Coordination of Signalized Crosswalk with Adjacent .

Intersections Ty £fic
TERr B S L BT 3 3520 D%F1E S#IH

HRAS £ ERMTHER - Muhammad Abdullah, Miho Iryo, Kentaro Wada, Takashi Oguchi

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

A midblock crosswalk installed on roads with high pedestrian demand provides a safe passage for
pedestrians. However, it may decrease vehicle flow performance on arterials with dense signalized
intersections in an urban area. Therefore, adjacent traffic signals should be considered when installing a
crosswalk. This study explores the impact of the installation of signalized single-stage and two-stage
crosswalks on coordinated links and compares their relative effectiveness.
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Crosswalk > Two-stage crosswalks perform better for all three vehicle

demand levels.

» Though avg. user delay is almost the same at higher demand
levels, but common cycle length is shorter for two-stage
crosswalks

» Hence, coordination of two-stage crosswalk with adjacent
intersections yields lower delays and shorter cycle lengths.

Two Stage Crosswalk

An existing methodology based on variational theory (VT)
of kinematic waves was utilized to optimize coordination
between signalized intersections. Unlike the existing
optimization models and simulation packages, the method

properly considers physical queues and demand FUTURE WORKS
fluctuations (random arrivals). It also optimizes signal

coordination parameters simultaneously. As it is a Further study that includes varying link lengths will provide more

macroscopic approach therefore it requires less |nS|gh.t into t.he impact of signalized crosswalk installation on
coordinated links.

parameters.

Further study should also include time consumed while
traversing the refuge island and pedestrian interaction.




