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Staff Report

| TEM 3-1
To: Lemoore City Council
From: Joe Simonson, Parks and Recreation Director (. |
Date: August 14, 2014
Subject: Proposed Crosswalk Removal at Bush and Follett and Bush and
Hamlet
Discussion:

Attached is an abridged version of a 114 page report that studied the safety effects of
marked versus unmarked crosswalks at uncontrolled locations. This report states that
pedestrians have a right to cross roads safely, and planners and engineers have a
professional responsibility to plan, design and install safe and convenient crossing
facilities. It goes on to state that providing marked crosswalks traditionally has been
one measure used in an attempt to facilitate crossing. Such crosswalks commonly are
used at uncontrolled locations (i.e., sites not controlled by a traffic signal or stop sign)
and sometimes at midblock locations. However, there have been conflicting studies
and much controversy regarding the safety effects of marked crosswalks.

Staff has researched putting marked crosswalks at an uncontrolled location and has
determined it is not advised. (Please refer again to the attached U.S. Department of
Transportation Report). Staff has also discussed the situation with Lemoore Police
Chief Darrell Smith who feels that allowing cars to park on both sides of Bush blocks the
view of oncoming traffic and creates a hazard for pedestrians entering the crosswalk.
Chief Smith also stated and staff agrees, that the narrowness of Bush Street does not
allow for any median to be installed to make it safer for pedestrians to cross. The
engineer’s report from Quad Knopf (see attached) agrees with Chief Smith and goes on
to state that there have been five reported collisions at the intersections since January
of 2003. The report also thinks these crosswalks give pedestrians a false sense of
security, which staff agrees with.

There is a crosswalk one block down at the corner of 18" Avenue and Bush in a
controlled location with stop lights. There is also a crosswalk at Bush and Hill Street
across from Lemoore Elementary School which is controlled by crossing guards in the
mornings and afternoons in order for children to cross safely. Because these locations
are controlled, they are a much safer alternative for pedestrians to cross.

The origin of these crosswalks were for parishioners of St. Peter's Church during
service time. St. Peter’s has since moved to a new location on 18" Avenue.

“In God We Trust”



Budget Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
That Council, by motion, approve the recommendation of staff and the city engineer to

eliminate the crosswalks at Bush and Follett and Bush and Hamlet.

“In God We Trust”



Quad Knopf MEMO

Date: August 14, 2014 Project No.: 1.140002.01
To: Joe Simonson
From: Rick Joyner

Subject: Removal of Crosswatks on Bush Street at Follet Street and Hamlet Street

cc:

Section 21950.5 of the California Vehicle Code states that an existing marked crosswalk may not be
removed unless notice and opportunity to be heard is provided to the public not less than 30 days prior to
the scheduled date of removal.

Quad Knopf has researched the collision history available from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records
System for the intersections of Bush Street at Follet Street and Bush Street at Hamiet Street. The two
intersections are approximately 150 feet apart with the crosswalks approximately 100 feet apart. During
the period between January I, 2003 and December 31, 2012, there were five (5) reported collisions at the

_intersections. The primary collision factor for two of the collisions were unsafe speed, one for unsafe
lane change, one for following too closely and one for a pedestrian right of way violation.

It is recommended that both crosswalks be removed. With parking allowed along Bush Street and the
number of travel lanes, the reaction time for vehicles may not be sufficient to stop for pedestrians in the
crosswalks. Crosswalks may give pedestrians a false sense of security. Pedestrian often expect vehicles
to give them the right of way. It is recommended that pedestrians utilize the signalized intersections at
Bush Street and Lemoore Avenue and the lighted crosswalk at Bush Street and Hill Street.

901 East Main Street + P.O. Box 3699 + Visalia, California 93278 + Tel (659) 733-0440 « Fax (559) 733-7821
www.quadknopf.com
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CHAPTER 4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Pedestrians are legitimate users of the transportation system, and their needs should be identified
routinely -and appropriate solutions selected-to improve pedestrian safety and access. Deciding where
to mark crosswalks is only one consideration in meeting that objective.

The study results revealed that under no condition was the presence of a marked crosswalk alone at an
uncontrolled location associated with a significantly lower pedestrian crash rate compared to an
unmarked crosswalk. Furthermore, on multilane roads with traffic volumes greater than 12,000 vehicles
per day, having a marked crosswalk was associated with a higher pedestrian crash rate (after controlling
for other site factors) compared to an unmarked crosswalk. Therefore, adding marked crosswalks alone
{i.e., with no engineering, enforcement, or education enhancement) is not expected to reduce pedestrian
crashes for any of the conditions included in the study. On many roadways, particularly multilane and
high-speed crossing locations, mare substantial improvements often are needed for safer pedestrian
crossings, such as providing raised medians, installing traffic signals (with pedestrian signals) when
warranted, implementing speed-reducing measures, and/or other practices. In addition, development
patterns that reduce the speed and number of multilane roads shouid be encouraged.

Street crossing locations should be routinely reviewed to consider the three following available options:
1. No special provisions needed.
2. Provide a marked crosswalk alone.
3. Install other crossing improvements (with or without a marked crosswalk) to reduce vehicle
speeds, shorten the crossing distance, or increase the likelihood of motorists stopping and

yielding.
GUIDELINES FOR CROSSWALK INSTALLATION

Marked pedestrian crosswalks may be used to delineate preferred pedestrian paths across roadways
under the following conditions:

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfin 8/14/2014




Chapter 4 - Safety Effects of Marked Versus Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Loca... Page 2 of 10

* At locations with stop signs or traffic signals to direct pedestrians to those crossing locations and
to prevent vehicular traffic from blocking the pedestrian path when stopping for a stop sign or red
light.

+ Atnonsignalized street crossing locations in designated school zones. Use of adult crossing
guards, school signs and markings, and/or traffic signals with pedestrian signals (when
warranted) should be considered in conjunction with the marked crosswalk, as needed.

« At nonsignalized locations where engineering judgment dictates that the number of motor vehicle
lanes, pedestrian exposure, average daily traffic (ADT), posted speed limit, and geometry of the
location would make the use of specially designated crosswalks desirable for traffic/pedestrian
safety and mobility.

Marked crosswalks aione (i.e., without traffic-calming treatments, traffic signals and pedestrian signals
when warranted, or other substantial crossing improvement) are insufficient and should not be used
under the following conditions:

= Where the speed limit exceeds 64.4 km/h (40 mi/h).

* On a roadway with four or more lanes without a raised median or crossing island that has {or will
soon have} an ADT of 12,000 or greater.

+ On a roadway with four or more lanes with a raised median or crossing island that has (or soon
will have) an ADT of 15,000 or greater.

GENERAL SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

Since sites in this study were confined to those having no traffic signal or stop sign on the main street
approaches to the crosswalk, it follows that these results do not apply to crossings controlled by traffic
signals, stop or yield signs, traffic-calming treatments, or other devices. These resuits also do not apply
to school crossings, since such sites were purposely exciuded from the site selection process.

The results of this study have some clear implications on the placement of marked crosswalks and the
design of safer pedestrian crossings at uncontrolled locations.

Pedestrian crashes are relatively rare at uncontrolled pedestrian crossings (1 crash every 43.7 years per
site in this study); however, the certainty of injury to the pedestrian and the high kikelihood of a severe or
fatal injury in a high-speed crash make it critical to provide a pedestrian-friendly transportation network.

Marked crosswalks alone (i.e., without traffic-calming treatments, {raffic signals with pedestrian signals
when warranted, or other substantial improvement) are not recommended at uncontrolled crossing
locations on multilane roads (i.e., four or more lanes) where traffic volume exceeds approximately
12,000 vehicles per day (with no raised medians} or approximately 15,000 ADT (with raised medians
that serve as refuge areas). This recommendation is based on the analysis of pedestrian crash
experience, as well as exposure data and site conditions described earlier. To add a margin of safety
and/or to account for future increases in traffic volume, the authors recommend against installing marked
crosswalks alone on two-lane roads with ADTs greater than 12,000 or on multilane roads with ADTs
greater than 9,000 (with no raised median). This study also recommends against installing marked
crosswalks alone on roadways with speed limits higher than 4.4 km/h (40 mith) based on the expected
increase in driver stopping distance at higher speeds. (Few sites were found for this study having
marked crosswalks where speed limits exceeded 64.4 km/h (40 mi/h).) Instead, enhanced crossing
treatments (e.g., traffic-calming treatments, traffic and pedestrian signals when warranted, or other
substantial improvement} are recommended. Specific recommendations are given in table 11 regarding
installation of marked crosswalks and other crossing measures. It is important for motorists to
understand their legal responsibility to yield to pedestrians at marked and unmarked crosswalks, which
may vary from State to State. Also, pedestrians should use caution when crossing streets, regardless of
who has the legal right-of-way, since it is the pedestrian who suffers the most physical injury in a
collision with a motor vehicle.

On two-lane roads and lower volume multilana roads (ADTs less than 12,000), marked crosswalks were
not found to have any positive or negative effect on pedestrian crash rates at the study sites. Marked
crosswalks may encourage pedestrians to cross the street at such sites. However, it is recommended
that crosswalks alone (without other crossing enhancements) not be installed at locations that may pose
unusual safety risks to pedestrians. Pedestrians should not be encouraged to cross the street at sites
with limited sight distance, complex or confusing designs, or at sites with certain vehicle mixes {many

http://'www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfin 8/14/2014
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heavy trucks) or other dangers unless adequate design features and/or traffic control devices are in
place.

At uncontrolled pedestrian crossing locations, installing marked crosswalks should not be regarded as a
magic cure for pedestrian safety problems. However, marked crosswalks also should not be considered
as a negative measure that will necessarily increase pedestrian crashes. Marked crosswalks are
appropriate at some locations (e.g., at selected low-speed, two-lane streets at downtown crossing
locations) to help channel pedestrians to preferred crossing locations, but other roadway improvements
are also necessary (e.g., raised medians, fraffic-calming treatments, traffic and pedestrian signals when
warranted, or other substantial crossing improvement) when used at other locations. The guidelines
presented in table 11 are intended to provide guidance for installing marked crosswalks and other
pedestrian crossing facilities.

Note that speed limit was used in table 11 in addition to ADT, number of lanes, and presence of a
median. In developing the table, roads with higher speed limits (higher than 64.4 km/h (40 mimh)) were
considered to be inappropriate for adding marked crosswalks alone. This is because virtually no
uncontrolled, marked crosswalk sites where speed limits exceed 64.4 km/h (40 mi/h) were found in the
30 U.S. cities used in this study. Thus, these types of high-speed, uncontrolled marked crosswalks could
not be included in the analysis. Also, high-speed roadways present added problems for pedestrians and
thus require more substantial treatments in many cases. That may be why Germany, Finland, and

Norway do not allow uncontrolled crosswalks on roads with high speed limits. &%

For three-lane roads, adding marked crosswalks alone (without other substantial treatments) is generally
not recommended for ADTs greater than 12,000, aithough exceptions may be allowed under certain
conditions {e.g., lower speed limits).

If nothing else is done beyond marking crosswalks at an uncontrolled location, pedestrians will not
experience increased safety (under any situations included in the analysis). This finding is in some ways
consistent with the companion study by Knoblauch et al. that found that marking a crosswalk would not

necessarily increase the number of motorists that will stop or yield to pedestrians. “® Research from
Europe shows the need for pedestrian improvements beyond uncontrolled crosswalks, 225

Table 11. Recommendations for installing marked crosswalks and other needed pedestrian
improvements at uncontrolled locations.*

Vehicle ADT Vehicle ADT Vehicle ADT Vehicle ADT
R % 9,000 >9,000 te 12,000 >»>12,000-15,000 > 15,000
oadway
Type
(Number Nk
of Travel Speed Limit
Lanes

and < < < 3
Median 483 564 64.4 ;0. 564 644 ,o. 564 644 .5, 56.4 64.4

wh Kh km/h km/h Kmh km/h . km/h km/h km/h Km/h km/h
Go @5 @0 gy (35 (@0 gy (35 (@0 gy (35 (40
mi/h) mi/h) mi/h) mi/h) mi/h} mi/h) mi/h) mi’h) mi/h) mi/h) mi/h) mi/h)

Type)
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Multilane |C C P C P N P P N N N N
(four or
more
lanes) with
raised
median***

Multilane
(four or
more
lanes) c P N P P N N N N N N N
without
raised
median

* These guidelines include intersection and midblock locations with no traffic signals or stop signs on the
approach to the crossing. They do not apply to school crossings. A two-way center turn lane is not
considered a median. Crosswalks should not be installed at locations that could present an increased
safety risk to pedestrians, such as where there is poor sight distance, complex or confusing designs, a
substantial volume of heavy trucks, or other dangers, without first providing adequate design features
and/or traffic control devices. Adding crosswalks alone will not make crossings safer, nor will they
necessarily result in more vehicles stopping for pedestrians. Whether or not marked crosswalks are
installed, it is important to consider other pedestrian facility enhancements (e.g., raised median, traffic
signal, roadway narrowing, enhanced overhead lighting, traffic-calming measures, curb extensions), as
needed, to improve the safety of the crossing. These are general recommendations; good engineering
judgment should be used in individual cases for deciding where to install crosswalks.

** Where the speed limit exceeds 64.4 km/h (40 mi/h), marked crosswalks alone should not be used at
unsignalized locations.

*** The raised median or crossing island must be at least 1.2 m (4 ft) wide and 1.8 m (6 ft) long to serve
adequately as a refuge area for pedestrians, in accordance with MUTCD and American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQ) guidelines.

C = Candidate sites for marked crosswalks . Marked crosswalks must be installed carefully and
selectively. Before installing new marked crosswalks, 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 indepth study of pedestrian volume, vehicle speed, sight
distance, vehicie 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 locations 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
improvement to improve crossing safety for pedestrians.

In some situations (e.g., low-speed, two-lane streets in downtown areas), installing a marked crosswalk
may help consolidate multiple crossing points. Engineering judgment should be used to install
crosswalks at preferred crossing locations (e.g., at a crossing location at a streetlight as opposed to an
unlit crossing point nearby). While overuse of marked crossings at uncontrolled locations should be
avoided, higher priority should be placed on providing crosswalk markings where pedestrian volume
exceeds about 20 per peak hour (or 15 or more elderly pedestrians and/or children per peak hour).

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfm 8/14/2014
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Marked crosswalks and other pedestrian facilities {(or lack of facilities) should be routinely monitored to
determine what improvements are needed.

POSSIBLE MEASURES TO HELP PEDESTRIANS

Although simply installing marked crosswalks by themselves cannot solve pedestrian crossing problems,
the safety needs of pedestrians must not be ignored. More substantial engineering and roadway
treatments need to be considered, as well as enforcement and education programs and possibly new
legislation to provide safer and easier crossings for pedestrians at problem locations. Transportation and
safety engineers have a responsibility to consider all types of road users in roadway planning, design,
and maintenance. Pedestrians must be provided with safe facilities for travel.

A variety of pedestrian facilities have been found to improve pedestrian safety and/or ability to cross the
street under various conditions. (See references 16, 31, 32, 33, and 34.) Examples of pedestrian
improvements include:

+ Providing raised medians (figure 31) or intersection crossing islands on muitilane roads, which
can significantly reduce the pedestrian crash rate and also facilitate street crossing. Also, raised
medians may provide aesthetic improvement and may control access to prevent unsafe turns out
of driveways. Refuge islands should be at least 1.2 m {4 ft) wide (and preferably 181024 m (6 to
8 ft} wide) and of adequate length to allow pedestrians to stand and wait for gaps in traffic before
crossing the second half of the street. When built, the landscaping should be designed and
maintained to provide good visibility between pedestrians and approaching motorists.

Figure 31. Raised medians and crossing islands can improve pedestrian safety on multilane
roads.

= Installing traffic signais {with pedestrian signals), where warranted (see figures 32 and 33).

Figure 32. Pedestrian signals help Figure 33. Traffic signals are needed to

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfin 8/14/2014
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accommodate pedestrian crossings on some  improve pedestrian crossings on some high-
high-volume or multilane roads. volume or multilane roads.

* Reducing the effective street crossing distance for pedestrians by narrowing the roads or by
providing curb extensions (figures 34 and 35) and/or raised pedestrian islands at intersections,

Figure 34. Curb extensions at midblock
locations reduce crossing distance for
pedestrians.

Figure 35. Curb extensions at intersections
reduce crossing distance for pedestrians.

Another option is to reduce four-lane undivided road sections to two through-lanes with dual left-turn
lanes or left-turn bays. Reducing the width of the lanes may result in slower speeds in sorme situations,
which can benefit pedestrians who are attempting to cross the street. This creates enough space to
provide median islands. The removal of a travel lane may also allow enough space for sidewalks and/or
bike lanes.

* Installing traffic-calming measures may be appropriate on certain streets to slow vehicle speeds
and/or reduce cut-through traffic, as described in a 1999 report titled Traffic Calming: State of the

Practice.?®

Traffic-calming measures include raised crossings (raised crosswalks, raised intersections) (see figure
36), street narrowing measures (chicanes, slow points, "skinny street” designs), and intersection designs
(traffic minicircles, diagonal diverters). Note that some of these traffic-calming measures may not be
appropriate on major collector or arterial streets.

Figure 36. Raised crosswalks can control vehicle speeds on local streets at pedestrian
crossings.

¢ Providing adequate nighttime lighting for pedestrians (figure 37). Adequate nighttime lighting

should be provided at marked crosswaiks and areas near churches, schools, and community
centers with nighttime pedestrian activity.

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfm 8/14/2014
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Figure 37. Adequate lighting can improve pedestrian safety at night.

= Designing safer intersections for pedestrians (e.g., crossing islands, tighter turn radii).

= Providing narrower widths and/or access management (e.g., consolidation of driveways).

+ Constructing grade-separated crossings or pedestrian-only streets (see figure 38). Grade-
separated crossings are very expensive and should only be considered in extreme situations,
such as where pedestrian crossings are essential (e.g., school children need to cross a six-lane
arterial street), street-crossing at-grade is not feasible for pedestrians, and no other measures are
considered to be appropriate. Grade-separated crossings must also conform to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

Figure 38. Grade-separated crossings sometimes are used when other measures are not feasible
to provide safe pedestrian crossings.

» Using various pedestrian warning signs, flashers, and other traffic control devices to supplement
marked crosswalks (figure 39). However, the effects of supplemental signs and other devices at
marked crosswalks are not well known under various roadway conditions. According to the
MUTCD, pedestrian crossing signs should only be used at locations that are unusually
hazardous, where crossing activity is unexpected, or at iocations where pedestrian crossing

activity is not readily apparent, ¥

Figure 39. Pedestrian warning signs sometimes are used to supplement crosswalks.

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfin 8/14/2014
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= Building narrower streets in new communities to achieve desired vehicle speeds.
= Increasing the frequency of two-lane or three-lane arterials when designing new street networks
so that fewer multilane arterials are required.

it is recommended that parking be eliminated on the approach to uncontrolled crosswalks to improve

vision between pedesirians and motorists. The 2000 Uniform Vehicle Code specifies that parking should
be prohibited within an intersection on a crosswalk, and within 6.1 m (20 ft} of a crosswalk at an i
intersection (which could be increased to 9.1 to 15.25 m (30 to 50 ft) in advance of a crosswalk on a :

high-speed road.

Some agencies provide fences or railings in the raised medians of multilane roads that direct
pedestrians to the right; this resulis in a two-stage crossing and increases the likelihood of pedestrians
looking for vehicles coming from their right in the second half of the street (figures 40 and 41).

Figure 40. Fences or railings in the median direct pedestrians to the right and may reduce
pedestrian crashes on the second half of the street.

angied Grosswatk in Median - a0 Yiow

Figure 41. Angled crosswalks with barriers can direct pedestrians to face upstream and increase
the pedestrian's awareness of traffic.

Proper planning and land use practices should be applied to benefit pedestrians. For example, busy
arterial streets should be used as a boundary for school attendance or school busing. Major pedestrian
destinations should not be separated from each other or from their parking facilities by a wide, busy
street.

The MUTCD pedestrian signal warrant should be reviewed to determine whether the warrant should be
modified to more easily allow for installing a traffic signal at locations where pedestrians cannot safely
cross the street (and where no alternative safe crossings exist nearby).

Consideration must always include pedestrians with disabilities and proper accommodations must be
provided to meet ADA requirements.

There should be continued research, development, and testing/explanation of innovative traffic control
and roadway design alternatives that could provide improved access and safety for pedestrians

hitp://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/satety/04100/04.cfm 8/14/2014
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attempting to cross streets. For example, in-pavement warning lights, variations in pedestrian warning
and regulatory signs (including signs placed in the centerline to reinforce motorists yielding to
pedestrians), roadway narrowing, traffic-calming measures, and automated speed-monitoring techniques
deserve further research and development te determine their feasibility under various traffic and
roadway conditions.

More details about these and other pedestrian facilities are contained in the Pedestrian Facilities User's
Guide: Providing Safety and Mobility, %) and in the Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE}
publications Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities 2 and The Traffic Safety Toolbox (chapter 19,
"Designing for Pedestrians™). &%)

Table 11 provides initial guidance on whether an uncontrolled location might be a candidate for a
marked crosswalk alone and/or whether additional geometric and/or traffic control improvements are
needed. As a part of the review process for pedestrian crossings, an engineering study should be used
to analyze other factors, including (but not limited to), gaps in traffic, approach speed, sight distances,
ilfumination, the needs of special populations, and the distance to the nearest traffic signal.

The spacing of marked crosswalks should aiso be considered so that they are not placed too close
together. Overuse of marked crosswalks may breed driver disrespact for them, and a more conservative
use of crosswalks generally is preferred. Thus, it is recommended that in situations where marked
crosswalks alone are acceptable (see table 11) a higher priority be placed on their use at locations
having a minimum of 20 pedestrian crossings per peak hour (or 15 or more elderly and/or child
pedestrians per peak hour). In all cases, good engineering judgment must be applied.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Distance of Marked Crosswaiks from Signalized Intersections

Marked crosswalks should not be installed in close proximity to signatized intersections (which may or
may not have marked crosswalks); instead, pedestrians should be encouraged to cross at the signal in
most situations. The minimum distance from a signal for installing a marked crosswalk should be
determined by local traffic engineers based on pedestrian crossing demand, type of roadway, traffic
volume, and other factors. The objective of adding a marked crosswalk is to channel pedestrians to safer
crossing points. It should be understood, however, that pedestrian crossing behavior may be difficult to
control merely by adding marked crosswalks. The new marked crosswalk should not unduly restrict
platooned traffic, and also should be consistent with marked crosswalks at other unsignalized locations
in the area.

Alternative Treatments

In addition to installing marked crosswalks-or in some cases, instead of instailing marked crosswalks-
there are other treatments that should be considered to provide safer and easier crossings for
pedestrians. Examples of these pedestrian improvements:

+ Provide raised medians (or raised crossing islands) on multilane roads.
+ Install traffic signals and pedestrian signals where warranted and where serious pedestrian
crossing problems exist.
* Reduce the exposure crossing distance for pedestrians by:
= Providing curb extensions.
= Providing pedestrian median refuge islands,
= Reducing four-lane undivided road sections to fwo through lanes with a left-turn bay (or a
two-way left-turn lane), sidewalks, and bicycle lanes.
» Locate bus stops on the far side of uncontrolled marked crosswalks.
= Instalt traffic-calming measures to slow vehicle speeds and/or reduce cut-through traffic. Such
measures may include:
° Raised crossings (raised crosswalks, raised intersections).
= Street-narrowing measures (chicanes, slow points, "skinny street" designs).
> |ntersection designs (traffic minicircles, diagonal diverters).
o Other treatments are available; see Traffic Calming: State of the Practice for further

details. &

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04100/04.cfm 8/14/2014
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Some of these traffic-calming measures are better suited to local or neighborhood streets
than to arterial streets.

+ Provide adequate nighttime street lighting for pedestrians in areas with nighttime pedestrian
activity where illumination is inadequate.

+ Design safer intersections and driveways for pedestrians (e.g., crossing islands, tighter turn radii),
which take into consideration the needs of pedestrians.

In developing the proposed U.S. guidelines for marked crosswalks and other pedesirian measures,
consideration was given not only to the research resulis in this study, but also to crosswalk guidelines
and related pedestrian safety research in Sweden, England, Canada, Australia, the Netherlands,
Germany, Norway, and Hungary. (See references 1718, 19, 20 21 33, and 37.) More details on
pedestrian facilities are given in the 2001 Pedestrian Facilities User's Guide: Providing Safety and
Mobility, @2 Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities, @ The Traffic Safety Toolbox, 2 and Making

Streets That Work-Neighborhood Planning Tool, #® among others.
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The City of Lemoore has recently proposed to
permanently remove two crosswalks on Bush Street
near the intersections of Hamlet Street and Follett
Street.

We demand that the City of Lemoore keep at least one
of the current crosswalks that allow citizens and school
children safe passage across Bush Street,

These crosswalks are used by many citizens and
school children on a daily basis. These crosswalks are
currently the only easy access to downtown
businesses, Lemoore City Park and bus stops.

Removing these crosswalks will either force citizens
and school children to illegally and unsafely cross Bush
Street or force them to alternate crosswalks at Lemoore
High School or Lemoore Elementary. These alternate
crosswalks are not convenient. We should encourage
walking in our community and removing crosswalks is
the opposite of that.

This petition will be presented at the City Council
meeting on Tuesday August 19" 2014.



s
e




)

Resident Name Resident Address Resident Signature
damgs Qlob 242 UAmMET ST e T
< imbesd g 211 Yamexr ACNTITI
aym \J\am%“% 1. I >enno (VN
30 (o lg -1k T+ W“
e /34 led — )
éfm//m&%é’am 30 et L
A pdiel e, / &“’fﬁk‘r\(}\mw Yo+
ieelen V/ﬂgé.m Qég Huprlet St
X\L\h% %&D@x\»\) {} f« T{«M\-U PR P QUYL g
.////Ma/ /9, /?%,Q W dorme e H
mmﬁs L Low s {7 LJ lf\,azd()oo,\{ Ve 5
/%)ﬂ}@&}é )1’%@ §|JMMqu:AJ c&r“ W/
,éf/ﬁz, ﬂgf s Lp e 1 South-RBypn Do R //// Lz
{“‘”’“w.ﬁ @c& : D Olande Auc /ém
[ao wosey 16l W D St LCVV\GO“‘Q\ oy “, -
gt o yer Yt e /%%/Z;————, :
(or ks Clouens 29 Magupl m Aog Tl K —
i\a\w Veauee [THA LT Dush S “/H}\rm oo
LALEY Hadel Tis W se Sy O I
m%w\“mvw Spcte LU0 s L R wd YRR,
Y reaiis B | [ 2 1 I Baed LW /7
/UM/*\N\M%% !ﬁ‘f H%Wﬂf(f ,
2&1 M ’\ﬁﬁr\\ J;/ u{




Resident Address

Res@gent Slgnatyre

Resident Name

ARG

(7 Lokt Ly Zimgiit (zﬁé%
,g_}_ M Sn *‘_)&

Tl

Q"% a0 N Oosieds

U200 sl

a{;\mﬁ ey {;ﬁ P, b&&w{wﬂf

? ; “ 1 g‘"’;s
Nednp Vv, Stz

L ] i
e o (8 g e

0 Sse Le.mos

t"\(oB-\O

YA

LS00 ok Qress Ev\ ]

l »zﬁr"v"wzss‘”c:i

T ) , i 7 o .
} i s /‘\/‘”f (A0 o (< vy Ea | Gl yi); L
""7’” 4 — g

e d /U(‘»’ Y0 Lo Tans Rve Lesmane i






