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R BTs in t h e U S

RBTS in the Southeast -5

City of RosweII/Gresham Smlth & Partners
Grimes Bridge Rd @ Warsaw Rd/Norcross St
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Why Roundabouts? - RBT In aII 50 States

f'Lee Rodegerdts
Kittelson roundabout database
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Why Roundabouts? - RBT Programs in Southeast

= W\
Leading or Strong Georgia, North Carolina

Emerging Kentucky, Louisiana, Virginia, Florida

Programs in Their Infancy  Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, South Carolina, Tennessee,
West Virginia
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Why Roundabouts? — Program Characteristics

Leading or Strong — supportive policies, DOT RBT team
or-champion, accelerated implementation; peerreview:

Emerging - Positive policies but conservative approach to
implementation.

Programs in their Infancy - first RBTs being

considered (or has taken 5+ years'to.get second), no
champion, growimg expertise though designh workshops

G ——

Georgia Department of Transportation



Why Roundabouts? - RBT Numbers, Constructed
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Why Roundabouts? - Ch allenges

1. Public perception - (8) Louisiana, Virginia, South
Carolina, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, Georgia

2. Departmental support/policy - (a) Alabama,
Arkansas, Florida, West Virginia

3. Design experience/guidance - (4) kentucky,
South Carolina, Tennessee, North Carolina.

4. Poorly performing roundabouts - (2) Alabama,
Mississippi

5. Lighting costs - (2) Louisiana, Georgia

Ty
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Roundabouts in Georgia—StateWide RBTS, Constructed

o el _ & - p] ., “| eooWest Peachtree Strest NE
BBF ‘ | R ’ =Xy V pﬂq ‘ yv G_rgenm.l“ | Atianta, Georgia 30308
- ( vmcr v nm: vy B o A S~ 5 1 ' hittpsAwww._dot.ga gov/roundabouts
Qe s i., - S 1 E 3 “'7'.. Legend
W Atlanta {08 7y o, i N ™ Bt
o et i - A e Chtata Tyym
.’” -k\ ‘ J’ 3’;@ T e {’ . oot i -‘“
= P _E”f""i B - ” 3 . %\ ) negttomond Tt Caze vv\:'hl
4 \ g = - .3:'.::»"; Mo EDa ' | = Fasy (1) “';'
wfk-u —=, J } @ 7 E,;r;vw . ’ . S
'. “ O WG N Do ol
Hardkcn - —.vfn't':‘r. ] Wias ecoln <
il kg ANt~ b, - J Data as of: ¥152011
. . = i d
I A2 AR L TR AT An, e Al 25 50 Miles
' L i, ey . I, e e o | | |
\ ) Ck?ur e | 1 Az Wanon Y el
B 1l e : ’ Y e —
Nelgh borhood Traffic Circle 53 | =% R 50 Sl Vi Y Vg =
L e .' / | { 1_\\ :]m‘ - y - { Augusta
4 Tround | Menwaina: L p o, S By et , b
) [} Y N " WastenTo | 4 ’ /
1 : 3 g | '
>% ; ocn = ! /
"' }' v - ‘/,, ' i ~ ’:" ' 4 tiom N ~ = g 1 =% Sﬂl;mm\ e &
- — . #:_ - ‘ ‘ ;::: J ',3' YlHQOL- Criwiore : !’wa Johnson ~ i
- % 37 = ) { I A 3 N Wk ™ Dutsn Emaruol
o o f ’ .~ = Togher Sanc 1 © 5 y h
: j : : ?, ." “ ’Y‘ oz Sl 0.2-?5’5' i [\ i) Q sava n n a
: : ‘ ) s A Y o - Moco | ~ roan J P Caneke ’ foch ttoc-ac, ! NTY .
A - Columbus o |y e M et L)\ N et
] 2 ‘ 5 )
-

A
“ g y ey A\ sowmi W Samiar | <3 ) Tatnal By L ".‘
GOO e kB rth NN ’ : . : oL it Tutar L*‘G?;rf
- - 2N A R resp 2 11 20 o
& » 2 : ” A e : " ; i
4 :

3
0 \ Bar H 3 Ageing Lengs
D y

e RBTS (120"’) “aer 1‘, W s Bw 'A S t};,f{
® Neighborhood l, DD |\ e v - L S 7
Traffic Circles (210+) Ve o
Za v ¥ =yt Brunswic
® Rotary (1) T

= =N I:

Georgia Department of Transportation




Roundabouts in Georgia—StateWide PrOpOsed RBTs
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Why Roundabouts? - OppOrtu nities

1. Increased Safety = lower crash rates,.more than 5
legs, bad skews.

2. Operational Efficiency - higher intersection
capacities, where signal warrantsare not. met

3. Difficult Geometry

4. Reduced Impacts - smaller overall intersection
footprint

5. Reduced Costs (present & future) - bridges

requirements at interchanges, 'uncertainties in future
traffic patterns.

6. Quality of Life - gateways/aesthetics, complete
streets

B o A
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Why Roundabouts? - INCreased Safety

Traffic Control Prior % Reduction in
to RBT Injury Crashes

Signalized 78
All-Way Stop No significant change
Two-Way Stop 82
Chance of pedestrian death if hit by a motor vehicle
NCHRP 572, Table 28
mph
Reduced: 20 [ s

abpec o [

® driver decision
* conflicts

® crash severity so [N

CHRP 672, Exhi
— R TT—
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Why Roundabouts? — Operatlonal EfflClen cy

T LT

o,
N “—
.
"

Intersections Improvement W
Fulton - SR 166 @ Boat Rock/New Hope F&F'? >
 LOS of F in currentyear |

* 2 Intersections - excessive queues, poor
LOS

* Multilane RBT best overall performance
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why Roundabouts? — DIfficult Geometry

e L VAT RN
*Intersection Imp
- “City ofMilto
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Why Roundabouts? — L @SS Impacts

Fewer travel lanes required between
Re d u ce d : intersections: creates opportunities
for parking, bike lanes, etc.
* overall
footprint

More lanes may be Potentially greater impact at
needed for capacity intersection corners

* # of lanes
between {
intersections

\ Property lines

Potentially fewer properties
affected between intersections

® vehicle
storage

Access management
opportunities facilitated by

Area required for roundabout U-turns at roundabouts
but not for signal

LEGEND

Area required for signal
but not for roundabout

s o
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Why Roundabouts? — Reduced Cost

-,.‘I Ly &Il-" END
\\ BRIDGE NO.2
BRIDGE #0.2 | '\
\

\ dsai

A 75 SOUTHBROUND ‘\".
X ENTRANCE RAMP *B' \

Interchange Reconstruction

* |-75, Whitfield County
° Conventional Layout — $46 M
° RBT layout — $18M
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Why Roundabouts? — Qu al Ity of Life
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NCHRP 672 - Annapolis, Maryland
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Cobb County/Gresham Smith and Partners
West Sandtown at Villa Rica Rd




GDOT Policy Evolution — SOUtheast DOT Policies

Routinely Considered

Considered on case-by-case

Seldom Considered

Responses from survey for 2011 Southeast Roundabout Peer Exchange




GDOT Policy Evolution— Chronology

TOPPS 4A-2 - Chief Engineer Policy
Dec. 04,
Mar. 08,

Mar. 09,

GDOT DPM, Ch. 8 —Jun. 10




GDOT Policy Evolution —\When Considered?

A RBT shall be considered for:

1.
2.




__ 2. Plan Development
* Peer Review

* Public Involvement
 Standards & Details
lllumination

_\ - SRS -
Douglas County/Gresham Smith & Partners
SR 5 at SR 166

Georgm Department of ‘rnnsportnuon



Today’s RBT Program — Planning & Programming

GDOT Projects Types:
* Safety Program (46)

*“Local Government projects - LAP.(14)
® Standard longitudinal projects (10+)
* Non-safety intersection projects (5)

B o A
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GDOT Policy Evolution—RB T Validation

Stand-alone Intersection Projects
Proceed

M with non-RBT
Design

Planning Feasibility Public i} Suspend Proj.

Assessment Study Involvement , & Development
& Lighting | |

Proceed with
RBT design

— GO —=—
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Today’s RBT Program — Plan Development

Roundabout Analysis Tool 11/1/2011
Single Lane Version 1.3

Feasibility Studies o !

Date:

* selection, layout

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:
Intersection: SW (g SE (4) D

Construction Plans

DOT ROUNDABOUT DESIGN CHECKLIST - CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT Legs (FROM)

2 dEtBIlEd dESign R , ) — SE{) S(5 SWIE) W@ NW(E)

hecklist s spectfically written for 3 standalone intersection project. Soame minor 3djustme
designed ro

dabout with reapect to roles, For hnear or intarchange reconstruction project

dsbed during the preliminary deagm. Addnional iteuss should be added a2 neces: o define/document the destgn.
The preparation of a roundabout destgn may be ternunated at any time during the process. if 2 decizion is made to eliminate 2

roundabout farther consaderation. In they caze. documentation should be organized and recane:

2) This checklist inchades work ftems which are specific to the roundabout pretect and doss not include many
common to all conventional ntersection projects. The Jevel of detad and timing of some tasks will vary wich ht caple

roundabout and site constraints

3) The checklist iz meant to combmme certam categores of information and 12 not meant to reflect a precise saquence of performance. Any
tems wis notapply te 4 specific peoject can be smarked a3 "N/A" (Lo not applicabile). o 0 0 o 0

8‘ ROU N DABOUTS Pl Nummber: County:
. ’ SE 5 SW W NW

. Dezign Phase Leaden Deszign Office:

81 2 Int(‘oductlon A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Description 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
A modern roundabout is a type of circular inte| 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
yield control at entry, counterclockwise circula i ‘ Completed ! Action By | ftom (o iy e ""’""“‘f _M,_“_u ) Lo L Lo 0% 0%

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.52 0.92
] 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

that create a low-speed environment. ROUNG ey m————r———
of safety, operational, and other benefits wher
Specifically, they have fewer conflict points, o
traffic delays, fuel consumption, and air poliuti
can be found on the GDOT Roundabouts web

http://www. dot state ga us/travelindingeorgia’t , ] Lester of rupport

Vicinity Map

Itersection Layout  » 0 0 0 0

from local
Rovernment

Roundabouts are categorized into three basic .
A detailed introduction to each is provided in (

Research Program (NCHRP) Report 672. RoL =
chapter of the GDOT Design Policy Manual sp&€i

Crash hastory

Pedestrian and bike

Georgia Department of T ransporunmn



Today’s RBT Program — APpProved Peer Reviewers

® Kittelson & Associates (Apr. 10)
= Justin Bansen, FL; Lee Rodegerdts, OR; Ed Myers, Md

® Ourston Roundabout Engineering (Jun. 10)
= Mark Lenters, WI;"Troy Pankratz, WI

® NE Roundabouts (Aug. 11)
= Howard McCulloch, NY

® Roundabout & Traffic Engineering (Oct. 11)
= Scott Ritchie, AZ

® MJT Engineering (Oct. 11)
= Mark Johnson, WI

Ty
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Today’s RBT Program — P eer Review

Feasibility Studies
* stand-alone'intersections,.prior to concept
* Longitudinal projects — early preliminary

Construction plans
* Preferable, PFPR plans

Consultants approved for roundabout peer review by
Office of Design Policy & Support.

Separate class code to be setup by Dec 2011.

B o A
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Today’s RBT Program — PU blic Involvement

Required

® all multilane RBTs

A

"

, —\/ .

ROUNDABOUT |
AHEAD

* most Single Lane RBTs

Prior to PIOH

®* complete Peer Review

* -meet with local government
®* see GDOT DPM Section 8.2.5

» LTS T

V-, V, CRORGIA DT
OF Draves Sean

-y
e
MENT
WS

2011 Driver’'s Manual
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Today’s RBT Program — CONStru ction Stds/Detalls

CONCRETE HEADER CUREB FOR TRUCK APRON IN ROUNDABOUTS

CONCRETE HEADER CURB
YPE 9

1. Truck apthurb
Z. Cenm:l!d'l'a'ndscapmg

3. Pavement/typlcal sectlon

4. Slgnmg & marking

Ly

Georgia Department of 'l'ran.!p(.rrtnlion
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Today’s RBT Program — llHlumination

IES Design Guide for RBT Lighting

Approach lighting — 25 lux

¢~ ry a——
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Co. — City of Covington/URS Corp
Turner Lake at Clark St
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Challenges Ahead — key RIUEES

® Public involvement/Education:
Statewide program, materials

® Multilane RBTSs: Practices for
accommodating standard trucks at.
Safety for vision impaired
pedestrians at multilane RBTs.

® Qversized Trucks: Needs and
methods of accommodation.

® Signing and Marking: developing
standardized construction details

® Lighting: Reducing energy and
maintenance costs.

Suzanne Timmons

Ty
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Challenges Ahead —Special Initiatives

1. Training
- Applied Roundabout Design Classes

- 2011 International Conference

- 2011 Southeastern US Roundabouts Peer Exchange
2. Research

- Capacity Calibration at RBTs - Georgia Tech/Kittelson

- Public Education/Involvement on RBTs — est. 2012

- llumination at RBTs — est. 2012

Southeastern U.S. Roundabouts Peer Exchange D et ey Anirisiton

) = l;—.-l,__
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Challenges ahead - The GDOT Roundabout Team

Scott Zehngraff - szehngraff@dot.ga.gov, Office of Traffic
Operations

Daniel Pass - dpass@dot.ga.gov, Office of Design Policy & Support
Paul DeNard - pdenard@dot.ga.gov, Office Traffic Operations

Other GDOT SMEs
Steven Bookholdt, Robert Graham - design
Derrick Cameron - project manager
Mike England - public involvement
Kimberly Nesbitt - contracting
Tiffany Robinson - capacity
Glen Williams - software

e e
- ll:
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Questions & Discussion




