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CITY OF LODI COUNCIL COMMUNICATIQN

* PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

_J
~

City Council
ﬁROM: City Manager
DATE: March 27, 1985

ST

SUBJECT: Turner Road & California Street Traffic Study

. RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Council review the attached traffic information 5
and based on information therein, take no action at this time to install traffic 8
signals or a k-way stop at Turner & California. -

A1 T

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 months of which 7 were susceptible to cor-
rection by installation of traffic signals or a k-way stop. Duringthe last 12
months there were 7 accidents of which 6 were susceptible to correction.

Exhibit B is the Mlnxmum Traffic Signal Warrant from State Standards whlch in-
dicates that the intersection does meet. the minimum vehicular voiumes for
Warrant 2, Interruption of Continuous Traffic. It also meets the warrant for
correctnble number of accxdents durlng a 12-month period.

: Exhnb:t C is the s:gnallzatton priority worksheet used by the Clty 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 338 points, 297 points, and
229 points respectively indicating that this intersection would be fourth or
.lower on the priority list for installation of sngnals. :

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

If one considers the six signalized intersections on Lodi Avenue that do not
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 sometimes 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 detrlmental from a noise standpoint because of the
number of trucks that are gonng ‘to have to stop and go through the full range

. of gear shifting 24 ‘hours per day, and third, the interruption of through traf-

,flc and the costs thereln to the travellng public.

This summer we wnll be studylng all of the hlgh rate intersections throughout
the City to determine the best way to use the avallable funds.

FORL .
Jack ‘L. Ronsko .
Public Works Director

Attachments

JLR/GER/eech

cc: Police Chief
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sq TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGKTING
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS
CALC i
DIsT @ Wi Pm CHK

Traffic Manual

DATE
DATE

Major St: Torner 29 Critical Approach Speed 43 mph
Minoc St: : Critical Approach Speed —_____ mph STOP S\GN
Critical speed of major street traffic > 40 mph .- .cooooocaae 0 -
In built § ﬁ RURAL (R)
up area of isolated community of < 10,000 pop., - -cevee--
' : [0 ' URBAN (U) (
WARRANT 1 — Minimum Vehicular Volume .
OO FEGUT R 100% SATISFIED  Yes [JNo PR
190% suow‘u IN BRACKETS) b{c ‘(\80% SATISFIED Yes D No X 4
APPROAC - i - : A /0\6 '\Q v ?) > b }'\9 (
{ MiAnes " 2 or more | A dﬁng‘- Z\IZ WA A &)  tou
Both Aperchs. | 500 | 350 { | 600 | 420 )< g
“ajor Street | 1a00 | (2801} | cas0r | 330§ 192 | 638 {658 1645100 Q'Uf ‘le QZZ
Highest Apprctd. 150 | 105 || 200 | 140 , > <,
Minor Street * | (120) (84) {160Y] (112, 11 60 74 Gl (73 74 . QL qg
* NOTE: Heavier of lett iurn movement from Major Street included when LT-phasing is proposed [
WARRANT 2 — Interruption of Continuous Tratfic
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
A RO RENENT 100K SATISTIED  Yos L No 2
: es
; vl R U| R cbc\ ut % 4 . N D( D‘(,e
§ . ‘e A o~ pey
APPROACH 1 20rmore | A7 G, / o / N/ af o) g
Both Apprchs. ( 750 | 525 || 900 L 636 b .o<] , X1, ~F1, >/ - A RY
{major Street | (es0) (7201 {0 924 (3$) (SL ‘-.'.rf L(’b: qii < :9\( QZ:::
Highest Aporchy . 75 100 7 > = 3 R
Minor Stroet* | (e0) 180} [ (56) 77’7 ¢o | ot |54 {9 (432

* NOTE: Heavier ol left turn movement from Major Street included when LT-phasing is proposed [j

Yes [} No&

WARRANT 3 — Minimum Pedestrian Vslume

100% SATISFIED

IR S

{MiNIMUM REQUIREMENTS 80% SATISFIED  Yes [J No I :
{807 SHOWW IN BRACKETS) : 2
U R 'l o ‘,6 y ( \z 153
Both Agprchs. 600 | 420 K > JCF 0
Major Street No Median || Lao)] (336 1P = R A*?V\/ . 7
Raisod {1000 | 700 N
Volume 4 wedian (900! (540) \:)O £
Ped’s On Highest Volume -150] 105 ¥
X-Walk Xing Maior Street {1208 (94)
IF MIDBLOCK SIGNAL PROPOSED 0O ( )i
WIN, REQUIREMENT DISTAMCE TO NEAREST ESTABL ISHED CRWLK ] FOLFILLED
150 Feet N/E ft S/W ft {Yes O No [OJ
WARRANT 4 -- School Crossings Not Applicable {38 :
See Schoo! Crossings Warrant Sheet 0O ( )

15-10A

Exhibit B | )
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Yretfic Manual

TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING

Figure 8-18

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 5 — Progressive Movement

Satistied Yes [0 No 3

RINIMUM REQUIREMENTS

DISTANCE YO NEAREST SIGNAL

FULFILLED

> 1000 ft N , S

ft, E ft. W LS00 |vest] no

ON ISDLATED ONE WAY ST. OR ST. WITH ONE WAY TRAFFIC SIGKIFICANCE ADIACENT SIGNALS
ARE 50 FAR APART THAT WECESSARY PLATOOHING & SPEED CONTROL WOULD BE LOST

o o e e e Y - o . e G - A - - e = A e e o o - e

ON 2-WAY ST. WHERE ADJACENT S1GNALS DO WOT PROVIDE NECESSARY PLATOONING & D

X

WARRANT 6 — Accideat Experience

SPEED CONTROL. PROPOSED SIGNALS COULD CONSTITUTE A PROGRESSIVE SIGNAL SYSTEM

-~y

Satisfied

sB/NOD

REGQUIREMENT

WARRANT FULFILLED

ONE WARRANY

'ARIMT | - NINIMUM Vtﬂ!CULAR VOLUMI

‘.

Rl - ———
SATISFIED WARRANY 2 ~ INTERRUPTION OF CONTINwOUS TFC__ _ _ __ _} _ m/
0% WARRANT 3 ~ MIMIMUM PEDESTRIAN VOLUME Aves® ~o O
SIGNAL WILL MOT SERIOUSLY DISRUPT PROGRESSIVE TRAFFIC FLOW 0

ADEQUATE TRIAL OF LESS RESTRICTIVE REMEDIES HAS FAILED TO REDUCE ACC. FREQ,

fas, e e v o o e ——— -

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT

ACC WATHIN A 12 MON. PERIOD SUSCEPTIBLE OF CORR. & !NVOLVING IBJURY URD $200 DAMAGE

- s S hem G e A e G G See G T A e e v ot ol

NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS

§ OR MORE »

b 23/0

* NOTE: Left tumn accidents can be included when LT -phasing i1s proposed

WARRANT 7 ~ Systems Warrant

Satistied Yes [0 No 3

R A ENTERING VOLUMES - ALL APPROACHES v | FULFILLED
DURING TYPICAL WEEXDAY PEAK HOUR
0% VEH/HR _.._......‘:—UX%' .x—..;_"f_“*'_’"‘._ e e
DURING EACH OF \ ¥ Av::;::DAY ANLY OR SUNDAY YESD NO D
CHARACTERISTICS JF MAJOR ROUTES pMAJOR STIMINOR ST
F T OF HWY SYSTEM SERVING A'&xn‘i’ncwu NETWORK FOR THROUGH TFC
EO;N?C-;S-;;&A—S‘-O;P.‘I;E; RAFFIC GINERAT.;;— I R S :
R e o e ey i A
H:S“SU__;";;«CE T-;'Y o E;;;AY_ ;AM_P TERMINALS R S .“ : : ::
’—‘;:A.\Rs:si ROUTE ow anoFFiciaL pLAN | |
ARY Mwﬂ ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS MET, BOTH STS. D D

WARRANT 8 ~ Combination of Warrants
{Used it no one warrant satistied 100%)

Satistied Yes [J No [

REQUIREMENT

NNV RARRANT v | FutFiLLED
TWO WALRANTS | 1 ~ sauimumt Wl SATAR VoLuME
SATISFIED 2 — INTRERGINION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC
8% . 9\7«1;&&&0:“:\“ VOLUME ves(3 ~o[]

no

The satistacticn of a warrant is not necessarily justitication for signals, Delay,
congestion, corfusion or other evidence of the need tor right of way assignment

must be shown.

TS-t0@

121973




CITY OF LODI
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
' L SIGNALIZATION PRIORITY WORK SHEET

.For the int.ersecﬁon of TUQUEE ‘ZD and (,AL\‘: OE‘O\A ST

(major street) (minor streef)
ADTin 1000's \(.(, =V g7% ADTin1000's 1. b =5 2%

ADT entering intersection in 1000's \2..2 = T

FACTOR COMPUTATIONS : POINTS
’ | Voiume From Volume Table 42
Accidents 10 x average annual number of accidents correctible GO
by signalization ¢
Pedestrians Points O to 100 estimated ‘O

Through Street | Main street distonce (in 1000 ft.) to necrest signal xV2=
distance factor

2.2 X \\2 = ’ZLJb
Factor = 100 150 200 2%0 300 350 400 500 600 700 800 | Z

Points= 7 15 22 p8 32 35 38 43 47 51 54
Approach Speed | Speed (estimated in MPH) = 25 3035 40 45 50
points= 0 10 20 35 ,50 75 43
45 pis
Coordination Now signal between 2 exist, sj 2 cycles apart 50
" " ycle apast 20
" " om Jexist. signal 20
: " " f 2-¢ycle distance - 20
" " /2 cycle distance - 50
4-way Stop If now 4-way, compute T(_;_/__ +1) | Y%
Select System S x each approach of intersection on Select Street System 10
TOTAL POINT SCORE. 1832
Exhibit C

By MED . DATER5-85




1983-84 INTERSECTION ACCIDENT RATES

1983-84 = 1974-76 *=

Existing 1983 1984 Accidents per Accidents per
Location Control Accidents Accidents Million Vehicles Million Vehicles
Lodi & Sacramento S 14 20 2.66 1.38
Lodi & Stockton S 16 15 2.53 1.99
Sacramento & Elm W 2 7 2.h6 7.51
Ledi & School S 1R 21 2.25 2.43
Lodi & Cherokee S 18 14 1.99 1.74
Stockton & Elm 2WS 1 6 1.9] 2.83
Lodi & Church S 12 18 1.86 2.49
Lodi & Central s 8 9 1.63 2.58
Hutchins & Kettleman S 14 16 1.47 2.10
Ham & Kettleman S 9 12 1.42 0.68
Stockton & Lockeford 2WS 3 7 1.40 2.43
Stockton & Kettleman S 6 14 1.34 1.1
Cherokee & Kettleman S 6 15 1.13 2.61
[ Turner € California  2WS 1 7 1.13 " 0.37]
Lodi & Ham S 5 1 0.93 1.05
Church & Lockeford S 2 7 0.88 0.92
Lodi & Crescent S 4 6 0.83 1.30
Ham & Lockeford Lws ] 8 0.78 0.92
Lodi & Hutchins S L 10 0.77 1.58
todi & Fairmont S 1 4 0.4 0.67

Number of Annual Accidents
Million Vehicles Annually entering intersection

*Accident Rate:

. 14 + 20
lodi & Sacramento = : = 2.66
(1983-84) (2) .38

%% From 1977 Accident ldentification Study prepared by George Nolte & Associates

Legend: (s) - Signal
(4WS) - lhway Stop
(2WS) - 2way Stop

(Y) - Yield

| Exhibit D
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