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Potential so

e Evaluation and recom IoNsS

— Although not a true roundabout, many of the same
principles apply
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Master plan conce ugh public
participation process

e Master plan for R.A. Long Park and Civic Center Circle
developed and approved by
— Historic Preservation Commission

— Parks & Recreation Board
— Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation

—  City Council
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Goal #2:

Goal #3: ndition of the

Park
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Inadequate

— Average of 116
between 7 am to 6 pm

— Average of 64 pedestrians cross WW at SW corner of Circle

* Vehicle weaving created by multiple conflict points

walk on the Circle

 Many conflict points due to driveways, intersections, and
multiple lanes

e Collision history resulted in award of federal safety grant
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Civic Center Circle Project Background (cont.
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Civic Center Circle Project Background (cont.

LEGEND

= AVERAGE ANNUAL COLLISIONS

Collision Data |
@ = TOTAL COLLISIONS (2001 - 2008)

before

o

Improvements =
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Public Wor
— Presented Co

mber 2009)

Online Survey

Public Workshop #3 — Master Plan (January 2010)
— Presented Preferred Concept for review

e Final Presentation (February 2010)

— Joint meeting of Historic Preservation Commission, Parks and
Recreation Board, and Community Assessment Action Team

e City Council Adopted Master Plan (March 2010)
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ntry and exits;

entries converte
* Improve safety - Minimize conflict points; reduce speeds

e SB Washington Way remained two-lane entry due to
forecasted queue length

 Removed fourth circulating lane where present
e Converted Larch to one-way westbound
Channelization primarily using paint due to cost constraints
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CIVIC Center Circle Improvements
T T .

Implemented

Civic Center
Improvements

17th Aversse® o

Striping

Concrete Curb

Rain Garden .

Mail / Ballot Box e

= Rain Garden
Mail/Ballot Box



Crosswalks
— Positive feedback fr crosswalks and flashing
signs
Washington Way Entries
— Significant queuing rare
— Lane utilization uneven at NE entry
Citizen Comments
— Engineering received 50/50 pro versus con
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— Motorist weavi
— Requested reinstate two-lane entries and exits
e Additional lighting needed at corners
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Ob

e NE
— E
lane ¢
Circle

e SW Corner (Wa

— Middle circulating lane alignec
with single-lane exit

— Entry alignment: Radius makes
it difficult to turn into the
outside lane
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— Reduce
— Reduce passin
— Secondary benefit of increased parking opportunities
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Option #3: nd two-lane

e Option #4: Reinstate two-lane entries and exits; remove
third circulating lane

e Option#5: Two lane — One lane hybrid; remove third
circulating lane

17
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Op

* NE

— Iss
with ce
— Resolutio
removal of recer
curb and landscaping or
removing third lane in Circle

* No simple fix can be made with
striping changes

e Therefore, no change proposed
under Option #1
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Op

e SW Co

— Issue:
aligned \
— Resolution:
e Striping change

* Some concern regarding increased
speed on exit in advance of
pedestrian crossing

— Upstream raised crossing
mitigates to some extent

— Maintain single-lane exit width
past pedestrian crossing
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Option #1: Localized Improvements

wd
b

e SW Corner (Washington Way Entry) @,

radius makes it difficult to turn
into the outside lane

— Issue: Entry alignment and ' \

— Resolution: Realign entry
e Striping change
* Move Yield sign
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Option #2: Two-lane exit at
SW Corner

e Two lane exit on SB WW at
SW corner

— Minimize weave and exit
from middle lane

Flatten entry angle on NB
WW at SW corner
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Option #3: Two-lane entry
/exit at SW Corner and two-
lane exit at NE Corner
e Two lane exit on SB WW at
SW corner
— Minimize weave and exit
from middle lane

e Flatten entry angle on NB
WW at SW corner

e Allows for two- lane entry /
exit traveling northbound
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Option #4: Two-lane entries
and exits, remove third
circulating lane

 Removal of third circulating
lane

— Addresses entry
alignment issues
— Minimizes weaving

— Reduces pedestrian
crossing exposure (fewer
traffic lanes)

— Increases opportunities
for parking
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Option #5:

Two lane — One lane hybrid;

remove third circulating

lane

e WW SB entry and exit —
two lanes

 WW NB entry and exit -
one lane

e Removal of third circulating
lane

— Addresses alignment
issues

— Minimizes weaving

— Reduces pedestrian
crossing exposure

— Increases opportunities
for parking
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roundabo
are additiona RP 672:
Roundabout Guide

* Increased circulating lanes = increased conflict points

e Sources of conflict
— Drivers fail to maintain lane position
— Drivers turn from the incorrect lane
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One-lane vs. Two-lane: Safety Performance
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One-lane vs. Two-lane: Safety Performance

Improper
right turn
by Vehicle B

Improper
left turn

by Vehicle D
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One-lane vs. Two-lane: Safety Performance
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One-lane vs. Two-lane: Safety performance

e Pedestrian safety

— Multiple lanes
introduce multiple
threats for crash

e Wider approaches
encourage faster speeds

Source: FHWA-RD-01-075, 2002.
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e Reasons for multilane approach and/or circulating lanes
— Capacity needs
— Lane continuity
— Facilitate movements into and out of parking areas
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Discussion

Civic Center Circle Review
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