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How a HAWKybrid Pedestrian Signal

Works:
w m Sequence 1: Blank Signals

upon activation with Steady
Don't Walk

Sequence 2: Flashing Yellow

Signals upon activation with
Steady Don't Walk

Sequence 3: Solid RED with
Steady Don’t Walk

Sequence 4: Alternating Red
with Steady Don’t Walk

Figure 1: HAWK Signal Sequence



HAWKHybrid Pedestrian Signal

Summary

Aln August 2009, DDQT installed a HAWK signal a
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Georgia Ave. NW.

A The land use context is a mixed use |
commercial/residential node along a commercial
corridor.

A Intersection was uncontrolled with highzibility
marked crosswalks on all legs.

A The intersection is approximately 750 ft. from
adjacent signalized intersections.

A Community members, especially the elderly, had
complained for years that it was difficult and
unsafe to cross Georgia Ave. at this location.



HAWKHybrid Pedestrian Signal

Summary

A The signal was evaluated by conducting a series
of three fieldobservations ofiriver compliance
with the signal and pedestrian behavior.

A The main measure of effectiveness was the
proportion of drivers stopping/yielding to
pedestrians when the signal showed a red
Indication.

A Evaluation showedn average 097.1% motorist
compliancewith the HAWKsignal, which Is
comparable to a standard signal.

A Overall, 49% of pedestrians that crossed at the
ir)tersection did so without activating the HAWK
signal.




Table 1: Analysis of Field Data Collection — 1 (July 7th, 2010)

Begin No. of Per:!. Crossing No.. of Veh. No. of_‘u"eh. That did No. of Vehicles that
Time Events L:Ismg HAWK Yielded/ not Yield/Stop for should have Stopped
Signal Stopped for Peds. Peds.
12:30 PM 3 12 - 12
12:45 PM 3 12 - 12
1:00 PM 5 18 1 19
1:15PM 3 12 - 12
1:.30 PM 4 9 - 9
1:45PM 4 11 - 11
2:.00 PM 4 14 3 17
2:15PM 3 12 - 12
2:30 PM 3 4 - il
**BREAK** **BREAK** **BREAK** **BREAK** **BREAK**
4:45 PM 7 27 5 32
5:00 PM 15 - 15
5:15PM 4 16 5 21
5:30 PM 6 24 - 24
5:45 PM 3 12 2 14
6:00 PM 3 15 1 16
6:15 PM 1 4 - |
6:30 PM 4 13 - 13
4-Hr Period 64 230 17 247

P = number of vehicles that yielded or stopped for pedestrians =

(230)/numberof vehicles that should have stoppé247) = 93.1%




Location: Georgia Ave. & Hemlock St. N
Washington, DC
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HAWK GENERAL FIELD OBSERVATI

A Field observations were conducted on typical
weekdays for both A.M. and P.M. periods.

A Overall, 97.1% of drivers stopped for pedestrians
using the HAWK signals.

A A number of drivers exhibited aggressive driving
characteristics, such as hesitating or slowing
down briefly for crossing pedestrians to clear the
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across the intersection on the flashing red
without stopping.

A While waiting to turn onto Georgia Avenue,
motorists from Hemlock Street generally yielded
to pedestrians using the crosswalk.




HAWK GENERAL FIELD OBSERVATIOI

CONTINUED:

A Oncertain occasions, pedestrians did not wait
for the operation of the HAWK signal before
crossing the intersection aftexctivation and
Instead used a gaip the vehicular traffic to
cross the intersection.

A During instances where pedestrians
attemptedto crossthe intersection without
activating the HAWK signal, some drivers
acknowledged and yielded tbe pedestrians
while other drivers evaded pedestrians and
continued through the intersection.




HAWKHybrid Pedestrian Signal

A A significant proportion of pedestrians (49%
overall) did not activate the HAWK signal
when crossing the intersection.

A This ledo pedestrianvehicle conflicts.

Table 5: Results of Pedestrian Compliance and Pedestrian —Vehicle Conflicts

TIME OF Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
DAY Crossing Events | Crossing Events Crossing Events
where without Activating | with Pedestrian —
Pedestrians HAWK Signal and Vehicle Conflicts
used the HAWK Outside of
Signal Crosswalk
A.M. 90.8% 47 5% 14.7%
P.M. 65.8% 35.6% 8.7%




A Table 6 shows
that crossing
without
activating the
HAWK signal led
to substantially
more pedestrian
vehicle conflicts
than crossing
with the signal
activated.

Table 6: Qualitative Analysis of Pedestrian — Vehicle Conflicts

BEGIN TIME

PEDESTRIAN — VEHICLE CONFLICTS

No. of Conflicts upon
Activating HAWK Signal

No. of Conflicts Without
Activating HAWK Signal

Total No. of Pedestrian —
Vehicle Conflicts

7:00 AM

1

1

7:15 AM

7:30 AM

7:45 AM

8:00 AM

8:15 AM

8:30 AM

8:45 AM

9:00 AM

9:15 AM

9:30 AM

9:45 AM

10:00 AM

10:15 AM

10:30 AM
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10:45 AM

AM TOTALS

||

2:00 PM

2:15PM

2:30 PM

2:45 PM

3:00 PM

3:15PM

3:30PM

3:45 PM

4:00 PM

4:15 PM

4:30 PM

4:45 PM

5:00 PM

5:15PM

5:30 PM

5:45 PM

PM TOTALS

10




Conculsions

A TheHAWK signal treatment was effective in
gettingdrivers tostop for pedestrians. This
favorable result could be due to the strong
regulatory message that the solid red signal send
to motorists.

A TheHAWK signal did not appear to cause any
adverseeffectson pedestrian crossing behaviors
at the intersection during the field observations.

A Therewere minimal traffic operational issues at
the intersection and, in general, most drivers
(97.1%)stopped for pedestriang the crosswalk.



Conclusions

A A low pedestrian compliance (activation) rate (51% overall)
was found, which could be attributed to the lack of
understanding of the operation of the HAWK signal or the
perception of delay. The existence of a sufficient number of
gaps in vehicular traffic for pedestrian crossing without
activating the HAWK signal could explain poor utilization.

A Implementation of a public awareness campaign on the
HAWK signal could help improve pedestrian understanding
and thereby improve the compliance rate (brochures were
distributed in the area and were available on the poles)

A Based on the motorist compliance rate, the use of HAWK
signal as a device for improving pedestrian crossing safety
at selectedunsignalizedntersections is recommended.

This device would be especially useful at intersections on
high-volume major arterials with moderateo-high
pedestrian crossing volumes, which do not satisfy any of
the warrants for standard signalization.



Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon:s
summary.
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A DDOT staff monitored the development of the
RRFB since 2005 and decided to test an
Installation at an uncontrolled crossing on a
four lane arterial street. (Photos from Florida)



Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon:s
Summary

A DDOT installed a RRFB at an uncontrolled marke
crosswalk on an 4 lane arterial street with 30,000
VPD ADT and a posted speed of 30 mph
(85"%ile= 44 mph). This is the largest road on
which a beacon of this type has been installed.

A Because of the slope and horizontal curvature of
the street, amdvance beacowas used on the
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A The beacons were
paired with a unique
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sign in an effort to
provide drivers with a
stronger regulatory
message.



