Fvaluating the Suitability of Leading Pedestrian Intervals

Safety

 High speed left and right turns
* Drivers’ obscured visibility
e Collisions, non-yields, & near-misses

Pollcy

Limited guidelines for application (MUTCD & NACTO) |

Uncertainty about where to implement

Difficulty communicating decisions to public & staff
Uncertainty about appropriate length of LPI

No protocol for measuring effectiveness
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Signals with LPIs in Portland (n=18)

Benefits

*Saneinejad, S., et al.,

Give pedestrians a conflict-free head start
Reductions in collisions

Decreases In non-yields & near-misses from vehicles
turning too close In front of/behind people crossing
Crash Modification Factor of 0.55 to 0.63

(LPI) Assessment and Implementation Guidelines

- 9

* . : 1=
r r PRt £ HE _"- 23 "_- i L v i * x . 5 : 3
, iy LA T - e ] P w2 it TS i o Y 4 ¥ . o i E L d PanL L ¥ " E »
== 1 - o W - . T L b - pE., B . g 4 o Y A ol * E i k
; * s ! » 4 ., H . i Ty Pt s LT * i Mt o X ¢ £as 3 ” b e i . a o P e 5 gl ? T X
e 4 B e o Moy ot e T = A e - 4 i y o ‘ R L e < n e i .t . i . L 2 e +
5 o'e T . Sl ¥ 3 & o 5 \ X 3 ol N o p 2 E - r - =) YR
- L Bt '.‘ e T v 5 - v 5 A Frafl d E "_ — AL - . . i . . < A o= f § = e 3 T b . o g o >

7, . : iy :.'-'_ AT s _'_.-‘_ .1 3 A =, st T S LA = et | EE e A A ez = oA 3" :;,_:, AT ; § o ' - o
wilh Gl L O L TP T St y o S & T B d w W =t . e - o i e e Mo B T R SR S P NENC AL B L DA B et ST e o Tk =

Wt L 2 f Apt om0 e s, £ o PR Ay L e &g . &ty & i ¥ et AR g B By Ll ¥ e B B 2 L, ah ¥ s .

W et o P Gk S R 3h N " o s + . 3 - ' LA x A I M P S L e RS . Loy i T i

: R e G R e o o P S AT L R D7 Foe e X b BT - NAT A A e M A G =R AT - B M 5 N T P |

Tlmlng of phases for pedestrians & drivers in one cycle

T-intersection or one way (0 or 2)
Visibility concerns (0 to 2)
Pedestrian volumes (0 to 2)
Impact on vehicles (0 to -6)

LPl Assessment & Implementation
Scoring System

Pedestrian collision rate (0 to 2) <
Pedestrian-vehicle conflict rate (0 to 2)
Proximity to elementary schools (0 to 2)

Level of senior activity (0 to 2)

2014. City of Toronto Leading Pedestrian Interval

.GO jchrough Uz Assessment initiated
suitability worksheet

Is there significant
community and staff
support for an LPI?

Does the intersection receive a
score of 5 or greater?

Do not recommend |
an LPI

Yf Yes

Recommend an LP| —— Implementan LPI —————p

Conduct a before-
after evaluation

Key Factors™

Drivers turning left without yielding to oncoming
traffic

Visibility 1ssues

Crossing volumes for people walking

Rate of collisions between people walking and
turning vehicles or observed non-yield/near-miss
Proximity to elementary schools

Level of activity by elderly residents

Impact on vehicular traffic

Suitability Scores by LPI Location (n=18)

| | ‘ Threshold for suitability
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Conclusions

LPls can help address Portland’s Vision Zero goals
Criteria presented in Toronto guidelines valuable
Some LPIs more suitable than others

Suitability scores confirmed by PBOT signals
engineers’ assessments

Ongoing evaluation needed to determine LPIs’
effectiveness

No—}g\lo further actioD
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