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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

CITY OF lODI 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

City Counci 1 

City Manager 

March 27, 1985 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

Turner Road & California Street Traffic Study 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Council review the attached traffic information 
and based on information therein, take no action at this time to insta'l traffic 
signals or a 4-way stop at Turner & California. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the request of the City Council, the Public Works 
Department initiated a traffic study.at the intersection of Turner and California 
and the information from that study is included on the attached exhibits. 

Exhibit A is an accident diagram which indicates that there were 11 accidents at 
the intersection during the last 27 rronths of which 7 were susceptible to cor­
rection by installation of traffic signals or a 4-way stop. During·the last 12 
months there were 7 accidents of which 6 were susceptible to correction. 

Exhibit B is the Minimum Traffic Signal Warrant from State Standards which in­
dicates that the intersection does meet the minimum vehicular volumes for 
Warrant 2, lnterrupt;on of Continuous Traffic. It also meets the warrant for 
correctible number of accidents during a 12-month period. 

Exhibit Cis the signalization priority worksheet used by the City of Lodi 
which indicates Turner Road and California Street have a total point score 
of 193. To place this in context, three other intersections, Ham and Lockeford, 
Lodi and Mills, and Lower Sacramento and Lodi have 398 points, 297 points, and 
229 points respectively indicating that this intersection would be fourth or 
lower on the priority 1 ist for installation of signals. 

Exhibit D shows that the Turner-California intersection has an accident rate 
for 1983-84 of 1.13 accidents per mil1ion vehicles. Of the 13 intersections 
with higher or equal accident rates, 10 are signalized, and the three inter­
sectio-ns - Sacramento and Elm, Stockton and Elm, Stockton and Lockeford - all 
have higher accident rates and are also 2-way stops. It is highly likely that 
these three intersections would also meet the minimum requirements for 4-way 
stops or traffic signals. 

If one considers the six signalized intersections on Lodi Avenue that do n0t 
have a left turn phase, Sacramento, Stockton, School, Cherokee, Church, and 
Central, there is an average accident rate of 2.15. By comparison, the two 
intersections on Lodi Avenue that do have left turn phases, Ham and Hutchins, 
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have an accident rate of 0.85. If the installation of left turn phases at the 
six intersections were to have the equivalent effect on the reduction of acci­
dents, the number of accidents would decrease by 55 per year, considerably more 
than the number of accidents that might be eliminated by installation of 
signals at two or three other locations that are not now signalized. 

While a 4-way stop is someti.mes considered to be a reasonable-alternative to 
installation of traffic signals, three specific things should be considered 
at this particular intersection: First, the number of vehicles on Turner Road 
(10,609 ADT) that are going to have to be stopped in order to allow California 
Street (1 ,634 ADT) easy access to or across Turner Road, second, installation 
of a 4.,-way stop would be detrimental from a noise standpoint because of the 
number of trucks that are going to have to stop and go through the full range 
of gear shifting 24 hours per day, and third, the Interruption of through traf­
fic arid the co·sts therein to the traveling public. 

This summer we will be studying all of the high rate intersections throughout 
the City to determine the best way to use the availr1ble funds. 

RJIG: 
Jack L. Ronsko 
Public Works Director 

Attachments 
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TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING Traffic Manual 

OIST co llTE 

Major St: 
Minor St: 

flgint-1A 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 

..... 
CALC 

CHK 

Critical speed of major street traffic 2. 40 111>h -- ---- - ------ 0 
In built up area of isolated community of< 10,000 pop. -------- [) 

RURAL (A) 

0 ·URBAN (U) 

WARRANT 1 -Minimum Vehicular Volume 

t.CIN!MUM REQlJIREt.CENTS 
11011. SHOWN IN III!ACKETS) 

u R 

1 2 or more 

500 350 600 
14001 130) 1480) 

150 105 200 140 
(t20) '"' 1\GOl (1121• 

100% SATISFIED Yes 

11 
• NOTE: Heavlew of lett llim rnovenwmr frcm Major Street included when L T-phiJSing Is pro.posecl 0 

WARRANT 2 - Interruption of Continuous Traffic 

WNIWUt.C REQUIREMENTS 100% SATISFIED 

130'* SATISFIED 

.\. ~ "/; 
'\.' 

• NOTE: Heat·iffr olleft turn movement from Ma}orSttUI lnci!Sied 1111len L T-phes.irrg is proPosecJ 0 

WARRANT 3 -Minimum Pedestrian Vvlume 10Cl";f SATISFIED Yes ON<>~ 
Yes 0 No)( MiNit.CUM REQUIREMENTS 80'X SATISFIED 

180"- SIIOW"<l IN BIIACY.ETS) 

u R I I I I-~_,/._£ I 
Both Apprchs. 600 .c20 

.. 
~'? (J' 

No Median \, ?q\;· Major Street 1480) 1316) 
·~0~~ P\ 

Vola.me 4~ 1~} 700 
• ian iiOO (5&()) 

Ped 's On Higheilt Voh.me 150 105 
X -Walk XIng· Maier Stree1 1120 '"' 

IF UIDBI...OCK SIGNAL PROPOSED 0 
MIN. ~£0UIIt£M[NT 

150 Feet 

WARRANT 4-- School Crossings 

Ts-IOA 

DIST AMC£ TO llEAREST ESH.BI.ISH£0 CRWI.K. f'UI.FILLEO 

N/E ft S/W ft Yes 0 No 

Not Applicable 

See School Crossi~s Warrant Sheet 

0 

0 
0 
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Traffic Nanual TRAFFIC SIGHALS AND LIGHTING 

fJgwe &=18. 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 

WARRANT 5 - Progressive ~ovement 
Satisfied Yes 0 No 0 

ICINIMUM REQUlREIIIENTSj DISTANCE TO NEAR~ST SIGNAL FUL-FILLED 

> 1000 ft lN ,s ft,E ft,W'"]..~t YEsQ NO!i 
OM ISOLATED ON£ WAl ST. OR ST. WITH ON£ WAY TltM'fiC SI6111FICAIIC£ AOJ."I:IIT SI~NALS 
AR£ SO fAR APART THAT 11£C£SSARY PLAT00141Nli It SPUD COIITitOL WOULD 8£ LOST 

~---------------------------------~------ }( ON Z-WAY ST. WHI:Rt ADJACI:IIT SI~ICAI..S DO NOT PROVIO( III:CUSAIIY PLATOONINli & 0 SP££0 CONTROL. PROP05tD SHiNALS COULD CONSTITUTE: A P~RUSIY£ SI~NA\. SYST£1.4 

WARRANT 6- Accide.1t Experience Yes~No 0 Satisfied 

REQUIREMENT WARRANT "'-' F UL Fl L LED 

Oltt WARRANT WARRANT 1 - WIIIIWUM V£HICULAII YOLUM£ --- ~R- ------------------------
SATISfltD WARRANT Z - IMTtflRUPTION Of COIITIIIUOUS TfC -YES~Q 10"4 --~--------------------------WARRANT 3 - WIIIIWUM PtotSTRIAN VOLUWt 

:SiliNAl WILL NOT StRIOUSL Y DISRUf>r PltO~RI:SSIV£ TRAffiC FLOW 0 a' 
ADtQUAT£ TRIAL Of L£55 RtsTRICTIV£ fl[M£01£5 HAS FAILED TO R[DUC[ ACC. Fll£0, 0 ~ 
ACC W11HIN A 1Z MOM. PtRIQD SUSCtPTIBLt Ol' COIIR. 6 INYOLVINlitNJURY uR>SZOODAMA~t 

1-M7N-;;.;;-M -R;O~I;E-;.;,;:;: _}------ - ;U;;B'i; ;F·-A~c7o£;,.-; -------

~ 5 DR MOll[ • I ~ 0 
• NOTE.· Letl tum accidents C8ll be includfKi when L T ·phasing tS proposed 

WARRANT 7 - Systems Warrant 
Satisfied Yes 0 ;\100 

MINIMUM VOLUME 
ENTERING VOLUMES - ALL APPROACHES FULFILLED REQUIRF.IoiEHT v 

DURIN6 TYPICAL ""t~AY PI:AK HOUR 

ll()lj V[II/HR 
Y£H!HR 

lou'Rt~ [;t'H OF ~~f A umRt.AY AN~ DR SUNDAY--- -
Y[H/HR YESO NOD 

CHARACTER~TICJ i)o~MAJOR ROUTES !wAJOR ST loiiiiOII ST 

~ '.:T_"~ ~~5~52_£~ :.E!V~ ~l!_Y~t!_L~ ~:!~~~ -T~~~':. T!':_-

COMHtC15 AR£A5 OF Pg~RAFFIC GtlltRAT;ow 
---- ----

;UR-AZ' ;11-;~.;.;;.;-H · I £ -;.--:- ~~R-;-N~.-0; ~;V;-,;;~-; ;.;;--
r---- ---

~~!~~,~~~?~~~~~;~~~~~~N~~~~~~~~~ ---- ---
---

A11'fAR5 AS ROUTt Oft AH OFFICIAL PLAN 

ANY MAJOII IIOUT[ CHARACTERISTICS MtT, BOTH STS. 0 0 

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants 
Satisfied Yes 0 NoD 

REQUIREMENT FULFILLED 

TS.tOJil 

YESO NOD 

The satisfactiGn of a warrant is not necessa~ify justification for signals. Delay. 

congestion, cor.fusion or other evidence of the need for right of way assignment 

must be shown. 



CITY OF LODI 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

For the intersection of \ U K:lJE\2. R..\> 
(major street) 

ADT in 1000's \Q,fa = V &7i 

SIGNAliZATION PRIORITY WORK SHEET 

and CAL\~0'2:"'\A ST 
(minor- street) 

ADT in 1000's. \ • (o = S \ ~'Jt 

ADT entering intersection in 1000's \ ?.,.~ = T 

r ·- -------·r----------------------·-----..-----
i FACTOR COMPUTATIONS 
I~------------;-------------------------------------------~-------i 
I 
I 

I 
vo:ume From Volume Tobie 

Accidents 10 x overage onnuo I number of o ccidents correctible 
by signa lizo tion (c. 

Pedestrians Points 0 to 100 estimated 

Throu8h Street Main street distance (in 1000 ft.) to nearest signal xV= 
distance foetor 

Factor= 
Points= 

2.2.. X \\-z. 

1 00 150 200 240 300 350 
7 15 22 ~8 32 35 

400 500 600 
38 43 47 

700 800 
51 54 

Approach Speed Speed (estimot~d in MPH) = 25 
~3~ 

30 . 35 40 . 45 50 

Coordination 

4-~y Stop 

Select System 

points== 0 10 20 354350 75 

Now signal between 2 exist, s' 
II II II 

II II 

II II 

II II 

If now 4-woy, computeT{~+ l) 
s 

· pts 

50 
20 
20 

-20 
- 50 

5 x each approach of intersection on Select Stre-et System 

TOTAL POINT SCORE. 

10 

() 

lO 

I By MED 

j Exhibit C ! 



~ 
1983-84 INTERSECTION ACCIDENT RATES 

1983-84 * 
Existing 1983 1984 Accidents per 

location Control Accidents Accidents Million Vehicles 

Lodi & Sacramento s 14 20 2.66 

Lodi & Stockton s 16 15 2.53 

Sacramento & Elm 2WS 2 7 2.46 

Lodi & School s I 1 21 2.25 

Lodi & Cherokee s 18 14 1. 99 

Stockton & Elm 2WS 6 1.91 

Lodi & Church s 12 18 1.86 

Lodi & Central s 8 9 1.63 

Hutchins & Kettleman s 14 16 1.47 

Ham & Kett Ieman s 9 12 1.42 

Stockton & lockeford 2WS 3 7 I. 40 

Stockton & Kett Ieman s 6 14 J. 34 

Cherokee & Kett Ieman s 6 15 ). 13 

I Turner & California 2WS 1 7 1. 13 

lodi & Ham s 5 1 1 0.93 

Church & Lockeford s 2 7 0.88 

lodi & Crescent s 4 6 0.83 

Ham & Lockeford 4WS 1 8 0.78 

Lodi & Hutchins s 4 10 0.77 

Lodi & Fairmont s 4 0.41 

Number of Annual Accidents 
*Accident Rate: Million Vehicles Annually entering intersection 

Lodi & Sacramento = 
(1983-34) 

14 + 20 
{2) 6.39M = 2•66 

1974-76 ** 
Accidents per 

Million Vehicles 

1.38 

1.99 

].51 

2.43 

1. 74 

2.83 

2.49 

2.58 

2.10 

0.68 

2.43 

1. 11 

2.61 

o.B7f 
1.05 

0.92 

1.30 

0.92 

1.58 

0.67 

** From 1977 Accident Identification Study prepared by George Nolte & Associates 

legend: (S) - Signal 
(4WS) - 4way Stop 
(2WS) - 2way Stop 

(Y) - Yield 






