















































































































































































































































Figure 23 shows that crashes for VRUs are generally seen along the transit routes. Where
there is a higher concentration of transit stops, the concentration of crashes occurring with
VRUs increases.

Focus Crash Risks

Fatal and serious injury crashes with VRUs are disproportionately occurring in unlit
conditions.
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Local Roadways

Local road crashes were analyzed separately to help develop the local road countermeasure
toolbox. Local road crashes tend to be random and do not typically provide clear patterns
but when looked at on a systemic level, countermeasures can be implemented to help reduce
the number and severity of crashes. Local roadways are any roadway that is not arterial,
collector, or interstate. These roadways tend to be low volume, low speed, and provide direct
access to businesses and homes. A summary of the crashes per year is shown in Table 22.

Table 22: Local roadway crashes per year

Years Fatal sli::]orl;ls Minor Injury Pﬁ]sjii:;le Total
2020 2 2 50 38 92

2021 2 2 42 39 85

2022 1 13 42 41 97

Total 5 17 134 18 274

Crashes have remained consistent over the last three years. Table 23 shows if the crashes
were located at an intersection or segment.

Tahle 23: Local roadway crashes at intersections

Intersection Related Fatal Serious Injury m;[]?; Plcar]sjzise Total
No 1 8 55 45 109
Yes 4 9 79 73 165
Total 5 17 134 18 274

It can be seen that the majority of the fatal and serious injury crashes on the local road
network are at intersections.
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Temporal Trends
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Figure 25: Local roadway crashes by time of day
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Figure 24 shows the temporal trends of crashes on the local roadway network. While the
crashes are fairly consistent during daytime hours, there are some spikes related to midday

and early evening peak hours.
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Figure 26: Local roadway crashes per month

Figure 25 shows the crashes per month. There are increases in September in the total number

of crashes on the network.

Crash Types and Manners

Local roadway crashes follow the trends of the network as a whole, with the primary crash

types being angle and single vehicle. The breakdown is shown in Table 24.

\
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Table 24: Local roadway crash types

Crash Manner Fatal Serious Injury m;[]?; Pﬁ]sjlsjise Total
Angle 2 5 47 56 no
Front to front 1 16 7 24
Front to rear 1 1 16 22 40
Other 2 2 4
Rear to rear 1
Rear to side (0]
sy cpoosic : ; ;
Sideswipe, same direction 1 5 2 8
Single vehicle crash 1 10 46 25 82
Grand Total 5 17 134 18 274

The first harmful event is highly weighed towards multiple vehicle in transit and can be seen
in Figure 26. Note, the first harmful event includes any multi-vehicle crash, while the single-
vehicle crashes are broken down into more specific categories.

Collision with building
Collision with mailbox
Collision with utility pole/light...»
Collisioin with concrerte traffic barier
Collision with ditch
Collision with culvert 1
Collision with parked motor veh
Collision with other non-motorist
Collision with Pedestrian =
Object thrown or fallen on / near...

Rollover
0 50 100 150 200

mFatal mSerious Injury Minor Injury Possible Injury

Figure 27: Local roadway crashes by first harmful event

The most harmful single-vehicle crashes include collisions with pedestrians, ditches, and
pole/light supports.
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Roadway Environment

When looking at the environment, the local crashes were evaluated for where they occurred
related to the roadway. Figure 27 shows the location where the first harmful event occurred.
All fatal crashes occur on the roadway.
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Figure 28: Local roadway crashes by location

When looking at the weather conditions during crashes, all serious injury and fatal crashes
occurred during dry conditions. A breakdown can be seen in Figure 28.

34 City of Fort Smith, Arkansas

BURNS\\MSDONNELL@ APPENDIX B



250

200
150
100
50

5 - - L

Dry Ice or frost  Mud, dirt, or Snow Wet

gravel
m Fatal mSerious Injury mMinor Injury Possible Injury

Figure 29: Local roadway crash by road condition

An important factor for crashes on the local road network is the presence of lighting. Figure
29 shows the breakdown.
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Figure 30: Local roadway crash by lighting condition

While most of the crashes occur during daylight, just under half of the fatal crashes on the
local road network occur during dark hours and crashes during dark conditions account for
just under 40% of the crashes. This is more than the network, which experiences
approximately 27% of injury crashes during dark conditions.

35 City of Fort Smith, Arkansas

N McC
BURNS Q\MEDONNELL. APPENDIX B 86



Local Roadway Crash Trends

While the local roadway network follows trends of the overall network, prevailing trends
indicate that the most harmful crashes on the local roadway network are crashes at

intersections, crashes with fixed objects such as light poles and embankments, crashes with
VRUSs, and crashes that occur during dark hours.
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High Injury Network

The high injury network (HIN) is the identification of segments and intersections within the
City of Fort Smith that have the highest fatal and injury crashes within the city. The HIN was
created for Arterial + Collector roadways and intersections. VRU crashes were included in the
overall HIN scoring criteria, and local roadways were looked at from a systemic perspective.

The HIN analysis consisted of using a rolling window analysis 1/4 mile in length and moving
forward two hundred feet a step. The high-injury intersection network used a similar
prioritization formula but looked at crashes identified as intersection-related and the

intersection to which they were Table 1 attributed. The formula used to rank each window and

intersection is shown in Equation 1.

Equation 1:

HIN Score = 3*(Fatal Crash No. + Serious Injury Crash No.) +2*(VRU crash type) +Minor Injury

Crash No. + Possible Injury Crash No.

Figures 30 through Figure 33 show the high injury network.
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Safety Project Prioritization

Safety project prioritization utilized a multifaceted approach to identifying the project
locations. This prioritization included a combination of an equity score, HIN rank, and
community input score. Points were allotted as follows:

e HIN - Segments or intersections scoring as severe are allotted 3 points. Segments or
intersections scoring high are allotted 2 points. Segments or intersections scoring
moderate were allotted 1 point.

e Equity - Areas identified as high disadvantaged were allotted 2 points, areas with
moderate disadvantaged were allotted 1 point.

e Public Input - Areas with comments where speed or safety were mentioned as
concerns were allotted 1 point.

After this scoring was performed on the HIN, the team ranked the segments and
intersections. If there were segments that scored close together and were located near each
other, they were combined to create a project area. Based on the scoring distribution, the
team identified 37 potential project locations. These can be found in Appendix E of the Safe
Fort Smith Action Plan. The top ten project locations are found within the plan and were
identified based on the benefit, need, and public input.
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Equity Areas

Per the requirements of the SS4A, equity considerations were included in the plan. Identifying
where the disadvantaged areas are located used a combination of Federal Government equity
tools. The tools that were considered included:

e Social Vulnerability Index (Centers for Disease Control (CDC)):

e Equitable Transportation Community Explorer (United States Department of Transportation
(USDOT)):

e Areas of Persistent Poverty (USDOT)

o Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ))

Each of these tools was looked at separately to see how each of them met the needs and goals for
Fort Smith. A comparison is shown in Figure 1 of the disadvantaged areas found within each tool is
shown below.

Figure 1: Comparison of Equity Tools

There is a lot of overlap in the methods for identifying the disadvantaged areas. The consultant
team and Fort Smith decided to create a custom methodology to identify disadvantaged areas for
the Safe Streets and Roads for All project. This Fort Smith-specific identification of equity areas
allowed for factors related to traffic safety and the Fort Smith population to be the primary
contributors to the equity score. The following identifies the source and how it was used in the
calculation of the equity score.

e Social Vulnerability Index Score available from the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) was used to identify areas with more external risks. According to the CDC,
social vulnerability is “the demographic and socioeconomic factors that contribute to
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communities being more adversely affected by public health emergencies and other
external hazards and stressors that cause disease and injury.”’

e Equitable Transportation Community Explorer? from the U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) was used to identify disadvantaged census tracts due to transportation access,
transportation cost, transportation safety, or health vulnerability.

e Areas of Persistent Poverty were identified based on U.S. Census data and used to identify
neighborhoods of persistent poverty and historic disadvantage.

e Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool available from the Council on Environmental
Quality® identifies areas of historic disadvantage based on data in categories such as
Transportation, Energy, and Legacy Pollution.

e Census block group data was used to identify census tracts where most of the population
identifies as a racial minority.

From these factors, if the census tract was in a disadvantaged area, the area was awarded 1 point.
This holds true for all except the social vulnerability score which gives you a score from 0 to 1 and
was used as is. The following equation was used to create a disadvantaged score:

Social Vulnerability Index Score + Modified Transportation Score + Health Vulnerability + Persistent
Poverty + Historic Disadvantage + Majority Minority Block Group = Equity Score

The areas of high and moderate equity need were identified by census tract and are shown in Figure
2. ldentified equity areas were used to help prioritize priority areas and projects on the HIN.

' See https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/svi/index.html.
2 See https://www.transportation.gov/priorities/equity/justice40/etc-explorer.
8 See https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/.
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Figure 2: Areas of Moderate and High Equity Needs
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Online Survey

An online survey was conducted at the beginning of the safety planning process and included both
a traditional survey and interactive mapping, allowing community members to identify specific
locations of safety concerns. The survey was available for approximately three months; during that
time, 593 people completed the survey

and 475 map pinpoints were created.
How would you rate the overall

When asked to rate the overall safety of safety of Fort Smith streets
Fort Smith streets today, over 73% of today?

respondents indicated that safety is fair or
poor. Less than a quarter of respondents
rated street safety as good; only 10

m Excellent
respondents rated safety as excellent.
Good
Transportation Modes Fair
Driving is the most common mode of travel = Poor

through Fort Smith, with over 91% of

respondents driving daily. The second

most common mode is walking, with 47%

of respondents walking daily or weekly. Approximately 18% of respondents bike monthly, weekly, or
daily. Transit is the least frequent mode of transportation for survey respondents. Only 11
respondents take the bus at least monthly. This data point may indicate that the survey did not
penetrate this segment of the community and should not be used as an indicator of transit
ridership.
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4 N
How frequently do you drive in Fort Smith?
Once ayear or less h
Monthly
Weekly [0
Daily ﬁ
0 100 200 300 400 500 600

- J
4 N

How frequently do you walk in Fort Smith?

Once ayear or less
Monthly : :
Weekly : :
Daily #
0 50 100 150 200 250
N
s N

How frequently do you bike in Fort Smith?

Once ayear or less

e
Monthly
Weekly [0
Daily M
0 100 200 300 400 500 600
N Y,
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Perceptions of Safety

The survey asked respondents to indicate how safe they feel when using each mode of
transportation — driving, walking, biking, or taking the bus. Respondents could also answer “l don’t
know.” Over 70% of respondents (421 respondents of 593 total respondents) did not have an
opinion regarding safety when taking the bus and over 40% (240 respondents) did not have an
opinion of safety when biking.

For respondents sharing an opinion, there was a wide disparity in perceptions of safety by mode of
travel. Of those with an opinion, 33% of respondents feel very or somewhat safe when walking and
nearly 45% feel somewhat or very unsafe.

4 N
How frequently do you take the bus in Fort Smith?

Once ayearor less |
Monthly
Weekly
Daily |
\_ 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700/
s N

How safe do you feel when walking in Fort Smith?

Very unsafe

Somewhat unsafe #

Neutral

Somewhat safe

Very safe #

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

-

Of those with an opinion, 19% of respondents feel very or somewhat safe when biking and just over
50% feel somewhat or very unsafe.
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4 ™
How safe do you feel when biking in Fort Smith?

Very unsafe

Somewhat unsafe *

Neutral

Somewhat safe

Very safe —

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
\_ J
Of those with an opinion, 19% of respondents feel very or somewhat safe when taking the bus and
26% feel somewhat or very unsafe. The most common answer was neutral, which may indicate
either that respondents did not have experience to evaluate a perception of safety on this mode.

/ . . . \
How safe do you feel when taking the bus in Fort Smith?

Very unsafe

Somewhat unsafe *

Neutral

Somewhat safe

Very safe #

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
o J
Of those with an opinion, nearly 48% of respondents feel very or somewhat safe when driving and
nearly 35% feel somewhat or very unsafe. Driving is the only mode for which the number of

respondents with a positive perception of safety outnumbered the respondents with a negative
perception of safety.
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4 ™
How safe do you feel when driving in Fort Smith?

Very unsafe

Somewhat unsafe *

Neutral

Somewhat safe

Very safe —

0 50 100 150 200 250
- %

Overall, the transportation mode with the lowest perception of safety is biking, with 51% of
respondents with an opinion indicating that they feel somewhat or very unsafe when biking in Fort
Smith, followed by walking, with nearly 45% indicating that they feel somewhat or very unsafe when
walking.

Involvement in a Crash

Respondents were asked about the last time they were involved in a traffic crash in Fort Smith. The
majority of respondents indicated that they were involved in a crash more than a year ago; nearly
37% have never been involved in a crash in Fort Smith. Just over 11% of respondents have been
involved in a crash within the past year.

When was the last time you were involved in a
traffic crash in Fort Smith?
0% 1%
\

10%

m Within the past week
Within the past month
Within the pastyear

m More than a year ago

Never
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Unsafe Areas

Respondents were asked to identify particular streets or areas of town where they feel most unsafe
when traveling by typing in a short answer. The word cloud illustrates the most common responses.
Rogers Ave was the most common response, mentioned 212 times. Towson was mentioned 77
times, Phoenix was mentioned 38 times, and Garrison was mentioned 35 times.
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Contributing Factors for Crashes

Respondents were asked what they think contributes to traffic crashes in Fort Smith. The top three
factors identified by respondents were drivers not obeying traffic laws, driver distraction, and
speeding.

4 N
What do you think contributes to traffic crashes in Fort

Smith? (Select all that apply.)
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

Speeding  E— — ——————————

Impaired drivers s s | \ \ \ \
Drivers not obeying traffic laws

Driver distraction caused by phones/screens | ————— e —
Unclear signage s | \ \ \
Lack of sidewalks/shared use paths for people...
Lack of infrastructure: crosswalks, posted speed... m——————— |
Poorly maintained infrastructure: potholes, faded... m————
Impaired visibility due to poor lighting s s s— \
Lack of traffic enforcement - ———————
Design of streets  mee—— | \
Unsafe intersections e ——
Other Answers  m— \ \ \
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Safety Improvements for Active Transportation

Respondents were asked about improvements that would most improve safety or comfort when
walking, biking, or rolling in Fort Smith. Respondents were most interested in widened/improved
sidewalks, dedicated pedestrian/bicycle facilities, and pedestrian-level lighting.

4 N
Which of these potential improvements would most improve

your safety or comfort when walking, biking, or rolling in this
area? (Select all that apply.)

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Pedestrian-level lighting

Widened/improved sidewalks

\ \ \ \
| | | |
Improved crosswalks ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Dedicated pedestrian/bicycle facilities #

Bike/ped crossings over the railroad tracks

Other Answers F

- %
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Map Pinpoints

The online survey included an interactive mapping exercise, where respondents were able to drop
pinpoints on a map of Fort Smith to indicate the location of a safety concern, a speeding concern,
make a comment, share an idea or suggestion, or note something they like. Of the 475 pinpoints
shared by respondents, 209 identified a safety concern and 152 shared an idea or suggestion.

Map pinpoints were used in the identification of priority locations for safety improvement projects.

Figure 1: Pinpoint comments shared by the community
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Project List May 2, 2024

The project listis in the order based on crash frequency, severity, and equity but does not include other factors such as public input, greatest need, or largest benefit. This is done to
allow flexibility in the prioritization of the projects with the needs of the community. The Project ID can be used to locate the project on the map at the end of the appendix and is not
meant to identify a ranking.

Project ID Road Name / Intersection Name Intersection / Recommended Countermeasures for Consideration

Corridor
1 Garrison Ave Corridor 120 Feet NW of N 2nd St Rogers Ave/14th St e Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon
Up to a 47% reduction in crashes
e Bulb outs - Crossing side streets
Up to a 32% reduction in crashes
e Update change interval timing along the corridor
Up to a 28% reduction in crashes
e |eading pedestrian intervals
Up to a 10% reduction in crashes
e Noright turn on red blank-out signs
Up to an 8% reduction in crashes
2 Rogers Ave Corridor S 46th St 240 Ft SE of S 79th St ****Currently in an ongoing project****
e Decrease driveway density
Up to a 20% reduction in crashes
e Replace TWLTL with a raised median
Up to a 20% reduction in crashes
e Convert to right-in/right-out /left-in-only median
Up to a 45% reduction in crashes

e Corridor-wide study

3 Grand Ave Corridor N 21st St N 37t St e Corridor-wide study to consider lane reconfiguration
e Improve transit stop locations
e Reduce the number and width of driveways
Up to a 19% reduction in crashes
e Pedestrian midblock crossings
Up to an 18% reduction in crashes
4 Kelley Hwy and 50 St Intersection n/a n/a e Change to protected-only phasing
Up to 99% reduction in crashes for angle crashes
e Increase lighting at the intersection
Up to an 80% reduction in crashes
e Reduce the number and width of driveways in the intersection
influence area
Up to a 24% reduction in crashes
e Add reflective backplates
Up to a 15% reduction in crashes
e Update signal change interval
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Project ID Road Name / Intersection Name Intersection / Recommended Countermeasures for Consideration

Corridor

Up to a 28% reduction in crashes
e Implement updates to traffic flow near school

5 Rogers Ave and 74th St Intersection n/a n/a e Add reflective backplates
Up to 15% reduction in crashes
e Update lane use signing at signal
Up to 11% reduction in crashes
e Add guidance pavement markings for southbound through movement
and left turn movement
Up to 11% reduction in crashes

6 N B St Corridor N 7th St N 15th St e Bulbouts
Up to 32% reduction in crashes
e Change sharrow to buffered/protected bike lane
Up to 50% reduction in crashes
e Add enhanced wrong-way signing
Up to 11% reduction in crashes
e Change from one-way to two-way street
7 Albert Pike Ave and Grand Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Change NB through/right to right turn only
Up to 94% reduction in crashes
e Add raised median through United Methodist access point
Up to 23% reduction in crashes
e Add intersection lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
8 Kelley Hwy and 32" St Intersection n/a n/a e Replace TWLTL with raised median
Up to a 23% reduction in crashes
e Add intersection lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
9 Waldron Rd and Grand Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Change to protected phasing
Up to a 99% reduction in angle crashes
e Add lighting (CMF of 0.23 t0 0.52)
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e Remove parking/curb cuts at the UAFS Alumni Center
Up to 25% reduction in crashes
o Add reflective backplates
Up to 15% reduction in crashes
10 S 74th St Corridor Rogers Ave Phoenix Ave e Replace TWLTL with a raised median with left turn lanes
Up to 23% reduction in crashes
e Reduce the number and width of driveways
Up to 10% reduction in crashes
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Project ID Road Name / Intersection Name Intersection / Recommended Countermeasures for Consideration
Corridor

11 Rogers Ave and Interstate 540 Intersection n/a n/a ****Currently in an ongoing project****

12 Park Ave Corridor N Greenwood Ave N 35th St e Bulbouts

Up to 32% reduction in crashes
e Raised median

Up to 55% reduction in crashes
e RRFB

Up to 47% reduction in crashes
e Speed feedback signs

Up to 46% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting

Up to 38% reduction in crashes
e Reduce speed limit (to 30 mph)

Up to 21% reduction in crashes

13 S 5th St Corridor Garrison Ave S 6th St e RRFB
Up to 47% reduction in crashes
e Chevronson curve
Up to 41% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting
Up to 48% reduction in crashes
e Speed feedback signs
Up to 46% reduction in crashes
e Realign the centerline
14 Greenwood Ave and Grand Ave Intersection n/a n/a o Reflective backplates
Up to 15% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e APS - accessible pedestrian signal
Up to 12% reduction in crashes
15 S. Zero St and Old Greenwood Intersection n/a n/a e Reduce width of the intersection with striping — cat tracks/chicken
Road tracks, get through lanes more closely lined up
Up to 12% reduction in crashes
e Add median
Up to 23% reduction in crashes
e Consolidate driveways
Up to 24% reduction in crashes
e Add raised median with turn lanes on Zero Street
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Project ID Road Name / Intersection Name Intersection / Recommended Countermeasures for Consideration

Corridor
16 Kelley Hwy Corridor 400 Feet West of N 47th Ter 100 Feet West of N 53rd St

Add raised median
Up to 23% reduction in crashes

e RRFB
Up to 47% reduction in crashes
17 N Greenwood Ave Corridor 125' South of N M St 187 Feet South of Tilles Ave e Speed feedback signs
Up to 46% reduction in crashes

e RRFB
Up to 47% reduction in crashes
e Midblock refuge islands
Up to 56% reduction in crashes
18 Kelley Hwy and Interstate 540 Intersection n/a n/a e Yield bars from Kelley Hwy to On-ramp
Up to 11% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e Close the driveway closest to intersection
Up to 30% reduction in crashes
19 Rogers Ave and Greenwood Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Add reflective backplates
Up to 15% reduction in crashes
e Update signal timing change interval
Up to 16% reduction in crashes
20 Rogers Ave and Albert Pike Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Update to signal phasing to protected only
Up to 99% reduction in angle crashes
e Norightturnonred
Up to 8% reduction in crashes

e Add lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
21 Rogers Ave and Phoenix Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Increase lighting

Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e Add reflective backplates
Up to a 15% reduction in crashes
e Guidance striping for left turns
Up to a 12% reduction in crashes
22 Rogers Ave and 58th St Intersection n/a n/a ****Currently in an ongoing project****

23 Albert Pike Ave and Kelley Hwy Intersection n/a n/a e Increase lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e Flashing yellow arrow
Up to a41% reduction in crashes
e Update change interval
Up to a 16% reduction in crashes

111



J:AFE

éFOI’t Smith APPENDIX E

Project ID Road Name / Intersection Name Intersection / Recommended Countermeasures for Consideration

Corridor
24 Grand Ave and 32nd St Intersection n/a n/a e Realign crosswalks
e Add in protected/permissive left turn phasing
o Up to a 27% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting
Up to a 77% reduction in crashes
25 Kelley Hwy and 54th St Intersection n/a n/a e Median with left turn lanes
Up to 45% reduction in crashes
e Double up stop signs and increase size
26 Midland Blvd and S St Intersection n/a n/a e Add reflective backplates
Up to 15% reduction in crashes
e Lighting
Up to 77% reduction in crashes
e Remove access points at corners.
Up to 50% reduction in crashes
e Reduce width of driveways
27 Towson Ave and H St Intersection n/a n/a e Add median
Up to a 55% reduction in crashes
e Add leftturn lane
Up to a 21% reduction in crashes

28 Old Greenwood Rd and Phoenix Ave Intersection n/a n/a e Update east-west phasing to protected only
Up to a 99% reduction in angle crashes
e Add lighting

Up to a 77% reduction in crashes
e Install dynamic signal warning flashers
Up to a 21% reduction in crashes
e |nvestigate alternative intersections
29 Cavanaugh Rd and Hwy 271 Intersection n/a n/a e Off-set left turn lanes on 271
Up to a 20% reduction in crashes
e Systemic updates to signing and marking
Up to a 12% reduction in crashes
30 Phoenix Ave Corridor 325 Feet West of Old 225 West of 1-540 Off Ramp e Increase lighting
Greenwood Road Up to a 38% reduction in crashes
e Reduce the number and width of access points
e Raised median -to replace some of the striped median
Up to a 55% reduction in crashes
31 US Hwy 64/US 71/N11th St Corridor 240 Feet NE of Grand Ave Garrison Ave ¢ Add wrong way signing
Up to a 12% reduction in crashes
e Access control near the intersection
Up to a 50% reduction in crashes
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Corridor
32 Rogers Ave Corridor 190 Feet NW of Massard Rd 460 Feet SE of S 87" St ****Currently in an ongoing project****

Corridor wide study

33 Phoenix Ave and Jenny Lind Rd Intersection n/a n/a ¢ Increase lighting
Up to an 81% reduction in crashes
o Add reflective backplates
Up to a 15% reduction in crashes
e Change to protected phasing
Up to a 99% reduction in angle crashes
e Access control near the intersection
Up to a 50% reduction in crashes

34 Rogers Ave Corridor 100 Feet NW S 46 St Tancred St ****Currently in an ongoing project****
Corridor wide study
35 Towson Ave Corridor 720 Ft North of Phoenix Ave 485 Ft South of Raleigh St e Add raised median

Up to a 68% reduction in crashes
e Access management, including reducing the size and number of
driveways
Up to a 7% reduction in crashes
e Increase lighting
Up to a 38% reduction in crashes
36 S 24th St Corridor Tulsa St Zero St e Speed feedback signs
Up to a 46% reduction in crashes
e Add curb and separate parking lots from roadway
Up to a 11% reduction in crashes
e Edge line striping
Up to a 11% reduction in crashes
e Sidewalks
Up to a 41% reduction in crashes
37 Jenny Lind Corridor 275 FT North of Jackson Louisville St e Sidewalks
Street Up to a41% reduction in crashes
e Lighting

Up to a 38% reduction in crashes
e Reduce speed limit
Up to a 32% reduction in crashes
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