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INTRODUCTION
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Example of LOS C Conditions
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TABLE 1

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA




Average Control Delay
LOS (seconds/vehicle) Description

Operations with very slight delay, with no approach phase fully
A <10.0 utilized.

Operations with slight delay, with occasional full utilization of
B 10.1-20.0 approach phase

Operations with moderate delay. Individual cycle failures begin
C 20.1-35.0 to appear.

Operations with heavier, but frequently tolerable delay. Many
D 35.1-55.0 vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable.

Operations with high delay, and frequent cycle failures. Long
E 55.1-80.0 queues form upstream of intersection.

Operation with very high delays and congestion. Volumes vary
F > 80.0 widely depending on downstream queue conditions.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
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CONSEQUENCES OF CURRENT PRACTICE
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Maintaining LOS C versus LOS E
This exhibit illustrates the consequences to pedestrian crossing distances and general
infrastructure investments of widening an intersection to improve vehicle traffic operations

from LOS Eto C.
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CASE STUDIES
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San Francisco, California
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Davis, California
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Alternative Person Delay BRT Rider Delay Vehicle Delay
(sec per person at | (sec per person at (sec per vehicle at
avg intersection) avg intersection) aVg Intersection)
1, Ne Brglee 20.8 20.9 19.3
2, Curb BRT
2 Cu 19.1 10.6 19.3
3, Center-Side 19 7 10 2 20 9

w/ two medians

i

Source: Van Ness BRT Feasibility Study, Public Wor

kshop,

October 19, 2006, San Francisco County Transportation
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LvissiMis a microscopic simulation model and a component of the PTV vision® suite offered by PTV America, Inc.
located in Corvallis, Oregon.
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TABLE 2
HUTCHISON DRIVE/LA RUE ROAD INTERSECTION —
YEAR 2005 PM PEAK HOUR DELAY FOR ALL TRAVEL MODES
Travel Mode (1)
Vehicles Buses Pedestrians Bicycles Overall
] Average Average Average Average Average

Option Delay — LOS Delay — LOS Delay Delay Delay
1 - Bike/Pedestrian
Phase 442 -D 471-D 46.6 42.8 44.2
2 - Bike/Pedestrian
Phase for Path Only 45.0-D 47.7-D 46.7 48.3 45.3
3 - Traditional Design
(Current Configuration) 30.0-C 296-C 42.7 47.5 31.4
4 — Head Start Phase
for Bike Path 40.5-D 325-C 24.4 34.7 39.6
5 — Grade Separated
Crossing 28.7-C 29.8-C 64.2 15.1 28.1
Notes:

(1) The Highway Capacity Manual does not assign an LOS for pedestrians and bicyclists based on average

delays. Delays were reported for comparison purposes only.

(2) The increase in pedestrian delay is associated with a reduction in pedestrians that are now using the grade
separated crossing resulting in a higher average delay per pedestrian for remaining crossings on other

approaches.
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HCM Intersection LOS = C

lllustration of Alternative 5 (bicycle/pedestrian b

ridge) and analysis by mode
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