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Meeting Facility

Copperfield Church

Thank you.

= copperﬁeld!church

MISSIEBNS




Purpose of Toni ght

A Share the results from the October Public
Meeting.

A Review Existing Conditions

A Discuss the proposed improvements and
their impact on the corridor

A Get your input on the proposed
Improvements

A Answer questions you may have about the
project



Project Goals

A Improve Mobility

A Improve Safety

A Improve the Quality of Life

A Maintain the Economic Vitality of
Businesses in the Corridor




Project Description

SH 6/FM 1960 Current Profile

Length of the roadway is 14.2 miles
33 of the 77 intersections are signalize

462 driveways have an average spaci
about 16260 '

Average daily traffic is about 50,000
vehicles per day

way left turn lane

Speed limit along a majority of the
roadway is 40 MPH

ROW 1 s 1200 from
ROW i s 10006 fr om
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Project Description

FM 529 Current Profile
A Length of the roadway is 8.1 miles

18 of the 63 intersections are signalizes
274 driveways have an average spacin

A
A
about 1560
A
A

Average daily traffic on FM 529 is about
33,500 vehicles per day ’

Roadway varies between a $ane cross =y ' & o
section with a center tweway left turn |
lane, and a s#lane cross section with
medians

Speed limit along a majority of the
roadway is 45 MPH

A ROW is 1208 from
to US 290

To




Project Description

Multi -Modal Current Profile

Existing Transit Facilities:

A No existing bus routes on either study corridor.
Existing Bicycle Facllities:

A SH 6/ FM 196@ No bike lanes

A FM 52938 Non-contiguous bike lanes

Existing Pedestrian Facilities:

A Intermittent and unconnected sidewalks both SH 6 / FM 1960
and FM 529



Public Workshop

Survey Results
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Live and Work Dot Geocoding SH & North Segments

Dot_Type Clay Rd to FM 529
[ Greenhouse tosH6
FM 529 to US 290
@ vox W 10t Gy
& st 65tudy Area SHB o US 290

Us 290 to Mills R
| SH 6 ACCESS MANAGEMENT STUDY
| NORTH STUDY AREA

SH 6 and FM 1960 from IH 10, North to Mills Rd o
FM 529 from Greenhouse Rd, East to US 290



Public Workshop and Survey Results

neo
How manydaysper weekdo you use SH 6/FM 5297

Days/Week

5.1%
3.8%
10.1%
! m 1 days/week
.: 3 m 2 days/week
— = 510, ™ 3days/week
m 4 days/week
i \_ - m 5 days/week
A » 6 days/week
T 0)

T 218 20 12.7% = 7 days/week

OJ



Public Workshop and Survey Results

Howdo you use SH 6/FM 529

8.9%

m Drive

m Drive to Park & Ride
= Bike

m Walk




Public Workshop and Survey Results

Survey Respondentharacteristics

Operate a business on SH 6/FM 1960 or FM 5 : 13.6%
Work along or near SH 6/FM 1960 or FM 52 m 40.9%

Live on and/or own property on SH 6/FM 1960
FM 5297 31.8%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

= Yes



Public Workshop and Survey Results

Survey Respondentharacteristics

Use as an alternate route when my main route o
congested 27.3%

Use to get someplace not worklated (shopping, o
school, recreation, etc.) 95.5%

Use on my way to or from worl 72 7%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%  120.0%



Public Workshop and Survey Results

Public Prioritized Measures of Effectiveness
R

Reduction in Peak Period Travel Time

ak Period Queue Leagths

Reduction

Reduction i Number of Stops when Traveling on the

Corridor

Imgravement in Major Intersection Level of Service

Reduction in Crash Fraquency (car, bike, pedestrian)

Ruduction in the Number of Conflicting Movemaents

Reduction In Number of Business Vacancies

Reduction in Rate of Business Turnaver

Stable of Increasing Residential Proparty Values

Increase in Parcel Interconnectivity

Reduction In Number of Access Points Directly on Main
in Transit Oppartunity /\/a ¢, ¢4u)

Increase in Pedestrian Ability to Traverse Coridor

10.15.2009



Public Workshop and Survey Results

When considering improvement in the corridor, please rank the level of
importance of each of the following consideration. (Please check one per line)
High Medium Low
Importance | Importance | Importance
Improve Traffic Flow c0 > L
P 91% 8% 2%

: 47 18 1
Motorist Safety 1% 57% 2%
Intersection Improvements 43 18 >

P 65% 27% 8%
Improved Mobility for Emergency 38 25 3
Vehicles 58% 38% 5%
. L 37 26 3
Maintain Economic Viability 6% 39% 5%
. 13 31 22
Enhance Landscape/Beautification 20% 17% 33%
Access to/from Properties along the 26 31 9
Corridors 39% 47% 14%
Pedestrian and Bicyclists Access and 16 26 24
Safety 24% 39% 36%




Public Workshop and Survey Results

How desirableare thefollowing methods of addressinghobility issue®

Improve signal synchronizatio

Create better connectivity betwee

Create right turn bay lane:

Improve signage and lighting (e.g., bl

Improve striping/ pavement marking

Allow businesses to share drivewa

Create backage or access roadwe

Add raised median with left turn bay

Reduce the number of driveway

Add more bicycle and pedestriX

Reduce speed limits

e e o

h
h
h
h
h
%
—

m Desirable

Tolerable

m Unacceptable

0% 10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

)

70%

)

80%

90%



Public Workshop and Survey Results
Summary of Publ i1 c0s To|

Reduce Travel Time/Queue Lengths

Improve Major Intersection Performance
Reduce Number of Stops

Reduce Crash Frequency (car, bike, pedestrian)
Stable or Increasing Residential Property Values
Reduce Number of Access Points

Increase Ability to Ride Bike

< < < < < < < <

Increase in Pedestrian Friendliness



Public Analysis of Current Conditions

1015552008




Observed Deficiencie$op 5 List

AVG SCORE
ONA SCALBF
(1TO5)

DIFFICULTY

AESTHETIC: NOT BIKE NOT PED TLIJNR'IITICIDNG SAFETY TRAVEL QUEUING
ROADWAY LIMITS INTERSECTIC PROBLEMS FRIENDLY FRIENDLY DRIVEWAYS ISSUES DELAY PROBLEMS
SH 6 at Clay 2.91 2.66 2.55 2.57 2.50 2.08 1.95
SH 6 Clay to West
Little York 2.39 2.61 2.40 2.13 2.24 2.19 2.14
West Little
>H 6 at York 2.67 2.64 2.46 2.41 2.53 2.21 2.00
SH 6 W Little York
to FM 529 2.69 2.63 2.42 1.94 1.92 1.89 1.89
SH 6 at FM 529 2.66 2.65 2.39 1.87 1.76 1.59 1.62
SH 6 FM 529 to
West 3.22 2.97 2.77 2.36 2.08 1.95 1.98
SH 6 Eldridgeto
Jones 2.68 2.88 2.37 2.10 2.45 2.19 2.13
SH 6 at Jones 2.65 2.76 2.34 2.04 2.10 1.97 2.06
SH 6 |Jones to Mills 2.47 2.62 2.19 2.00 2.06 2.24 2.29

SH6 at Mills 2.61 2.63 2.36 2.14 2.36 2.21 2.48




Observed Deficiencieslop 5 List

AVG SCORE
ONA SCALBF
(1TO5)
DIFFICULTY
TURNING
AESTHETIC! NOT BIKE NOT PED INTO SAFETY TRAVEL QUEUING
ROADWAY LIMITS INTERSECTION PROBLEMS FRIENDLY FRIENDLY DRIVEWAYS ISSUES DELAY PROBLEMS
Queenston
FM 529
to SH 6 2.57 2.77 2.42 2.41 2.32 2.03 2.12
FM 529| at SH6 2.52 2.64 2.31 2.22 1.59 1.44 1.53
FM 529| at Eldridge 2.83 2.96 2.54 2.42 2.27 1.94 1.90
FM 529| US 290 2.79 2.93 2.37 2.63 2.31 1.97 2.13
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