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Scope of work

Task 1 - Data Collection

Task 2 - Corridor Evaluations

Task 3 - Isolated Intersection Evaluations
Task 4 - Signal System Evaluations

Task 5 - City-wide Crash Study

Task 6 - Cost Estimates

Task 7 - Project Prioritization

Task 8 - Public Involvement

Task 9 - Final Documentation

Task 10 - Meetings/Presentations




Study Corridors and

Intersections
» College Street » Samford Avenue
» Donahue Drive » Bent Creek Road
» Gay Street » Opelika Road
» Dean Road » East University
» Moores Mill Road Drive
» Glenn Avenue > Shug Jordan

Parkway




Study Corridors and Intersections
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City-wide Crash Study

2005 Citywide Crash Study Data

2018 Citywide Crash Study Data

City 2003 'IZ'::]:I Crifs,::sf Crzi?i;es crzat::'i-s Est?:il:te d ‘ngtlj cr::;:sf cninstses crzifl:ll'lses
Population Crashes 1000 \fﬂit!l wii.:h_ Population  Crashes 1000 _ 'h:\rit.h wi!:l':
people Injuries Fatalities people injuries fatalities
Birmingham 236,620 13,679 57.8 2,569 a7 212,543, 15,7231 741 34241 404,
Montgomery 200,123 9,935 49.6 2,693 29 200,917 9,0704. 4511 31711 29
Mobile 193,464 9,600 49.6 2,370 29 193,393 11,6411 60.2 T 28011 16l
Huntsville 164,237 7,669 46.7 2,216 23 190,943 7,960 41.7J 20904, 114
Tuscaloosa 79,294 4,642 58.5 1,156 11 98,3681 5,322 54.1J 14441 9l
Hoover 65,070 3,102 477 413 6 84,7151 3,135 374 5011 b
Dothan 60,036 3,265 54.4 931 8 68,4921 2,964, 43.30 11251 44
Auburn 46,923 1,911 40.7 361 4 61,9791 1,922 31l 389 24
Decatur 54,239 2,311 42.6 570 6 55,354 1,944, 35.1.0 463 3l
Madison 34,080 865 254 187 2 46,970 1,257 26.87 2931 3
Florence 35,852 1,527 42.6 272 3 39,964 1,447, 36.2.0 3361 5
Phenix City 28,444 1,493 525 459 3 37,129 2,296 61.8T 6841 6T
Gadsden 37,619 1,759 46.8 515 2 36,0240 1,807 50.2 549 41
Bessemer 29,108 1,794 61.6 544 4 26,722 1,673 62.6T 4514 81
Homewood 24,399 1,454 59.6 279 0 25,7541 1,629 63.3T 201 21
Prichard 27,983 606 21.7 185 5 22,282, 8371 37.61 2591 81
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Primary Cause of Crash %o of Total Crashes Recorded
Follow too close 22%
Failed to Yield ROW 21.50%
Distracted Driving 16.00%
Improper Traffic Movement 12.30%
Other/Misc. 12%
Misjudge Stopping Distance 4.00%
oul 3%
Ran Traffic Signal 3%
n:::r;:;l — ;: Most Common Primary Cause
Swerved to avoid 2% 'Df CTEShES
Fatigued/Asleep 0.85%
Ran off road 0.75%

Driving tao Fast

Misjudge Stopping
Distance

Largest Increase in Primary
Cause of Crashes




High-Priority Crash Locations

1. South College Street at Longleaf Drive

2. South College Street at East University Drive/Shug Jordan
Parkway

3. South College Street at Donahue Drive
4. College Street at Magnolia Avenue
5. North College Street at Glenn Avenue

6. North College Street at East University Drive/Shug Jordan
Parkway

7. North College Street at Farmville Road

8. Opelika Road at North Dean Road

9. Opelika Road at East University Drive

10. West Glenn Avenue at Wright Street

11. East Glenn Avenue at Dean Road

12. Shug Jordan Parkway at North Donahue Drive

13. Shug Jordan Parkway at Ware Drive




City-wide Crash Study

Table 4 - High Priority Crash Locations

Predictive Method Network Screening Results
Intersection Predicted Observed Predictive LOSS EPDO
. . Crash Cost
Crashes Crashes Rank Priority Rank
South College St at Longleaf Dr 62 152 3 High 4 $3,507,100
South College St at East University Dr/ 67 194 1 High 1 $9,104,590
Shug Jordan Pkwy (S)
South College St at Donahue Dr 44 96 5 High 6 $3,123,080
North/South College St at Magnolia Ave 29 93 4 High 17 | S1,455,600
North College St at Glenn Ave 32 68 8 High 12 $1,824,460
North College St at East University Dr/ 54 31 1 Moderate 7 $2.472,840
Shug Jordan Pkwy (N)
North College St at Farmville Rd 12 49 7 High 14 S1,644,020
Opelika Rd at Dean Rd 47 75 10 Moderate 8 52,203,820
Opelika Rd at East University Dr 57 154 2 High 5 53,334,640
West Glenn Ave at Wright St 6 34 11 High 48 $547,140
East Glenn Ave at Dean Rd 49 95 6 High 10 51,990,760
Shug Jordan Pkwy at North Donahue Dr 58 62 34 Moderate 9 52,197,600
Shug Jordan Pkwy at Ware Dr 19 54 9 High 11 | $1,913,900




Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis and Recommendations
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Walkway Recommendations
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Existing Conditions Proposed Walkways /2017 Traffic Study Corridor
Sidewalk: One Side of Street Sidewalk: One Side of Street = o Mulfi-Use Path Propesed in avburn gike
Sidewalks: Both Sides of Sireet Sidewalks: Both Sides Plan (1996)

____Greenway Proposed in Greenspace

m— Multi-Use Path: One Side of Street = = = Multi-Use Path: One Side of Street and Gresnway Master Plan (2011)

= = m Mutti-Use Paths: Both Sides
sidewalk on One Side, Multi-Use Path on
= One side

FOCUSED ON:

Safety

Improving conditions along high-risk

roadways

* Example: Multi-Use Path along a portion of
S College

Connectivity

Filling key gaps in the sidewalk network
* Example: Sidewalks along N Donahue

Access

Providing walkways on roadways with a high
density of destinations/activity generators
* Example: Sidewalks along Opelika Rd



FOCUSED ON:

Practical, Context-Sensitive
Solutions

* Buffered bike lanes on Opelika Rd and N
Donahue Dr

* Multi-Use Paths along S College and Dean Rd
(north of Opelika)

* Traffic calming and shared lane markings on
Magnolia to

* Right-sizing Dean Rd will improve safety for
all users and add a bike lane

Existing Conditions Proposed On-Sireet Bikeways —— 2017 Traffic Study Corridor
——— Bike Lane = m = Shared Lane Markings ____ Bikeway or Muiti-Use Path Proposed in
Auburn Bike Plan (1998)
Shared Lane Markings Enhanced Shared Roadway ) ° H k I h H b |
Multi-Use Path Uphil Bike Lane/Downhil Shared Lane ===+ G’Zeg""oy P’Opf\;e‘i ‘”Pcl”ee%ﬁ?ce BI € lane (wnere pOSSI ej)on G ay St
. Markings and Greenway Master Plan | )

Proposed Off-Sireet Bikeways :
- = = Mulli-Use Path: One Side of Street = = = Bike Lanes
= = = Mulfi-Use Path: Both Sides === Buffered Bike Lanes alta

Buffered Bike Lanes + Multi-Use Path A&

City of Auburn
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Annual Crashes Involving Pedestrians and Bicyclists, 2012-2016

2012

2013 2014

=== Pedestrians

e Bicyclists

2015
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Severity of Crashes Involving Pedestrians and Bicylists,
2012-2016

64%

51%

28% 26% 530,
— [ ]
Crashes Involving Pedestrians Crashes Involving Bicyclists

B No Injury ™ Minor Injury M Serious Injury M Fatal



Crashes Involving Pedestrians and Bicyclists by Roadway Functional Classification, 2012-2016

Locations of crashes involving

DA% % 45%

pedestrians

Locations of crashes involving bicyclists _ 19% _
Auburn's roadway network miles _16%-

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Local Collector m Arterial



Pedestrian Safety Risk Bicycle Safety Risk
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Crash Rate: Crashes Involving Bicyclists/Bicycling Commute Mode Share for
Select Alabama Cities, 2012-2016
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Implementation Strategies

T/ 2017 Traffic Study Corridor

_ Bikeway or Multi-Use Path Proposed
in Auburn Bike Plan (1998)
Greenway Proposed in Greenspace

- and Greenway Master Plan (2011)

Implementation Strategy Existing Bikeways
= m = nstall Shared Lane Markings —— Bike Lane R
-m Install Shared Lane Markings + —— Shared Lane Markings
Traffic Calming Multi-Use Path
= m m Reduce Widths of Existing Lanes
Reconfigure Roadway
m Construct 10-12' Multi-Use Path(s)
= Expand Roadway A
Expand Roadway + Install 10-12°
= =" Multi-Use Path L#D, ,ﬂum

R DLWOOD DE

Project Prioritization

FsEssesRe

M SAFORD &y

e R

Project Priority Scores
idewalk Projects Multi-Use Path Projects On-Street Bikeway ———— 2017 Traffic Study Corridor

' Lowest ® Lowest m— Lowest Existing Facilities
= Low eeee Low — Low —— Sidewalk
Moderate Moderate Moderate = Multi-Use Path
* High @ @ @ » High === High Shared Lane Marking A
mmm Highest e e Highest = Highest = Bike Lane AL
City of Auburn




Design Guidance

Where aright turn channel
is desired, configure

Bike lane markings should
be placed at the beginning
«of a bicycle lane and at
periodic intervals along
the bicycle lane based on
engineering judgment.

the channelized lane

as a“safety right” or
“urban smart channel” to
maximize driver visibility,
encourage drivers o
yield to pedestrians, and
discourage high-speed
turning movements. An
example of conventional
vs “urban smart” design is
seen below,

White dotted lines may
ke colored with green

| pavement in between
to emphasize the bike
lane crossing.

Optional, but
recommended, white
dotted |ane extensions
indicate the presence of
the bike lane through the
intersection,

Where bike lanes approach
and are received across
intersections, green pavemenl
markings may be applied. If
applied, the green pavement
sﬁnu\d have a minimum
length of 25 to Increase
conspicuity of the bike lane.

The bike lane must be

| ENDS

4 R3-7R placed to the left of a
= right-tumn only lane.
R3-17bP RIGHT LANE|
MUST
Optional, but
TURN RIGHT, D anded, dotted Urban Smart Channel

lane line extensions to
indicate the location
where vehicles are
expected to cross the bike
lane to enter a dedicated
right turn lane. This
striping is installed per
engineering judgment.
The marking length Is to
be designed basad on
vehicle merge taper.

See “Add Right Configuration”
for notes on striping and
pavernent marking details
associated with transitioning
a bike lane to an intersection
with a dedicated right turn
lane.

Optional, but recommended,
dotted lane line extensions to
indicate the location where
vehidles are expected to
crass the bike lane to enter

a dedicated right turn lane.
This striping is installed per
engineer’s judgment, Green

el avsmsm;nadr ingé i‘nstalled
etween the dotted lines
(ﬁ) ﬁanhbe ilmp\emen[ed at BEGIN ComentioralfigniTum
igh volume intersections.
MAY USE > The marking length is to be IGHT THRN LAnE
designed based on vehicle
FULL LANE merge taper. YIELD T0 BIKES
_— Length of turn lane

based on traffic
velume. For bicyclist
comfort, keep length
as short as possible.

When shared lane markings

are implemeted, a ractangle of BEGIN

green colored pavement may RIGHT TURN LANE
e applied behind the marking

to enhance its visibility.

YIELD T0 BIKES

GREEN COLORED CHANNELIZED RIGHT
PAVEMENT MARKINGS TURN LANE




Design Concept for Dean Rd and Opelika Rd

Narrow travel lanes
from 12 0 11

Ramp helps
fadilitate transition
to multi-use path
onthe north side
of Cpelika Rd since
bike lanes do not
centinue west of

| Dean Rd.

1 Installing multi-use path
requires moving existing
curb and gutter, but does
not appear to reguire
right of way acquisition
along Dean Rd.

11" raval lanes

5 bike lanes with 2* buffar
&' sidewalk with 5° buffer

| fon scuth side of street)

Censtruct wide landing
areas on all cerners

to provide sufficient
maneuvering and storzge
space for bicyelists
making a two-stage turns.

10" wide multi-use
path with a 5" buffer

Installing multi-use path
reguires moving existing
curb and gutter.

Installing multi-use path
requires right of way

10 wide multi-use
path with a 3' buffer

| Terminate bike lanain

adwance of the intersection
since bike lanes do not
continue north of Dpelika Rd.

: w 11" travel lanss
~— i | 17 turn lane
Ramp up to multi-use
path makes it easier for
| northbound kicyclists
1o turn right from Cean

Rd to Opelika Rd.

5'bike lanas

107 wide mul SE
path witha & buffer

N
\»;, :
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Proposed Signal Systems

» College Street/Samford Avenue
» Gay Street

» Opelika Road

» Dean Road

» Bent Creek Road

» Moores Mill Road

» Donahue Drive

R

\

» East University Drive
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Traffic Signal Systems

» College Street

» -85 to Roosevelt Drive/Miller Avenue
» 9 signals

» Gay Street

» Opelika Road to Thach Avenue
» 5 signals

» Donahue Drive
» MLK Drive/Bragg Ave to Magnolia Avenue
» 3 signals
» Dean Road

» Opelika Road to Moores Mill Road
» 6 signals




Traffic Signal Systems

» Moores Mill Road

» East University Drive to Grove Hill Road
» 2 signals

» Opelika Road

» Gay Street to Mall Parkway
» 7 signals

» East University Drive
» Gatewood Drive to Opelika Road
» 4 signals
» Glenn Avenue

» Bent Creek Road to Auburn Exchange
» 2 signals




Traffic Signal Systems

» Samford Avenue

» College Street to Gay Street
» 2 signals

» 36 total signals to be coordinated
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Signal System Improvements
Example Results

» Dean Road

» From East University Drive (north) to East
University Drive (south)

» Length 3.1 miles

Northbound Southbound
Before After Before After

AM 15.0 mph 22.5 mph 16.8 mph 22.1 mph

Midday 17.2 mph 27.9 mph 19.9 mph 24.7 mph

PM 18.2 mph 19.3 mph 14.3 mph 21.3 mph




Travel Speed Comparison
Road - AM - Northbound

Dean

BEFORE - 15.0 MPH

Elevation Speed
Average: 15.0mi/h | Maximum: 37.6 mi/h | Pace: 03:59 min/mi
3 \
E> _ i ¥ y b '
§ 15 Lib7mi / Vo \ o/ Vo Vo / \
2 ol Vo e VS kW4 | h 1\
? g b ") A W W )
0 it it I/ I/ I
0 05 1 15 2 25
Distance [mi]
AFTER - 22.5 MPH
Elevation Speed
Average: 22.5mi/h | Maximum: 38.1 mi/h | Pace: 02:40 min/mi

35
£ / p
' 3 hvd | L

j Vo VoS
i ] 14 \
i N
i
0.5 1 2

15
Distance Imil




Recommended Improvements

» 65 recommended improvement
projects

» 8 Immediate Projects (0-2 years)
» 20 Short-Term Projects (3-5 years)
» 16 Mid-Term Projects (6-8 years)
» 21 Long Term Projects (9+ years)

» Note: assignment of projects to priority
levels is preliminary subject to further
review by City of Auburn
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Short Term
3-5 Years
(Preliminary):




SONE T el

Mid-Term pe Ncsﬁaﬂé?f [

6-8 Years | T

. . y . A3 = e N ) § E{T AN
pretiminaryf ./} o (MO
s n L__“,_. = _: j,:fi l_-k_h 'l'“ﬁr.ﬂ & i

e
!.
i
i




Long Term
9+ Years
(Preliminary) %

LONG TERM (9+ YE.:FE{S]




Complete
Plan
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= "|' @ SHORT TERM (3-5 YEARS)
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Cost Estimates

» Immediate Projects - $620,000

» Short Term Projects - $4.6 million
» Mid-Term Projects - $3.4 million
» Long Term Projects - $17.2 million

Total of all Projects - $25.8 million
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