high or low ] 5a |
Total Pedestrian Delay, D, (from 4h) and | Treatment Category
Motorist Compliance, Comp (from 5a) (see Descriptions of Sample Treatments for examples)
Dp 2 21.3 h (Comp = high or low)
OR RED
5.3 h <Dp<21.3 hand Comp = low
1.3 h £ Dp < 5.3 h (Comp = high or low) ACTIVE
OR OR
5.3 h <Dy <21.3 hand Comp = high ENHANCED
D, < 1.3 h (Comp = high or low) CROSSWALK

Figure A-2: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet (35 mph or less)
(Source: NASEM, 2006)
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WORKSHEET 2: PEAK-HOUR, EXCEEDS 35 MPH (55 KM/H)

Analyst and Site Information

Analyst: Major Street:
Analysis Date: Minor Street or Location:
Data Collection Date: Peak Hour:

Step 1: Select worksheet (speed reflects posted or statutory speed limit or 85™ percentile speed on the major street):
a) Worksheet 1 — 35 mph (55 km/h) or less
b) Worksheet 2 — exceeds 35 mph (55 km/h), communities with less than 10,000, or where major transit stop exists

Step 2: Does the crossing meet minimum pedestrian volumes to be considered for a TCD type of treatment?

Peak-hour pedestrian volume (ped/h), Vp ] 2a I

It 2a = 14 ped/h, then go to Step 3.

If 2a < 14 ped/h, then consider median refuge islands, curb extensions, traffic calming, etc. as feasible.

Step 3: Does the crossing meet the pedestrian volume warrant for a traffic signal?

Major road volume, total of both approaches during peak hour (veh/h), Vmai-s 3a
Minimum signal warrant volume for peak hour (use 3a for Vmajs), SC
SC = (0.00035 Vmsis” — 0.80083 Vmais + 529.197)/0.75 3b
OR [(0.00035 34 - 0.80083 3a + 529.197)/0.75]
If 3b < 93, then enter 93. If 3b = 93, then enter 3b. 3¢
It 15 percentile crossing speed of pedestrians is less than 3.5 ft/s (1.1 m/s), then reduce 3c by 3d
up to 50 percent; otherwise enter 3c.

If 2a = 3d, then the warrant has been met and a traffic signal should be considered if not within 300 ft (91 m) of
another traffic signal. Otherwise, the warrant has not been met. Go to Step 4.

Step 4: Estimate pedestrian delay.

Pedestrian crossing distance, curb to curb (ft), L 4a
Pedestrian walking speed (ft/s), Sp 4b
Pedestrian start-up time and end clearance time (s), t: 4c
Critical gap required for crossing pedestrian (s), t.= (L/S;) +t. OR [(4a/4b) + 4c)) 4d
Major road volume, total both approaches or approach being crossed if median refuge &
island is present during peak hour (veh/n), Vimsi.q

Major road flow rate (veh/s), V = (Vimg./0.7)/3600 OR [(4e/.7)/3600] 4f
Average pedestrian delay (s/person), d, = (8" —vit.— 1) /v OR [(e*** —4fx 4d— 1)/ 4f] 4g
Total pedestrian delay (h), D, = (dp x V;)/3,600 OR [(4gx2a)/3600]

(this is estimated delay for all pedestrians crossing the major roadway without a crossing 4

treatment — assumes 0% compliance). This calculated value can be replaced with the actual

total pedestrian delay measured at the site.

Step 5: Select treatment based upon total pedestrian delay and expected motorist compliance.
Expected motorist compliance at pedestrian crossings in region, Comp = high or low ] 5a |
Total Pedestrian Delay, D, (from 4h) and | Treatment Category
Motorist Compliance, Comp (from 5a) (see Descriptions of Sample Treatments for examples)
Dy =2 21.3 h (Comp = high or low)
OR RED
5.3 h <D, <21.3 hand Comp = low
Dp < 5.3 h (Comp = high or low) ACTIVE
OR OR
5.3 h <D, <21.3 hand Comp = high ENHANCED

Figure A-3: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet (greater than 35 mph)
(Source: NASEM, 2006)

91




INPUT VARIABLES | TERM | DISCUSSION
ROAD CHARACTERISTICS
Speed on the major Sma | Use the major road posted or statutory speed limit for the
street (mph) facilities or, if available, the 85" percentile speed to determine
which worksheet is applicable. Worksheet 1 is used when the
speed is 35 mph (55 km/h) or less, while Worksheet 2 is used
when the speed exceeds 35 mph (55 km/h).
Pedestrian crossing L Pedestrian crossing distance represents the distance that a
distance (ft) pedestrian would need to cross before reaching either the far
curb or a median refuge island. The distance would be between
the near and far curbs if a painted or raised median refuge
island is not present, or to the median refuge island if the island
is present. Note if a parking stall is present, its width should be
included in the crossing distance measurement. Crossing
distance rather than number of lanes was selected for the
procedure so that the extra time needed by a pedestrian to
cross bike lanes, two-way left-turn lanes, wide lanes, etc. could
be considered.
COUNTS
Peak-hour Vp Pedestrian volume is the number of rooeld il
pedestrian volume pedestrians crossing the major both appecaches
crossing major roadway in a peak hour. The count s | l i
roadway (ped/h) includes all pedestrian crossings of
the major roadway at the location. .
Peds Peds
| Major I
stroet
Major road peak Vmars | Vehicle volume represents the number of vehicles and bicycles
hour vehicle Vmaa | on both approaches of the major road during a peak hour. If a
volume (veh/h) painted or raised median refuge island is present of sufficient
size to store pedestrians (minimum of 6 ft [1.8 m] wide), then
consider the volume on each approach individually. In the
signal warrant calculations, use the volume on both approaches
(Vmaps). For the delay calculations, the volume (Via.q) would
reflect either both approaches if a refuge island is not present or
each approach individually if a refuge island is present.
LOCAL PARAMETERS
Motorist Comp | Compliance reflects the typical behavior of motorists for the site.
compliance for If motorists tend to stop for a pedestrian attempting to cross at
region (high or low) an uncontrolled location, then compliance is “high.” If motorists
rarely stop for a crossing pedestrian, then compliance is “low.”
Pedestrian walking Sp Walking speed represents the speed of the crossing
speed (ft/s) pedestrians. Recent research has suggested walking speeds of
3.5 ft/s (1.1 m/s) for the general population and 3.0 ft/s (0.9 m/s)
for the older population. If calculating for a site, determine the
15" percentile value of those using the crossing.
Pedestrian start-up ts Start-up time is used in the calculation of the critical gap. A
time and end value of 3 s is suggested in the Highway Capacity Manual.
clearance time (s)

Figure A-4: TCRP and NCHRP Report Worksheet Variables

(Source: NASEM, 2006)
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CALCs | TERM DISCUSSION
Signal SC | Regression equations were determined for the plots shown in the
warrant 2003 MUTCD Figures 4C-3 and 4C-4. These equations can
check calculate the minimum number of vehicles that would be needed
(ped/h) at the given major road volume to meet the signal warrant. The
recommendation made in 2006 to the National Committee on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices is that the vehicles signal
warrants values for crossing two lanes be used as the pedestrian
signal warrant values. Because the pedestrian signal warrant is to
reflect total pedestrian crossings rather than just the number of
pedestrians on the higher approach, the vehicle signal warrant
values should be divided by 0.75 to reflect an assumed directional
distribution split of 75/25. Different equations are provided for low-
speed and high-speed conditions. The worksheets provide
instructions on checking the peak hour. Both the peak vehicle
hour and the peak pedestrian hour may need to be checked.
Criticalgap | T. | Critical gap is the time in seconds below which a pedestrian will
(s) not attempt to begin crossing the street. For a single pedestrian,
critical gap (t;) can be computed using Equation 18-17 of the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual. The equation includes consideration
of the pedestrian walking speed (S;), crossing distance (L), and
start-up and end clearance times (ts).
te= (LUSp) +1s
Major road v Flow rate is a measure of the number of vehicles per second (v).
flow rate For high-speed conditions, the number of vehicles is adjusted by
(veh/s) dividing by 0.7. Flow rate is determined by:
Low speed: V= Viap/3600 high speed: v = (Vmajp/0.7)/3600
It is based on the major road volume (Vmaj.a), Which is the total of
both approaches (or the approach being crossed if median refuge
island is present) during the peak hour (veh/h).
Average d, | The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual includes Equation 18-21 that
pedestrian can be used to determine the average delay per pedestrian at an
delay unsignalized intersection crossing (s/person).
(s/person) dp = % e —vt, 1)
It depends upon critical gap (t), the vehicular flow rate of the
crossing (v), and the mean vehicle headway.
Total D, | Total pedestrian delay (Dp) uses the average pedestrian delay (dp)
pedestrian and multiplies that value by the number of pedestrians (V;) to
delay determine the total pedestrian delay for the approach.
(ped-h) D, = (dp x V;)/3,600

Figure A-4: TCRP and NCHRP Report Guidelines Worksheet Variables (continued)

(Source: NASEM, 2006)
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APPENDIX B: FHWA Guidelines

Table B-1: FHWA Marked Crosswalk Guidance Matrix
(Source: Zegeer et al., 2005; MnDOT, 2014)

Vehicle ADT Vehicle ADT Vehicle ADT

Vehicle ADT < 9,000 >9,000-12,000 > 12,000-15,000 > 15,000

Speed Limit*

Roadway Type

(N”mzer °L.T'a"e' Lanes | _483 | se.a 644 | <483 | s56.4 64.4 | <483 | 56.4 644 | <483 | 56.4 64.4
and Median Type) km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h | km/h
(30 (35 (40 (30 (35 (40 (30 (35 (40 (30 (35 (40
mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph) mph)

Two lanes C C P C G P C C N C P N

Three lanes C & P C P P P P N P N N
Multilane (four or more

lanes) with raised median** G ¢ é c P e 3 P N i W M
Multilane (four or more

lanes) without raised me- C P N P P N N N N N N N

dian

*Where the speed limit exceeds 64 4 km/h (40 mph). marked crosswalks alone should not be used at unsignalized locations.
**The raised median or crossing 1sland must me at least 1 2 meters (4 feet) wide and 1 8 meters (6 feet) long to serve adequately as a refuge area for pedestrians, in accordance
with MUTCD and Amerian Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines.

C = Candidate sites for marked crosswalks. Marked crosswalks must be installed carefully and selectively. Before installing new marked cross-
walks, an engineering study is needed to determine whether the location is suitable for a marked crosswalk. For an engineering study., a site review
may be sufficient at some locations, while a more in-depth study of pedestrian volume, vehicle speed, sight distance, vehicle mix, and other factors
may be needed at other sites. It is recommended that a minimum utilization of 20 pedestrian crossings per peak hour (or 15 or more elderly and/or
child pedestrians) be confirmed at a location before placing a high priority on the installation of a marked crosswalk alone.

P = Possible increase in pedestrian crash risk may occur if crosswalks are added without other pedestrian facility enhancements. These loca-
tions should be closely monitored and enhanced with other pedestrian crossing improvements, if necessary. before adding a marked crosswalk.

N = Marked crosswalks alone are insufficient, since pedestrian crash risk may be increased by providing marked crosswalks alone. Consider

using other treatments, such as traffic-calming treatments, traffic signals with pedestrian signals where warranted. or other substantial crossing im-
provements. to improve crossing safety for pedestrians.
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Roadway Conditions Inventory

Speed Limit

Travel Lane Configuration

[ <30 mph 1 35 mph [1=40 mph

Total Vehicles per Day

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT):
Approximate Vehicles per Hour (VPH):

[] AADT < 9,000
[] AADT 9,000-15,000
[J AADT > 15,000

Pedestrian Safety Issues Inventory

Noted conflicts at crossing locations

[] 2 lanes without raised median
[ 3 lanes without raised median
[ 3 lanes with raised median

[ 4+ lanes without raised median
] 4+ lanes with raised median

Crosswalk Length (feet):

Approximate Total Pedestrians per Hour (PPH)

Crossing the Roadway:

[1Yes

[INo

» History of fuming movement crashes
» Observed confiicts at permitted crossings

Excessive vehicle speed

[Yes

[INo

» 85th percentile speeds, per speed study
» History of speed-related crashes

Inadequate conspicuity/visibility

[JYes

[JNo

» Dim or dark conditions for pedestrians in the crosswalk
» Limited visibility of crosswalk due fo roadway curvature or topography
» Obstructions, such as on-sireet parking, vegetation, and signage

Drivers not yielding to pedestrians in crosswalks

[1Yes

[INo

» Crash history in marked crosswalks

Insufficient separation between pedestrians and traffic [1Yes

[INo

» Long crossing distance

» No buffer (e.g.. landscape buffer, on-street parking, bike lanes)

Figure B-1: Sample Inventory Form for Countermeasure Selection Process
(Source: FHWA, 2018)
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Posted Speed Limit and AADT
Vehicle AADT <9,000 Vehicle AADT 9,000-15,000 Vehicle AADT >15,000
Roadway Configuration <30 mph| 35 mph |>40 mph|<30 mph| 35 mph |>40 mph|<30 mph| 35 mph |>40 mph
- 02 |0 V) o (1) V) o V) @
’ W 4 5 6 56 5 645 6 5 6 5 6|45 6 5 6 5 6
11 each direct
(1lanein irection) 7 oo © 7 ol o7 ol7 0 P
. ) 0230 60 V0O 330 6®O O VO V0O ©
3 lanes with raised median
(1 lane in each direction) 45 5 S 45 5 5 45 5 5
7 9© ©7 90 OO 07 990 © (9]
3 lanes w/o raised median 02360 9@ 9@ 3@ 9@ 9@ 9@ 0@ (3]
(1 lane in each direction with a 4 5 6 56 5 6(45 6 56 56|45 6 5 6|5 6
two-way lefi-turn lane) 7 97 9 o7 °000 © Q7 9 (9] (9]
_ i 0O 060 60 0O OO V0 V0 V0 0 e
4+ lanes with raised median 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
2 I i h directi
(2 or more lanes in each din on)789789 80789080 80080 8 O 8 Q
B Ko i it sadicg 0 60 ©0 0 V0O 0 © 0O V0O O’ e
(2 or more lanes in each direction) 56 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
789|789 80789080 80080 8 © 8 O
Given the set of conditions in a cell, 1 High-visilllzility croscsgmg( markings, #quin? rgs}rict:onsl on
# Signifies that the countermeasure is a candidate crosswalk approach, adequate nighttime lighting levels,
treatment at a marked uncontrolled crossing location. and crossing warning signs
@ Signifies that the countermeasure should always be £ ssei 5 ; ;
considered, but not mandated or required, based upon 8 muyr;gdegtlgpI;eI{re‘eTo (Stop Hers For) Pedestrians sign
engineering judgment at a marked uncontrolled ; S
crossing location. 4 In-Street Pedestrian Crossing sign
O Signifies that crosswalk visiblty enhancements shouid R D
always occur in conjunction with other identified OGSV TOSLIQE SSAm
countermeasures.* 7 Recfungulor ROpld-FlOShmg Beacon (RRFB)"
e 8 Road Diet
The absence of a number signifies that the countermeasure : ) .
is generally not an appropriafe freatment, but exceptionsmay 9 Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
be considered following engineering judgment.

Refer o Chapfer 4, ‘Using Tabie 1 and Table 2 fo Select Counfermeasures, ' for more informafion about using muifiple counfermeasures.
*1t shouid be nofed that the PHB and RRFB are nof boi insiofied of the same crossing localion,

Figure B-2: Pedestrian Crash Countermeasure Decision Matrix
(Source: FHWA, 2018)
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Pedestrian Crash Countermeasure
for Uncontrolled Crossings

Safety Issue Addressed

Confiicts
at crossing
locations

Excessive
vehicle speed

Inadequate
conspicuity/
visibility

Drivers not
yielding to
pedestrians in
crosswalks

Insufficient
separation from
traffic

Crosswalk visibility enhancement

e

A

e

A

A

High-visibility crosswalk markings*

A

Parking restriction on crosswalk
approach*

A

Improved nighttime lighting*

Advance Yield Here To (Stop Here For)
Pedestrians sign and yield (stop) line*

In-Street Pedestrian Crossing sign*

Curb extension*

Raised crosswalk

PP | OPe | OPe | OB | OPe | OPe | OPe | DPe | OPe | OPe

SPe | SPe | OPe | OPe | O | OPe

P | DB | OB | OFe | OFe | OFe | O | OFe | OFe | 5P

Pedestrian refuge island ﬁ
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon &

Road Diet &
Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon f\ ﬁ ﬁ *

*These countermeasures make up the STEP countermeasure “crosswalk visibility enhancements.” Multiple countermeasures may be
implemented ot a location as part of crosswalk visibility enhancements.

Figure B-3: Safety Issues Addressed per Countermeasure

(Source: FHWA, 2018)
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APPENDIX C: FDOT Guidelines

Speeds of 35 mph or less
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200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

MAJOR STREET - TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES
VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

- MUTCD Traffic Signal Warrant 4 Chart
Note: 133 PPH applies as the lower threshold volume

~ MUTCD Guidelines for the Installation of Pedestiran Hybrid Beacons on Low-Speed Roadways Chart
E Note: 20 PPH applies as the lower threshold volume

LEGEND

MUTCD Guidelines for the Installation of Flashing Beacons or Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons
. on Low-Speed Roadways Chart

Figure C-1: Pedestrian Treatment Guidelines for Low-Speed Roadways
(Source: FDOT, 2020)
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Speeds Greater than 35 mph

TOTAL OF ALL PEDESTRIANS CROSSING THE MAJOR STREET
PEDESTRIANS PER HOUR (PPH)

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800
MAJOR STREET - TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES
VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

MUTCD Traffic Signal Warrant 4 Chart
Note: 93 PPH applies as the lower threshold volume

MUTCD Guidelines for the Installation of Pedestiran Hybrid Beacons on Low-Speed Roadways Chart
Note: 20 PPH applies as the lower threshold volume

| MUTCD Guidelines for the Installation of Flashing Beacons on Low-Speed Roadways Chart

LEGEND

Figure C-2: Pedestrian Treatment Guidelines for High-Speed Roadways
(Source: FDOT, 2020)
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Midblock and Intersections Midblock
Pavement Markings Beacons Beg::go:;sand - -
TEM 5.2 3
T . o . c ] Standard RRFE | 5 | pug| Traffic |= g
Cr and L il 0 ) Crosswalk g signal | & S
Intersection 20 PPH for 1 Hr or 18 PPH for 2 Hr or 15 PPH for 3 Hr 35 | & 9 2
: : : or SHARE USE PATH 50% PPH reduction Stop controlled | 2-4 | lanes | @ . ° g
Selection Guidance Matrix or school zones sidestreets and | lanes | With % Fma‘ ;’::::ts z 2
driveways TWTL| & °
+ - =3 oz
0-35 MPH 35-45 MPH 45+ MPH 035 MPH B e %
§ @ [Special emphasis Midblock g
£ 5 crosswalk Intersection 2
2 = [Standard crosswalk g
& = [Other pavement markings o
Enhance option: ¥
R1-50/R1-5¢ highlighted or o o ° o : .e% 2
beacon £2zS358 %
, [WiT2wiesP o @ o fE523
g |Wie-7P/FTP-68C-21 o o [e] [s] o FE225 ¢
I = 293 k)
w [R1-9a Lo o O 0. In] =%&% £z =
R10-23a o o o o g iz i
Stop for pedestrians in crosswalk o [e] [e] [e] g z
°
In-street sign (R1-Ga)‘ 1-4 lanes R R o] g
% Audible message %
e 2
§ In-roadway warning light g
- -1
.__|Pedestrian refuge o
Two-;tage pedestrian islands 2
crossing 7 _ s
- Raised median R R 2
£ SHARED USE = H
E |Passive pedestrian |PATH . g
© il i h
& |and bike detection All others N 2
IE locations o o o ° ° : H
£ |Curb extensions ) O R el ol ool o i o H
O |Transverse rumble strips ] o o) o] [¢] o o] O o 2
Raised crosswalks o] e] R [} [e] (o] [e] o) (o] H
Speed reduction treatments [¢] o R o oo lo] o o] 2
Qverhead lighting [¢}
TEM SECTION 5.2.5.1 5.25.2

Figure C-3: Midblock Crosswalk and Unsignalized Intersection Selection Guidance Matrix
(Source: FDOT, 2020)
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APPENDIX D: City & County of Denver Guidelines

CCD Staff begins
assessment for a marked
crosswalk at an
uncontrolled location

Y

Location meets demand requirements; 20
pedestrians/hour, applying conversion factor of
1.33 for vulnerable populations (children,
elderly, persons with disabilities, etc.)

No
] ]

Location directly serves an existing

ves | school, hospital, senior center, recreation
center, library, neighborhood-embedded
commercial district or park

Location meets sight distance requirements
(using appropriate stopping sight distance
guidance from AASHTO's A Policy on

Geometric Design for Highways and Streets), No
or sight distance obstructions can be removed|  Yes
Yes Location serves an
existing shared-use
: th or trail as defined
Location meets the e
MUTCD's pedestrian by Denver Moves
signal warrant or No
application guidance
for a pedestrian hybrid -
beacon 2

g

Pedestrian delay will result in an elevated
likelihood of noncompliance (pedestrian
LOS D or worse) according to HCM

methodology for pedestrians at
unsignalized intersections (See “"Definition

of Criteria” for possible exceptions)

Location is Yes

e e

'::m - o0 pliate‘ Location is 2300 feet from nearest
enhancement | Yes| €nhanced crossing (signalized

devices consistent . crossing, stop-controlled crossing, .

* with these: or other marked crosswalk with
guvdelines where appropriate enhancement devices)
" practical
)

Figure D-1: City and County of Denver Candidate Marked Crosswalk Flowchart
(Source: CCD, 2016)
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Table D-1: City and County of Denver Recommended Treatment at Marked Crosswalks
(Source: CCD, 2016)

Vehicle ADT <9,000 Vehicle ADT >9,000 to 12,000 | Vehicle ADT >12,000 to 15,000 Vehicle ADT 215,000

] e e e e ) Ee e e e B B e

Two Lanes A A B A A B A A C A B G
Three lanes A A B A B B B B & B C (&
Multilane
with raised A A & A B & B B ( C & C
median
Multilane
without raised A B C B B C C C C C C C
median

Note: Level — A: Markings and Signing; Level — B: Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon (RRFB); Level — C: Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) or Signal.
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APPENDIX E: MnDOT Guidelines

UNCONTROLLED PEDESTRIAN CROSSING EVALUATION FLOWCHART

April 30, 2014

@ Field Data Review

@ Safety Review
@ Stopping Sight

Distance
Provided?

lef' Cruss;/ng a Location has

ocation and/or HCM LOS Analysis - m -

Modify Roadway Acceptable L0S? Treatments?
to Meet SSD

Pedestrian
Sight Distance
Stopping Sight g Provided?

Distance Review: v
Provided? = Origins and Destinations
= Alternate Routes Yes
Alternative Route Available that
Serves Same 0-D Pair, has a

E\ATS

= Consider No Changes at

Existing Crossing or
+ Removal, if Location
. x Does Not Need Treatments
Consider Evaluation
of Alternative
Crossing Location

Primary Intersection Ac
on a Grade Separate

Figure E-1: MnDOT Uncontrolled Pedestrian Crossing Evaluation Flowchart
(Source: MnDOT, 2014)
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>35mph UNCONTROLLED PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
<10,000 Population, or EVALUATION ELOWCHART

Major transit stop

- Consider Appropriate
STEP . FHWA Safety Guidance ER sl i

Treatment
N or Speed Limit > 40mph

School Crossing?

> 14 peds/pk hr

> 20 peds/pk hr
 J A
No

Consider Pedestrian l

Barriers and Pedestrian
Re-Routing @ School Crossing?

ST’FP FHWA Safety Guidance

y

N or Speed
Limit > 40mph +
Consider Appropriate Traffic
Consider Calming Treatments
Appropriate Traffic
Calming Treatments ossing Treatm
' * . .
ﬁ Consider Do Nothing, Pedestrian Re-Routing Consider Appropriate Uncontrolled
Crossing Treatments - «SPE4,
Appropriate High Level Treatments : ; v HCM LOS Analysis
rds as a Ireatment ’ <_“ Acceptable LOS?
QEPE4 .

@ Consider Appropriate Signing
and Marking Treatments

Use Option(s)* - : Treatment Options

Figure E-1: MnDOT Uncontrolled Pedestrian Crossing Evaluation Flowchart (continued)
(Source: MnDOT, 2014)
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Table E-1: MnDOT Signing and Marking Treatments

(Source: MnDOT, 2014)

fkcommandad Staged Unstaged
Treatment Advantages Disadvantages Gstion Pedestrian | Pedestrian Cost
Yield Rate Yield Rate
* Inexpensive ® Helps define a : :
c Ik civesing bocation > ndiatests * Very little effect at night * Not usually recommended alone
3 ; S * Speeds increase over time * Low-volume and low-speed road- NR NR $500-52,000
Markings Only drivers that crossing location is o
* Not shown to reduce crashes | ways ® Where justified
present
: : * Tend to be ignored unless * Where unexpected entries into
* Inexpensive ® Helps define a R . .
Speitig locattsh S Wariz o pedestrians use the crossing the road by pedestrians may occur
Warning Signs . . g7 consistently ® Proven to be inef- | ® At or before the crossing loca- NR NR $300-51,200
drivers that crossing location is o 2 i 3
fective at reducing crashes at tion ® With or without a marked
present X i
uncontrolled intersections crosswalk
* Requires overhead structure | ® Multilane roadways ® Mid-
Overhead i * Tend to be ignored unless block crossing locations ® Usually $60,000—
Warning Signs SNy aureesa vl spenct pedestrians use the crossing coupled with other measures such NR R $75,000
consistently as RRFBs or beacons
Colored : I‘nexpenswe [ Vflarnlng t‘o . . * Downtown/urban conditions
i drivers that crossing locationis | ® Can be expensive ® Not shown S 4 $10,000~
Concrete/Brick . * Traffic signal locations * In con- NR NR
present ® May decrease vehicle | to reduce crashes G 5 . $75,000
Pavers junction with pavement markings
speed
Go Ik ; I.nexp:'r]\s’i(ve g VYarrl\ing tt-io - ; ‘:ﬁnaklet s.n:\)lw :iemov?ltmotre .
n-
Mg sl rivers that crossing loca or? is ifficu eed consistent main- | |\ justified 7% 7% $800-$3,200
2 present ®* May decrease vehicle | tenance and replacement due
€ speed to vehicle hits
* Downtown/urban conditions
In-S Cioxing . Ine)-(penswe.O Additional . SN s i aradhas O'Supplemen.t warning signs ?t
warning to drivers that crossing 4 X high pedestrian volume locations 87% 90% $500-$1,000
Signs (25-30 mph) W * Speeds increase over time ) X X
location is present * In conjunction with pavement
markings
:i’:h-Vis::ility — hicl P * Not shown to reduce crashes | ® Where justified ® Urban condi- 61% (25mph) | 91% (25mph) $5,000—
P Sy faaime iaae e * Speeds increase over time tions 17% (35mph) [ 20% (35mph) $50,000

NR = No research found on effect to yielding rate

105




Table E-2: MnDOT Uncontrolled Crossing Treatments (with Markings and Signs)
(Source: MnDOT, 2014)

Recommended Stagad Unstaged
Treatment Advantages Disadvantages A Pedestrian | Pedestrian Cost
Yield Rate | Yield Rate
* Decreases pedestrian crossing
distance ® Provides higher pedestrian °.May make snow removal more . )
c BARRe MRl visibility » Reduces vehicle speeds difficult * May be a hazard for * Wide, two-lane roads and Variable
RS cooroachiscithe tlands Re: " motorists ® Small islands not multilane roads with suffi- 34% 29% depending
& pproaching . - recommended on high-speed cient right-of-way on length
conflicts ® Increases usable gaps ® d ( 40 mph)
Reduces pedestrian exposure time roadway: s
hool C - * Inexpensive ® Provides higher pe- ; MTIY requl;'e tramedtstaff or- "
e destrian visibility ® Highlights when a ocal law enforcement, espectally | o at school locations NR 86% Variable
Guards il ing is bei d on high-speed and high-volume
pedestrian crossing is being use, s, o
< Wakpenaive s Provides Tilghas padas * No effect at night ® Requires * Downtown/urban locations
Pedestrian Crossing Gian visibility to diivers assurninz the pedestrians t.o activelyuse aflag | ng.h pedestrian volume 65% 74% <$500
ity g
Flags Aais heldis votcasblalocaticn * Can be easily removed/stolen | locations ® Across low-speed
g * Shorter crossings are preferred | (<45Smph) roadways
Warning Sign with * Highlights a crossing both at night * Requires pedestrian activation *in c.o nju.nchon with in-road $3,000—
lights * Downtown/ NR 28%
Edge Mounted LEDs | and during the day * Minimal to no effect on speed e e WhToWS $8,000
urban conditions
* Highlights a crossing both at night * Snowplows can cause mainte-
In-Road Warning and during the day ® Provides higher nance issues * No effect when * Downtown/urban condi- $20,000-
NR 66%
Lights driver awareness when a pedestrian is | road surface is snow covered tions $40,000
present * Requires pedestrian activation
* Requires pedestrian activation 2
Pedosh.l = * Provides higher driver awareness * Not advisable on multilane * Low=peed school Crosomes 74 $12,000-
Pedestrian Flashing i * Two-lane roads * Midblock NR (two-lane,
when a pedestrian is present streets ® Not shown to reduce < 3 $18,000
Signal Beacons afes crossing locations 35mph)
* Multilane roadways
:ﬁs::::i Sl ° Provides higher driver awareness R e iaRiaratation. | 2 Mid-block crossing loca- active 47% | active 49% $75,000—
B RESETE when a pedestrian is present eq pe tions ® Lower speed road- passive 31% | passive 67% $150,000
ways
* Provides higher driver awareness * Supplement existing pedes-
& when a pedestrian is present ® In- trian crossing warning signs
Flash xl;::pld creases yielding percentage ® Increas- | Raqiires pedestrian activation ® School crossings 84% 81% $12,000-
(RRFBs) es usable gaps * Reduces probability of a * Midblock crossing loca- $18,000

pedestrian risk taking ® Can be seen
from 360 degrees

tions ® Low- and high-speed

roadways

NR = No research found on effect to yielding rate
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APPENDIX F: NCDOT Guidelines

Step 2: Unsignalized Crossing or Midblock Crossing Assessment

v\ Number of Lanes®

From Step 1 B
——
otuie e e Ol 4+ Lane WITHOUT
4+ Lane with Raised Raised Medi
Median*®
l ..--h.ﬂ.-..-.;_-.;---~‘ l ,,..-..h.';....--.;--.;-_-- '
280 mpht? ove to Step 3: 240 mph <30 mph ove to Step 1 235mph®
Posted Speed or Additional /Alternative Posted Speed or : Additional /Alternative : Posted Speed or
Ogg:th( Speed* Treatments ol:::mp » ntile) i Treatments L Opses‘"::' sﬁu
{ ) Assessment 4 '\\ Assessment ’ ( fcuthe)
. e ¥~ ¥
................ e o e ———
> 15,000 vpdt® N Move t7AStep 3: 29,000 vpdts ( ) > 12,000 vpd™ : AddMove (7A5tep 3: ‘: > 9,000 vpd™
dditional/Alternative 1 itional/Alternative Traffic Volume
Traffic Volume T et Traffic Volume Traffic Volume ! Treatments !
\ y, Assessment , L J :\ Assessment ,' —
¥ ¥ D ¥
—_——
Estimated Low = Low Estimated Low Estimated
Pedestri No Acuo: Pedestrian No Action Pedestrian
Volume* g Volume® z Volume**
. i ‘High ' High
( Legend \
Consider Marking Consider Marking | [emN— Consider Marking
Crosswalk:¢ Crosswalk* Crosswalk**

Figure F-1: NCDOT Unsignalized Crossing or Midblock Crossing Assessment
(Source: NCDOT, 2015)
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APPENDIX G: VDOT Guidelines

POTENTIAL

CROSSWALK

YES INTERSECTION CF
TWO LOW-SPEED
“LOCAL” ROADWAYS?

PRESENT OR FUTURE
PEC-OR/ENTED LAND
USE ON BOTH SIDES?

YES

NO
v
MARKED NO PED FACILITIES
CROSSWALK NOT ON 80TH SIDES?
NFCESSARY
YES

GOTO ACROSSSTOP OR
UNCONTROLLED YIELD CONTROLLED
APPEOACHTD

FLOW CHART

INTERSECTION

YES

GO TO STOP/YIELD
CONTROLLED
FLOW CHART

Figure G-1: VDOT Potential Crosswalk Flowchart
(Source: VDOT, 2016)
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UNCONTRCLLED APPROACH
(LEAVE IT UNMARKED
IF< 1500 ADT)

ONDRECTROUTE
BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT
PED GENERATORS

NO NO
| ACTION

300 FEET FROM

ENGINEERING

NEAREST
CROSSWALK JUDGMENT
DETERMINES
SUFFICIENT

DEMAND

ENGINEER DETERMINES
MARKED CROSSWALK WILL
PRODUCE UNACCEFTABLE
SAFETY HAZARD

MEETS SSD
AEQUIREMENT
INTABLE 1

CAN SSD
ISSUEBE
FIXED?

NO

REFERTO TABLE

2-MiIN. °C”
CONDITION

REFERTO
TABLE 2

Figure G-2: VDOT Uncontrolled Crosswalk Flowchart
(Source: VDOT, 2016)
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STOP CR YIELD
CONTROLLED

PART OF % MILE DR SHORTER
ROUTE BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT AND SCHCOL OR
REC. AREA

y

WITHIN % MILE OF RAIL
TRANSIT OR MAJOR
BUS-TRANSFER STATION

INSTALL
STANDARD
CROSSWALK

YES

SHARED

[

h

USE PATH

YELD-CONTROLLED YES

OR CHANNZLZED
RIGHT TURN

CBD OR KNOWN PED YES

ACTIVITY CLEAR WITH
EVIDENCEOF PLD ACTIVITY

NO ACTION = UNMARKED
CROSSWALK

Figure G-3: VDOT Stop or Yield Controlled Crosswalk Flowchart

(Source: VDOT, 2016)
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Table G-1: VDOT Marked Crosswalk Treatment Matrix

(Source: VDOT, 2016)

(center tum
lane

4 Lanes (two-
way street
with no
median

5 Lanes with
refuge island
OR 4 lanes
with raised
median®

5 Lanes
(center tum
lane)

Roadway ADT and Speed Limit
Roadway 1,500 to 9,000 VPD 9,000 to 12,000 VPD 12,000 to 15,000 VPD More than 15,000 VPD
Configuration 245 | <30 | 35 40 | 245 | <30 | 35 40 245 | =30 35 40 | 245
MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH | MPH

€ Lanes (two-
way street
with” or
without
median)

Source: Guidance for instaliation of Pedestrian Crosowaks on Michigan State Trunkiine Highways (Michigan Department of
Transportation, 2014)

Condition B

Candidate site for marked crosswalk alone (standard if speed limit is 30
MPH or less, high-visibility if speed limit is 35 MPH or greater). Evaluate

need for advance signing

Potential candidate site for marked crosswalk. Location should be

monitored & consideration given to providing a high-visibility crosswalk

and/or warning signs (see Section 7.2)

Marked crosswalks alone are insufficient. The crosswalk shall use a high-

visibility pattern and other improvements (warning signs and/or

geometric/ traffic calming improvements) (see Section 7.2) will likely be

necessary.

Marked crosswalks shall not be installed
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TABLE 2
NO

ROADWAY
2 35 MPH?

TRANSVERSE

LINES
CROSSWALK

CONDITION A MET?

HIGH-
VISIBILITY
CROSSWALK

CONDITION B MET?

ARE MITIGATION
MEASURES NEEDED
(GEOMETRIC OR
NO SIGNS)?
IMPLEMENT
MITIGATION H
MEASURES
CONDITION C MET? :
YES YES
CAN MITIGATION
MEASURES BE
IMPLEMENTED?
NO

CONDITION D MET?

{ NO ACTION )

Figure G-4: VDOT “Table 2” Marked Crosswalk Treatment Flowchart
(Source: VDOT, 2016)

112



LOCATION DESCRIPTION - PART 1

Name of Data Collector:

Date of Data Collection:

Locality/District of Study Location:

1) Crossing Location: o« Unsignalized Intersection o Mid-block

If crossing is (or will be) at unsignalized intersection location, define intersecting streets:

Major Street
Name: | Posted Speed Limit: MPH
Functionality: o Arterial o Collector = Local

Minor Street
Name: | Posted Speed Limit: MPH

Functionality: o Arterial o Collector = Local

If crossing is (or will be) at mid-block location, define location on major street:

Major Street

Name: | Posted Speed Limit: MPH
Functionality: o Arterial o Collector o Local

Location Description (e.g. 500 ft East of Main St.):

2) Is this a shared-use path (e.g. bicycles) crossing? ©Yes oNo

3) Existing Nearby Pedestrian Generators and Attractors (e.g. moderate density residential
developments, schools, parks, commercial establishments, transit stops):
North/East of crossing:

South/West of crossing:

4) Existing Traffic Control: o Stop/Yield Sign & Uncontrolled

5) Is there Another Marked Crosswalk across the same roadway within 300 feet of the Crossing
Location? oYes oNo

6) Existing Crossing Treatments (if any) (e.g. standard crosswalk, curb ramps, and etc.):

7) (for stop/yield controlled locations only) Is the Crossing Location Across a Yield-controlled Approach
at an Off-ramp Junction or Channelized Right Turn Lane? o©Yes o~ No

Figure G-5: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Part 1
(Source: VDOT, 2016)
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LOCATION DESCRIPTION — PART 2

8) Roadway Configuration:

O 2-Lanes (one-way street)

O 2-Lanes (two-way street with no median)
O 2-Lanes with raised median

O 3-Lanes with refuge island

o 3-Lanes (center turn lane)

0 4-Lanes (two-way street with no median)
0 4-Lanes with raised median

o 5-Lanes with refuge island

O 5-Lanes (center turn lane)

O 6-Lanes (two-way street with or without median)
o Other:

9) Crossing Distance by Direction:

Total: ft

(if applicable) From one end to the median: ft, Direction:

(if applicable) From other end to the median: ft, Direction:

10) Nearest Marked or Protected Pedestrian Crossing: Distance to:

11) Could the Crossing Contain a Crosswalk of at Least 6 ftin Width? o©CYes oNo

12) (for uncontrolled locations only) Stopping Sight Distance (SSD):
ft, Direction:
ft, Direction:

Can SSD be improved? oYes oONo o Other:

13) Potential Safety Hazard within Crossing Location (if any):

14) Sketch/Photo of the Crossing Location:

Figure G-6: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Part 2
(Source: VDOT, 2016)
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STEP 3 — TRAFFIC DATA

What are the peak period(s) for pedestrian activity?
oAM oPM oMidday o Other:

Major Street Vehicular Volume (ADT): vehicles/day
(if applicable) Minor Street Vehicular Volume (ADT): vehicles/day
Complete where appropriate) Pedestrian Crossing Volumes / Bicycle Crossing Volumes:
AM Mid-day PM Other
Tine to to to to
Date of Week:
/D / / / /
Major Street Vehicular
Volume (Hourly):
# of Bicyclists (if known)
# of Pedestrians (if known)

Is a significant proportion of the pedestrians at this location expected to be young (middle school
students or below), elderly, or disabled?
oYes o No Describe:

Figure G-7: VDOT Sample Data Collection Sheet: Traffic Data
(Source: VDOT, 2016
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