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Traffic Volume Figures
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Alternative Concepts
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Preferred Alternative
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Public Outreach Materials



o FUSS & O’NEILL

MEETING MEETINGS
PAC Meeting #1

College Hill Corridor Study
Thursday, April 21, 2022, 1:00 - 2:30 PM via Zoom

ATTENDEEES: Matthew Skelly (F&O); Katherine O’Shea (F&O); Rosie Jaswal (Toole); Jim
Butler (SCCOG); Kate Rattan (SCCOG); Amanda Kennedy (SCCOG); Victor
Arcelus (Connecticut College); Anna Bergeron (CTDOT); Michael Passero
(Mayor of New London); Sam Quigley (Lyman Allyn Museum Director); Tom
Quintin (City of New London); Mike Carroll (SEAT); Brian Kent (Bike
Groton); Brian Wright (Police Chief)

This meeting was held to kickoff the project with the project advisory committee and inform them of
the anticipated project timeline. The meeting began with introductions, giving all attendees the
opportunity to share their organization and relation to the project. Matthew Skelly of Fuss & O’Neill
presented the following information on scope and schedule:

e Tuss & O’Neill and Toole will be studying multimodal transportation accommodations under
current and future conditions. This study will include data collection, traffic analysis, the
preparation of concept plans and sketches, and an implementation plan. Previous studies of the
corridor will be consulted and inform recommendations.

e The existing corridor is a divided highway, but the goal is to design the corridor to function as
more of a community street. The history of safety issues along this corridor was noted,
including the death of a Connecticut College student in 2015.

e The schedule is designed so that significant public outreach efforts take place during the college
semesters in order to involve students. The entire project will be completed in approximately
one year. The final report is anticipated to be delivered in March of 2023.

Rosie Jaswal of Toole Design provided further insight into the public engagement plan, outlining
following phases:

e Phase 1: conduct stakeholder interviews, pop-up kiosks, and online engagement to capture input
from the public on existing deficiencies along the corridor

e Phase 2: conduct a second PAC meeting that will include a design charette activity to guide the
preparation of the concept plans. A public workshop will also be held during this phase, during
the Fall 2022 semester.

e Phase 3: conduct a third PAC meeting to present the draft concept plan and receive feedback
from the committee. Present the draft concept at a second public workshop to gather feedback.

e Phase 4: Meet with the PAC to present the study recommendations and post the final report
and concept on the website.

F:\P2021\0942\ A10\Meetings\2022-04-21- PAC MTG 1\2022-04-21- Minutes.Docx



‘ FUSS& O’NEILL

College Hill Corridor Study PAC Meeting #1 Minutes
April 21, 2022
Page 2

Rosie presented the project goals, including increasing safety and comfort, enhancing connections across
the street, encouraging slower vehicle speeds, and providing a visual gateway into the college
neighborhood.

Victor Arcelus, Dean of Students at Connecticut College, raised the question of when any
recommendations of this study would eventually be implemented. Matthew reiterated that because
Route 32 is a State Road, it is up to CTDOT to implement recommendations, and emphasized that the
team will work to give the DOT exactly what they need to initiate projects. Anna Bergeron, CTDOT
Project Manager echoed the sentiment. Rosie added that the implementation plan will include further
information on this topic.

Rosie asked the committee for additional project goals, and to identify location specific issues and
opportunities along the corridor. This activity was conducted using the online white board tool Miro.
Responses were recorded on the project Miro Board. A summary of responses is below:

e Secveral points were made regarding the “highway feel” of the roadway. Victor indicated that
vehicles often run red lights because they are not expecting to have to stop, noting a patticular
issue at the intersection of Route 32 and Benham Street. Amanda Kennedy of SCCOG noted
that there appears to be excessive highway infrastructure that encourages high vehicle speeds,
and that presently there are very few low-speed connections to downtown New London. Tom
Quintin from the City of New London also noted that the interchange ramps encourage high
vehicle speeds. Kate Rattan of SCCOG suggested the possibility of using roundabouts to
implement speed control, though it was noted that there are existing constraints due to the steep
grades on either side of the corridor.

e Tom suggested that lane widths could be reduced to ten feet to control vehicle speeds and
reduce overall vehicle travel width on the roadway.

e Amanda noted the reduction of noise impacts as an additional goal, and Sam Quigley, Director
of the Lyman Allyn Museum, agreed, noting that an artistic looking noise barrier could address
both noise impacts and assist in creating a visual gateway into the college.

e Victor noted that Connecticut College is planning to install a sign at the main driveway that will
assist in creating this visual gateway.

e A number of difficulties were noted for crossing pedestrians. Victor expressed that there is a
need for better pedestrian refuge locations, specifically noting the steep sidewalk at the
Connecticut College driveway that almost pitches pedestrians into the road. Additionally, it was
noted that the pedestrian bridge is the safest way to cross Route 32 presently, although the
bridge is not accessible.

e The intersection of Deshon Street and Route 32 was discussed as a key connection between
Connecticut College and the US Coast Guard Academy (USCGA). Victor mentioned the
possibility of an additional pedestrian bridge at this intersection, and noted that the Connecticut
College patking lot located near Deshon Street is sometimes used by the USCGA for overflow
parking.

F:\P2021\0942\ A10\Meetings\2022-04-21- PAC MTG 1\2022-04-21- Minutes.docx



‘ FUSS& O’NEILL

College Hill Corridor Study PAC Meeting #1 Minutes
April 21, 2022
Page 3

e Kate Rattan noted that traveling west on Deshon Street approaching Route 32 is difficult due to
the uphill approach grade and short greet light for Deshon Street. Jim Butler, executive director
of SCCOG noted that vehicles often run yellow and red lights on Route 32 at this intersection.

e Video detection was recently installed at the intersection of Reservoir Street and Route 32, but
does not appear to be functioning propetly for vehicles on Reservoir Street.

e Brian Kent, president of Bike Groton noted that the ADT seems too high on Route 32 to
implement un-protected bicycle facilities. He noted that Williams Street may be a more
appropriate corridor for bicycle improvements.

e Victor noted that it is very difficult to cross Route 32 safely on a bicycle and suggested that
more students would use bicycles if there were a way to safety do so. He also stated that many
students drive across Route 32 now, so safer pedestrian and bicycle crossings could assist in
reducing vehicle volumes on Route 32.

e Jim and Victor both noted that a reduction in volume on Route 32 may not be realistic, as the
construction of another connection between 1-95 and 1-395 is not currently scheduled.

e Kate indicated that the corridor has potential to service some public transit, and noted that
many college students that live along the corridor do not have cars.

e Amanda asked for examples of high-volume roadways similar to Route 32 where traffic has
been calmed.

e Victor noted a previously held DOT workshop that discussed strategies for repurposing some
of the existing 1-95 interchange ramps to become pedestrian and bike only and introducing
traffic calming measures.

Next Steps:

e The project team will host a pop-up kiosk on the Connecticut College campus and present to
the Connecticut College Student Government Association on May 5. An additional pop-up
kiosk will also be identified to capture input from other area residents.

e The project team will collect data and begin work on the existing conditions analysis.

e The project website will be online within the next two weeks, where project documents will be
posted and an online engagement tool will be used to capture input from commuters and other
users of the corridor.

F:\P2021\0942\ A10\Meetings\2022-04-21- PAC MTG 1\2022-04-21- Minutes.docx



o FUSS & O’NEILL

MEETING MEETINGS
PAC Meeting #2

Route 32 Corridor Study — New London, CT
Tuesday, September 27, 2022, 10:00-11:30 AM via Teams

ATTENDEEES: Jim Butler (SCCOG); Anna Betrgeron (CTDOT); Sam Quigley (Lyman Allyn
Museum Director); Mike Carroll (SEAT); Brian Kent (Bike Groton); Brian
Wright (Police Chief); Brian Sear (City of New London); Jennifer Pacacha
(CTDOT); Frederick Kulakowski (CTDOT); Claudel Meronnis (CTDOT);
William Champagne (CTDOT); Shraddha Joshi (CTDOT); Matthew Skelly
(F&O); Katherine O’Shea (F&O); Rosie Jaswal (Toole)

This meeting was held to update the project advisory committee on the progress made assessing the
existing conditions, and present preliminary concept alternatives. The meeting began with introductions,
giving all attendees the opportunity to share their organization and relation to the project. Katherine
O’Shea of Fuss & O’Neill presented the following information on community input and an existing
conditions summary:

e The project team hosted two pop-up sessions in New London to obtain community feedback
on the project. Additionally, the team launched a project website that included a survey and
interactive map tool to provide comments on the corridor. Primary concerns included high
vehicle speeds, walkability, and pedestrian crossings in the project area.

e Tield observations indicated that the current built environment prioritizes vehicle throughput,
and is inaccessible to those not driving. A review of the most five recent years of available crash
data indicated a high number of rear-end crashes throughout the project area. Approximately 26
percent of all collisions resulted in injury.

e The future conditions analysis considers two scenarios: an interim 2032 condition, and a long-
term 2042 condition that assumes future changes to the larger roadway network that will result
in a volume reduction on Route 32 through the study area.

Rosie Jaswal of Toole Design presented a variety of options for the corridor that would be possible if
other regional network connections were constructed, and Route 32 was downgraded from its regional
arterial status. She cited examples of similar projects in Rochester, New York, Chattanooga, Tennessee,
and Providence, Rhode Island.

Rosie then presented two alternatives for the corridor that would be feasible in the near term.

Option A included:
e Landscaped median
e Shared use path for pedestrians and cyclists on the west side of Route 32

e Additional crosswalks

F:\P2021\0942\ A10\ Meetings\2022-09-27- PAC MTG 2\2022-09-27 Minutes.Docx



‘ FUSS& O’NEILL

College Hill Corridor Study PAC Meeting #2 Minutes
September 27, 2022
Page 2

e Pedestrian refuge islands

e Elimination of right turn lanes

Option B included:
e Shortened pedestrian crossings
e  Protected bike lanes on both sides of the roadway

e Chicanes to slow vehicles approaching intersections

Jim Butler noted that the Connecticut College driveway on the west side of Route 32 at the intersection
of Route 32 and Reservoir Street is often closed, therefore, the northbound left turn lane at that
intersection may not be necessary.

Jim also noted that he likes the landscaped median featured in Option A, and noted the similarity of this
option to the prior configuration of the corridor. He suggested use of historical aerial photos to
demonstrate the prior corridor appearance.

Brian Kent asked if any consideration was given to reducing the speed limit. Matthew Skelly clarified
that the speed limit has been set in accordance with the CTDOT Office of the State Traffic
Administration (OSTA) statewide policy on setting speed limits.

Brian Kent also noted that if bike infrastructure is implemented, the project team should consider viable
origin and destination points for cyclists, and cited Williams Street as a possible bicycle corridor. He also
noted that any bike lanes should include a physical battier to separate cyclists from vehicle traffic.

Brian Sear of the City of New London noted the psychological impact that the existing highway
infrastructure has on drivers, and mentioned how additional plantings and landscaping south of the
Williams Street bridge would aid in strengthening the connection to downtown, and prevent drivers
from transitioning into a highway mindset.

Frederick Kulakowski of CTDOT asked for the ADT and the truck percentages. The ADT is
approximately 27,000 vehicles.

Rosie presented a number of gateway treatments that would help provide a visual transition into the
College Hill District.

Jim informed the project team that Connecticut College recently installed new signage that functions as a

gateway treatment.

Sam Quigley noted that arts and culture should be incorporated into the naming of the area, and Jim
clarified that the “College Hill District” refers to an existing name for the area.
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0 FUSS& O’NEILL

College Hill Corridor Study PAC Meeting #2 Minutes
September 27, 2022
Page 3

Brian Kent noted that the Lyman Allyn Museum is interested in installing a sound barrier, which could
become an example of public art that functions as a gateway treatment.

As the meeting concluded, Matthew Skelly asked CTDOT to provide any additional commentary on
requirements moving forward to ensure that the corridor study leads to design and construction. Anna
Bergeron indicated that CTDOT intends to move the project into the next phase by initiating a technical
review during the study phase once more detailed plans are developed.

The group decided that the next PAC meeting will take place on January 10, 2023, at 1:00 pm.

Project next steps:

e Schedule a Public Meeting for the second or third week in October
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o FUSS & O’NEILL

MEETING MEETINGS
PAC Meeting #3

Route 32 Corridor Study — New London, CT
Tuesday, January 17, 2023, 1:00 -2:30 PM via Teams

ATTENDEEES: Jim Butler (SCCOG); Amanda Kennedy (SCCOG); Kate Rattan (SCCOG)
Anna Bergeron (CTDOT); Jennifer Pacacha (CTDOT); Frederick Kulakowski
(CTDOT); Claudel Meronnis (CTDOT); William Champagne (CTDOT);
Shraddha Joshi (CTDOT); Marissa Pfaffinger (CTDOT); Andrew Correia
(CTDOT); Emin Basic (CTDOT); Mayor Michael Passero (Mayor of New
London) Victor Arcelus (Connecticut College Dean of Students) Mike Carroll
(SEAT); Brian Kent (Lyman Allyn Museum Representative); Brian Wright
(City of New London Police Chief); Matthew Skelly (F&O); Katherine O’Shea
(F&O); Rosie Jaswal (Toole)

This meeting was held to present an analysis of three possible alternatives for the entire corridor and
obtain committee feedback. The meeting began with introductions, giving all attendees the opportunity
to share their organization and relation to the project. Matthew Skelly then gave a project update
detailing the progress since the previous PAC meeting, including the development of two concepts for
the length of the entire corridor, a public meeting, and an additional survey.

Rosie Jaswal of Toole shared that the team received approximately 200 fully completed surveys and 200
partially completed surveys, with the majority of respondents falling between the ages of 18 and 24.
Additionally, she noted that the majority of respondents travel on Route 32 either by vehicle or on foot.

Matthew Skelly provided an overview of three concept plans. Concept A as presented includes a
landscaped median, two travel lanes in each direction, left turn lanes at intersections, a shared use path
on the west side of Route 32, and a sidewalk on the east side of Route 32. The shared use path on the
west side of Route 32 is proposed to extend from Benham Avenue south to the Williams Street bridge,
where it would tie into the existing bike lanes on Williams Street. The sidewalk on the east side is
proposed to extend from Benham Avenue south to the intersection of Mohegan Avenue Parkway and
Williams Street.

Concept B as presented removes the median but maintains two travel lanes and left turn lanes at
intersections. Grade separated bike lanes and sidewalks are proposed on both sides of Route 32. On the
east side, the northbound bike lane connects to existing bike lanes on Williams Street and continues
north to Benham Avenue. On the west side, the southbound bike lane extends from Benham Avenue,
and changes to a shared use path approximately 1,000 feet south of the Williams Street Bridge. The
shared use path continues to the intersection of Briggs Street and Williams Street.

Concept C was prepared in 2017 as part of the I-95 East feasibility study. The concept re-designs the
entire I-95/Route 32 interchange and proposes three multilane roundabouts along Route 32 through the
study area. Additionally, a shared use path is proposed on the east side of the roadway.
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The project team received the following comments and questions from the PAC:

Victor Arcelus of Connecticut College noted that the shared use path might be better on the east side of
Route 32 because students use that sidewalk more frequently. Rosie noted that it may be beneficial to
have two-way bike facilities on both sides.

Amanda Kennedy of SCCOG asked why the students are more inclined to use the sidewalk on the east
side of Route 32 and wondered if that may be attributed to the frequency of crossings at the pedestrian
bridge. She noted that the planned improvements will make crossing the roadway at grade safer, and
may lead to more pedestrian traffic on the west side of the roadway. Matt added that the idea of the
improvements is to ensure that both sides of the roadway are equally comfortable for pedestrians.

Jim Butler of SCCOG noted that more destinations for students are located on the east side of Route
32, and that if students need to go somewhere on the west side of Route 32, they use the internal roads
on campus. Victor added that the guardrail on the east side of Route 32 makes students feel more
comfortable, as it provides more separation from vehicle traffic. Jim agreed.

Victor also noted that Connecticut College is in the eatly stages of designing a new pedestrian bridge
because the existing bridge is at the end of its life.

Shraddha Joshi of CTDOT noted that CTDOT also feels that the eastern side of Route 32 might be
better for the shared use path in order to avoid adverse impacts to the retaining wall on the west side of
Route 32.

Rosie noted that consideration should also be given to destinations on the east and west side of Route
32 outside of the study area, as expansion of the proposed facilities may be an option in the future. Jim
asked if a shared use path on both sides of the roadway would be a possibility.

Amanda noted that a number of alternative circulation possibilities are located on the east side of Route
32, and that the shared use path on the east side creates a brand new connection. Mayor Passero
emphasized that connection to the eastern New London neighborhoods is a priority for the City.

The potential of a noise barrier for the Lyman Allyn Art Museum was mentioned. Marissa Pfaffinger of
CTDOT noted that CTDOT will only install noise walls on Type 1 projects. Type 1 projects typically
add capacity or shift lanes. If a project is classified as Type 1, noise studies are required to determine if a
noise wall is appropriate. Marissa does not believe this project would qualify as Type 1. She also noted
that noise walls are very costly.

Kate Rattan of SCCOG noted that the reconfiguration of the I-95/Route 32 interchange and the

reconfiguration of Williams Street depicted in Concept C demonstrate significant potential for traffic
calming for vehicles entering the study area from the south.
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Matt noted that the proposed interchange improvements depicted in Concept C would require massive
land taking and would be unrealistic in the short or mid-term. These improvements are generally
thought to be beyond the scope of this project.

The group discussed the potential to reduce the number of lanes coming into Route 32 from the south,
and Marissa commented that this interchange will likely be further studied as a result of the ongoing 1-95
PEL study.

Victor mentioned prior incidents of students stranded in the interchange area south of Williams Street as
they try to return to campus on-foot from downtown New London. He noted that bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in this area would be beneficial.

Rosie noted one area located in the vicinity of the New London/Watetford town line where the existing
ROW is tight. She asked whether minor ROW taking would be a major impediment to the project.
Marissa indicated that minor ROW impacts would not impede the project as long as the anticipated
impact is outlined in the early project stages and is understood by all parties.

Katherine O’Shea of Fuss & O’Neill presented a table that evaluated each alternative based on safety,
constructability, utility impacts, environmental impacts, environmental justice, speed control, congestion
management, traffic operations, bike accommodations, pedestrian accommodations, aesthetics, noise
control, air quality, emergency access, and maintenance. Alternatives A and B were substantially similar
and generally preferred to Alternative C. Alternative C may be infeasible to construct due to ROW
impacts and significant grade on both sides of Route 32. All three alternatives are thought to be an
improvement upon existing conditions

Questions were raised about the size of tree that would be permissible in the center median. Marissa
noted that trees are a long term maintenance commitment and she did not have a definitive answer. The
project team will follow up with CTDOT to obtain further information on this topic.

Rosie noted that visual cues, such as urban signal infrastructure and the removal of guardrail will be an
important component of traffic calming in addition to landscaping to make the corridor feel less like a
freeway. Frederick Kulakowski of CTDOT agreed that traffic calming on each approach will be critical

Brian Kent expressed interest in a shared use path on both sides of the roadway to provide better access
to destinations on both sides. He also noted that high vehicle speeds and noise are intrinsically related
and suggested that effective traffic calming could eliminate the need for a noise wall, noting that a noise
wall may have a negative visual impact on the corridor.

Marissa thanked the team for including the alternatives evaluation table and requested that the table,
criteria descriptions, and supporting justification be included in the final report.
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The group discussed project schedule and possible next steps. Jim noted that the next engagement event
should make an effort to target motorists on Route 32 and inquired on the possibility of installing
roadside signs to advertise the online survey.

Similarly, Amanda emphasized that the benefit of motorist safety be emphasized in the report in
addition to pedestrian and cyclist safety.

Project next steps:
e Work to develop a preferred concept.
e Consultation between SCCOG and the consultant team to determine an appropriate
engagement event.
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PAC Meeting #4

Route 32 Corridor Study — New London, CT
Tuesday, March 28, 2023, 1:00 -2:00 PM via Teams

ATTENDEEES: Jim Butler (SCCOG); Amanda Kennedy (SCCOG); Kate Rattan (SCCOG)
Frederick Kulakowski (CTDOT); Claudel Meronnis (CTDOT); Andrew
Correia (CTDOT); Mayor Michael Passero (Mayor of New London) Victor
Arcelus (Connecticut College Dean of Students) Brian Kent (Lyman Allyn
Museum Representative); Sam Quigley (Director of Lyman Allyn Museum);
Brian Sear; (City of New London DPW); Brian Wright (City of New London
Police Chief); Matthew Skelly (F&O); Katherine O’Shea (F&O);

This meeting was held to present the preferred corridor concept. The preferred concept incorporates
feedback received at PAC meeting number 3, as well as CTDOT comments received on a previous draft
of the preferred concept.

Matt Skelly of Fuss & O’Neill provided an overview of the concept plan, beginning with the southern
portion of the study area. The concept plan proposes two primary traffic calming measures south of the
Williams Street bridge:

e Merge Route 32 south of Williams Street to one northbound travel lane.
e Realign the I-95 off-ramp to introduce sharper curvature.

In response to previous comments raised by CTDOT, Matt noted that the between 70 and 80 percent of
northbound traffic on Route 32 originates from the I-95 off-ramp, which indicates that one travel lane
on Route 32 south of the off-ramp should be able to accommodate traffic volumes.

Matt also noted the change in alignment of the Coast Guard Academy ramp. He mentioned that during
earlier phases of design, implementation of a stop control at the ramp was considered but deemed
infeasible because of the delay incurred for stopped vehicles on the ramp. Therefore, the proposed
concept maintains the existing yield condition but introduces a chicane as a traffic calming measure to
avoid high vehicle speeds on the ramp.

Fred Kulakowski of CTDOT commented that the proposed alighment of the ramp seemed acceptable
as long as sight distance was not impeded for vehicles. He noted that queueing of yielding vehicles may
occasionally occur and wanted to ensure that the queue would be visible to vehicles proceeding down
the ramp. He also mentioned that the proposed alignment would be preferable to the previously
considered stop condition.

The roadway cross section through the majority of the study area includes two travel lanes in each
direction separated by a landscaped median and left turn lanes at intersections. Bicycle and pedestrian
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accommodations include a ten-foot multiuse trail on each side of the roadway separated by a landscaped

buffer.

Victor Arcelus, Dean of Students at Connecticut College asked if wooden guiderail could be considered
to offer students additional protection from vehicle traffic. Amanda Kennedy of SCCOG asked if the
landscaped buffers are above the roadway grade and Matt confirmed that the landscaped buffers and
multiuse paths are proposed to be grade-separated.

Jim Butler of SCCOG noted that wooden guiderail would be preferred to the existing metal guiderail
that is installed today, which gives the visual impression to drivers that they may travel at highway
speeds. He also noted that significant separation is provided between the vehicle travel lanes and the
shared use path in the proposed design.

Fred noted that because the intent of the project is to calm traffic through narrowing lanes and adding
landscaped space and street trees, CTDOT would likely recommend that guiderail is not installed.
CTDOT prefers to install guiderail only when necessary.

Matt also noted potential locations for a second pedestrian bridge at the request of Connecticut College.
Victor provided some context to the request, noting that the primary goal of the second pedestrian
bridge is to connect the Connecticut College campus to the US Coast Guard Academy entrance. He
noted that the intersection of Deshon Street and Route 32 would be the ideal location for the bridge
from a user perspective. Matt noted that may not be feasible from a design and construction standpoint.
He also noted that the intent of the concept plan recommendations is to ensure that pedestrians may
safety cross at grade at the intersection of Deshon Street and Route 32.

Jim asked if it was possible to use stamped concrete or similar colored, textured pavement at crosswalks
on Route 32, noting that these crosswalk treatments are used at other locations in New London. Brian
Kent, architect and Lyman Allyn Museum representative, commented that in his opinion, standard
striped crosswalks are often more visible to drivers, especially at night. Fred confirmed that it is possible
to use colored, stamped asphalt on a state road and cited the intersection of Route 1 and Route 137 in
Stamford as an example.

Amanda asked a follow up question about the pedestrian bridge location to clarify how USCGA
students would access the bridge. Matt clarified that these students would be exiting campus from the
gated entrance at the end of Deshon Street and heading west towards Route 32. Depending on the
bridge location, the opportunity to introduce a second pedestrian access point onto the USCGA campus
could be explored.

Kate Rattan of SCCOG asked about the ROW impacts on the property at 405 Mohegan Avenue
Parkway. This property currently provides parking for six vehicles immediately adjacent to Route 32.
Matt clarified that the actual impact on the property is quite small, but that further consideration will be
given to how access to that parking is managed in coordination with the multiuse trail.
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Victor asked if the renderings could depict college hill gateway signage. He also requested that the plans
include recommended locations for permanent speed feedback signs.

Project next steps:
e Incorporate PAC comments on the preferred concept plan.
e Host a final public engagement event.
e Hosta final PAC meeting.
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MEETING MEETINGS
PAC Meeting #5

Route 32 Corridor Study — New London, CT
Tuesday, June 13, 2023, 1:00 -2:00 PM via Teams

ATTENDEEES: Jim Butler (SCCOG); Amanda Kennedy (SCCOG); Kate Rattan (SCCOG)
Anna Bergeron (CTDOT); Frederick Kulakowski (CTDOT); Claudel Meronnis
(CTDOT); Andrew Correia (CTDOT); Will Champagne (CTDOT); Jen
Pacacha (CTDOT); Mayor Michael Passero (Mayor of New London); Victor
Arcelus (Connecticut College Dean of Students); Sam Quigley (Director of
Lyman Allyn Museum); Brian Wright (City of New London Police Chief); Mike
Carroll (SEAT); Matthew Skelly (F&O); Katherine O’Shea (F&O); Rosie
Jaswal (Toole)

This final PAC meeting was held to close out the project and discuss next steps to advance the
recommended improvements to the design phase.

Rosie Jaswal of Toole Design provided a brief summary of the feedback about the preferred concept
received through the online survey. She noted that the survey received approximately 200 responses, and
76 percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the recommendations met the vision and
guiding principles established throughout the public outreach process. Some respondents thought that
the project did not go far enough to implement traffic calming techniques and were unsure if the
proposed improvements would effectively reduce vehicle speeds. Generally, respondents were in strong
support of the improvements, specifically the addition of bicycle facilities and proposed pedestrian
improvements.

Katherine O’Shea of Fuss & O’Neill presented the executive summary of the final report, which
included a review of existing safety deficiencies and a high-level explanation of how the proposed
improvements address the existing deficiencies. She also presented three renderings that were prepared
to show a perspective view of what the proposed improvements might look like at the Connecticut
College Main entrance, heading south approaching the pedestrian bridge, and on the Coast Guard
Academy Ramp.

Matt Skelly emphasized that the intention of the recommended improvements is to implement them in
the near- to medium- term because many typical short- term improvements, such as re-striped
crosswalks and signal re-timing have already been implemented as a result of prior studies.

He reviewed a list of potential state and federal funding sources outlined in the report, including the
Surface Transportation Program, the Local Transportation Capital Improvement Program, the
Community Connectivity Grant Program, the Reconnecting Communities Pilot Program, the Safe
Streets and Roads for All Program, the RAISE Discretionary Grant Program, and Congressionally
Directed Spending.
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He also noted the anticipated project cost of $14 million to $17 million. The cost is anticipated to
increase upon incorporating CTDOT comments on the itemized cost estimate.

Amanda Kennedy, Executive Director of SCCOG summarized conversations that she has had with
CTDOT about possible funding sources for this project. She noted that an application for the
Reconnecting Communities Program could be more competitive if it includes other work related to
reconstructing or downgrading the I-95 interchange. Recommendations of this nature could be a final
product of the ongoing 1-95 PEL study.

She also noted that SCCOG is applying for Safe Streets and Roads for All planning funding to update
the existing regional action plan. If SCCOG is awarded this funding, the project may be well-positioned
to receive implementation funding, since it will be included as a future project in a qualifying action plan.

The City of New London is pursuing RAISE funding for other infrastructure projects during this round
of funding, and Amanda noted that the next round of RAISE funding will probably open for
applications in approximately one year.

Victor Arcelus, Connecticut College Dean of Students, asked how CTDOT, SCCOG, the City, and
other stakeholders can continually pursue these funding opportunities to ensure that the
recommendations of the study are eventually implemented.

Amanda stated that typically SCCOG will meet with CTDOT at a “pitch meeting” to present a formal
request for project funding. She noted that the City of New London can also advocate for the
advancement of the project and could be an applicant for funds in the future. Connecticut College and
the USCGA can continue to advocate for the project too, which could be particularly useful to obtain
congressional discretionary funds. It was noted that these congressionally directed funding requests are
very competitive but very flexible.

Victor noted that Connecticut College wants to be involved in advancing the project in any way they can
and suggested quarterly meetings with key parties to continually check-in on funding opportunities.
Amanda indicated she would be happy to participate in meetings of that nature and noted that the grant
landscape is very different now than it was in the past, with many more state and federal funding sources
to consider.

Anna Bergeron of CTDOT indicated that CTDOT is trying to create a standard process to move
corridor studies into design. She stated that the possible next step would be for SCCOG and the
consultant project team to present the project to the management team at CTDOT over the next couple
of months. She noted that this type of meeting has been well received previously.
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Project next steps:
e Tinish the final report based on CTDOT comments and incorporate a section summarizing the
tinal PAC Meeting.
e Determine appropriate action to be taken by SCCOG and/or CTDOT to advance the
recommendations to the design phase.
e Coordinate with key stakeholders to establish recurring check-ins on project
development/funding.
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Meeting Purpose

= Share the study purpose and background
= Review results of community feedback recieved
= Gather feedback on proposed conceptual design for Route 32

= Share considerations for future implementation

Project Purpose

= Study the corridor of Route 32 (Mohegan Ave Parkway) from
Williams Street to Benham Avenue to improve safety and
comfort for all users

= Engage the community and stakeholders to identify existing
issues and opportunities, and to develop and evaluate
potential solutions
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3. Community Input Summary
4
5

. Long Term Considerations

Project Background

Project Area
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= Four pedestrian crossings
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Current Built Environment

Existing Configuration
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and a median barrier
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provided at intersections

= Sidewalks are narrow and
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Next Steps
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Report for Route 32 Corridor Study Survey

Response Counts

Completion Rate: 100%

Complete L} 213

Totals: 213



1. What is your relationship to the study area (Route 32 from Williams St
to Benham Ave)? Please select all that apply.
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| live near | work I go to | regularly | regularly Other -
the study near the school at visit the travel Write In
area study area Conn study area through (Required)
College / to attend the study
Coast events/see area
Guard friends
Academy and family
Value Percent Responses
| live near the study area 22.2% 47
a——
| work near the study area 55.7% 118
A
| go to school at Conn College / Coast Guard Academy  29.2% 62
NN
| regularly visit the study area to attend events/see 14.6% 31
friends and family .
| regularly travel through the study area 39.2% 83
Other - Write In (Required) 5.2% 11



2. Over the course of an average week, which of the following forms of
transportation do you use to travel along or across Route 327 Please

select all that apply.
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Walk (including Bike E-bike/E-
with an scooter
assisted

mobility device)

Value

Walk (including with an assisted mobility device)

Bike

E-bike/E-scooter

Bus

Drive

Taxi or ridehail (Uber/Lyft, etc.)

Other - Write In (Required)

Bus Drive

Percent

50.5%

7.1%

1.9%

1.4%

86.7%

8.6%

3.3%

Taxi or ridehail Other - Write In
(Uber/Lyft, etc.) (Required)

Responses
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18



3. What do you feel are the issues with Route 32 (Mohegan Avenue
Parkway) as it exists today?

ResponselD Response
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Ugly, unsafe, inaccessible

too fast dangerous for pedestrians no bike lanes not enough protected walking

Scar thru what could be a college downtown walkable area. Over run with invasive
plants, cars too fast and crossing too wide.

No police enforcement of the speed limit and too many speeders.

It is an easy roadway to speed on with little enforcement to discourage it. Limited to no
sidewalks. Long traffic lights = pedestrians waiting long periods of time to cross safely.
I've seen many just cross when there are no cars.

Speeding! Timing of lights. Many people go through the red lights long after they turn
red.

People can be a bit reckless driving along it.

Speed is inconsistent. You go from 95 speed to college speed because of crossing and 3
lights in less than 1/2 a mile on a busy highway, to higher speeds again.

Lack of modern (camera) traffic signals. | often have to stop for red lights when no one is
in the side street lanes (triggered the light then took a right). Pedestrian overhead
walkway to the athletic complex is outdated and could be vastly improved (think bee
bridge in New Britain).

Lacking signs and three lanes for downtown / Groton on-ramp / exit to Briggs St

Spill over to Williams which has no parking and a speedway for ATY and motorcycle
loops to Gallows Lane and back to Bayonet, Briggs and Williams. Lack of speed
enforcement and speed limit signs. Bike lanes and no bikes.

Construction. Lights that don't change. Crosswalk lights that don't change or are not long
enough. Drivers going through red lights. Speed.

High speed car traffic north and south of the area but in that area the speed limit is
reduced but often cars don't slow down. Also there are narrow lanes in the study area
which adds to the risky driving. | also know that students struggle to cross in that area
because of the high amount of car traffic.

SO many traffic lights. Aggressive drivers.

Roadway was not designed to handle the amount of traffic that now flows through the
area
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Pedestrian safety

Not sure

speeding - left hand turns are dangerous because of cars approaching at high rates of
speed

Traffic, speeding

Long back-ups at the lights during busy driving times; no pedestrian or biking lanes.

Clunky, restrictive

Difficult pedestrian crossing and travel. Difficult cycling travel. Separation of Conn
campus.

The cars drive way too fast! The street is too wide and there are not adequate sidewalks
or bike routes.

Very congested and poor line of sight for vehicles. No easy crossing area south of the
elevated walkway.

1. It's a highway, not a city Avenue. 2. It's the primary access to [-395N from 1-95S &
New London, or from [-395 S to I-95N & New London, so that drivers, who were just
going 65 MPH want to get to the other highway as fast as possible. 3. There is no other
simple alternative interchange off I-95S to [-395N, or from 1-395 S to [-95N where it
should be!

Road is way to fast. It is also ugly and not aesthetically pleasing. It feels unsafe as a
pedestrian close to the road

Very narrow

Too much vehicular traffic, travelling at excessive speed. It is an inhospitable and unsafe
environment for pedestrians; unfortunately located along and between two major
educational institutions.

It is too fast of a road that dangerously divides campus.

There is not great lighting on the street, the crosswalks could be better marked

So much traffic also cant walk across ever

Lack of light at night, impatient drunk college students



ResponselD Response

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

52

53

Merging onto it past the coast guard towards conn has caused many accidents and is
super dangerous and scary. Students walk across the street extremely intoxicated. |
myself have and it could have gone a lot worse than it did. It's extremely dangerous even
with the bridge.

It is very common to see drivers running through red lights and driving much higher than
the posted speed limits.

unsafe for pedestrians.

Route 32 is not walkable and ultimately is an eyesore for the New London community

People drive too fast on it, no sidewalks on one side

It is dangerous to walk or jog along. There are not enough safe walkways.

Not enough pedestrian protection (very open areas, cars going too fast, limited alternative
crossing options).

Very pedestrian unfriendly and cuts through CONN campus

It's a highway in the middle of a major school. My suggestion would be to cobblestone
and make the drive through the campus more "collegiate" and upscale, that way drivers
respect the fact that they are on a campus. Make the sidewalk more accessible to walkers
and prioritize them. This can be done by speed bumps, additional stoplights, and stop
signs. As well as collegiate decoration and regalia.

It's so ugly. It literally cuts off the student body from EVERYTHING!! You can't leave
without a car. Like | be wondering who thought of putting a highway there. Hate it. It
need to go. Replace it with a Taco Bell or something.

Lights off Benham, Deshon, and Reservoir street not working properly. Dangerous, high
speed traffic not properly stopping at yellow lights trying to beat the red. Unsafe
conditions for people to walk, run, or bike to and from this area to downtown New
London.

Many cars go well over the speed limit and | have seen a lot of people run through the
red lights.

Crosswalks can be scary as many cars travel at high speeds/run red lights.

Cars speed down that road- it's as if it was a highway. This is extremely inconvenient
and unsafe as this road directly divides a college campus and brings about many young
kids near it. There are few ways to cross and it is important to consider that the sports
houses, often where parties are held, are on the other side of this road and brings about
many students who may be under the influence and may be more at risk around a road
like this.
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Response

People drive too fast and run red lights. | have been in the cross walk and had stop stop
or move backwards to avoid being hit by a car. | have also driven from the conn athletic

center taking a left on route 32 and had to slam on my brakes to avoid being hit by a car
that ran a red light

It's a major highway and people travel extremely fast. It does not feel safe to cross OR to
stop at the lights (turning lane into the Conn Coll entrance, for example, is frightening as
people speed past and you can feel your car shake). The merge from the Coast Guard
entrance onto 32 can also be frightening. It's convenient now for people who just speed
through the area, but not for anyone who actually lives or works along this stretch of
highway. It also doesn't look particularly pleasant. Few flowers, trees, etc., even though
there are so many beautiful places right around it. | used to work in Vinal Cottage right
next to 32 (basically on 32) and we would hear crashes and truck breaks trying to stop
from very high speeds all the time. Plus, the noise pollution caused by the speed is
terrible - we actually couldn't hear someone in a Zoom call because the background
noise from 32 was being picked up by the laptop microphone.

Crosswalks in high speed areas
too many cars

Sidewalks feel unsafe, and crossing is always a worry on crosswalks. The cross walks
are faded white lines barely visible to drivers. Drivers at times don't stop before the
crosswalk but rather the stop line of the intersection at the Connecticut college entrance
is not defined. The sidewalks connected to the crosswalk are also not defined to where
the median and road meet. There is also no stopping point between route 34, it is not a
fair amount of time to cross especially for elderly, children or walking a bike to cross. The
pedestrian bridge provides no way to cross with a bike in a convenient manner.

[t's too narrow. Problem drivers who run traffic lights and travel too fast. The traffic
signals take to long to change if you are in turning lanes. Always traffic during rush
hours. Evening and late nights students from Conn College are intoxicated and cause
traffic conflict with drivers, run out into the street taking risks. As well as jumping the
median divider at points where there no where to cross.

Needs to be landscaped, repainted lines

Inconvenient for pedestrians to cross it unless they are going to and from the Athletic
Center.

When | have to go see my friends in Abby, | prefer walking through the gate house
because it is close and | feel safe to walk more in the campus rather than using bridge.
because | doing more walk outside campus and it is unsafe at night. It is a highway so it
just scares me even though | use the crosswalk. The entrance to 360 housing and earth
house is closed which doesn't help if you are living in those apartments. even though it is
closed, people still use it and it is not safe.
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heavy traffic and fast driving make it difficult to use. Crossing four lanes is intimidating.
Sidewalks disappear as you go north of the study area, making Route 32 not ideal.
Existing sidewalks in the study area are not often well maintained and the stone
wall/retaining wall on the west side doesn't seem stable

People are walking too close to traffic. Not enough safe places to cross

Dangerous to cross as a pedestrian and cross walk time is not enough time

| cannot climb stairs, and the crosswalk is unsafe due to driving patterns on the road
below. Turning into Connecticut College at the intersection is also difficult and confusing.

it's horrible to cross. either we take the uncompleted sidewalk and wait 5 minutes for the
walking light, which crosses what i personally feel is a very dangerous area, or we have
to go WAY out of the way to cross from the bridge, which the stairs are a nightmare
(especially after leg day at the gym)

The crosswalk is way more accessible than the bridge so people use it more. It also gives
people too much time to cross in my opinion.

very dangerous, no real sidewalks, few access points, no walker protection from cars,.

There is far too much traffic passing through what is essentially a pedestrian area -- at
far too fast a speed.

The long wait time at the traffic light to turn into Connecticut College. The merging of
traffic onto Route 32 as you come off 195 onto route 32 to enter left lane to college is a
little hazardous as it is difficult to see the lane of traffic entering from New London.

Speeding; weaving and merging to get into the lane to 95 north at the last minute from
the left lane on 32 south; running the red lights. | have almost been hit several times
trying to turn onto 32 because someone ran the light.

Condition of side walks, pavement conditions, traffic light timing

Drivers don't obey speed limits through the area and are unaccustomed to seeing
pedestrians in the area

For walking - the sidewalks need to be improved, repaired, replaced and in some places -
installed or completed. Better, safer ways to cross RTE 32. Maybe the motorists speed
should be slowed in that area too. No bike lanes on either side

Pedestrian safety-Lack of wide side walks, biking access, and only one crosswalk.
Speeding motorists who run the lights

cars going too fast; difficulty in merging and crossing lanes to turn into Connecticut
College
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Too many traffic lights, which is why | usually use Old Norwich Road.

The speed of traffic is too fast. | would never dream of walking along Rte. 32. The only
safe place to cross is the elevated pedestrian bridge.

Volume of drivers. High speed of drivers.

Cars regularly go 60 miles an hour and, as a pedestrian and cyclist, | feel like I'm too
close to the vehicle traffic when I'm trying to stay on the shoulder.

It's a very fast busy road, which is dangerous given the level of vehicle and pedestrian
traffic from the campuses. The sidewalks are narrow and overgrown with bushes, and
students often jaywalk across the crosswalks. Finally, when turning onto the road from
Conn (and maybe other places) visibility isn't great.

The volume of traffic has increased substantially since the early 90's. Having College
facilities on both sides of the street is not ideal. Barring lack of available real estate all
the Connecticut College facilities with the exception of water related activities could have
been locate on the west side of route 32. When Dayton Arena was being planned there
were at least 2 other locations on the west side of 32 that were considered. Having the
campus truncated by the road is far from ideal.

Traffic moves to fast. Perhaps rather than traffic flowing right in from 95, there should be
a stop at the end, and it should be made clear that 32 is a smaller "road", rather than
another interstate "highway" (aka speedway).

A sidewalk along the Conn College and their athletic facilities would be helpful. An
additional and safe entry place when walking into Conn College other than walking
across the pedestrian bridge. | like speed when driving however if you are stopped and
waiting for a light to turn to enter Conn. College my car shakes with passing vehicles
going so fast.

Individuals drive too fast.

Poor consideration/planning for any use except cars, leading to unpleasant and unsafe
conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, wheelchair users, and other non motorized mobility,
and a lack of access to routes to other destinations.

Too much traffic for such a congested stretch of highway. Speed is also a big factor.

This stretch of Route 32 is dangerous and unattractive - and impedes, rather than
facilitates, access to four anchor institutions in the region: Connecticut College, the US
Coast Guard Academy, the Williams School. and the Lyman Allen Museum, It is not safe
for students - or the many visitors/guests who frequent these places- to walk between
them, and this in my view is one reason why the connections between these 4 entities
have been so difficult to build.

It's a main thoroughfare and cars travel too fast
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Cars go too fast. No good pedestrian space or crossing.

People drive too fast

Speed and students ability to cross the street more confidently (not fearing some driver
won't see them crossing)

High speeds and ambiguous shoulder usage (especially regarding right turns) make the
area unsafe for cyclists.

The speed of traffics is too fast. The volume of traffics is overwhelming when walking.

SPEED, SPEED, SPEED Merging from 95S onto Rt. 32 in front of the Coast Guard is
horrible. Trying to get into the left lane to turn into the college is extremely hard. Waiting
at that light is waiting for someone to hit you from behind (which often happens). Cars
running red lights when crossing the road, or when your light has turned green.

Drivers travel way too fast. If you try to go near the speed limit it creates a hazard.

Dangerous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists

--speed and aggressive driving --LARGE percentage of driver's taking the off ramps from
the wrong lane (i.e. taking the right hand off ramp from the left lane, and vice versa) --
long stop light wait periods for cars on side roads trying to turn onto or off of Rt 32

Traffic way too fast Delivery people and others in northbound vehicles often make
dangerous turns west onto Conn campus

People go far too fast when driving. | am guilty of this as well. It is not safe for students,
faculty or staff to cross on the crosswalks.

Traffic travels too fast, making it feel unsafe for pedestrians crossing the road. Cars
regularly travel at 15+ mph over the speed limit and run red lights at Deshon Ave., the
Conn College entrance, and Benham Ave.

Sharp turns, high speeds due to two lane roadway, merging traffic, scary place for
pedestrians to cross.

The exit from 95 to 32 is unclear people often get into the wrong lane and get confused.
The left turn from 32 into the campus when waiting for the light has little separation
from the traffic continuing up 32, trucks and other vehicles go by so fast the cars waiting
shake

Cars drive too fast. The bend heading south just before the [-95 turn-off tends to cause
cars to depart from their lane.

People drive too fast.
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Speeding by cars exiting route 95 without sufficiently decelerating, very difficult merge
when exiting from 95 south for cars high accident risk, high volume/high speed traffic
overall making it frightening to walk on route 32 or walk across it, not at all pedestrian
friendly

Terrible for pedestrians. A Conn Coll student died.

High volume of traffic at quick rates of speed and catch basins that make cars have to
swerve so as not to deflate their tires when they hit them. There are so many accidents
(rear-end, etc.) Perhaps a special college lane needs to be added?

People brake fast causing lots of accidents

People drive way too fast! Difficult to get into appropriate lane from 1-95 if trying to enter
Conn College or to go downtown. Too many quick left and right entrances; traffic does
not yield. | personally had a bad accident in that area off |-95 trying to get onto Rt. 32
and | still cannot take that exit after 3 years.

Drivers do not respect speed limits. It is hard to merge toward the College's entrance.
The area is near two major institutions (Conn and the Coast Guard Academy) and is very
dangerous for pedestrians.

Vehicle speed and congestion. The merge from Williams Street on to Route 32 north is
problematic.

It's hard to travel across Route 32 when it comes to using the headlights or when
entering /exiting the college, since we are on a different elevation. Sometimes, Uber/Lyft
drivers have trouble finding the entrance or entering the college because it's not easy to
navigate and the GPS typically reroutes to the back of the school, not recognizing the
entrance of the school.

There is no easy means of crossing RT 32.

Cars go way too fast. Cars often run red lights, especially the one at the top of the hill
from the Conn College athletic complex.

unsafe walkways across route 32 for access to both sides of campus. | typically drive
between as | don't feel safe walking.

Speeding, narrow turn lanes into campus, feel uncomfortable walking beside 32.

The merge ramp in front of the Coast Guard is at a horrible angle to merge with
oncoming traffic on Rt 32. You can't see well to merge safely.

Doesn't appear to be pedestrian friendly for crossing, however, the option of using the
pedestrian bridge is wonderful.
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Cars drive very fast, much faster than the speed limit, because it sort of feels like you are
still on the highway. | often see cars run red lights making crossing difficult even when
you there is a walk sign. There are no bike lanes and the sidewalks feel exposed (and
they end after Conn College).

Heavy traffic going too fast for the roadway. Unsafe pedestrian crossings (except for the
overpass). The lights at the main entrance of the college and at the entrance to the
Athletic Center take very long to change for people wanting to turn into those areas.

| am uncomfortable crossing anywhere but the pedestrian bridge. The traffic moves much
faster than the speed limit People blow through the light the lanes are tight

Heavy vehicular usage with many stoplights causes a lot of back-up, frustration, which
results in people driving more aggressively.

Speed! People drive like it is an interstate. If you are waiting to turn left at a stop light,
traffic whizzes by at an alarming speed that rocks your vehicle. | used to live nearby and
took Williams Street/Old Norwich Road whenever possible because | often heard and
saw emergency vehicles at accidents on Route 32 between the campuses and the 1-395
ramp.

The speed of cars. Folks do not adhere to the speed limits, especially in the area of the
study. It is very scary to be stopped in a turn lane and feel the speed of the passing cars

shake you.

The lights are long at the crosswalk. Its sometimes frightening to cross the four laned
road.

un clear crosswalk

It's not at all bike or walk friendly. Students have been killed on it. Traffic is way too fast.

Speeding, high traffic, student irresponsibility, long light, lack of sidewalks

Too many cars run red lights, feels too dangerous to cross without using the pedestrian
bridge.

Unsafe to cross by foot. Not safe to bike along
Yes, people drive like it is a highway, way too fast. Cars often run the red lights.
Crosswalks are long for the Conn students and the one pedestrian bridge is far from

many of the residences on the east side of 32

Rte 32 is, for a lot of travelers, a link between 1395 and 195. Drivers treat links like this as
invitations to speed and carelessness. Surely that's the root of the problem?
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Lack of safe crossings, not enough of a shoulder - heavy out of state traffic and lots of
illegal u turns at the Connecticut College entrance. On some evenings, there are drunk
students unsafely crossing as well

Cars traveling too fast and running red lights. Traffic during commute hours.

It is too busy to be crossing by foot.

Speeding

Cars going to fast. Turns for both left and right. Solution. Rotary. Will slow cars down.
Will allow traffic flow. Will allow walkers to cross.

As someone who walks a long it the sidewalk only exists for part of the area and not all
of it. The sidewalks that do exist are crumbling or are grown over and not kept clear.

Cars drive too fast. Cars not honoring red lights.

Generally unpleasant Inadequate for both traffic & safety issues Despite traffic lights,
right turns seem, somehow, abrupt

People drive too fast down it with so many people who go to school nearby.

The merger off William Street in front of the CGA is tricky. The light is close to the merge
area and doesn't allow for an easy transition.

Not safe enough walking passing for students except for the overpass which is very out
of the way

People drive on the road is if it's a major interstate at speeds of 65 mph. The left turn
lanes are narrow and the cars in the other lane shake your car while waiting for turn
signal b/c they are going so fast. The lights going east don't always sync with lights
going west. So for example, you may have a green light to go west but the east bound

traffic is stopped b/c of a turning car.

Too many cars during the commuting hours. Traffic is noisy. Sometimes the exhaust is
difficult to deal with.

Cars just drive too fast and sometimes blow the traffic lights.

Traffic fast Students walking across Stop light very long in front of college

Lights from Deshon are not working well. The traffic backs up almost daily.

the walkways are uncomfortable, there are plants all over that hit your face and you can
easily trip, its dirty too



ResponselD Response

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

Drivers see it as a freeway and drive 60+ mph. There is only one safe way to cross. No
way for people living east of it to safely ride bikes to town via hodge's square

Route 32 together with [-95 act as a moat, cutting off Connecticut College, and to a
lesser extent the Coast Guard from any natural or easy connection to New London. You
have to walk a long way before you hit much that was either of much interest to me
when | lived on Nameaug or to students. The walk is also unpleasant. Walking along
busy expanses of road makes distances seem long than they in fact are. It is also loud,
polluted and outright dangerous. | was nearly hit a couple of times, | have seen or heard
accidents, and there have been deaths. As a twinned boulevard, 32 invites speedy traffic,
which, since it serves as an arterial roadway, may on that account be considered an
advantage. Even if it were to be made safer, it would still remain a singularly uninviting
stretch of road. Good luck squaring the circle.

Too congested, merging

Speed - cars drive way too fast in this area of Route 32. | live close enough to bike from
home to work, but | don't feel it is safe to do so because of the rate of speed at which
people travel along Route 32. Congestion and - the traffic patterns along Route 32 are
not ideal, particularly the access ramp from Williams St. to Route 32 in front of the Coast
Guard Academy. When merging, you have to both speed up to match the flow of traffic
traveling at too high a rate of speed around the curve and be prepared to slam on the
brakes if the traffic light turns red. | have seen so many accidents in this stretch of Route
32 over the past 10 years. It's ridiculous.

1. Lack of safe bike lanes and sidewalk. 2. Pedestrian crosswalks are not safe. | use the
one at Deshon and 32. One must walk quickly to cross the street in time, and cars often
come careening around the corner.

Dangerous to cross

not very pedestrian friendly

ILL timed stop lights, poor pedestrian signage and safety crossing areas, and no bike lane.

Difficult and dangerous to cross the street unless using the pedestrian bridge, which is
largely inaccessible due to the stairs on the exit near the Athletic Center.

Speeders. Vehicles running the traffic lights. Traffic lights stay green to longon 32 N & S
lanes. Side street lights don't stay green long enough. Lights break down a lot.
Crosswalks need to be painted. Paint is fading. Sidewalks need to be upgraded

The crosswalks are long and slow.
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The crosswalk feels a bit unprotected when walking along the parkway, especially
considering its length and its placement on a highway--this can make pedestrians unsure
of when to start walking, and in some cases cause them to pause in the middle of the
street of be in an accident. Additionally, signs for cars within traffic lights and on the
pavement can also come off as vague (especially when turning) and potentially be the
cause of more danger.

The roadway insufficient to handle the amount of daily traffic. Heavily traveled from
Norwich & north to/from Groton for EB. Traffic backs up the entrance ramp from 1-95
during afternoon work traffic. Crosswalks are difficult to see at night. Drivers regularly
run the stop lights.

-Divides Conn from rest of community -Makes students less likely to engage in New
London

Speed, narrowness, road treated as if a highway, but not built for it.

Drivers see it as a highway, so they drive too fast and don't seem to expect or respect the
stoplights. The lanes are too narrow for the speed at which traffic moves--if you pull into
a turn lane, your car is rocked by the traffic racing by, inches from you. Sidewalks are
limited, but frankly, | wouldn't want to encourage anyone to walk along 32 because of
the speed at which traffic goes.

Speed is the main issue, need safer walkway.

limited sidewalks, no bike lanes, crosswalks lights not always functional not long enough
to cross with kids

Too many traffic lights and scary pedestrian crossings

Lack of accessibility (pedestrian bridge) The crosswalks are dangerous at night, which is
when a lot of college students are using them.

Cars drive too fast because if feels like a highway.

Pretty much the issues explained already -- narrow lanes, the light in front of Conn's
main gate is the longest stop light ever, the concrete median is ugly and impractical for
pedestrians, sidewalks (where available) are not very well-kept.

Cars drive very fast along this section. There is no bike lane along either side of the road,
the sidewalk is incomplete on both sides of the road and does not extend beyond the
Connecticut College footbridge over the Route. On the Connecticut College side the
sidewalk is often over grown, unmaintained and wild.

It is not attractive, cars speed along the roadway, it is hard to turn on or off of the route
for the side roads or campus and it is nearly impossible to walk across and the pedestrian
bridge is ugly. Biking is not very safe.
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This road as it stands is an absolute joke and only encourages car dependency.
Everything above 95 (including 95) should be completely re-thought as it is an urban
planning disaster. Stroads like Route 32 are not efficient for throughput of any kind--
including car traffic, despite cars being their sole customer. The road is incredibly
dangerous to those who brave to take other transportation modes---and cars as well. |
live 15 minutes from campus via bike and there is no way | would ever attempt that
commute.

Too many merges with too many drivers driving too fast

Using the crosswalk at the main entrance to Connecticut College is dangerous as many
vehicles blow the red light and/or aren't aware there are pedestrians crossing. Many
people speed on Rt. 32.

The speed of travel on Rte 32- it is unsafe to cross at the main campus crosswalk.

Despite the fact that Route 32 is not a highway, many motorists travel at very high
speeds. The lanes are extremely narrow, and with the left turn lane to Conn College in
the mix, the lanes appear even narrower. The multiple merges that occur coming from
the Gold Star Bridge can be stressful and dangerous, especially with motorists still
traveling at high speeds coming off the highway. It can be difficult to merge and then
maneuver to the far left lane in order to take the left into Conn College.

The sidewalk in some areas is nonexistent but mostly | think it's good.

Only one place to safely cross. The side walks are terrible. There should be a 2nd
pedestrian bridge closer to the coast guard academy

underutilized pedestrian bridge because of the stairs and access points on campus; the
crosswalks at the main entrance of the College are not very visible at night; sidewalks
are limited and thin

It isn't safe for pedestrians, especially because there is the Carolyn Black garden along
32 and no real good way to get to it from 32. You can enter in the back way, but most
people don't know that.

Very narrow turn lanes with no room for anything but cars.

People drive too fast!

If there were sidewalks on both sides of Route 32, | think more people would walk from
Quaker Hill to New London, to events on the Connecticut College Campus, or do more
walking in general.



ResponselD Response

199

200

201

202

203

204

205

206

207

208

209

Safety! There have been multiple casualties, particularly around Connecticut College, of
young people being hit by cars while crossing using the crosswalk or otherwise or
dangerous driving accidents. There is frequent speeding. There are also accessibility
concerns, as the long crosswalks, barriers, and limited sidewalks are not fully accessible
for people with disabilities to safely travel along the corridor.

Cars drive way too fast. The sidewalks are inadequate and the bike lanes are inadequate.
The connection to downtown New London is for cars only, NOT pedestrians or bicyclists.
There needs to be a bike/ped connection from downtown New London up to at least
Benham Avenue if not further.

Unsafe for all users, including drivers due to high speeds. Truly frightening to walk on the
adjacent sidewalks due to exposure, high speeds, loud vehicles.

The walkways are very spread out and in inconvenient places, so | often choose to walk
across instead of using the bridge. The walk across four lanes feels rushed by the light

Vehicles driving too fast; noise problem. No suitable sidewalks for pedestrians.

Terrible noise pollution resulting from traffic; Dangerous driving conditions due to abrupt
merges and un-protected turning lanes, e.g. Northbound turning left at the light onto
Benham.

Speeding. We require a left hand turn to exit and that is the "passing lane." Noise
pollution of the lovely Lyman Allyn property where | walk a few times a week and enjoy
outdoor events. The merge at the CGA often feels tricky so | try to stay in the outside
lane which is eventually the lane | need to turn from as well. Most times | am on that
road someone is tailgating me even though | maintain the speed limit or even a few mph
above.

It is unsafe for pedestrians even in crosswalks. | used to cross the road every day to meet
friends to walk. It became increasingly more dangerous as drivers ignore the stop
lights(run the lights) even when someone is in the crosswalk. | have been trapped in
middle by drivers who could not wait for me to finish walking across. And yes | do use
the button to hold the light. Pedestrians have to wait until traffic is totally stopped or are
at risk for stepping off the curb. That sometimes shortens or makes it impossible to finish
crossing before the light changes again. Children have to be driven to neighbors along or
across the road because it is too dangerous to cross on foot or bike.

Very noisy to local community. Lots of traffic especially during rush hours. Cars often
driving at unsafe speeds.

Incomplete sidewalk on the west side. Sidewalks too close to the road, i.e. no buffer
between the sidewalk and the road. Too few crosswalks and they are not well signed.
Very noisy. It would help to have sound mitigation for Conn College, Williams School,
and Lyman Allyn Art Museum.

Noise. Cars travel too fast.
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Response

Extreme noise. Excessive speed.

The road feels like a highway to drivers; the speed limit is often exceeded. Pedestrian
crossings are not well marked and there is no 'safe landing' area halfway across the road
in the event it's needed.

Too many cars run red lights on that stretch. It's dangerous for drivers and pedestrians.

merging traffic nothbound from highway speed coming into a stop light at Deshon or the
ConnColl maint entrance is not visible around the curve. The left turn lane to the
ConnColl drive is narrow and passing vehicles rattle my vehicle as | wait for a my signal
phase. Being a pedestrian in the corridor is unpleasant with vehicles moving very fast,
heat island, extra wide pavement, no human scale. speed. Southbound the traffic is
moving fast in the south part of the study area, taking the Briggs Street exit, there are
always cars following too closely as you slow to exit. The briggs st exit ramp is too wide,
impairing the pedestrian scale of Briggs Street.

Speeding, lack of respect for red lights.
Traffic too fast between 1-95 and [-395.

It's extremely unsafe, especially (but not only) for pedestrians. Cars speed up to 20+
miles over the speed limit and frequently run red lights. When turning onto 32 from
other roads at a green light, | have to double-check that no one is about to run a red light
and hit me. At night when there are fewer cars around, | have seen other drivers choose
to drive straight through the red lights without even breaking. It's also difficult at night to
see pedestrians crossing if they are not using the bridge, but the bridge is also physically
inaccessible to anyone who can't climb that many stairs. Additionally, some of my female
students tell me they are hesitant to use the bridge during the day because they are
frequently honked at and harassed as they cross by cars stopped at the light.

Speeding, lack of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, unsafe pedestrian crossing areas,
automobiles that run red lights at the two entryways to Connecticut College



4. What do you feel are ways Route 32 (Mohegan Avenue Parkway) could
be improved?
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Pedestrian friendly

bike lanes less lanes

Trees and wildlife crossings more over pass or opportunities to cross for people. Car
park. bike lane. Native flowers.

Speed bumps to slow traffic by the college? More police presence.

Sidewalks. Better signage for directional purposes. Marked areas where pedestrians/bike
are more prominent. Improve the northbound merge area just passes the CGA front gate.
Speeding, merging traffic coming to dead stops and other traffic issues.

Better lights, better lighting at night. Sidewalks. Bike lane. Better breakdown lane

More sidewalks along it, only sidewalk for college section. Remove the crosswalk in front
of the college and require students and pedestrians to use the bridge. People should
NOT be crossing 32.

Modern traffic signals. If you design a road system like a highway, expect people to drive
at highway speeds. Maybe a road diet or similar constraints could be implemented to

slow traffic.

Side roads parallel to rte 32 for cars to go to off/on to residents or turns headed north
near college and streets and near houses headed south from smith cove to college

| believe it started to become a problem when cars were restricted from crossovers. But
as necessary was limited local traffic increased on Williams. | would post Williams as
"NO THRU TRUCKS", return parking to Williams and sacrifice unused bike lanes.

Not sure

| think it would be better to have more pedestrian and bike bridges or tunnels and get rid
of the traffic lights.

| think the traffic lights should only turn red if there is a sensor indicating a car is waiting
to turn onto rte 32.

Longer area to merge northbound from Coast Guard, wider roadway in area, turn lanes

Yes

Three to four lanes instead of two. Population will increase locally over the net 50 years.
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put in permanent radar gun that take photos of speeders

Adding another driving and/or pedestrian or biking lane.

Create open access, freedom to move

Improve the issue listed.

Plant more trees along the road, trees that will grow big, create shade, reduce the urban
heat island effect and calm traffic. A pedestrian/bike lane needs to be added that is
protected from cars.

Better crossing areas and another light to slow traffic. Wider sidewalks.

1. Find a way to remove traffic traveling back and forth from [-395 to 1-95! 2. Narrow the
roadway and lanes to reduce speed while making the scale of the roadway more related
to the pedestrian. 3. Create more intersections and crosswalks so that other traffic to
cross, join, or exit traffic on R-32. This would also provide more opportunities for
pedestrians to cross and interact with the Avenue. Provide WIDE sidewalks on BOTH
sides of the street with trees so that pedestrians feel like there is a place to be when
they cross the street and feel safe once they get there. 4. Introduce different paving
patterns and materials at intersections to further reduce scale of the road and reduce
speed.

Garden and planting strips in the middle. Speed calming

More signs

Return it to the "Parkway" it once was before the interstate highway came through.
More lighting, better signage

Another pedestrian bridge closer to ridges

Additional pedestrian bridge at south campus of conn

safer ways to cross the street. more visibility when merging and space.

Speed cameras and traffic light cameras could deter the previously mentioned issues
(speeding and running lights).

include more walkways, bike lanes and bigger sidewalks.

Trash clean up, better crosswalks and sidewalks, more efficient and effective traffic light
signaling

More sidewalks, more speed monitors, better lit crosswalks and more crossings for
pedestrians
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More overhead/underground crosswalks (useful for bikes and other forms of
transportation that can't use sky bridge as easily). Changing driving standards in the area
(lower speed limits, stop signs, speed bumps/tables).

Sidewalks could be expanded and a second pedestrian bridge could be built (from the
Conn College art building to the river ridge apartments)

The walk-ability and the fact that a literal highway divides half of the campus.

No clue

Raised crossings Protected barrier bike lanes More pedestrians bridges bike path or
walking to downtown new london

Slightly reduced speeds, longer merging lane coming from the coast guard, more speed
signage, repainted crosswalk

Honestly a second pedestrian bridge connecting from South Lot to the ridge/coast guard
area would be useful

A bike lane- this would most likely make cars go slower. Also a slower speed limit,
though I'm not sure the steps taken in order to do this. More crosswalks would also be a
good idea.

Enforcing red lights in some say, extending green lights when exiting the conn athletic
center, and extending the walking time for pedestrians. Also, making the stop for a red
light farther back so cars have to stop sooner rather than closer to the red lights

| always wonder about the safety of the pedestrian bridge over the highway. It's the
safest way to cross but you can feel it moving because of how fast cars are traveling.
Also not particularly appealing to look at/travel across. Not very friendly to people with
disabilities, so some solution for that would be good. Some sort of way to actually slow
down travel through the area would be great.

More crosswalks and lower speeds in and around the schools

bike lane or more crosswalks

Add more time for crossing. Make the crosswalk more visible, add markers for drivers or
signs to show there is a crossing period. Make the sidewalks and median from the road
more defined and distance. It's inches away from the road

lower speed limit in areas and make lights faster

Slow the speed limit. Add lanes. Barriers for students who jump the median. Traffic
signal turns faster when turning.

Landscaping



ResponselD Response

64

65

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

7S

80

82

83

There should be least one more pedestrian bridge, either at the main entrance or closer
to the Coast Guard or both.

Remove it

Better crossing opportunities. Wider sidewalks further from the road

footbridge above or below route 32 on other crossways like the one directly across from
conn's entrance

I'd love to have a crossing guard, but even one of those buttons you press before
crossing to make the light red both ways and the little walking man light up would be a
huge benefit. Failing either of those, an elevator where those steep stairs are to get from
the overpass to the athletic center would be a big deal.

more options to cross / safer options

People should be able to turn left into conn college at all times and have a green arrow
at reduced rates.

block this small section from cars and create pedestrian only walk ways. Re route this
small section of 32. increase length and height or railguards. longer light for crossing,
widen sidewalks.

Ideally, large portions of the road would be buried, to allow pedestrians to cross over the
highway without even seeing it.

Shorter wait times entering the college by having the traffic lights change from red to
green more often-this will also give more opportunities for crossing. A yield sign coming
from Route 32. A rotary.

Law enforcement in the area between the Coast Guard Academy and Conn College.

Wider sidewalks with barriers to protect them, more pedestrian bridges, speed bumps

This area of RTE 32 would not be an issue IF there were a dedicated way to go between
195 and 1395. Since that is not like to happen, the safety of pedestrians and cyclist would
be improved by better sidewalks that separate the road from the sidewalk. Slower
speeds through the area, better options for crossing and a way for those with impaired
mobility to safely cross Rte 32 as well as traveling along both sides of the road.

Stricter speed limits. Maybe speed bumps or other surface indicators as warnings to slow
down. More crosswalks and better yet another crosswalk that goes over the highway.

create a center median with plantings -- make it into a boulevard/parkway; improve
merge from the bridge; clearly post speed limit signs to stop people from treating it like a
freeway
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84 Shorter red lights

85 It should be easier to walk back and forth between Connecticut College and the Coast
Guard Academy.

86 Adding Turning lanes? Timing of lights (how is incoming traffic timed - or tripped)?
Traffic enforcement

87 | think we need a separate bike/pedestrian path that is totally separate from the car
lanes. Also, | know this is outside the scope of this study, but just in case anyone here is
listening, we desperately need to improve the pedestrian/cycling conditions across the
Gold Star Bridge. There should be a green pedestrian cycle path all the way from the 32
corridor across the bridge to Groton!

88 Wider lanes for vehicles, a lower speed limit or greater patrol by law enforcement to
stop speeding, and wider, better maintained sidewalks.

89 Slow down the traffic....very unlikely and of course the road feeds the Mohegan Sun
casino.l use the road at all hours of the day and night. There is very little traffic after mid
night which perhaps indicates that the road s iuused by commuters.

91 See #3

92 For the safety of those walking and riding bikes. | feel there should be more skywalks
and then a designated bike trail that isn't just part of the shoulder of the road. Use of
shuttles might eliminate some local traffice but most use 32 as a connector to 1395.

93 Bike lane separated from traffic. Additional pedestrian bridges. Connection to multi use
paths along gold star bridge and new london waterfront. Slower traffic speed limits.

94 Placing a road/pedestrian bridge from the main Conn College Campus over Rt 32 to the
Athletic Center (East side) of Campus. Better signs indicating a School Zone and to lower
the speed limit through that area.

95 Yes - (1) slow down the traffic; (2) create wider pedestrian walkways on both sides of the
highway; (3) create a new pedestrian overpass between (4) improve the physical
appearance of the existing overpass between Conn and their athletic center. Conn, CGA,
and Lyman Allen all have beautiful campuses/landscaping - improving this stretch of 32
to better showcase this would enhance public perception of New London.

96 There is a foot bridge that traverses 32 - which is the safest route to cross. Unless
people obey the speed limit, | believe the only way to improve crossing 32 from either
Conn College or the USCG side, would be to install another foot bridge that goes over
the roadway.

97 Make it safer for pedestrians and cars driving. People going through have no patience or
respect for people walking or turning in cars.
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Wider sidewalks

It seems to me that Police are able to effectively manage speed due to the limited
locations for speed traps, and since there is a concrete median, one office can't monitor
both traffic directions (let alone find a place to park). And maybe another raise walk at
the other end of Conn College campus - closer to the USCGA.

Adding a designated bike lane would make at tremendous difference for cyclist safety.

More distinguished walking paths

widen the road for more room for turning. speed bumps. actual police presence to ticket.
Stop light cameras to ticket.

Slower traffic and places to walk and cross safely.

Finding a way to slow down vehicle traffic could make a big difference, as would creating
a safe, separated bike lane. Enhancing pedestrian safety seems like the very top priority.

--additional walking bridge to go over road --extended sidewalks and bike lanes --
better "green arrow" and length of green light management and/or coordination of traffic
lights --more enforcement coverage

The state widened the road making it a speedway. The state should pay for pedestrian
bridges linking properties on the east and west sides from the existing bridge south as
far as the Coast Guard Academy. | imagine that this is unlikely. Drop the speed limit to
25 mph, add rumble strips and install cameras that photograph the license plates of
those who speed so that they can be identified and fined.

We need safe, enclosed, dedicated bike paths along 32. We also need much safer
crosswalks - perhaps enclosed as well? We need more bus stops near the Connecticut
College campus to connect the campus to New London and Norwich, two main hubs
where students, faculty and staff live and work. We also need traffic enforcement to
slow people down.

Install red-light cameras at all intersections. Use some kind of traffic calming measures
to reduce speeds. Widen the medians and create median refuges for pedestrians crossing
at grade. Make it so that traffic arriving from [-95 SB and/or Eugene O'Neill Drive has to
stop or turn before proceeding onto Route 32 (diamond interchange or something
similar.)

That, | don't know, its a major thoroughfare. Perhaps a second pedestrian bridge further
south on the road.

| think the road could be expanded slightly at the campus entrance so the waiting cars
aren't so close to the traffic
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The speed display at Connecticut College seems to help a little bit with the traffic speed.
Maybe a right turn lane at the north end of the US Coast Guard Academy?

Better traffic/speed control measures, protected sidewalks and safe crossing, possibly a
pedestrian bridge

Slow traffic down and make walking across safer.

Perhaps a special lane for Connecticut College students, workers, etc. who are getting off
395 heading to the college.

Speed bumps? People have got to slow down!!

Change the speed limit, add speed bumps, change the landscaping to signal different
zones and speed limits.

unsure

Signs that can be put up a few miles beforehand to show that you are approaching an
institution, like Conn and Coast Guard. Also improvements to the current technology
used, the road to cross Route 32 itself is slow sometimes and at high risk to cross.

Install an additional pedestrian overpass, or even a pedestrian tunnel near Deshon
Street.

Additional pedestrian bridges at the Conn College main entrance and at Deshon Street.
Anything that slows drivers down. Sensors that more consistently work properly to
change the lights, especially at the top of the hill from the Conn College athletic complex.

Wider sidewalks. More visible crosswalks and stoplights. Additional pedestrian bridge.
Greater level of enclosure for existing pedestrian bridge (currently the sides are only
chain link and do not feel safe).

Taller protective barriers, lower speed limit, more pedestrian bridges over the road.

| think a majority of the problems are directly due to cars speeding. If there was a way to
solve that, it would definitely help but speeding seems to be an issue all over. Adding a
second cross over walkway could help pedestrians.

Signage to bring attention to crosswalks?

Decrease to one lane in either from USCGA up to 395 with a median in the middle and
protected bike lanes and sidewalks. This way cars wouldn't treat it like they are still on
the highway.

Lower speed limit, adjust the timing on the lights, safer pedestrian crossings.

complete sidewalks would be great
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Perhaps split the parkway so there is a local route that services the homes and side
streets, as well as Conn College and the USCGA, and then have a seperate thru-way that
is a direct link from Route 2 to I-95. | would also add more raised crosswalks/pedestrian
bridges. Sidewalks and a bike path could be put on the local road side.

Whatever is needed to reduce speed. More prominent crosswalks with signage and
lights. Another pedestrian bridge further south between the two campuses?

maybe more like the merritt parkway where there are trees in the median to make it look
less like a raceway?

Make more sidewalks along both sides of Route 32.

better crosswalk

Reducing from a four lane highway to a two lane road

Safe bike crossing

Another pedestrian bridge. Some way of slowing traffic. More lights? A traffic circle, or
several? | am no expert.

Another overpass, better lighting, crosswalks, and traffic enforcement

Another pedestrian walkway at the main entrance

Quickest Solution: Police Department automated radar sensors on the traffic lights which
snap photos of the driver and license plate and auto mails you your headshot and radar
reading with a costly ticket. This has been effective all over Long Island in similar
situations. Long Term solution (person and environment friendly): The arbo and river
should have continuous on foot access to each other for all species. This could be
achieved by creating a tunnel (which could be above ground- again reference NYC). On
the tunnel/underpass would be continuous fields, walkways. This allows for a safer more
connected multi-campus environment and safe passage for wildlife.

Traffic flow. Rotary

Complete repave/repaint (which | believe is happening now) New sidewalks, brighter
lighting

Widened to help ease rush hour congestion to allow for landscaping and trees to provide
sidewalk and bike lane Additional footbridge for safety & beauty

Making it less of a highway road and more of a main road in a town or city.
| don't know... with the College and CGA in that location and the highways on each end

(395 and 95), the area drives like a highway but with pedestrian activity, it feels quite
dangerous.



ResponselD Response

155

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

164

165

166

167

168

Fix the potholes, repaint the lines and lower the speed limit

Shorter light change intervals. The east/west bound lights can stay green forever which
encourages people to drive too fast. More trees in the middle of the road so it feels more
like a street than an interstate. Sidewalks that aren't so close to the edge of the road.

Find out why so many people use this route to get to/from work and see if there is a way
to transport these people with public transportation.

Maybe another pedestrian bridge near the ridges/abbey house to campus.

slow down traffic safer crossing venues shorten the time of the light for turning onto
campus

Better signage and better and responsive lights.

expanding access to walkways AND cleaning the space up so it is a nice walk and not
horrible

Find ways to slow traffic down without creating rush hour traffic issues. Figure out a bike
route from east side/conn athletic center to town without having to ride up the steep hill
through campus.

”

The speed limit should be lowered to 25 MPH prior to the access ramp from Williams St.
in front of the Coast Guard Academy. That would encourage people to drive closer to 40
MPH (instead of 50 or 60 MPH like they do now). Either the signage and visibility of the
crosswalks on Route 32 should be improved (like they were at the main entrance to the
Arboretum on Williams St.) or a second pedestrian bridge should be built that provides
crossing access at the main entrance to Connecticut College. The existing sidewalks
should be expanded, widened, and better maintained. The pedestrian path that connects
Williams St. to Route 32 near the Lyman Allen Museum is often overgrown and frankly
doesn't feel safe or usable. | would let my high schooler (attends the Williams School)
bike to school and | would walk or bike to work (at Connecticut College) if | thought it
were safe, but it isn't.

1. Additional pedestrian overpass at Deshon Street. This would connect The Coast Guard
and The Conn College Children's Lab School, where | work safely to the Conn College
main campus 2. Sidewalk and bike lanes along route 32.

More accessible pedestrian bridges or more crosswalks

better sidewalks, a bike lane and a better cross walk
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Increased pediestrian crossing sigange and safer crossings (bridges) especially in the
Conn Coll and Coast Guard area. Fix the light timing, so it's not stop and go. Create a
lane specifically for access to the 395 N on ramp, and make it two lanes, so traffic does
not back up so much at that end of 32.

Better lighting at night, safer and more accessible ways of crossing the street, pedestrian
protection if crossing on the street level

Install cameras that take pictures of vehicles that run the lights. Students need to be
educated more on how dangerous crossing RT 32 is. Maybe posting signs at the
crosswalks. Example : ONLY CROSS WHEN YOU HAVE THE GO FROM THE
CROSSWALK SIGN. STAY IN THE CROSSWALK LANE. LOOK BEFORE YOU CROSS.

More pedestrian bridges and better/wider sidewalks.

Enhancing traffic lights so that they are more clear--for pedestrians and drivers--would
be a great improvement to Route 32 (i.e., replacing their power sources so
regular/turning lights are clearer, repainting signs for drivers on seats, making sure
walking timers for pedestrians are safe & straightforward)

Widen lanes. Increase speed limit to 40. Coming off 1-95, traveling a high speed, then
have to reduce speed in a hurry. Install lighting inbedded in the crosswalks (see walks by
NL train station). Northbound, some areas could use a right turning lane (Deshon,
Athletic center)

-Additional pedestrian bridges or methods of transportation should be added

| don't think the speed limit needs to be lowered, but the current limit could be better
enforced by cameras and mailed tickets. (Police pulling people over would simply create
even more hazards on that road.) I'd also ticket people on their phones and tailgating, as
32 has a fair share of people doing both. Fines should be high enough (and posted) so
that they really act as a deterrent. Lanes should be widened where possible and turn
lanes could be protected by a barrier of some sort. I'm sure someone out there has
created roadway designs that would "soften" the look of 32 so people see it more as a
parkway to be traversed than a highway to be sped through.

Install speed bumps, walkway with floor light. 25 second warning to drivers that red
light is coming up ahead.

Raise 32 up and create an on/off ramp Conn College, CGA and surrounding roads. Then a
road that passes under the new raised up rt 32. to give College students and
maintenance vehicles easier passage on both sides

Wide sidewalks; more traffic lights or speed bumps to slow people down; median with
plants and trees so it is more like park avenue than an expressway;
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| think there should be complete side walks on both sides of the road, the road itself
should be narrowed to slow down traffic, and a bike lane on either side (or a two way,
two lane bike lane on one side) should be added. Additionally, there should be more
pedestrian crossings on Route 32, which will also slow down traffic. The sidewalks
should be widened and maintained. Finally, investments should be made along route 32
to connect this corridor to the Gold Star Bridge bike lane, which also needs extensive
investments to make it worthy of the name "bike lane."

More attractive and better light for pedestrians and the surrounding areas, Bike traffic
planned for. Better and more frequent crosswalks and better light control to get in and
out of campus. Central planted median so there is a halfway point for walkers. Improved
visual of the pedestrian bridge.

To start, the speed limit is too high and there are too many lanes dedicated to cars in
either direction. First, there should be two protected two-way bike lanes on either side of
the road. Second, dedicated bus rapid transit should earn one lane on either side. Lastly,
car traffic should be limited to one lane in either direction. After allocation, we can
consider lights, which should be replaced as they are incredibly inefficient. Pedestrian-
focused roundabouts at campus entrances and other junctions (look up Dutch
roundabouts) are far superior for both safety and efficiency. The speed limit needs to be
reduced to 25 MPH along the university and importantly, lanes must be narrowed, or
else the design will not signal to drivers to reduce their speed. Removing the lights and
reducing speeds will increase car throughput as well and reduce emissions. Additionally,
this is an equity-centered plan that improves mobility for lower-income individuals in
eastern CT. These things are so obviou

Add a bike lane and signage, especially for access to the Conn athletic center (which is
nearly inaccessible by bike as it stands now)

An additional pedestrian walkway is needed at the front entrance to Connecticut College.
There is student housing directly across the street from the front entrance to the college,
but to avoid the dangerous intersection many students walk to the pedestrian bridge by
the athletic center, then walk south to get to their housing. This requires them to cross
the athletic center entrance where cars turning right off of Rt. 32 aren't aware that
students are crossing there.

Safer/ longer and wider turning lane at the Main entrance coming from New London
towards Norwich. An accessible pedestrian bridge. at the Main Campus entrance. Safer
sidewalks on both sides of the street. Improved lighting along 32. Increased speed
enforcement along 32.

Find a way to get the motorists to slow down.

Better sidewalks Alternative passage to safely cross 32

there should be more overhead street lighting, bigger and brighter when-to-cross signs,
and more obvious painting to catch drivers' attention earlier. wider sidewalks with 6"
curbs and barrier between traffic
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Build another pedestrian walkway at the entrance to Conn college.
Allow for bikes and/or walking along/across Rt. 32
Bike lanes, better cross-walks

We need a way to penalize people running the traffic lights. Probably cameras to capture
license plates is the easiest option? We also need to improve visibility of the crosswalks.
It just feels very dangerous to cross on foot.

Route 32 is an important travel corridor for the New London community. Improving the
safety of drivers, pedestrians, and bikers could significantly improve the quality of life for
those who live along 32, and can help funnel more foot traffic into downtown New
London businesses. Safer sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and bike paths could foster
improved health and more inter-neighborhood travel.

There needs to be a separate or protected bike/ped route from downtown New London
up to at least Benham Avenue if not further. There's so much space in this area between
the highways it's insane there is not already a bike/ped connection. Should be easy
enough to add one between Conn Coll, USCGA, and downtown New London. It would be
great to have a bicycle highway!

Eliminate the high-speed expressway approaches from 195 and replace with slow speed
approaches or roundabouts. Narrow the corridor to two lanes, perhaps with turn lanes or
roundabouts. Use resulting space for better sidewalks, lighting and landscaping. Maybe
provide bikeways if space allows and justified by actual connectivity.

Brighten the color of the walkway, make the walk timing longer than 20 seconds, put
signs up for cars threatening really expensive fines if they run a light - we're all told
about the dangers of crossing the path but not about driving carefully

Lower speed limit down to 30-35; increase urban furniture, signposts, lighting, and other
pedestrian-friendly features for the community. Maybe a dog/skate park or children's
playground in collaboration with Conn College and/or Lyman Allyn.

Construction of sound abatement walls, esp. on the western side along the board of the
Lyman Allyn Art Museum property

Some kind of sound wall for the Lyman Allyn property. Anything to ameliorate speeding
behavior on either side but mainly those coming off of 95 South and heading toward

Norwich.

We need sidewalks or at least gravel walkways on the outside of the metal barriers.
Pedestrian bridges would be nice but the state would probably not pay for that.

Create effective sound barriers along route especially in the Lyman Allyn border.



ResponselD Response

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

216

217

See above. More like a boulevard - center island with greenery. Not sure how to do this
and still keep the large volume of traffic moving. Sound mitigation for Conn College,
Williams School, and Lyman Allyn.

Noise mitigation. A well designed sound wall would help. It would look even better if it
had an artistic look to it.

Architecturally-designed sound attenuation wall along entire length of Lyman Allyn Art
Museum property. Lower speed limits. Create new southbound 95 to 395 connection.

Consider installing a roundabout at the Conn College main entrance; make the road a
'real' parkway by enhancing the median

Better traffic signals, lower speeds, monitoring of traffic by police.

Consider road diet of Briggs Street and narrowing the ramp to calm traffic entering a
residential neighborhood. Left turn lane width should relate to the design speed(if people
are going 50+ you need more space). Bump-outs at pedestrian crossings of RT32 to
reduce crossing distance. Encourage/change zoning to permit zero-lot-line development
of ConnColl, Williams and Lyman Allyn to create a street wall and reduce speed. In
particular, providing buildings on either side of the pedestrian bridge would economize
the need for elevators to comply with ADA.

needs stronger patrol.

More high-tech lights & signs for pedestrian crossings (Rectangular Rapid-Flashing
Beacon or other flashing lights if pedestrians are crossing) Clarity if there is or is not a
turning lane into Connecticut College entrances when driving south on 32 More speed
limit signage/tracking (like the "your speed" sign that sometimes is up) I'm not sure if this
is true, but a family member in florida told me that some stoplights there increase the
frquency of red lights when cars are exceeding the speed limit-- if this is an option, |
think that would be great too

Traffic calming, narrowing of travelways, longer red cycle before intersecting street
signal turns green, bike lane/bike way, a landscaped center island



5. What is your age?

8% 65 and older

22% 55 to 64

22% 45 to 54

Value

18to 24

25to 34

35to 44

45 to 54

55 to 64

65 and older

Prefer not to say

2% Prefer not to say

Percent

26.8%
6.3%
14.1%
22.0%
?1.5%ﬂ
7.8%

1.5%

/

/ 27% 18 to 24

'\ 6% 25 to 34
\ 14% 35 to 44

Responses

55

13

29

45

44

16

Totals: 205



6. Do you have a physical disability that makes it harder to get around?
Please select all that apply.

100
75
+—
c
]
© 50
)
o
25
0 — [ |
Hard of Low Use a Other - None of Prefer not
hearing/Deaf vision/Blind wheelchair, Write In the above to say
walker, or
other
mobility
device
Value Percent Responses
Hard of hearing/Deaf 2.5% 5
]
Low vision/Blind 1.0% 2
|
Use a wheelchair, walker, or other mobility device 0.5% 1
|
Other - Write In 3.6% 7
n
None of the above 90.9% 179

Prefer not to say 3.0% 6



/. What is your home ZIP code?

ResponselD Response
5 55364
6 06880
7 06320
8 06320
9 06320
10 05375
11 06320
12 06320
13 06320
14 06320
15 06320
16 06320
17 06375
18 06385
19 06320
20 06320
21 06360
22 06320
23 06320
24 06360
25 06242
26 06438

27 06475



ResponselD Response

28 06438
29 06320
30 06426
31 06385
32 06375
33 06320
34 06360
36 27510
37 02035
39 11743
43 06382
45 03811
46 06824
49 06320
50 33410
51 06032
52 06757
54 01929
55 06457
56 06412
57 20815
58 06320
61 315041

62 06320



ResponselD Response

63 01720
64 06320
66 06320
67 06320
69 54914
71 06119
72 02461
74 10027
75 06320
76 06359
77 06382
78 01701
79 06385
80 06424
82 06375
83 06320
84 06360
85 06355
87 06320
88 12866
89 06375
90 06378
91 06357

92 06355



ResponselD Response

93 06320
94 06375
95 06437
96 06333
97 06340
98 04102
99 06355
100 02816
101 06385
102 06359
103 06320
104 06355
105 06365
106 06340
107 06378
108 06248
109 06375
110 06355
111 06320
112 06355
113 06333
115 06256
117 06040

119 06385



ResponselD Response

120 06355
121 60077
122 06385
124 06320
125 06019
126 06443
127 06320
128 06370
129 06360
130 06359
131 06360
132 06067
133 06355
134 06370
135 06612
136 06320
137 02891
138 06371
139 06413
140 06335
141 06339
143 06320
145 06355

146 06380



ResponselD Response

147 06375
148 10583
149 06360
150 06320
153 02915
154 06489
156 06320
157 06340
158 02916
159 06371
160 06335
le1 06320
162 06320
163 RI

164 06355
165 06320
166 06375
167 91436
169 06365
170 03055
171 06360
172 01740
174 06335

175 01602



ResponselD Response

176 06333
177 06320
178 06385
179 06375
180 06370
182 06395
183 06320
184 06320
185 06415
186 06320
187 06335
188 06385
189 06385
190 06340
192 77573
194 06320
195 06355
196 06340
197 06320
198 06375
199 06320
200 06320
201 06340

202 94402



ResponselD Response

203 06357
204 06320
205 06375
206 06375
207 06375
208 06378
210 06412
213 06320
214 06375
215 06335
216 06382

217 06320



Report for Route 32 Corridor Options

Response Counts

Completion Rate: 63.6%

Complete L 297

Partial (N

170

Totals: 467



1. What is your relationship to the study area (Route 32 from
Williams St to Benham Ave)? Please select all that apply.

60
50
40
4+
c
I
O 30
o
o
20
10
. [ ]
I live near | work I go to I regularly | regularly Other -
the study near the school at visit the travel Write In
area study area Conn study area through
College / to attend the study
Coast events/see area
Guard friends
Academy and family
Value Percent Responses
I live near the study area 12.5% 46
-
| work near the study area 44.3% 163
]
| go to school at Conn College / Coast Guard 52.2% 192
Academy A
| regularly visit the study area to attend 5.4% 20
events/see friends and family o
| regularly travel through the study area 22.6% 83
Other - Write In 2.7% 10



2. Over the course of an average week, which of the following
forms of transportation do you use to travel along or across
Route 32?7 Check all that apply.

100
80
+ 60
[
]
o
9]
& 40
20
o I —
Walk (including Bike E-bike/E- Bus Drive Taxi or ridehd@ther - Write In
those who use scooter (Uber/Lyft, etc.)
an assisted
mobility device)
Value Percent Responses
Walk (including those who use an assisted 58.6% 215
mobility device) ]
Bike 4.9% 18
a
E-bike/E-scooter 0.5% 2
|
Bus 3.5% 13
"
Drive 83.7% 307
Taxi or ridehail (Uber/Lyft, etc.) 15.0% 55

Other - Write In 1.4% 5



3. The Vision and Guiding Principles capture the needs of the

community.

35% Strongly Agree

Value

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

/ 7% Strongly Disagree

3% Disagree
\ /./ 13% Neutral

\ 42% Agree

Percent

6.5%
[ ]
3.4%

13.1%

42.4%

34.6%

Responses

21

11

42

136

111

Totals: 321



4. Do you have any additional feedback about the draft Vision
and Guiding Principles?

ResponselD Response

12

13

15

17

23

34

38

58

60

yes! You did not include that this stretch of Rt. 32 also provides the ONLY
access to: TWO residential neighborhoods-one that | live in whose Rt 32
adjoining street is Deshon and we can also cut through Conn College
Winchester Rd. to the same stretch of 32 by their Athletic facility, but our
only way out is onto this stretch, and this is also true of the Harrison's
Landing neighborhood accessible only by Benham Ave. Also down in the
Deshon/Oneco/Nameaug/Farnsworth neighborhood are TWO preschools-
Conn College and Coast Guard Child Development Center, and the only
vehicular access to the Thames Shipyard & Repair company. | also DON'T
consider a "need of the community" for this section of road as a drag strip for
people up in Montville and points north to race to work on. | remember as a
young teenager it was one lane in each direction, you could cross safely but
once they put two lanes each way and concrete dividers down the middle, it
looks like a highway and is driven like one.

Would prefer to have the college students transit behind the college campus
(Old Norwich Road) rather than disturbing the Rte 32 traffic. This is a major
passage for cars from Norwich/Montville/Quaker Hill/ to NL and Rte 95

Speed is the most important issue here - | witness far too many accidents
each year in front of Williams by the traffic light.

In order for this concept to work, it needs to be extended through the full
length of Rt. 32 (ie. Crystal Ave. to the |-395 connector).

I'm not convinced that a "community street" approach will satisfy the traffic
loads carried by Route 32.

It would be nice to see the future options include some better wayfinding to
common but "off-the-beaten-path" walk/hike areas like Mamacoke and Avery
Track

| frequently need to cross Route 32 on foot and | do not feel safe doing so
due to the speed at which the traffic travels

Ensure the project is mindful of environmental impact and sustainability

It seems that the College needs Route 32 to be about community and low-
speed, but people that live here often just want to get where we are going
(and not slow down for the College).

| would love a bike path or safe walk way to downtown new London from
campusl!!!



ResponselD Response

73

77

92

98

100

113

121

123

125

137

144

148

Improve sustainability, offer more options for public transportation,
especially the SEAT Bus. Make it easier to use by providing bus stops with
shelters, maps and schedules. Also increase service to downtown and on
weekends. Make it easy for people to not drive in this area.

Usages / access points / crossings should be apparent to casual users such
as visitors, family members

Specific pedestrian safety?

Foster sense of community and mutual responsibility for everyone's safety
along Route 32 - what we do impacts others

You need to consider traffic and access when intending to slow traffic. Rt. 32
goes beyond the needs of Connecticut College.

| think this only takes into account of the colleges/academies perspective .
That traffic in this area is already a problem during rush hour. Slowing traffic
down will only cause more congestion. There should be a balance between
the college's needs and commuters.

"Transform Route 32 into a lower speed community street" seems like the
sort of change that will have a lot of pushback locally

The best option would be to turn this portion of Route 32 into a tunnel.

Reduce car usage here

The roads need to be narrower — there is no reason to have highway width
lanes in a 35mph zone. Drivers will not slow down unless the lanes are more
narrow.

| agree somewhat. Two biggest issues. Driver speed.. speeding has been
common for over 50 years. It's a major thoroughfare to/from Norwich. Speed
= race thru traffic lights. AND for the left turn into the College, the light has
traditionally been heartbreakingly LONG which leads to many drivers in the
front of the line making the left turn during a red light. As one VP mentioned
to me, it's like being a sitting duck waiting for an accident feeling your car
move with the velocity of the speeding cars on our right. True. This morning
again, | found myself backing up and rolling forward three times before the
light changed. It's a stress button for drivers wanting to get out of the busy
route 32 before an alcoholic driver takes us out.

| question whether a "lower speed community street" is practical or desirable
considering the amount of commuter and commerce traffic on Route 32. We
don't want bottlenecks... and there aren't good alternatives for north/south
traffic.



ResponselD Response

150

151

162

164

186

201

213

251

258

262

267

272

273

278

282

| do think it will be difficult to transform Rt32 into a lower speed community
street, and though costly, think a 2nd pedestrian bridge that would allow
students to more easily access the buildings on the SE side of Rt 32 would
create the safest option.

| don't want to have to deal with a bunch on construction when i'm at school

| think these guiding principles are spot-on. | hope we can transform this
section into a boulevard that enhances safety and beauty for the area. Route
32 essentially runs through the arboretum and taking into account the goals
of the arboretum as well as the needs of the community are important.

Build an underground tunnel across 32

While | agree with the principles set forth, there is no mention for ease of
use, reduction of traffic, and/or the flow of this vital roadway that transports
thousands of individuals to their work/homes. Meaning, this principles seem
to fail to consider the impact to the commuter who uses it to expediently get
to and from work and the city center of New London. Nor does it seem to
factor in that this road serves as a main artery to the Route 95 interchanges.

| believe that it is important to somehow minimize frustration for drivers
while at the same time improving safety for all. Beautification might help.

Cro Blvd should remain a roadway

Prioritize pedestrian and bike infrastructure on route 33 since it's main users
are college students. Walkability should be a priori toy

No additional feedback

People still speed, the left turn lane to get into the school is heavily delayed,
and the pedestrian bridge steps are dangerous during snow/ice conditions

The first bullet is. by far the most crucial. Route 32 as "freeway" must end for
all the reasons cited in the report. It can no longer function as a connector to
[-95. The Waterford/East Lyme interchange must be reconfigured to allow
North and South I-95 access.

Speed should remain the same

incorporating sustainability into the project plan and making it a core tenant

I'm glad to see some sort of project here. | am sure local residents will not be
so happy but they don't seem to be able to slow down or stop at lights.

Pedestrian safety, although implied by a couple of the guiding principles, is
worthy of priority status.



ResponselD Response

294

337

589

340

351

356

380

382

388

397

Make a 2nd pedestrian bridge

| truly applaud the vision but have serious doubts that Route 32 can be
changed back to the street | first encountered in 1970. Out of State traffic
going to the Orient Point Ferry is obvious and commuters going to EB are
serious traffic drivers!

| don't fully agree that these guidelines will enhance connectivity across
campus to local destinations UNLESS public transportation is actually
revised and improved. That hasn't happened with previous programs so |
have doubts.

Safer access for landscape maintenance workers, increased space for shade
tree roots

| live in Groton and use Route 32 as a short cut to 395 on my way to the
Boston Area. | am guessing with these changes, many people in Groton
would take 95 through Providence instead.

Not sure from what I've read how transportation choices fit in

While | gave my response as Agree, because | believe the Vision and Guiding
Principles mostly capture the needs of the community, | believe that the
question of HOW people travel is not, but should be addressed. The
community NEEDS clean air and a stable environment to survive long-term,
and unfortunately we are learning that individual car travel does not meet
those needs. With an ever more polluted and unstable environment, the
community NEEDS transportation options that do not further compromise
our ability to survive long-term.

More public transportation options would greatly improve the area. | don't
believe a visual is needed to announce the college district

Few drivers adhere to the current speed limits northbound on RT 32

No



ResponselD Response

899

410

412

422

424

427

438

456

459

462

466

Route 32 carries a huge amount of work traffic to/from Electric Boat, Pfizer,
Conn College, USCGA and more. It's the main connector from 395 to 95 and
New London. Slowing traffic on 32 will cause major back ups in both
directions and onto 1-95. You will need another connector from 395 to 95 to
handle that amount of traffic. These proposed changes to Rt. 32 will effect
all the roads in this region. Traffic will divert to other roads that are not
intended to take large amounts of traffic, including residential. RE: crossing
32, put in lighted crosswalks similar to those at the train station. Sidewalks
need to be continued, widened and have barriers between them and the
highway. Bike lanes should be added to the sides of the road, not taking
lanes from Rt.32. A pedestrian bridge could be added connecting Conn
College and USCGA.

If the area becomes one requiring lower speed, ensuring that cars are able
to slow down enough in advance would be very important (and potentially
difficult since Mohegan Avenue Parkway is already such a well-connected
highway)

| love the idea of transforming the road back to a lower speed avenue.

While understanding the need for a community friendly street, | am
considered that as the primary connector between 395 and the New
London/Waterford area, route 32 is already congested and that it will
become more so as a result of this project - thus significantly extending
commute times for those who live outside of the community.

Future bus stops seem to be in the North Bound lanes only. ??7?

N/a

Please be sure to improve visibility and safety of pedestrian road crossings.
Please find a way to reduce the amount of cars running red lights at
intersections. | see it multiple times per week.

What is the "College District" and what does "visual gateway" mean?
Additional crosswalks, burying power lines along route 32 and new
sidewalks would make the entire area more pedestrian friendly and

aestheticly pleasing.

| would love to see a bike and walking path along the road, and | would use it
to commute to Connecticut College and its athletic center.

May be a tunnel either for traffic or pedestrians like the subway or in some
places in NYC



5. Which of the two interim options do you feel best meets the
needs of the community and achieves the project vision?

3% Neither option meets the
project vision

16% Both options meet the project

T

vision

25% Option B —

Value

Option A
Option B
Both options meet the project vision

Neither option meets the project vision

Percent

56.4%
O

25.0%

15.5%

3.0%

56% Option A

Responses

167

74

46

Totals: 296



6. Do you have any additional feedback about the interim
corridor options?

ResponselD Response

11

15

34

58

60

73

77

91

Until the number of daily cars is reduced some other way, people are going
to want to speed. | wouldn't feel safe driving this stretch without that
median divider. Which also encourages speed. It's a dilemma.

11ft lane width is far too wide for a street, and for a project that is primarily
concerned with slowing down vehicles. 9ft would be more appropriate
because then the implied design speed would match how fast you actually
want people to go. (As you know 12ft is the highway standard. So your plan
is still to build a highway at the moment.) The center median will make
drivers feel comfortable driving more quickly (protection from opposing
traffic), so this should only be considered when paired with narrower lanes.
The buffers on the edge of the road will encourage cell phone use and
speeding, because you are not incentivizing driver attention with that much
run off. | was watching the traffic from my window today, and many cars
could not maintain their lanes--especially those on the outside.

Updated traffic signals (image detection) will be key to reduce unnecessary
vehicle stacking due to signals that are on timers or are tripped by loop
detectors (right on red trips). I'm a biker and | would still prefer taking Old
Norwich Road over a dedicated bike lane on Rt. 32. Option B's two bike lanes
are overkill.

In my experience as a biker, shared use paths are used by pedestrians so
frequently that either bikers cannot comfortably bike because they have to
go so slowly or are putting pedestrians at risk by having to constantly
swerve around them.

You need the median for people crossing to have a spot to stand, but one
way bike lane makes no sense.

Would they actually go to local businesses/parks/ hubs?

Option B provides better access for pedestrians and bikes. Also it will be
much easier to water the trees (if they are not in the middle of the road)
while they get established (25 gallons/week for the first 3 years).

Option A preferable, but personal observations on shared use paths often
result in risk to pedestrians from bikes, scooters

I'm not comfortable with no median in the center of the driving lanes. | feel
there is too much potential for head-on collisions.



ResponselD Response

100

109

113

121

126

129

130

135

137

141

144

Option A. May assist in reduction of traffic, enhance appearance and reduce
emissions. However, you need consider cleaning cost and vegetation
maintenance. Neither option is favorable for Rt. 32 commuters with
destinations beside Connecticut College.

The middle sidewalk feels very dangerous

| don't see the need for bicycles. Students on campus really don't ride
bicycles. | also think there should be physical barrier so the college students
can't have access to the roadway. They have been known to cross median
dividers, and not use crosswalks.

Should be comfortable for pedestrians to stop in the middle before
continuing.

removing the barrier may cause more traffic collations if the volume of
traffic doesn't get reduced (and speed)

To me option A would work if the speed limit of RTE 32 isn't lowered, option
B would be ok ONLY if the vehicle speed is lowered.

The more separation you can have between cars, bikes and people walking
the better. Don't forget that serious bikers travel faster than they should at
times.

| prefer option A but agree that either match the vision. Would love to see
enhancements to the overhead bridge in the visual plan

Change width of roads from 11 to 10 feet.

Though the creation of a separated bike lane is ideal - because most traffic
is pedestrian | think a bike lane would most often have pedestrians using it
anyway.

It's just crazy not having a median....been driving route 32 past the college
for 35 years. Been working at the college for 19 of those years. In 35 years
cars have never slowed down but for maybe 5mph, most cars try to speed up
to not get stuck at the college main entrance light on 32. When | sit at the
left lane waiting for-ever for the light to change, my car is pushed from wind
velocity from the cars passing by. Many use that light for their grand U-Turn.
omg. NO ONE likes the config of Rt 32 in front of the college. | was hear when
the child-student died in front at 2a or 3a in the morning. Look. The school
needs to put safety first: Build an overpass to the main campus. Get
students out of the road. Change the dang left turn light so that it trips 5
seconds after a car rolls over to the left... get cars out of the middle and get
people out of the road.



ResponselD Response

148

154

156

160

164

185

186

189

197

201

207

212

215

218

Option B without a median would be dangerous for motorists... you're
inviting head-on collisions.

| think the landscaped medium will be necessary to reduce the possibility of
head-on collisions. But it would also be nice to have a shared use land on
both sides of the road....

Honestly, the most important element of either design would be speed
bumps. Lots and lots of speed bumps! What is the plan for slowing traffic
down?

Option A: the separation of north and south flowing traffic is preferable in
order to further provide safety for drivers (i.e. against drivers cross the
middle line into oncoming traffic)

no

While | think both options meet the vision, | would prefer whichever one
could be shown to induce cars to travel more slowly and safely.

| don't think either of these will slow down traffic, and will in fact just
increase risk of injury during accidents with the trees close to the traffic
flow.

| worry about auto safety with option B, unless serious steps (traffic calming
& enforcement of signals & speed limits) are taken to reduce traffic speeds. |
seriously doubt that the proposed chicanes would do much to slow people
down.

What's going on with option B? there are multiple seemingly meaningless
measurements? Why is there an extra 2' taken off of the sidewalk on the
left? Why is the tree(?) only measured in option B?

Hedges? Planters?

The landscaped median provides a much safer environment.

install speedbumps.

A median would be important to contain traffic flow and provide stopping
point if needed by pedestrians crossing road

As an employee at Conn who sits at the light to take a left into the college,
plan B allows no safe turning lane (even the turning lane as it is now is not
safe, cars speed by very close when we wait to turn into the college).
Approaching, speeding cars actually seem to swerve into you as you are
stopped to wait for the light to turn. Too many run the red lights as you have
a green to turn in.



ResponselD Response

223

241

262

267

282

293

294

300

303

312

337

389

340

341

342

| think keeping a median in between the traffic is vital to driver safety.

But need bike access on the right side too

No

The landscaped median is very important for safety and aesthetics, but
mostly for safety. Especially during any transitional period until traffic can
be substantially reduced.

Both options are attractive improvements. However, Option A seemingly
affords more safety for drivers who are moving in opposite directions,
particularly those in the left hand lanes for each driving direction.

Having the space in between the roadway allows for pedestrians to stop at
the middle in case there are cars on the opposite side.

Must be a median

Whichever option would allow for the easiest transition/merge from Williams
in Hodges square and Briggs street via bike and pedestrian. Those entry
points are already less than ideal and discourage students from
walking/biking into town. Whatever makes people feel safer (more separates
from car traffic) and minimizes steep hills will be more successful. It seemed
like option a would have the best chance to do this since bikes wouldn't have
to merge/cross traffic to turn left into the college

| think having bike lanes protected by tree corridors would make bikers safer
from cars.

If it is interim, planting trees may not work because they may need to be
removed later.

Option B is alot safer!
It's a LONG walk to get to and from any businesses on Route 32 - leisure
walking would be the biggest use for sidewalks, aside from College and

Coast Guard use.

reduce extra 2' buffer on each side of side walk to increase surface area for
trees and other buffer plantings

How will travel at lower speeds be "encouraged"? I'm skeptical.

What is the brown pole-looking graphic. Is it a wall? Also, if you slow traffic
on 32 then it is just going to overflow to Old Norwich Rd, where there is
already an issue of speeding to avoid traffic lights on 32.



ResponselD Response

344

354

356

363

380

388

397

399

402

412

416

418

| prefer option A if the "future" idea for one lane in each direction happens.
Allowing for a median between the two directions of driving lanes, bike lanes
and wide sidewalks. | think this will slow traffic down the most, an optimal
outcome in my opinion.

A Connecticut College student was killed crossing Mohegan Avenue at a
designated crosswalk. How will your plans include additional signage and
safety at crossing points? | witness cars running red lights on Mohegan
Avenue on a near daily basis.

In Option A, | don't understand where bicycles moving in the opposite
direction from the one pictured would go.

The trees in the middle will serve to emphasize the non-highway character of
the road. Thus my vote for option A.

| love that your vision includes a separate, protected sidewalk and bike lane,
and especially that it integrates tree plantings into the plan. In a high-traffic
area (bike/ped), | think separate sidewalks and bike lanes are crucial, butin a
low traffic area (bike/ped), | think they can be combined without
inconvenience to pedestrians, cyclists, and those in wheelchairs. It would be
wonderful if the separate sidewalk and bike lane, and native tree and shrub
plantings, could be extended downtown up to, or close to, Union Station,
since that is a direct connection between Connecticut College and the Coast
Guard and the downtown area, which currently only accommodates cars and
there is a lot of wasted space along the way.

| am an avid cyclist and love the idea of a designated bike lane (desperately
needed on the Gold Star Bridge), but feel it is unnecessary on RT 32.
Williams St provides a parallel and safer route for bikes with existing
sharrows

No

| like the bike lanes on both sides of the road (option B), but think the barrier
should remain (option A). People may try to pass other traffic without the
barrier to stop it.

The more trees the better

Separation between opposing lanes seems like a much better idea - more
visually appealing

Option B - however, not sure about nothing being between the two lanes of
cars that are going in different directions? (similar to Option A)?

How does this improve safety for a pedestrian crossing the street?



ResponselD Response

419

420

426

427

430

450

454

458

459

461

472

Either way, you still have to cross four lanes of cars and that is not
pedestrian friendly.

| like the idea of a separated bike lane, but | also think the center median is
important for the traffic calming and to provide a landing spot for folks who
may take longe to cross 4 lanes of traffic. So | would lean towards Option A,
but both would be a great improvement.

A median between traffic directions is safer, especially because cars speed
down both sides.

Add another pedestrian bridge

| like bike paths on both side with a median

| like option B with two bike paths, but | honestly don't see that many
students or community members riding bikes in this area, which is why |
selected option A (one bike path). Perhaps more people will utilize bikes as
the saftey is enhanced

As an avid cyclist | enjoy bike paths but | don't believe that such a short
corridor will see enough increase in bicycle traffic to warrant a lane in each

direction. Cyclists will seek alternate routes.

| like the idea of having a separate sidewalk and bike lane, but | also want
more trees

Elements from both should be combined into a hybrid option as well.

10' path on either side would accommodate bikes in each direction.

Because | don't travel 32 | haven't paid much attention



7. Which of the following potential future elements do you think

best meets the project vision? Please select all that apply.
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Value Percent Responses
Wider sidewalks 81.0% 222
-
Enhanced bike lanes 62.4% 171
A
Bus lanes 19.3% 53
amm
Roundabouts 22.6% 62
o=
Park space 44.9% 123
Civic space 23.4% 64
New development 14.2% 39

Other - Write In 6.9% 19



8. Do you have any other feedback for the project team?

ResponselD Response
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There also needs to be a safe place on this stretch for police to set speed
traps. Currently there isn't and so they set up just before the bridge on
ramps. If there is one place that | don't care if anyone speeds, it's once you're
past Lyman Allyn because there are no pedestrians or driveways or anything,
you speed up to get onto highway and THAT is where you get a ticket? I'm
coming out of my neighborhood, I'm not speeding down Rt. 32, I'm turning
down onto what turns into a highway, so that's not the place that people
need to be going 35, it's up by the college, the lights to get out of my
neighborhood, the crosswalk intersections that people need to slow the heck
down. | am not comprehending what "new development could fit in anywhere
up there with an extra 22 feet of width from losing two lanes...

Treat the causes of speeding, not the symptoms. In the same vein, please
don't consider sound barriers--it's a waste of money. It's so unbelievably
loud when | open my office window, and this is simply because of the road
design speed. In both of the interim options, there is still not enough traffic
calming, especially at the intersections. You need to really make things
"inconvenient" for drivers (aka fair for everyone) in order to get the desired
change you're looking for.

The elimination of side road access should be considered. Some streets on
the western side could be dead-ended and accessible from Old Norwich
Road only. Side streets on the eastern side could be right entry only thereby
eliminating the need for traffic signals/intersections.

More effort please to connect bike lanes with other riding areas.

Community members often like to walk their dogs or walk through Conn
College's campus which is wonderful. If there was more parking space it
would help encourage community members to visit Conn/USCGA because
currently there is hardly anywhere for them to park.

Would love to see this happen in the next 4 years. | have been wondering
since | got here why new London doesn't have a bike path! I'll be excited to
get around safely without a car

A big bottleneck (and where many of the accidents occur) is the stoplight
before people exiting Route 32 can enter 395N. That intersection needs to be
dealt with or traffic will continue to back up and accidents will continue to
occur.
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| travel between 1-395 and Rt 32 (Conn Coll) nearly every day and have for
over ten years. It is very clear that the stretch of Rt 32 that links I-395 and |-
95 is viewed as just that - a fast highway connector. People regularly drive 60
mph. | love this idea, but is hard to see where all of this traffic will go if the
passage is slowed and narrowed. | suppose if it backs up badly enough,
some will cross over to come south on Rt 12. Difficult problem without
massive infrastructure investment.

There should be a focus on pedestrian bridge walkways. That way
pedestrians do not have to come in contact with vehicles.

Because Rte 32 is the only access in this area of New London County
connecting 1395 to 195 there is high vehicle traffic at speeds well above the
posted 40 mph. Either of your options will make it more pleasant to live and
work in this area but anger those that use RTE 32 as a way to connect to the
interstate highways.

Please no roundabouts! Most drivers do not know how to navigate them or
who has the right/when to yield, etc.

At high volume times to enter the colleges along the route | see
roundabouts as a challenging solution

Put a foot bridge in ... the students (and some of us staff that cross) are
always in danger. The new ConnColl signage out front on 32 was needed 50
years ago. Thank goodness we have Prez Bergeron! Now people KNOW they
are passing an institution with pedestrians on walkways. Build a sidewalk
yes. Median yes! Do what you can and try to slow drivers down. If | go slow
and easy, | can't get over to the left to make my entrance into the L-Hand
turn lane. Go with the flow, else take the risk. It's been like this in NL route
32 for a long time. Speeding past the college is the norm. Changing that
means changing the construct and configuration of Route 32.

Roundabouts will help reduced speed!

Not obvious how plan will slow traffic passing through to get on 195

no

Single lane?! Are you all insane? Where are you projecting the overflow
traffic will be going to get to work and route 95?7 3957 395 that's already
much more full than even 10 years ago, where traffic backups are now the
norm and accidents more frequent. This is a shortsighted plan with
grandiose ideas that does nothing to serve the greater community outside
the scope of those that live directly on or near rte. 32. How does this plan
mitigate the extra traffic on alternate roadways, or is that someone else's
problem to deal with at a later date?
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another bridge being built for pedestrians?

No

| applaud this thorough study and options for future changes. | want to
reiterate my strong support for the changes to 1-395 and 1-95 that will allow
Rt. 32 to return to Mohegan Avenue Parkway. Remember that these changes
will also affect traffic and speeding issues on Old Norwich Road and
Williams Street, pure residential neighborhoods that suffer greatly from
excess travel from Rt. 32 overflow.

New London bus service is nearly non-existent

Make it easier to cross. | don't have enough time to get across with my
mobility devices and the pedestal bridge stairs are steep

Ensure the currrent walkeay is structurally sound, particularly the bottom
stairs

Repairing/replacing the sidewalk on the Connecticut College & Lyman Allyn
side of the road where it's very cracked, uneven, and has a lot of plants
growing through it

| don't think the road area can be any wider due to the slope of the land - so
roundabouts would not work.

Please consider the maintenance workers who will care for plantings in a
design that makes 32 safer for everyone, not just conn students

| don't think you will be able to manage slower speeds on 32.

| feel the landscaped median may slow down drivers

| like the look of Option A with the trees in the center separating the cars.
Visually appealing and gives sense of "slow down, your in a park". My
concern is that with shared bike and walking it could get congested with
bikes in two directions plus pedestrians in the same space.

| guess I'd have to learn more about whether there even are buses that
travel along Route 32. My office window looks out on it, and | don't think I've
ever seen a bus. | hate driving and would love to use transit more often!
Please see my answer to number 6.

Adding more trees would be great to reduce urban island heating

No
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Encouraging development around Connecticut College should be one of the
biggest goals of the school. The lack of connection to a residential or a
commercial area are huge losses for students. Having a close, walkable area
with shops, off campus housing, and other facilities would be a great benefit
for students.

Finding a happy medium between space for cars and spaces for
pedestrians/bicycles/etc. is ideal :)

This is slightly outside of both this study area and the previous
improvements made to Williams Street, but the intersection of Bailey Circle
(where the Gold Star Bridge bike path connects) is so dangerous for cyclists
heading to the college. Adjustments to the entrance/exit of Adams
Market/Citgo could help. Also, moving the crosswalk back to the Mr Gs side
of the intersection would help. Since most cyclists getting to your study area
have to use this intersection, it seems relevant to mention this.

Na

| hope the bike lane/path can be painted green! | feel like that REALLY helps
cars stay out of it.

Additional crosswalks and possibly more traffic lights would allow for more
pedestrian traffic as well as slow traffic through the area.

route 32 is a fast dangerous section and it seems dangerous to add what you
are looking to do



9. What is your age?

1% Prefer not to say

5% 65 and older
16% 55 to 64

17% 45 to 54

11% 35 to 44

Value

Under 18

18 to 24

25to 34

35to 44

45 to 54

55 to 64

65 and older

Prefer not to say

Percent

0.3%

44.5%

5.5%

11.0%

17.2%

15.9%

4.8%

0.7%

( 0% Under 18

_—— 45% 18 to 24

\ 6% 25 to 34

Responses

1

129

16

32

50

46

14

Totals: 290



10. Do you have a physical disability that makes it harder to get
around? Please select all that apply.
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4+
C
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VU 50
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o
25
0 [ |
Hard of Low Use a Other - None of Prefer not
hearing/Deaf vision/Blind wheelchair, Write In the above to say
walker, or
other
mobility
device
Value Percent Responses
Hard of hearing/Deaf 2.6% 7
2
Low vision/Blind 0.4% 1
[
Use a wheelchair, walker, or other mobility 1.8% 5
device 1
Other - Write In 1.1% 3
|
None of the above 90.4% 245
Prefer not to say 4.4% 12



11. What is your home ZIP code?
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Report for Route 32 Proposed Concept

Response Counts

Completion Rate: 100%

Complete L} 175

Totals: 175



1. What is your relationship to the study area (Route 32 from Williams St
to Benham Ave)? Please select all that apply.

60
40
-
[y
()
o
()
[
| I I
0 l
| live near | work I go to | regularly | regularly Other -
the study near the school at visit the travel Write In
area study area Conn study area through
College / to attend the study
Coast events/see area
Guard friends
Academy and family
Value Percent Responses
| live near the study area 29.3% 51
aEE—
| work near the study area 56.9% 99
A
| go to school at Conn College / Coast Guard Academy  23.6% 41
o
| regularly visit the study area to attend events/see 10.9% 19
friends and family =
| regularly travel through the study area 39.1% 68
Other - Write In 6.3% 11



2. Over the course of an average week, which of the following forms of
transportation do you use to travel along or across Route 327 Check all

that apply.
100
75
+—
C
(O]
© 50
(0]
o
25
Walk (including Bike E-bike/E- Bus Drive Taxi or ridehail Other - Write In
those who use scooter (Uber/Lyft, etc.)
an assisted
mobility device)
Value Percent Responses
Walk (including those who use an assisted mobility 42.0% 73
device) ]
Bike 9.2% 16
-
E-bike/E-scooter 4.0% 7
a
Bus 2.3% 4
1
Drive 90.8% 158
Taxi or ridehail (Uber/Lyft, etc.) 6.3% 11
Other - Write In 0.6% 1



3. The proposed concept meets the Vision and Guiding Principles.

5% Strongly Disagree
/ 5% Disagree

\ . _— 14% Neutral

\

27% Strongly Agree

50% Agree

Value Percent Responses

Strongly Disagree 4.7% 8
a

Disagree 5.3% 9
a

Neutral 13.6% 23
-

Agree 49.7% 84
A

Strongly Agree 26.6% 45
aEmm——

Totals: 169



4. Do you have any additional feedback about the proposed concept for

the corridor?

ResponselD Response
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Please make a walking path to downtown!!!!

The pedestrian bridge also needs to be addressed

Adding landscape/streetscape, improved sidewalks, signage, pedestrian crossways and
timing of traffic lights will significantly improve the area and make the college and coast
guard academy more inviting

honestly what will cost my taxes the least amount of money... It will look nice but not a
must have

Very pretty, but | think cars will just speed faster through there on their way to/from 395.

Appears to be very little change here other than adding some trees. Rt 32 is a very busy
road and | don't believe this will make anything safer. It seems that there should be some
separation of thru traffic versus local traffic like they did near Foxwoods and elevated
thru traffic on Rt2.

The view going North, at the Traffic Light... You have GOT to keep a barrier... Large Jersey
Barriers to keep South bound traffic going 60mph from Hitting Cars stopped at the Light
intending to go into the College. The designs are beautiful...But you are leaving a huge
problem on the table. Weed smoking, drunk driving, tired drivers can easily veer into the
car stopped at the light. It is not safe there. If you are trying to make it safe then along
with Jersy Barriers to protect the vulnerable sitting at the L-turn Light, paint SLOW on
the black roads so that people who drive 60-65mph going South Bound. Will SEE that
they are driving THROUGH a campus. Not just a Secondary artery to route 95, but a busy
campus. And omg, at night with the kids going back and forth to parties, and the drivers
without some sort of design to protect Southbound from veering into the Northbound
because they want to high speed pass a slow moving vehicle, | think it's a huge risk.

| don't see how this will lower speeds and make this stretch safer. Vehicles continually
blow through red lights at high speeds without consequence, and | don't see anything
here that would address that in a meaningful way.

Aesthetically, the proposed concept is beautiful. | am still unclear how this proposal will
control speed.

You are proposing to take rt32 back to where it was before the medians were taken out
when it couldn't handle the traffic that was using it. | don't see how this plan
accommodates the current traffic load or address the northbound traffic from New
London and Rt 95 that travels at very high speed. While improving sidewalks this plan
does nothing to make street level crossings safer and is another example of wasteful
spending for minimal improvement.
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That on-ramp from Williams St. by the CGA doesn't look any less terrifying. If anything, |
feel like the sight lines will be *worse* with the trees in the way and no adjustments to
the elevation. The proposal says that traffic coming north on Rt. 32 will be "calmed"
somehow, but | didn't see any details and I'm skeptical that this can be done without a
broader redesign of the feeder roads from 1-95 and Eugene O'Neill Drive.

The trees are nice

As someone who's been in a car accident on Route 32 (specifically leaving Conn
College), I'm glad someone is finally taking the time to assess and come up with a better
solution to make it a safer area.

| wonder if there is enough space for this concept to become a reality. | think that
increasing green space and adding trees is really important and good work, but | think
that there will have to be less lanes to accomplish this. | do not know how all of it can go
in without reducing the presence of cars.

It looks nice but missed any information about speed limits, if it was in there (quite
possible). | would not be opposed to elevated cross walks. many drivers just use Rt.32 to
get from 395 to 95 and literally drive 60mph in the morning and at night.

Right now cars speeding through red lights is a serious safety problem for pedestrians
and vehicles trying to cross 32. | don't see any mention of speed enforcement or red-light
cameras. How are you going to stop cars from going 60 mph straight through the brand
new traffic lights and cross walks?

I'm curious to know if the current level of demand requires two lanes on route 32. The
road almost never backs up, and both lanes are rarely utilized. Converting the road to a
one lane, slower road would make crossing easier, would allow for development near
Connecticut College, and would make crossing safer for pedestrians.

Everything looks lovely, but | am worried about the ramp from Williams Street onto
Route 32 North. That ramp is extremely dangerous under the current conditions. | worry
that the new trees on the lefthand side of the ramp, as pictured, will further decrease
visibility and lead to more accidents.

When turning into the College from Route 32 with the College on the right hand side at
the crosswalk, it is hard to see if students are waiting on that corner for the crosswalk
sign to cross. It would be much safer for students to cross the street on the other side of
the entrance way.

It looks beautiful!

| think that the proposed plans will greatly increase the safety of the community and
improve the experience of travelers and lessen the separation between both sides of the
Connecticut college campus. It would also improve the look of the area for the CGA and
conn a much needed improvement
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It's not clear from the proposed concept or the presentation how traffic speeds will be
reduced.

| hope the "orange" cross walks at the lights are not the fake brick. This does not last (just
go around local towns and look). Will it be real bricks or colored stone?

A LOWER SPEED LIMIT WILL HELP SAFETY WISE

The project looks great, but it will not succeed unless there is a strong police
enforcement of the speed limit.

No, | think the proposed concept is satisfactory.

Without some other way for traffic to get to I-95 from 1-395, slower speeds will only
increase congestion. Eliminate the [-395 to Route 32 connector and you may be able to
achieve your objectives.

An additional bridge could be helpful. Also adding speed bumps.

What will happen a car going 60 miles an hour hits the curb of the median strip? How
well will the brick crosswalk hold up against the speeding traffic? What's need are
rumbles strips that cross the roadway.

| would like to know how the project will be funded. It appears to be a very valuable
project, but if Connecticut College will be spending on this, | think the project should be
weighed against other campus needs, and a clear priority/triage for spending should be
articulated.

| think the proposed concept will greatly benefit everyone involved. | love that the
concept includes a way for people to walk along route 32 safely and | am excited to see
what the new transformation will look like.

A is the best.

More trees, Trees along both sides, have an illusion effect to drivers to slow down, the
same effect can be seen when people are double parked in your neighbors hood. The
concept vision is great, but the tree lib has to be extended from coast guard, all the way
to connecticut college on both sides

| think prioritizing making this a lower speed community street is great. | am anxious
turning out onto this street at present, or even stopping at stop lights, since there have
been so many accidents/rear end collisions.
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The changes don't seem too significant. The images do make Rte 32 seem more
attractive. BUT (1) Traffic will still be fast. What are the plans for slowing traffic down?
(2) Although | work at Connecticut College | would still never dream of actually walking
or biking along the improved Rte. 32. What would be the point? There is still no place to
walk to. Has anyone considered a pedestrian tunnel under Rte 327 | used to live in
Germany, where there are many pedestrian tunnels. That might make it MUCH safer and
easier for students to cross Rte 32.

Improving safety for bikers, walkers and drivers and slowing speeds along Rt 32 and the
Williams street on-ramp to 32 is long overdue! The Coast Guard should get improved
and cleaned up (beautfied in an environmentally sound way) access to their main gate as
well as along their 32 border, and Connecticut College also badly needs improved and
cleaned up (beautfied in an environmentally sound way) access to their main entrance as
well as along their long rt. 32 border.

It would be beneficial to consult with knowledgeable landscape and/or horticulture
professionals to determine the best trees and plantings to provide habitat for native
pollinators and thrive in local conditions.

rte 32 is a currently a highway that leads to 395 and to inland towns. How are those
needs going to be accommodated?

The pedestrian Bridge needs to be revamped and somehow an easier crossing....

It doesn't look like there is a walk signal at the crosswalk in the proposed plan. | think it
would be safer to include one.

It looks very beautiful and would be a phenomenal improvement to the current conditions
of the corridor. Two things | would like to iterate are that the various elements of the
corridor were nice when they were first created, but have been allowed to deteriorate to
various levels of disrepair over the years. The recent repaving of route 32 was a
desperately needed improvement, but | sincerely hope that if all the money and work
needed to create the new vision of the corridor are implemented, that there will be a plan
and provisions put in place for ongoing maintenance to keep it as beautiful as will be
upon completion of construction. Second, | think it would be extremely beneficial if the
leftmost of the 2 northbound lanes of Briggs Street could continue all the way to
Williams Street. There is already a northbound lane in place for those turning off of
Route 32, but if you're coming up Briggs Street toward Williams Street, you just about
get to that northbound lane but then have to

Making (northbound) U turns at the college entrance intersection should be banned
because there won't be any guard rail or other "guides" to keep these vehicles in their
proper place. It is a pretty common practice that has not been taken into consideration.

It's a practical, safe, and quite attractive solution to the multiple problems presented by
the changes to Mohegan Blvd over the last 25 years. But, what about the strong flow of
cars from [-95 to 3957
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| like more green spaces around the corridor because it will make it seem more like a
campus between the Academy and Conn College.

As someone who regularly turns left from 32 onto Conn College campus, I'd like to see a
barrier between the left turning lane and oncoming traffic. The barrier doesn't need to be
the entire length of 32 just long enough for a few cars.

At the Conn entrance, | think it would be advisable to have some sort of divider between
oncoming traffic. If it's still 2 lanes (3 with turning lane) going north, you will still have
people speeding. And, you already feel like a sitting duck waiting for the light... fearing
being hit by oncoming traffic too doesn't fix any of the existing issues.

Make sure the "shared path" is actually a paved path that is wide enough for bikes to
safely pass pedestrians and not just a sidewalk, which creates additional hazards
between bikes and pedestrians, putting more experienced bikers back on the hwy
anyway

1. Use lighted crosswalks (see NL at train station and parking garage). 2. plant low
growing perennials instead of grass that needs to be mowed (more sustainable)-for
example, Creeping Thyme.

| think it looks FANTASTIC! Highly supportive of the concept images and plan

As long as the concept includes a full median in both directions | think it meets the Vision
& Guiding Principles.

| would feel safer if there was something in between the lanes going in opposite
directions.!!l Barriers may not look the best; however, protection on this road that has
high rates of speed is what makes me more comfortable driving on it every day twice a
day or more.

The proposed concept is aesthetically pleasing, however | do not know that increasing
the size of walk ways, and adding in more crosswalks will increase the safety of the area.
Cars traveling north and southbound consistently run the lights on Mohegan Avenue to
the point where | have been unable to turn onto Mohegan when the light from Deshon or
the Athletic Center green due to having to wait so long for cars to stop. There needs to
be an increased police presence or an additional elevated walkway connecting the two
sides of campus to increase safety.

Not sure if it will slow traffic down...maybe some speed bumps on the road?

I'm skeptical it would ease the situation without an alternative route for the vehicular
traffic. Rt. 32 starts from Keene, NH through MA and ends in New London. It is
technically a inter-state highway. If it works, awesome, but | find it hard to understand
how perceptions or expectations might change without other options. It could, but it
would be very interesting to see.
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The proposal sounds nice for the proposal area, however | have grave concerns about
the traffic that it will direct to 395. Doing this without considering and offering 395
impact mitigations seems hazardously problematic. You're going to change a MAJOR
artery into a community street without any consideration for the impact to adjacent
roadway/highways that are already quickly approaching capacity? Also, the proposal
looks like it removes guard rails (at least in front of the USCGA). This also seems
shortsighted and unsafe.

Regular enforcement of traffic speed should also be used in this areal!

It will only slow traffic down in the area where you make a change. | love what you are
proposing but it will not benefit the community. Only benefit | see is for Conn College. It
needs to be expanded all the way North as far as possible.

the linked proposed concept does not show bike paths on both sides. Locations b and C
both indicate a 6' sidewalk adjacent to ConnCollege.

Interesting concept - but where's the value? The renderings and produced report should
include an analysis of density development opportunities along the corridor. | like the
proposal to increase walkability along Route 32 - but the images don't comment on
where people are walking to (nearby housing, college bars, elements of an appealing
college district). Additionally, it doesn't look like there's any effort to improve pedestrian
access to navigate around |-95. Please incorporate a walking path in front of the USCGA
gate that continues down into Hodge's Square. Huge opportunity to add a riverfront
'‘campus district' between Deshon Street and Benham Street - that connects to a
proposed train station. Also, the lights on Route 32 are a mess. If you get one of the
lights - you end up getting them all. I'd argue that over time the traffic light timing makes
people drive faster and creates a safety hazard.

Route 32 is a deadly stretch of road with people driving like maniacs! Speed os a big
problem

| recommend adding additional safety measures to lower car speeds on the route
(displaying speed limits and current speeds, flashing lights at crosswalks, cameras for
collecting license plates to ticket cars running red lights at intersections).

| wish there was still a separated bike lane, but | know that wasn't the most popular
option!

| really like the look of the design

| strongly support this proposal, it would make working and living here that much safer. It
would also make it easier for faculty, students, and staff at Conn to travel into downtown
New London. This kind of foot traffic will help connect our campus to our community,
something that is sorely lacking.

The crosswalks should be VERY obvious. Please consider raising the crosswalks like the
one on the Williams street/Arboretum side of campus.
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Most drivers don't know what the word "merge" means, so lights need to replace
merging locations. Speed is totally out of control on all areas of Rt 32, so anything that
slows drivers down needs to happen. Include mandatory "driver Ed" in high school. My
fear is no matter how beautiful the roadway, speeding will not go away. Drivers going 80
mph over the Gold Star bridge are funneled onto route 32 and it's a racetrack all hours of
the day and night!

No

All of 32 needs to be looked at, as people speed the entire length of the road. People
often go through red lights which makes coming out of the side streets dangerous. Also,
if people are unhappy with the changes people will be speeding through residential
areas to bypass 32.

| love the concept. It will greatly improve safety; reduce traffic noise; lend new
functionality and vitality; upgrade the aesthetic environment around multiple important
institutions (Coast Guard Academy, Conn College, Williams School, and the Lyman Allyn
Art Museum); and spur greater non-vehicular recreational use, which in turn will uplift
safety and security and residential and business development.

| feel like, adding trees and barriers are just obstructing the view of drivers. The speed
limit on that road is high and adding trees and other distractions is not a good idea given
the speed at which cars travel. | don't agree with drivers going slower because they
feeling enclosed. Cars travel at high speeds. It's dangerous to turn off of that road and
there's accidents at the intersection all the time. Something Hass to be done to reduce
the speed of the cars and adding elements won't give you the desired result.

This is a great concept. When they installed the current steel lane divider they actually
raised the speed limit ti the current dangerous level. People drive so fast sometimes they
miss the changing of the lights and run red lights. | witness this frequently.

more signage of locations

i don't see how trees improve anything

| am a bit confused as to why this area of New London has been selected for investment.
Is this politics? Route 32 has become a major road with much heavier traffic volume than
when | was a child and when | was in college. The intent and re design don't fit with the
purpose and traffic volume of the road- There are so many other areas of New London
with permanent residents that should get investment in mobility and safety. Many Conn
College students have vehicles - they don't rely on walking, biking or buses for active
transportation to every day destinations like to jobs and food markets. Coast Guard
academy cadets get access to vans and shuttles to places like Target. Also does your
plan take into consideration people with disabilities? Again from an equity standpoint not
sure why this area is getting attention
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| don't think lowering the speed will help any people will still speed regardless and it
will also create more of a trafffic jam , however more walkways over 32 would be better
fit if more beautified models maybe that would be safest for pedestrians overall and keep
traffic moving as efficiently as it can.

ALL of route 32 as well as the 32 connectors (north and southbound) need to be re-work
ASAP too many speeders and accidents.

This looks like a race track...............

Much needed and visually pleasing changes. Can anything be done to better connect the
395 S with the 95 N to reduce the number of vehicles traveling through the area?

| love the idea of trying to calm traffic, this area is terrifying to drive every day. My
concerns are two fold. 1) | am concerned that adding a landscaped median will only
attract wildlife that area and increase the number of animals killed on this road. That
should be taken into account as well. 2) the on ramp to 32 by the CGA is a disaster, |
enter 32 from 95 every day after work and very few people coming on 32 from that ramp
understand what a yield sign is. Adding landscaping to that area is only going to make it
harder for the people who do actually look for traffic to see any.

Until there is a high speed connector between 95S and 395, the dream of a low speed
community/residential road will never be achieved.

Without more police presence, the cars will not slow down. | live right off 32 by benham
and people are constantly speeding - | have been here 7 years and never seen someone
pulled over. With the proposals | think pedestrians would still be at great risk and people
will just hit trees instead of the median barrier. You would need to enforce speed limits
with consequences to actually get people to slow down and pay attention.

Due to the manner of all drivers on 32, without guardrails or Jersey barriers, any
accidents the occur will be catastrophic

While appreciate all of this, it would be very important to extend sidewalks for
pedestrians the entire way down route 32 this would allow safe access for individuals
who live on both sides of 32 to cross, and to travel down 32 either walking or biking, also
providing a safe way to cross The street near the on-ramp of 395 there is no way
currently for anyone to walk around that area of Quaker Hill

The area by the coast guard is the most dangerous part of that road. If you are entering
in the main road you can not see properly and almost always there is someone speeding
through and almost hits you and will not allow you to merger in safely.
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What will the impact be on the remainder of Route 32 through Quaker Hill? Will slowing
traffic in the College area result in higher speeds beyond the corridor? What actions will
be needed to get motorists to respect traffic control measures? The total disregard for the
red light and right turn on red at Route 32 and the 1395 Connector is a cause of many
traffic crashes. Route 32 was made to look like an interstate highway and motorists drive
it like an interstate.

| think as much as anything, people who drive through this area need to change their
mindset about what kind of roadway it is. | think the proposed redesign would do that --
change peoples' views of it from a high-speed connector to a slower-speed conduit past
two colleges. But that could be hard, because the changes essentially would stop once
north-bound drivers got past Benham Rd. and feel they could speed up again. But that
might still be enough to improve safety around Conn.

| am concerned about the removal of the guard rails in spots because the pedestrians and
bicyclists are not protected from vehicles.

It will look nicer but will not help the volume of traffic and speed on RT 32. Reduce and
enforce the speed limit. Very treacherous to turn off of RT 32 at any location due to traffic
speed and short exit lanes.

ALL of route 32 which includes the 32 connector. On 4/21/2023 there was a very serious
accident. Route 32 is the Quaker Hill Speed Bowl, speeding is just one of the
issue/concern. Also coming off the 32 connector southbound has to be re-work they drive
way to fast and the drivers on route 32 southbound have a very hard time getting over to
turn on Old Norwich Road. This issue/concerns should be addressed ASAP and the work
to correct/improve should be done in a couple of months NOT years.

This is fine-but why aren't you looking at all of route 32. | live on Scotch Cap Road in
Quaker Hill and there are probably 2 accicents a month on route 32 near our road. Two
weeks ago someone died as they entered the ramp onto rt 395 from route 32. Cars go
way over the speed limit. The stoplights are long for people who want to turn left at any
of those lights and they are sitting ducks as cars whiz by at 55+ miles per hour. Will
there be any studies for the rest of route 327

Need an additional pedestrian bridge for students to cross at different point on campus

| do not agree with the guiding principles. This is a major thoroughfare. Focus should be
on making 32 a limited access highway to connect 95 to 395 OR finding a way to add a
395N ramp to 95 and THEN making this transformation. Until then I'd add more
pedestrian bridges or a car bridge and let people walk under.

| love the idea of changing the look and making it feel more like a community. With the

college students crossing route 32, the proposal looks like it will help slow down traffic
and will feel more like a college environment. | love the looks of the proposal and hope
that it will be done. Right now, there are too many accidents there.



5. What is your age?
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Totals: 171



6. Do you have a physical disability that makes it harder to get around?
Please select all that apply.
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 3 0 11 6 0 7 4 910 2 2 1326 12

Future Volume (vph) 3 0 11 6 0 7 4 910 2 2 1326 12

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095

Frt 0.892 0.927 0.999

Flt Protected 0.990 0.977 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1632 0 0 1447 0 1641 3471 0 1543 3468 0

Flt Permitted 0.927 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1528 0 0 1481 0 1641 3471 0 1543 3468 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 91 91 1

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853

Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1

Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095

Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4% 12%  17% 4% 3%

Adj. Flow (vph) 3 0 12 6 0 7 4 958 2 2 13% 13

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 15 0 0 13 0 4 960 0 2 1409 0

Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 10.0 238 10.0 238

Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 16.0 458 16.0 458

Total Split (%) 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 171% 48.8% 171% 48.8%

Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 11.0 11.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 7.0 7.0 58  56.3 57 563

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.09 087 0.09 087

v/c Ratio 0.06 0.05 003 032 0.01 0.47

Control Delay 0.5 0.4 29.5 34 29.5 4.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 AM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 0.5 0.4 29.5 3.4 29.5 4.5

LOS A A C A C A

Approach Delay 0.5 0.4 3.5 45

Approach LOS A A A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 1 0 1 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 10 152 7 272

Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 692 673 279 3012 263 3006

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.02 001 032 0.01 047

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 93.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 64.9

Natural Cycle: 70

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.47

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.9%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: A
ICU Level of Service A

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 3 0 11 6 0 7 4 910 2 2 1326 12

Future Volume (vph) 3 0 1 6 0 7 4 910 2 2 1326 12

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095

Frt 0.89 0.93 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1632 1448 1641 3470 1543 3467

Flt Permitted 0.93 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1528 1482 1641 3470 1543 3467

Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095 095

Ad. Flow (vph) 3 0 12 6 0 7 4 958 2 2 139% 13

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 960 0 2 1409 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4%  12%  17% 4% 3%

Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 1.1 52.5

Effective Green, g (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 1.1 52.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.04 002 073 002 073

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 55 53 27 2531 23 2524

v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 0.28 0.00 c0.41

v/s Ratio Perm c0.00 0.00

v/c Ratio 0.01 0.01 015 0.38 0.09 0.6

Uniform Delay, d1 33.5 33.5 34.9 3.6 35.0 45

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 25 0.4 1.6 0.9

Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 37.5 41 36.6 54

Level of Service C C D A D A

Approach Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 4.2 54

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 5.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service A

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 721 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 11 0 1 3 1 1 907 21 8 1525 1

Future Volume (vph) 0 11 0 1 3 1 1 907 21 8 1525 1

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 150 95 150 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 100 100 095 095

Frt 0.973 0.850

Flt Protected 0.990 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1900 0 0 1830 0 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1900 0 0 1849 0 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 157

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819

Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3

Peak Hour Factor 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 13 0 1 3 1 1 1031 24 9 1733 1

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 13 0 0 5 0 1 1031 24 1734 0

Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 20.8 10.0 20.8

Total Split (s) 215 215 215 215 16.0 458 16.0 458

Total Split (%) 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 14.1% 40.4% 14.1% 40.4%

Maximum Green (s) 170 170 170 170 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8

All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max

Walk Time (s)

Flash Dont Walk (s)

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)

Act Effct Green (s) 6.3 6.3 59 579 0.0 6.2  58.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 009 088 000 009 088

v/c Ratio 0.07 0.03 0.01 034 015 005 056

Control Delay 32.5 30.2 33.0 74 20 325 9.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 AM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 AM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 32.5 30.2 33.0 74 20 325 9.9

LOS C C C A A C A

Approach Delay 32.5 30.3 7.3 10.0

Approach LOS C C A B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 1 0 0 0 3 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 14 6 354 0 21 #815

Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 95 150

Base Capacity (vph) 521 507 320 3055 157 320 3093

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.01 000 034 015 003 056

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 113.3
Actuated Cycle Length: 65.8
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.56
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.1 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

iﬁl

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 AM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 AM Peak
Existing Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 11 0 1 3 1 1 907 21 8 1525 1
Future Volume (vph) 0 11 0 1 3 1 1 907 21 8 1525 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095
Frt 1.00 0.97 100 100 085 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1900 1830 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1900 1849 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505
Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088 088
Ad. Flow (vph) 0 12 0 1 3 1 1 1031 24 9 1733 1
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 24 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 13 0 0 4 0 1 1031 0 9 1734 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.0 1.0 0.8 526 0.0 09 527
Effective Green, g (s) 1.0 1.0 08 526 0.0 09 527
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.01 0.01 068 0.00 0.01 0.68
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 24 23 18 2364 0 21 2392
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.30 c0.00 c0.49
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.17 006 044 000 043 0.72
Uniform Delay, d1 37.9 37.7 37.8 56 386 379 7.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 22.7 3.6 1.3 0.6 00 134 2.0
Delay (s) 60.6 41.3 39.1 62 386 513 9.6
Level of Service E D D A D D A
Approach Delay (s) 60.6 41.3 6.9 9.9
Approach LOS E D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 772 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
2 T N I

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3

Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 27 1 24 913 1534 18

Future Volume (vph) 27 1 24 913 1534 18

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 75

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 1.00

Frt 0.996 0.850

Flt Protected 0.954 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1686 0 1770 3471 3505 1615

Flt Permitted 0.954 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1686 0 1770 3471 3505 1615

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 4

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789

Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9

Peak Hour Factor 089 087 089 089 089 0.9

Heavy Vehicles (%) %  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 30 1 27 1026 1724 20

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 0 27 1026 1724 20

Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2 3

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 4 1 12 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 150 15.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 208 208 300

Total Split (s) 21.0 22.0 458 458 300

Total Split (%) 17.7% 18.5% 38.6% 386%  25%

Maximum Green (s) 17.0 17.0 400 400 26.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.8 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None None Max Max  None

Walk Time (s) 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0

Act Effct Green (s) 6.9 143 641 406 406

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 020 0.91 058 0.8

v/c Ratio 0.19 007 032 08 0.02

Control Delay 33.9 24.8 16 204 8.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
2 T N I
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Total Delay 33.9 24.8 16 204 8.4
LOS C C A C A
Approach Delay 33.9 22 202
Approach LOS C A C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 12 0 270 2
Queue Length 95th (ft) 39 31 81  #597 14
Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709
Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 75
Base Capacity (vph) 415 435 3174 2029 936
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 006 032 085 0.2
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 118.8
Actuated Cycle Length: 70.1
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.85
Intersection Signal Delay: 13.7 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW
"¢ﬁ1 ‘iT@z * 1@3 A o4
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 27 1 24 913 1534 18

Future Volume (vph) 27 1 24 913 1534 18

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 085

Flt Protected 0.95 095 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1685 1770 3471 3505 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 095 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1685 1770 3471 3505 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 087 089 089 089 0.9

Ad. Flow (vph) 30 1 27 1026 1724 20

RTOR Reduction (vph) 1 0 0 0 0 2

Lane Group Flow (vph) 30 0 27 1026 1724 18

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7%  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 2.8 143 599 406 406

Effective Green, g (s) 2.8 143 599 406 406

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 020 083 056 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 65 349 2867 1962 904

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.02 030 <c049 0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.46 008 036 088 0.2

Uniform Delay, d1 34.1 23.7 16 138 7.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.1 0.1 0.1 6.0 0.0

Delay (s) 39.2 23.8 16 198 71

Level of Service D C A B A

Approach Delay (s) 39.2 2.2 19.7

Approach LOS D A B

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 13.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.5 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
v St o2

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3

Lane Configurations i 1= b 44

Traffic Volume (vph) 38 7 920 122 40 1471

Future Volume (vph) 38 7 920 122 40 1471

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 295

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095

Frt 0.978 0.982

Flt Protected 0.960 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1735 0 3409 0 1770 3471

Flt Permitted 0.960 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1735 0 3409 0 1770 3471

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 7 14

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980

Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%

Adj. Flow (vph) 42 8 1011 134 44 1616

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 50 0 1145 0 44 1616

Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 4 2 1 12

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 45.8 16.0 30.0

Total Split (%) 20.7% 39.6% 13.8% 26%

Maximum Green (s) 20.0 40.0 11.0 26.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None Max None None

Walk Time (s) 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1

Act Effct Green (s) 7.6 41.6 115 616

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.55 015 0.82

v/c Ratio 0.28 0.61 0.16 0.7

Control Delay 36.2 16.9 35.8 8.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Total Delay 36.2 16.9 35.8 8.7
LOS D B D A
Approach Delay 36.2 16.9 9.5
Approach LOS D B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 18 167 18 113
Queue Length 95th (ft) 66 #507 63 603
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 295
Base Capacity (vph) 483 1886 268 2831
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.10 0.61 0.16 0.7
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 115.8
Actuated Cycle Length: 75.5
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.61
Intersection Signal Delay: 12.9 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  4: Route 32 & Deshon St
#’@1 lT:az * 1@3 ¥ 04
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
" .

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations i 1= b 44

Traffic Volume (vph) 38 7 920 122 40 1471

Future Volume (vph) 38 7 920 122 40 1471

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095

Frt 0.98 0.98 1.00  1.00

Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1735 3410 1770 3471

Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1735 3410 1770 3471

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Ad. Flow (vph) 42 8 1011 134 44 1616

RTOR Reduction (vph) 7 0 7 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 43 0 1138 0 44 1616

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%

Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 12

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 41.6 1.4  58.0

Effective Green, g (s) 4.7 41.6 1.4  58.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 014  0.72

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 101 1768 251 2510

v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.33 0.02 c047

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.43 0.64 0.18  0.64

Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 13.9 30.3 5.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.9 1.8 0.3 0.6

Delay (s) 39.4 15.8 30.6 6.3

Level of Service D B C A

Approach Delay (s) 39.4 15.8 7.0

Approach LOS D B A

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 1.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.2 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Existing Condition
v St o2

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations i |

Traffic Volume (vph) 18 3 283 148 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 18 3 283 148 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.982 0.954

Flt Protected 0.959

Satd. Flow (prot) 1789 0 1778 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.959

Satd. Flow (perm) 1789 0 1778 0 0 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 884 460 216

Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.9

Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 19 3 301 157 0 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 22 0 458 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Existing Condition
v St o2

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations i |

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 18 3 283 148 0 0

Future Volume (Veh/h) 18 3 283 148 0 0

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 19 3 301 157 0 0

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 460

pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 0.91 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 380 380 458

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 270 270 356

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22

p0 queue free % 97 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 659 705 1095

Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1

Volume Total 22 458

Volume Left 19 0

Volume Right 3 157

cSH 665 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.03 027

Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0

Control Delay (s) 10.6 0.0

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) 10.6 0.0

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.9% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC 2022 AM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Existing Condition
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.5
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations L T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 3 283 148 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 18 3 283 148 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 3 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 19 3 301 157 0 0
Major/Minor Minor1 Maijor1
Conflicting Flow All 380 380 0 0

Stage 1 380 - - -

Stage 2 0 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 626 671 -
Stage 1 696 - -
Stage 2 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 626 671 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 626

Stage 1 696 - -

Stage 2 - - -
Approach WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s  10.9 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLN1
Capacity (veh/h) - - 632
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.035
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 109
HCM Lane LOS - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 041
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 21 239 0 0 226 230 84 180 45 10 0 9

Future Volume (vph) 21 239 0 0 226 230 84 180 45 10 0 9

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 25

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.850 0.970 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615

Flt Permitted 0.547 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1019 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 256 8 148

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460

Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5

Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 090 090 090

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 23 266 0 0 251 256 93 200 50 11 0 10

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 23 266 0 0 251 256 93 250 0 11 0 10

Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom

Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2

Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.0 225 225 225 225 9.5

Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0

Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%

Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None Max Max None None None

Walk Time (s)

Flash Dont Walk (s)

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)

Act Effct Green (s) 432 474 313 N3 172 172 6.3 0.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 055  0.61 040 040 022 022 0.08 0.00

v/c Ratio 003 024 034 033 024 063 0.08 0.07

Control Delay 12.1 11.5 222 49 305 374 41.9 0.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2022 AM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 121 11.5 222 49 305 374 41.9 0.9
LOS B B C A C D D A
Approach Delay 11.5 13.5 35.5 224
Approach LOS B B D C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 41 71 0 33 93 5 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 27 201 241 63 109  #285 27 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 25
Base Capacity (vph) 690 1093 737 786 500 503 745 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 003 024 034 033 019 050 0.01 0.07
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 78.2
Natural Cycle: 95
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63
Intersection Signal Delay: 19.7 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St
""" o1 ﬁm * 1@3 “1‘@4 \"'535
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2022 AM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 21 239 0 0 226 230 84 180 45 10 0 9

Future Volume (vph) 21 239 0 0 226 230 84 180 45 10 0 9

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00  1.00 1.00 085 100 097 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615

Flt Permitted 0.55  1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1019 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 09 090 090

Adj. Flow (vph) 23 266 0 0 251 256 93 200 50 11 0 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 161 0 6 0 0 0 10

Lane Group Flow (vph) 23 266 0 0 251 95 93 244 0 11 0 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom

Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 415 455 313 313 17.2 17.2 1.0 0.0

Effective Green, g (s) 415 455 M3 M3 172 172 1.0 0.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 049 054 037 037 020 020 0.01 0.00

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 590 1001 682 585 363 361 21 0

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.14 c0.14 0.06 0.05 c0.14 c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01

v/c Ratio 0.04 0.27 037 016 026 067 0.52 0.00

Uniform Delay, d1 1.2 105 194 179 283  31.1 416 42.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.1 15 0.6 0.4 49 21.6 0.0

Delay (s) 1.2 107 210 185 287 36.0 63.1 42.3

Level of Service B B C B C D E D

Approach Delay (s) 10.7 19.7 34.1 53.2

Approach LOS B B C D

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84.6 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 AM Peak

7: Briggs St & Williams St Existing Condition
— N ¢ T N

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations | < i

Traffic Volume (vph) 114 129 106 204 3 134

Future Volume (vph) 114 129 106 204 3 134

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.928 0.868

Flt Protected 0.983 0.999

Satd. Flow (prot) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0

Flt Permitted 0.983 0.999

Satd. Flow (perm) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714

Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 4% 2% 0% 1%

Adj. Flow (vph) 125 142 116 224 3 147

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 267 0 0 340 150 0

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report

F:\P2021\0942\A10\Traffic\Synchro\NewLondon_AM_Existing.syn Page 23



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 AM Peak

7: Briggs St & Williams St Existing Condition
— N ¥ TN 7

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations | < i

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Traffic Volume (vph) 114 129 106 204 3 134

Future Volume (vph) 114 129 106 204 3 134

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Hourly flow rate (vph) 125 142 116 224 3 147

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1

Volume Total (vph) 267 340 150

Volume Left (vph) 0 116 3

Volume Right (vph) 142 0 147

Hadj (s) 029 011 -057

Departure Headway (s) 4.4 4.7 4.7

Degree Utilization, x 0.33 0.44 0.20

Capacity (veh/h) 778 740 680

Control Delay (s) 9.5 11.4 8.8

Approach Delay (s) 9.5 11.4 8.8

Approach LOS A B A

Intersection Summary

Delay 10.2

Level of Service B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.0% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

7: Briggs St & Williams St

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 10.2

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T ) b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 114 129 106 204 3 134
Future Vol, veh/h 114 129 106 204 3 134
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 1 4 2 0 1
Mvmt Flow 125 142 116 224 3 147
Number of Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1

HCM Control Delay 9.5 114 8.8

HCM LOS A B A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1

Vol Left, % 2% 0%  34%

Vol Thru, % 0% 47%  66%

Vol Right, % 98%  53% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 137 243 310

LT Vol 3 0 106

Through Vol 0 114 204

RT Vol 134 129 0

Lane Flow Rate 151 267 341

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 0195 0323 0442

Departure Headway (Hd) 4656 4.359 4.674

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 768 822 766

Service Time 2707 2402 2718

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0197 0325 0.445

HCM Control Delay 8.8 9.5 11.4

HCM Lane LOS A A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.7 1.4 2.3
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Future Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.897 0.928 0.999
Flt Protected 0.988 0.977 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1630 0 0 1450 0 1641 3470 0 1543 3468 0
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1567 0 0 1484 0 1641 3470 0 1543 3468 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 91 91 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853
Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1
Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4% 12%  17% 4% 3%
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 0 13 7 0 8 5 1007 3 3 1467 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 17 0 0 15 0 5 1010 0 3 1481 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 10.0 238 10.0 238
Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 16.0 458 16.0 458
Total Split (%) 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 171% 48.8% 171% 48.8%
Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 11.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 7.0 7.0 58  56.3 58 562
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.09 087 0.09 087
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.06 003 0.34 0.02 049
Control Delay 0.5 0.5 29.6 3.5 29.3 4.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

Lanes, Volumes, Timings
1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 0.5 0.5 29.6 35 29.3 4.7
LOS A A C A C A
Approach Delay 0.5 0.5 3.7 4.8
Approach LOS A A A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 2 0 1 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 12 164 9 297
Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773
Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200
Base Capacity (vph) 708 674 279 3009 263 3006
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.02 002 0.34 0.01 0.49
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 93.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 64.9

Natural Cycle: 75

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.49

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.8%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: A
ICU Level of Service A

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Future Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 0.90 0.93 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1630 1450 1641 3469 1543 3467
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1567 1484 1641 3469 1543 3467
Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095 095
Ad. Flow (vph) 4 0 13 7 0 8 5 1007 3 3 1467 14
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 1010 0 3 1481 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4%  12%  17% 4% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 12 526
Effective Green, g (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 12 526
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.04 002 073 002 073
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 53 21 2527 25 2525
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 0.29 0.00 043
v/s Ratio Perm c0.00 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.01 019 040 012 0.9
Uniform Delay, d1 33.6 33.6 35.0 3.8 35.0 4.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 3.3 0.5 2.1 1.0
Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 38.3 4.2 37.1 5.7
Level of Service C C D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 4.4 5.7
Approach LOS C C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 722 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 150 95 150 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 100 100 095 095
Frt 0.970 0.850
Flt Protected 0.989 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1900 0 0 1823 0 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505 0
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1900 0 0 1843 0 1805 3471 1553 1805 3505 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 2 157
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819
Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3
Peak Hour Factor 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 14 0 2 5 2 2 1084 26 10 1822 2
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 0 9 0 2 1084 26 10 1824 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 20.8 10.0 20.8
Total Split (s) 215 215 215 215 16.0 458 16.0 458
Total Split (%) 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 14.1% 40.4% 14.1% 40.4%
Maximum Green (s) 170 170 170 170 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 6.4 6.4 6.0 577 0.0 6.3 579
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 009 088 000 010 0.8
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.05 0.01 035 017 006 059
Control Delay 32.2 29.2 33.0 7.6 23 322 102
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 AM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St No-Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report

F:\P2021\0942\A10\Traffic\Synchro\NewLondon_AM_2032NoBuild.syn Page 5



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 AM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St No-Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 32.2 29.2 33.0 7.6 23 322 102

LOS C C C A A C B

Approach Delay 32.3 29.3 7.5 10.4

Approach LOS C C A B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 2 1 0 0 3 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 28 20 9 381 0 22 #381

Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 95 150

Base Capacity (vph) 524 509 322 3054 157 322 3092

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.03 0.02 0.01 035 017 003 059

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 113.3
Actuated Cycle Length: 65.6
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.59
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.5 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

iﬁl
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095
Frt 1.00 0.97 100 100 085 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1900 1823 1805 3471 1553 1805 3504
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1900 1843 1805 3471 1553 1805 3504
Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088 088
Ad. Flow (vph) 0 14 0 2 5 2 2 1084 26 10 1822 2
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 26 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 0 7 0 2 1084 0 10 1824 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 1.0 1.0 08 524 0.0 09 525
Effective Green, g (s) 1.0 1.0 08 524 0.0 09 525
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.01 0.01 0.01 068 0.00 0.01 0.68
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 24 23 18 2362 0 21 2389
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.31 c0.01 c0.52
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.58 0.31 0.11 046 000 048 0.76
Uniform Delay, d1 37.8 37.7 37.7 57 385 378 8.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 31.3 74 2.7 0.6 00 16.0 24
Delay (s) 69.1 45.1 40.5 64 385 539 105
Level of Service E D D A D D B
Approach Delay (s) 69.1 451 7.2 10.7
Approach LOS E D A B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 77.0 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

2 T N I
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Future Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 75
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 1.00
Frt 0.992 0.850
Flt Protected 0.955 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1680 0 1770 3471 3505 1615
Flt Permitted 0.955 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1680 0 1770 3471 3505 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 2 4
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789
Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9
Peak Hour Factor 089 087 089 089 089 0.9
Heavy Vehicles (%) %  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 2 29 1079 1812 21
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 0 29 1079 1812 21
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 1 12 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 150 15.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 208 208 300
Total Split (s) 21.0 22.0 458 458 300
Total Split (%) 17.7% 18.5% 38.6% 386%  25%
Maximum Green (s) 17.0 17.0 400 400 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.8 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None Max Max  None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0
Act Effct Green (s) 7.0 143 632 406 406
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 020 087 056 0.6
v/c Ratio 0.21 008 036 092 0.02
Control Delay 34.6 25.8 22 270 9.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

N N
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Total Delay 34.6 25.8 22 210 9.1

LOS C C A C A
Approach Delay 34.6 28 268

Approach LOS C A C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 15 11 56  ~465 4

Queue Length 95th (ft) 42 33 88  #651 15

Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709

Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 75

Base Capacity (vph) 402 422 3031 1967 908
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 007 036 092 0.2

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 118.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 72.4

Natural Cycle: 110

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.92

Intersection Signal Delay: 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.9%
Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service B

‘#!31 ‘iT@E

LIVE

&4
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

2 T I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Future Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095 1.00
Frt 0.99 1.00 100 100 085
Flt Protected 0.95 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1680 1770 3471 3505 1615
Flt Permitted 0.95 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1680 1770 3471 3505 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 087 089 089 089 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 2 29 1079 1812 21
RTOR Reduction (vph) 2 0 0 0 0 2
Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 0 29 1079 1812 19
Heavy Vehicles (%) 7%  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 143 599 406 406
Effective Green, g (s) 4.3 143 599 406 406
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 019  0.81 055 0.55
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 97 342 2809 1923 886
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.02 031 c052 0.01
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.34 008 038 094 002
Uniform Delay, d1 33.5 24.5 19 156 76
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.1 0.1 0.1 10.8 0.0
Delay (s) 35.6 246 20 264 7.7
Level of Service D C A C A
Approach Delay (s) 35.6 26  26.2
Approach LOS D A C
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Future Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 295
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095
Frt 0.977 0.982
Flt Protected 0.960 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1733 0 3409 0 1770 3471
Flt Permitted 0.960 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1733 0 3409 0 1770 3471
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 8 14
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980
Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%
Adj. Flow (vph) 44 9 1064 142 47 1700
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 0 1206 0 47 1700
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 2 1 12
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0
Total Split (s) 24.0 45.8 16.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 20.7% 39.6% 13.8% 26%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 40.0 11.0 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max None None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s) 7.7 41.7 115 616
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.55 0.15  0.81
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.64 018  0.60
Control Delay 36.0 17.6 35.9 9.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

P N
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Total Delay 36.0 17.6 35.9 9.3
LOS D B D A
Approach Delay 36.0 17.6 10.0
Approach LOS D B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 182 19 125
Queue Length 95th (ft) 68 #557 67  #726
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 295

Base Capacity (vph) 483 1885 268 2829
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.64 0.18  0.60

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 115.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 75.6

Natural Cycle: 100

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.64

Intersection Signal Delay: 13.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.4%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service A

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  4: Route 32 & Deshon St

bﬁl lT@E
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

" .
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Future Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095
Frt 0.98 0.98 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1733 3410 1770 3471
Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1733 3410 1770 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 44 9 1064 142 47 1700
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 7 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 45 0 1199 0 47 1700
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 41.6 115 5841
Effective Green, g (s) 4.8 41.6 115 581
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 014  0.72
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 1764 253 2508
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.35 0.03 c0.49
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.68 019 0.8
Uniform Delay, d1 36.5 14.4 30.3 6.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.0 2.1 0.4 0.7
Delay (s) 39.5 16.6 30.7 6.8
Level of Service D B C A
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 16.6 7.4
Approach LOS D B A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 11.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.4 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S CGA

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.977 0.954
Flt Protected 0.960
Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 0 1778 0 0 0
Flt Permitted 0.960
Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 0 1778 0 0 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 884 460 216
Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.9
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 20 4 317 166 0 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 0 483 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.2%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S CGA

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Future Volume (Veh/h) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 4 317 166 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 460
pX, platoon unblocked 0.90 0.90 0.90
vC, conflicting volume 400 400 483
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 284 284 375
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 97 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 643 687 1070
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1
Volume Total 24 483
Volume Left 20 0
Volume Right 4 166
cSH 650 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.04 028
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0
Control Delay (s) 10.8 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.8 0.0
Approach LOS B
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.2% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min)

15
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Future Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.850 0.970 0.850
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615
Flt Permitted 0.523 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 974 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 269 8 148
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460
Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 090 090 090
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 211 53 12 0 11
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 264 0 12 0 11
Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 225 225 225 225 9.5
Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%
Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max Max None None None
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 433 474 31.1 31.1 189 189 6.3 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 054 059 039 039 024 024 0.08 0.00
v/c Ratio 004 025 037 035 023 062 0.09 0.07
Control Delay 123 120 232 49 302 365 42.3 1.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 AM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St No-Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 123 120 232 49 302 365 42.3 1.0
LOS B B C A C D D A
Approach Delay 12.0 14.0 34.8 22.5
Approach LOS B B C C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 48 79 0 35 100 5 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 29 212 254 64 115 #312 29 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 20
Base Capacity (vph) 652 1064 "7 779 486 489 725 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 026 037 035 020 054 0.02 0.07
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Natural Cycle: 95
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62
Intersection Signal Delay: 19.8 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St
""" o1 %2 * 1@3 4‘1‘@4 \"'535
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Future Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00  1.00 100 085 1.00 097 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615
Flt Permitted 052  1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 975 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 09 09 09 09 090 090 090 090 090 090 090
Ad. Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 211 53 12 0 1
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 172 0 6 0 0 0 11
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 97 99 258 0 12 0 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 415 455 31.1 31.1 18.9 18.9 1.1 0.0
Effective Green, g (s) 415 455 31.1 31.1 189 189 1.1 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 048 0.3 036 036 022 022 0.01 0.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 564 981 664 569 390 389 22 0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.15 c0.14 0.06 0.06 c0.14 c0.01
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02
v/c Ratio 005 029 040 017 025 0.66 0.55 0.00
Uniform Delay, d1 119 114 207 189 279 308 42.4 43.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.2 1.8 0.6 0.3 4.2 24.9 0.0
Delay (s) 120 116 224 195 283 350 67.3 43.2
Level of Service B B C B C D E D
Approach Delay (s) 11.6 21.0 33.2 55.8
Approach LOS B C C E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 86.4 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
No-Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Traffic Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Future Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.928 0.868
Flt Protected 0.983  0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0
Flt Permitted 0.983  0.999
Satd. Flow (perm) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714
Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 4% 2% 0% 1%
Adj. Flow (vph) 132 149 123 236 4 155
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 281 0 0 359 159 0
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 AM Peak

No-Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop
Traffic Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Future Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 132 149 123 236 4 155
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total (vph) 281 359 159
Volume Left (vph) 0 123 4
Volume Right (vph) 149 0 155
Hadj (s) 029 011 -0.56
Departure Headway (s) 4.4 4.7 4.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.35 0.47 0.21
Capacity (veh/h) 766 731 667
Control Delay (s) 9.8 11.9 9.1
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 11.9 9.1
Approach LOS A B A
Intersection Summary
Delay 10.6
Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Future Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 100 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.897 0.928 0.999
Flt Protected 0.988 0.977 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1630 0 0 1450 0 1641 3470 0 1543 3468 0
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1567 0 0 1484 0 1641 3470 0 1543 3468 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 91 91 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853
Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1
Peak Hour Factor 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4% 12%  17% 4% 3%
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 0 13 7 0 8 5 1007 3 3 1467 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 17 0 0 15 0 5 1010 0 3 1481 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 10.0 238 10.0 238
Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 16.0 458 16.0 458
Total Split (%) 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 171% 48.8% 171% 48.8%
Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 11.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 7.0 7.0 58  56.3 58 562
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.09 087 0.09 087
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.06 003 0.34 0.02 049
Control Delay 0.5 0.5 29.6 3.5 29.3 4.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

Lanes, Volumes, Timings
1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 0.5 0.5 29.6 35 29.3 4.7
LOS A A C A C A
Approach Delay 0.5 0.5 3.7 4.8
Approach LOS A A A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 0 0 2 0 1 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 12 164 9 297
Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200
Base Capacity (vph) 708 674 279 3009 263 3006
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.02 002 0.34 0.01 0.49
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 93.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 64.9

Natural Cycle: 75

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.49

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.8%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: A
ICU Level of Service A

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Future Volume (vph) 4 0 12 7 0 8 5 957 3 3 13%4 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 0.90 0.93 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.98 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1630 1450 1641 3469 1543 3467
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1567 1484 1641 3469 1543 3467
Peak-hour factor, PHF 095 095 095 09 09 09 09 095 095 095 095 095
Ad. Flow (vph) 4 0 13 7 0 8 5 1007 3 3 1467 14
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 16 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1 0 0 1 0 5 1010 0 3 1481 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 14% 0% 0% 6% 0% 30% 10% 4%  12%  17% 4% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 12 526
Effective Green, g (s) 2.6 2.6 12 526 12 526
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 0.04 002 073 002 073
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 56 53 21 2527 25 2525
v/s Ratio Prot c0.00 0.29 0.00 043
v/s Ratio Perm c0.00 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.01 0.01 019 040 012 0.9
Uniform Delay, d1 33.6 33.6 35.0 3.8 35.0 4.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.1 3.3 0.5 2.1 1.0
Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 38.3 4.2 37.1 5.7
Level of Service C C D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 33.6 33.6 4.4 5.7
Approach LOS C C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 722 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 100 95 100 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.970 0.996
Flt Protected 0.989 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1900 0 0 1823 0 1805 3457 0 1805 3505 0
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1900 0 0 1843 0 1805 3457 0 1805 3505 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 2 3
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819
Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3
Peak Hour Factor 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 14 0 2 5 2 2 1084 26 10 1822 2
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 0 9 0 2 1110 0 10 1824 0
Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 20.8 10.0 20.8
Total Split (s) 13.0 130 13.0 130 17.0  50.0 17.0  50.0
Total Split (%) 11.8% 11.8% 11.8% 11.8% 15.5% 45.5% 15.5% 45.5%
Maximum Green (s) 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 120 442 120 442
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 6.3 6.3 58 609 62  61.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.78 008 0.79
v/c Ratio 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.41 0.07 0.6
Control Delay 414 37.5 425 114 417 163
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 AM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 27%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 18.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 20
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 414 37.5 425 114 417 163

LOS D D D B D B
Approach Delay 414 37.5 11.5 16.4
Approach LOS D D B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 3 1 0 4 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 28 20 9 385 23 #872
Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 100

Base Capacity (vph) 216 211 290 2709 290 2754
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.06 0.04 0.01 041 0.03 0.66

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 110

Actuated Cycle Length: 77.7

Natural Cycle: 110

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66

Intersection Signal Delay: 14.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1%

Analysis Period (min) 15

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service B

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

:32
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 12 0 2 4 2 2 954 23 9 1603 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 0.99 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1900 1823 1805 3459 1805 3504
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1900 1843 1805 3459 1805 3504
Peak-hour factor, PHF 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 088 088
Ad. Flow (vph) 0 14 0 2 5 2 2 1084 26 10 1822 2
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 14 0 0 7 0 2 1109 0 10 1824 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 0%
Turn Type NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.3 2.3 09 56.7 1.1 56.9
Effective Green, g (s) 2.3 2.3 09 567 1.1 56.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.65 0.01 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 49 48 18 2241 22 2278
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.32 c0.01 c0.52
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.15 0.11 0.49 045  0.80
Uniform Delay, d1 41.8 41.6 42.9 8.0 429 112
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 1.4 2.7 0.8 14.2 3.1
Delay (s) 45.0 43.1 45.6 8.8 57.1 14.2
Level of Service D D D A E B
Approach Delay (s) 45.0 43.1 8.8 14.5
Approach LOS D D A B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 12.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 87.5 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
F:\P2021\0942\A10\Traffic\Synchro\NewLondon_AM_2032Build.syn Page 8



Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

2 T N I
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Lane Configurations i b 4 Ab
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Future Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 120 75
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 095
Frt 0.992 0.998
Flt Protected 0.955 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1680 0 1770 3471 3499 0
Flt Permitted 0.955 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1680 0 1770 3471 3499 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 2 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789
Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9
Peak Hour Factor 089 087 089 089 089 0.9
Heavy Vehicles (%) %  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 2 29 1079 1812 21
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 0 29 1079 1833 0
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 1 12 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 15.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 20.8 30.0
Total Split (s) 12.0 13.0 55.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 11.8% 50.0% 27%
Maximum Green (s) 8.0 8.0 49.2 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None Max None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0
Act Effct Green (s) 6.8 80 655 495
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.11 0.87  0.66
v/c Ratio 0.23 015 036 079
Control Delay 35.5 34.7 2.1 13.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

Ay 8t
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT  SBT
Total Delay 35.5 34.7 2.1 13.7
LOS D C A B
Approach Delay 35.5 3.0 13.7
Approach LOS D A B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 15 13 56 333
Queue Length 95th (ft) 42 37 82 449
Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709
Turn Bay Length (ft) 120
Base Capacity (vph) 182 190 3037 2311
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 015 036 079
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 110

Actuated Cycle Length: 74.9

Natural Cycle: 120

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.79

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.5%

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW

Intersection LOS: A
ICU Level of Service B

‘#[Zil iTEE

&4
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i b 4 Ab
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Future Volume (vph) 29 2 26 960 1613 19
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095
Frt 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1680 1770 3471 3500
Flt Permitted 0.95 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1680 1770 3471 3500
Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 087 089 089 089 0.9
Ad. Flow (vph) 33 2 29 1079 1812 21
RTOR Reduction (vph) 2 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 0 29 1079 1833 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 7%  10% 2% 4% 3% 0%
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 80 625 495
Effective Green, g (s) 4.3 80 625 495
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 010 082 065
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 184 2832 2261
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.02 031 c0.52
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.35 016 038  0.81
Uniform Delay, d1 34.8 31.2 19 101
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.4 0.1 3.3
Delay (s) 37.1 31.6 20 133
Level of Service D C A B
Approach Delay (s) 37.1 2.7 13.3
Approach LOS D A B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.6 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Future Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 100
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095
Frt 0.977 0.982
Flt Protected 0.960 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1733 0 3409 0 1770 3471
Flt Permitted 0.960 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1733 0 3409 0 1770 3471
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 8 17
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980
Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%
Adj. Flow (vph) 44 9 1064 142 47 1700
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 0 1206 0 47 1700
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 2 1 12
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0
Total Split (s) 14.0 43.0 17.0 26.0
Total Split (%) 14.0% 43.0% 17.0% 26%
Maximum Green (s) 10.0 37.2 12.0 22.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max None None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s) 75 38.7 125  59.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.53 0.17  0.81
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.67 0.16  0.60
Control Delay 35.5 18.7 33.6 9.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Total Delay 35.5 18.7 33.6 9.3
LOS D B C A
Approach Delay 35.5 18.7 9.9
Approach LOS D B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 187 18 124
Queue Length 95th (ft) 67 #563 65 #710
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100
Base Capacity (vph) 252 1805 301 2820
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.21 0.67 0.16  0.60
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 73.5
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 13.9 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  4: Route 32 & Deshon St
| ‘b"m ”‘mz
7= | s
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

" .
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Future Volume (vph) 40 8 968 129 43 1547
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095
Frt 0.98 0.98 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1733 3410 1770 3471
Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1733 3410 1770 3471
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 44 9 1064 142 47 1700
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 9 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 45 0 1197 0 47 1700
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 7% 4% 4% 2% 4%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.6 38.7 125  56.2
Effective Green, g (s) 4.6 38.7 125  56.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.49 016  0.72
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 101 1685 282 2491
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.35 0.03 c0.49
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.71 017  0.68
Uniform Delay, d1 35.6 15.4 28.4 6.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 2.6 0.3 0.8
Delay (s) 38.8 18.0 28.7 6.9
Level of Service D B C A
Approach Delay (s) 38.8 18.0 7.5
Approach LOS D B A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 12.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 78.3 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 54.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S CGA

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.977 0.954
Flt Protected 0.960
Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 0 1778 0 0 0
Flt Permitted 0.960
Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 0 1778 0 0 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 884 460 216
Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.9
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 20 4 317 166 0 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 0 483 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.2%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S CGA

2032 AM Peak

Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Future Volume (Veh/h) 19 4 298 156 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 094 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 4 317 166 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 460
pX, platoon unblocked 0.90 0.90 0.90
vC, conflicting volume 400 400 483
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 284 284 375
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 97 99 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 643 687 1070
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1
Volume Total 24 483
Volume Left 20 0
Volume Right 4 166
cSH 650 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.04 028
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0
Control Delay (s) 10.8 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.8 0.0
Approach LOS B
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.2% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min)

15
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HCM 6th TWSC 2032 AM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S CGA Build Condition
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.5
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations L T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 4 298 156 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 19 4 298 156 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 3 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 20 4 317 166 0 0
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1
Conflicting Flow All 400 400 0 0

Stage 1 400 - - -

Stage 2 0 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 610 654 -
Stage 1 681 - -
Stage 2 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 610 654 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 610

Stage 1 681 - -

Stage 2 - - -
Approach WB NB
HCM Control Delay,s  11.1 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - 617
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.04
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 141
HCM Lane LOS - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 041
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Future Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.850 0.970 0.850
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615
Flt Permitted 0.523 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 974 1863 0 0 1845 1583 1787 1779 0 1805 0 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 269 8 148
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460
Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 090 090 090 090
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 211 53 12 0 11
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 264 0 12 0 11
Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 225 225 225 225 9.5
Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%
Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max Max None None None
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 433 474 31.1 31.1 189 189 6.3 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 054 059 039 039 024 024 0.08 0.00
v/c Ratio 004 025 037 035 023 062 0.09 0.07
Control Delay 123 120 232 49 302 365 42.3 1.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 1
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak

Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 123 120 232 49 302 365 42.3 1.0
LOS B B C A C D D A
Approach Delay 12.0 14.0 34.8 22.5
Approach LOS B B C C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 48 79 0 35 100 5 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 29 212 254 64 115 #312 29 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 20
Base Capacity (vph) 652 1064 "7 779 486 489 725 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 026 037 035 020 054 0.02 0.07
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Natural Cycle: 95
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62
Intersection Signal Delay: 19.8 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St
""":211 %2 -i'im 4‘1‘@—1 \"':35
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Future Volume (vph) 23 252 0 0 238 242 89 190 48 11 0 10
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00  1.00 100 085 1.00 097 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615
Flt Permitted 052  1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 975 1863 1845 1583 1787 1779 1805 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 09 09 09 09 090 090 090 090 090 090 090
Ad. Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 269 99 211 53 12 0 1
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 172 0 6 0 0 0 11
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 280 0 0 264 97 99 258 0 12 0 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2%  10% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type D.P+P NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 415 455 31.1 31.1 18.9 18.9 1.1 0.0
Effective Green, g (s) 415 455 31.1 31.1 189 189 1.1 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 048 0.3 036 036 022 022 0.01 0.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 564 981 664 569 390 389 22 0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.15 c0.14 0.06 0.06 c0.14 c0.01
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02
v/c Ratio 005 029 040 017 025 0.66 0.55 0.00
Uniform Delay, d1 119 114 207 189 279 308 42.4 43.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.2 1.8 0.6 0.3 4.2 24.9 0.0
Delay (s) 120 116 224 195 283 350 67.3 43.2
Level of Service B B C B C D E D
Approach Delay (s) 11.6 21.0 33.2 55.8
Approach LOS B C C E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 86.4 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 AM Peak
Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Traffic Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Future Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.928 0.868
Flt Protected 0.983  0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0
Flt Permitted 0.983  0.999
Satd. Flow (perm) 1738 0 0 1819 1632 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714
Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 1% 4% 2% 0% 1%
Adj. Flow (vph) 132 149 123 236 4 155
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 281 0 0 359 159 0
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 AM Peak

Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop
Traffic Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Future Volume (vph) 120 136 112 215 4 141
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 132 149 123 236 4 155
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total (vph) 281 359 159
Volume Left (vph) 0 123 4
Volume Right (vph) 149 0 155
Hadj (s) 029 011 -0.56
Departure Headway (s) 4.4 4.7 4.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.35 0.47 0.21
Capacity (veh/h) 766 731 667
Control Delay (s) 9.8 11.9 9.1
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 11.9 9.1
Approach LOS A B A
Intersection Summary
Delay 10.6
Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

7: Briggs St & Williams St

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 10.6

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T ) b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 120 136 112 215 4 141
Future Vol, veh/h 120 136 112 215 4 141
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 1 4 2 0 1
Mvmt Flow 132 149 123 236 4 155
Number of Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1

HCM Control Delay 9.8 11.9 9.1

HCM LOS A B

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1

Vol Left, % 3% 0%  34%

Vol Thru, % 0% 47%  66%

Vol Right, % 97%  53% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 145 256 327

LT Vol 4 0 112

Through Vol 0 120 215

RT Vol 141 136 0

Lane Flow Rate 159 281 359

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 021 0345 0471

Departure Headway (Hd) 4737 441 4719

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 752 810 762

Service Time 2.797  2.461 2.77

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0211 0.347 0471

HCM Control Delay 9.1 9.8 11.9

HCM Lane LOS A A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.8 15 25

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 18 1 14 2 3 6 10 1507 13 4 1144 12

Future Volume (vph) 18 1 14 2 3 6 10 1507 13 4 1144 12

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095

Frt 0.944 0.921 0.999 0.998

Flt Protected 0.973 0.992 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1733 0 0 1736 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0

Flt Permitted 0.821 0.933 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1462 0 0 1633 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 15 7 1 1

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853

Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 09 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 1 15 2 3 7 11 1638 14 4 1243 13

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 0 12 0 11 1652 0 4 1256 0

Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 10.0 238 10.0 238

Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 16.0 458 16.0 458

Total Split (%) 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 171% 48.8% 171% 48.8%

Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 11.0 11.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 74 74 6.0 544 58 543

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.09  0.81 0.09  0.81

v/c Ratio 0.21 0.06 007 057 003 044

Control Delay 234 21.6 30.4 6.5 30.0 5.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 PM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 234 216 30.4 6.5 30.0 5.1

LOS C C C A C A

Approach Delay 234 21.6 6.6 5.2

Approach LOS C C A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 9 2 5 133 2 84

Queue Length 95th (ft) 33 17 19 373 10 241

Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 602 667 298 2875 298 2866

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.06 0.02 0.04 057 001 044

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 93.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 66.9

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.57

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.3 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 PM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 18 1 14 2 3 6 10 1507 13 4 1144 12

Future Volume (vph) 18 1 14 2 3 6 10 1507 13 4 1144 12

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095

Frt 0.94 0.92 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00

Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1733 1736 1805 3535 1805 3534

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.93 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1462 1634 1805 3535 1805 3534

Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 09 09 09 092 092 092 092

Ad. Flow (vph) 20 1 15 2 3 7 11 1638 14 4 1243 13

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 22 0 0 5 0 11 1652 0 4 1256 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%

Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 4.3 13 518 12 517

Effective Green, g (s) 4.3 4.3 13 518 12 517

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 002 0.71 002 0.71

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 86 96 32 2504 29 2499

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 c047 0.00 0.36

v/s Ratio Perm c0.01 0.00

v/c Ratio 0.25 0.06 0.34  0.66 0.14 050

Uniform Delay, d1 32.9 32.5 35.5 5.8 35.4 49

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 0.2 6.3 1.4 22 0.7

Delay (s) 34.4 32.7 41.8 7.2 37.6 5.6

Level of Service C C D A D A

Approach Delay (s) 34.4 32.7 7.4 5.7

Approach LOS C C A A

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 7.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service A

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 731 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT

Traffic Volume (vph) 5 29 11 34 19 11 3 1513 49 10 1108 3

Future Volume (vph) 5 29 11 34 19 11 3 1513 49 10 1108 3

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 150 95 150 0

Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 100 100 095 095

Frt 0.967 0.977 0.850

Flt Protected 0.995 0.974 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1739 0 0 1808 0 1805 3539 1615 1671 3539 0

Flt Permitted 0.966 0.823 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1688 0 0 1528 0 1805 3539 1615 1671 3539 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 12 8 157

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819

Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 5 32 12 37 21 12 3 1663 54 11 1218 3

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 49 0 0 70 0 3 1663 54 11 1221 0

Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 225 10.0 225

Total Split (s) 215 215 215 215 16.0 458 16.0 458

Total Split (%) 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 14.1% 40.4% 14.1% 40.4%

Maximum Green (s) 170 170 170 170 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8

All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max

Walk Time (s)

Flash Dont Walk (s)

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)

Act Effct Green (s) 8.4 8.4 6.0  47.1 0.0 6.3 472

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.12 009 069 000 009 069

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.36 002 068 034 007 050

Control Delay 21.7 33.5 370 149 59 363 119

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 PM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 7
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 21.7 33.5 370 149 59 363 119

LOS C C D B A D B

Approach Delay 21.7 33.5 14.6 12.1

Approach LOS C C B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 12 20 1 138 0 4 82

Queue Length 95th (ft) 59 84 12 #3888 0 26 #537

Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 95 150

Base Capacity (vph) 453 408 308 2438 157 285 2446

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.17 001 068 034 004 050

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 113.3
Actuated Cycle Length: 68.3
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.68
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.3 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

iﬁl
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 PM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2022 PM Peak
Existing Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 29 11 34 19 11 3 1513 49 10 1108 3
Future Volume (vph) 5 29 11 34 19 11 3 1513 49 10 1108 3
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095
Frt 0.97 0.98 100 100 085 100 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.97 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1738 1808 1805 3539 1615 1671 3538
Flt Permitted 0.97 0.82 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1687 1528 1805 3539 1615 1671 3538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 5 32 12 37 21 12 3 1663 54 11 1218 3
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 7 0 0 0 54 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 38 0 0 63 0 3 1663 0 11 1221 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.2 7.2 0.8 457 0.0 1.0 459
Effective Green, g (s) 7.2 7.2 08 457 0.0 1.0 459
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.09 0.01 060 0.00 0.01 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 158 143 18 2114 0 21 2122
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c047 c0.01 0.35
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.04
v/c Ratio 0.24 0.44 017 079 000 052 058
Uniform Delay, d1 32.1 32.7 375 17 382 375 9.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 2.1 4.3 3.0 00 216 1.1
Delay (s) 32.9 34.9 419 147 382  59.1 10.5
Level of Service C C D B D E B
Approach Delay (s) 32.9 34.9 15.5 10.9
Approach LOS C C B B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 14.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.5 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
2 T N I

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3

Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 39 74 46 1538 1168 34

Future Volume (vph) 39 74 46 1538 1168 34

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 75

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 1.00

Frt 0.912 0.850

Flt Protected 0.983 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 0 1787 3539 3539 1615

Flt Permitted 0.983 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 0 1787 3539 3539 1615

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 67 10

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789

Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9

Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 0.9

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 44 83 52 1728 1312 38

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 127 0 52 1728 1312 38

Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2 3

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 4 1 12 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 10.8 108  30.0

Total Split (s) 21.0 22.0 458 458 300

Total Split (%) 17.7% 18.5% 38.6% 386%  25%

Maximum Green (s) 17.0 17.0 400 400 26.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.8 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None None Max Max  None

Walk Time (s) 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 5

Act Effct Green (s) 8.9 174 643 410 410

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 020 074 047 047

v/c Ratio 0.54 015 066 079 0.05

Control Delay 29.5 346 108 260 144

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 PM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
N N

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3

Total Delay 29.5 346 108 260 144

LOS C C B C B

Approach Delay 29.5 15 257

Approach LOS C B C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 28 21 140 260 7

Queue Length 95th (ft) 101 73 702 #708 38

Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709

Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 75

Base Capacity (vph) 394 358 2620 1668 766

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.32 015 066 079 0.5

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 118.8
Actuated Cycle Length: 86.9
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.79
Intersection Signal Delay: 18.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW

‘#ﬁl ‘iT@E -*163 }@4
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 PM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Existing Condition
2 T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 39 74 46 1538 1168 34

Future Volume (vph) 39 74 46 1538 1168 34

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095 1.00

Frt 0.91 1.00 100 1.00 085

Flt Protected 0.98 095 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1787 3539 3539 1615

Flt Permitted 0.98 095 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1787 3539 3539 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 089 089 089 089 0.9

Ad. Flow (vph) 44 83 52 1728 1312 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 60 0 0 0 0 B

Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 0 52 1728 1312 33

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot

Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 8.9 174 634 410 410

Effective Green, g (s) 8.9 174 634 410 410

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 019 070 046 046

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 168 345 2493 1612 735

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.03 049 c0.37 0.02

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.40 015 069  0.81 0.04

Uniform Delay, d1 38.0 30.2 7.7 212 136

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15 0.2 0.8 4.6 0.1

Delay (s) 39.6 30.4 85 258 137

Level of Service D C A C B

Approach Delay (s) 39.6 92 255

Approach LOS D A C

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 171 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
v St o2

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3

Lane Configurations i 1= b 44

Traffic Volume (vph) 56 13 1551 40 17 1211

Future Volume (vph) 56 13 1551 40 17 1211

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 295

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095

Frt 0.975 0.996

Flt Protected 0.961 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539

Flt Permitted 0.961 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 9 2

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980

Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3

Peak Hour Factor 08 08 08 08 086 0.6

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 65 15 1803 47 20 1408

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 80 0 1850 0 20 1408

Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3

Permitted Phases 1

Detector Phase 4 2 1 12

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 45.8 16.0 30.0

Total Split (%) 20.7% 39.6% 13.8% 26%

Maximum Green (s) 20.0 40.0 11.0 26.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None Max None None

Walk Time (s) 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0

Act Effct Green (s) 8.3 40.2 11.1 58.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.56 0.15  0.81

v/c Ratio 0.38 0.94 0.07 049

Control Delay 32.9 28.0 28.9 3.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Total Delay 32.9 28.0 28.9 3.9
LOS C C C A
Approach Delay 32.9 28.0 4.3
Approach LOS C C A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 398 8 96
Queue Length 95th (ft) 67 #583 26 146
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 295
Base Capacity (vph) 502 1966 276 2858
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.94 0.07 049
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 115.8
Actuated Cycle Length: 72.2
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.94
Intersection Signal Delay: 18.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  4: Route 32 & Deshon St

o, kho;
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 PM Peak

4: Route 32 & Deshon St Existing Condition
v St o2

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations i 1= b 44

Traffic Volume (vph) 56 13 1551 40 17 1211

Future Volume (vph) 56 13 1551 40 17 1211

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095

Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00  1.00

Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1780 3527 1805 3539

Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1780 3527 1805 3539

Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 086 0.86

Ad. Flow (vph) 65 15 1803 47 20 1408

RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 1 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 72 0 1849 0 20 1408

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%

Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 12

Permitted Phases 1

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 40.2 111 56.3

Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 40.2 1.1 56.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.55 015 077

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 168 1942 274 2729

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.52 0.01 040

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.43 0.95 0.07 052

Uniform Delay, d1 31.2 15.5 26.5 3.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 11.9 0.1 0.2

Delay (s) 32.9 274 26.7 3.3

Level of Service C C C A

Approach Delay (s) 32.9 274 3.7

Approach LOS C C A

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 73.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Existing Condition
v St o2

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT

Lane Configurations i |

Traffic Volume (vph) 119 26 472 35 0 0

Future Volume (vph) 119 26 472 35 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.976 0.991

Flt Protected 0.961

Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.961

Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 884 460 193

Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.4

Peak Hour Factor 082 082 08 08 082 082

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 145 32 576 43 0 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 177 0 619 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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HCM 6th TWSC 2022 PM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Existing Condition
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.8
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations L T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 119 26 472 35 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 119 26 472 35 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 82 8
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 145 32 576 43 0 0
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1
Conflicting Flow All 598 598 0 0

Stage 1 598 - - -

Stage 2 0 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 468 506 -
Stage 1 553 - -
Stage 2 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 468 506 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 468

Stage 1 553 - -

Stage 2 - - -
Approach WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 17 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - 474
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.373
HCM Control Delay (s) - -7
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 17
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 8 159 0 0 294 305 65 188 39 18 0 64

Future Volume (vph) 8 159 0 0 294 305 65 188 39 18 0 64

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 20

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.850 0.974 0.850

Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 335 6 148

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460

Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 9 175 0 0 323 335 71 207 43 20 0 70

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 9 175 0 0 323 335 71 250 0 20 0 70

Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom

Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) 9.0 20.7 207 9.5 9.5 9.5

Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0

Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%

Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode Max Max Max None None None

Walk Time (s)

Flash Dont Walk (s)

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)

Act Effct Green (s) 1.7 497 319 319 173 173 6.9 0.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 013 057 037 037 020 020 0.08 0.00

v/c Ratio 004 017 047 042 020 068 0.14 0.47

Control Delay 444 156 29.8 55 360 452 48.4 10.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2022 PM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 18
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2022 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 444 156 29.8 55 36.0 452 48.4 10.5
LOS D B C A D D D B
Approach Delay 17.0 17.4 43.2 18.9
Approach LOS B B D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 25 95 0 25 95 8 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 136 315 71 88  #283 40 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 20
Base Capacity (vph) 228 1039 687 802 456 476 681 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.17 047 042 016 053 0.03 0.47
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 87.3
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.68
Intersection Signal Delay: 24.1 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

"""!31 ﬁﬁl -*1433 <\¢!34 \.'@5
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2022 PM Peak
Existing Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2022 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Existing Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l

Traffic Volume (vph) 8 159 0 0 294 305 65 188 39 18 0 64

Future Volume (vph) 8 159 0 0 294 305 65 188 39 18 0 64

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00  1.00 1.00 085 100 097 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615

Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 9 175 0 0 323 335 71 207 43 20 0 70

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 219 0 5) 0 0 0 70

Lane Group Flow (vph) 9 175 0 0 323 116 71 245 0 20 0 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom

Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.7 476 319 319 17.3 17.3 2.4 0.0

Effective Green, g (s) 1.7 476 319 319 173 173 24 0.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 013 052 035 035 019 019 0.03 0.00

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 216 945 652 559 336 347 47 0

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 ¢0.10 c0.17  0.07 0.04 c0.13 c0.01

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.04 0.19 050 0.21 0.21 0.71 0.43 0.00

Uniform Delay, d1 352 118 237 212 316 350 441 46.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.4 2.7 0.8 0.3 6.4 6.1 0.0

Delay (s) 356 123 264 220 319 414 50.2 46.0

Level of Service D B C C C D D D

Approach Delay (s) 13.4 24.1 39.3 46.9

Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 92.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2022 PM Peak

7: Briggs St & Williams St Existing Condition
— N ¢ T N

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations | < i

Traffic Volume (vph) 82 137 226 200 3 83

Future Volume (vph) 82 137 226 200 3 83

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.916 0.870

Flt Protected 0.974 0.998

Satd. Flow (prot) 1727 0 0 1842 1619 0

Flt Permitted 0.974 0.998

Satd. Flow (perm) 1727 0 0 1842 1619 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714

Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2

Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 103 171 283 250 4 104

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 274 0 0 533 108 0

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

7: Briggs St & Williams St

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 13.6

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T ) b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 82 137 226 200 3 83
Future Vol, veh/h 82 137 226 200 3 83
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 0 0 1 0 2
Mvmt Flow 103 171 283 250 4 104
Number of Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1

HCM Control Delay 9.7 16.6 9

HCM LOS A C A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1

Vol Left, % 3% 0%  53%

Vol Thru, % 0% 37% 47%

Vol Right, % 97%  63% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 86 219 426

LT Vol 3 0 226

Through Vol 0 82 200

RT Vol 83 137 0

Lane Flow Rate 108 274 532

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 0.151 0.335 0.675

Departure Headway (Hd) 5.069 4411 4.563

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 702 810 788

Service Time 3.137 2459 2605

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.154 0.338 0.675

HCM Control Delay 9 9.7 16.6

HCM Lane LOS A A C

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.5 15 53

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Future Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.945 0.928 0.999 0.998
Flt Protected 0.974 0.990 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1727 0 0 1746 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0
Flt Permitted 0.824 0.920 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1461 0 0 1622 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 16 8 1 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853
Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 09 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 21 2 16 3 4 8 12 1723 15 5 1308 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 39 0 0 15 0 12 1738 0 5 1322 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 10.0 238 10.0 238
Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 16.0 458 16.0 458
Total Split (%) 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 34.1% 171% 48.8% 171% 48.8%
Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 11.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 74 74 6.0 540 58 539
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.09  0.81 0.09  0.81
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.08 007 0.6 003 046
Control Delay 23.3 21.8 30.3 7.3 30.0 54
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 23.3 218 30.3 7.3 30.0 5.4
LOS C C C A C A
Approach Delay 23.3 21.8 74 55
Approach LOS C C A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 3 5 146 2 91
Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 19 20 420 12 263
Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773
Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200
Base Capacity (vph) 605 666 299 2868 299 2859
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.06 0.02 0.04  0.61 0.02 046
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 93.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 66.6

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.61

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

Intersection LOS: A
ICU Level of Service B

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Future Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 0.94 0.93 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1726 1746 1805 3535 1805 3534
Flt Permitted 0.82 0.92 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1460 1622 1805 3535 1805 3534
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 09 09 09 092 092 092 092
Ad. Flow (vph) 21 2 16 3 4 8 12 1723 15 5 1308 14
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 24 0 0 7 0 12 1738 0 5 1322 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.3 4.3 13 515 12 514
Effective Green, g (s) 4.3 4.3 13 515 12 514
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 002 0.71 002 0.71
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 86 95 32 2500 29 2495
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 c0.49 0.00 037
v/s Ratio Perm c0.02 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.08 038 070 0.17 053
Uniform Delay, d1 32.8 324 35.3 6.1 35.3 5.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 0.4 7.2 1.6 2.8 0.8
Delay (s) 34.5 32.7 42.6 7.8 38.1 5.8
Level of Service C C D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 34.5 32.7 8.0 6.0
Approach LOS C C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 7.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.8 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Future Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 150 95 150 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 100 100 095 095
Frt 0.967 0.977 0.850
Flt Protected 0.994 0.974 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1738 0 0 1808 0 1805 3539 1615 1671 3539 0
Flt Permitted 0.962 0.857 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1682 0 0 1591 0 1805 3539 1615 1671 3539 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 12 8 157
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819
Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 34 13 40 22 13 4 1748 57 12 1280 4
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 75 0 4 1748 57 12 1284 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 225 10.0 225
Total Split (s) 215 215 215 215 16.0 458 16.0 458
Total Split (%) 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 14.1% 40.4% 14.1% 40.4%
Maximum Green (s) 170 170 170 170 1.0 40.0 1.0 40.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 8.7 8.7 6.1 47.1 0.0 64 473
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 009 069 000 009 069
v/c Ratio 0.24 0.36 003 072 036 008 053
Control Delay 28.2 33.2 372 157 64 365 125
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St No Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 7
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St No Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 28.2 33.2 372 157 64 365 125

LOS C C D B A D B

Approach Delay 28.2 33.2 15.4 12.7

Approach LOS C C B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 13 22 1 154 0 4 90

Queue Length 95th (ft) 64 88 14 #963 0 27 #592

Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 95 150

Base Capacity (vph) 450 424 307 2430 157 284 2439

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.12 0.18 0.01 072 036 004 053

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 113.3
Actuated Cycle Length: 68.6
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.72
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.0 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

¢ E’JE

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y b 44 [l LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Future Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095
Frt 0.97 0.98 100 100 085 100 1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.97 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1739 1807 1805 3539 1615 1671 3538
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.86 095 100 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1684 1591 1805 3539 1615 1671 3538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 7 34 13 40 22 13 4 1748 57 12 1280 4
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 7 0 0 0 57 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 43 0 0 68 0 4 1748 0 12 1284 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 74 74 0.8 458 0.0 1.0  46.0
Effective Green, g (s) 74 74 08 458 0.0 1.0  46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.01 060 0.00 0.01 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 162 153 18 2110 0 21 2119
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 049 c0.01 0.36
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.04
v/c Ratio 0.27 0.44 022 083 000 057 0.61
Uniform Delay, d1 32.2 32.8 377 124 384 377 9.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 2.0 6.2 3.9 00 325 1.3
Delay (s) 33.1 34.8 439 163 384 702 110
Level of Service C C D B D E B
Approach Delay (s) 33.1 34.8 17.0 11.5
Approach LOS C C B B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 15.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.8 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

2 T N I
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Future Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 75
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 1.00
Frt 0.911 0.850
Flt Protected 0.983 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1701 0 1787 3539 3539 1615
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1701 0 1787 3539 3539 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 68 10
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789
Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 0.9
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 88 55 1817 1380 40
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 0 55 1817 1380 40
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 1 12 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 10.8 108  30.0
Total Split (s) 21.0 22.0 458 458 300
Total Split (%) 17.7% 18.5% 38.6% 386%  25%
Maximum Green (s) 17.0 17.0 400 400 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.8 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None Max Max  None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 5
Act Effct Green (s) 9.2 174 644 410 410
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 020 074 047 047
v/c Ratio 0.56 015 070 083 0.05
Control Delay 30.3 34.8 17 278 14.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

N N
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Total Delay 30.3 348 117 2718 147
LOS C C B C B
Approach Delay 30.3 123 274
Approach LOS C B C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 23 158 284 7
Queue Length 95th (ft) 107 76 #3844 #1770 40
Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709

Turn Bay Length (ft) 300 75
Base Capacity (vph) 394 357 2612 1663 764
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.34 015 070 083 0.5

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 118.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 87.2

Natural Cycle: 100

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.83

Intersection Signal Delay: 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.3%
Analysis Period (min) 15

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service B

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

2 T I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i b 44 44 [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Future Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095 1.00
Frt 0.91 1.00 100 100 085
Flt Protected 0.98 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1702 1787 3539 3539 1615
Flt Permitted 0.98 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1702 1787 3539 3539 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 089 089 089 089 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 88 55 1817 1380 40
RTOR Reduction (vph) 61 0 0 0 0 5)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 0 55 1817 1380 35
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 9.2 174 634 410 410
Effective Green, g (s) 9.2 174 634 410 410
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 019 070 045 045
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 173 344 2434 1606 733
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.03 ¢0.51 ¢0.39 0.02
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.42 016 073 086  0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 38.1 30.4 82 221 13.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.2 1.1 6.2 0.1
Delay (s) 39.7 30.6 94 283 139
Level of Service D C A C B
Approach Delay (s) 39.7 100 279
Approach LOS D A C
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.3 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Future Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 295
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095
Frt 0.975 0.996
Flt Protected 0.961 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 9 2
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980
Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3
Peak Hour Factor 08 08 08 08 086 0.6
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 69 16 1897 50 21 1480
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 85 0 1947 0 21 1480
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 4 2 1 12
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0
Total Split (s) 24.0 45.8 16.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 20.7% 39.6% 13.8% 26%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 40.0 11.0 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max None None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0
Act Effct Green (s) 8.5 40.3 11.1 58.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.56 0.15  0.81
v/c Ratio 0.39 0.99 008 052
Control Delay 33.3 37.7 29.1 4.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Total Delay 33.3 37.7 29.1 4.2
LOS C D C A
Approach Delay 33.3 37.7 4.6
Approach LOS C D A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 33 ~478 8 107
Queue Length 95th (ft) 70 #638 27 162
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 295
Base Capacity (vph) 501 1961 276 2851
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.99 0.08 052
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 115.8

Actuated Cycle Length: 72.4

Natural Cycle: 140

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.99

Intersection Signal Delay: 23.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8%

Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:

4: Route 32 & Deshon St

Intersection LOS: C
ICU Level of Service B

o
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Future Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1779 3527 1805 3539
Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1779 3527 1805 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 086 0.86
Ad. Flow (vph) 69 16 1897 50 21 1480
RTOR Reduction (vph) 8 0 1 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 77 0 1946 0 21 1480
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12
Permitted Phases 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 71 40.3 111 56.4
Effective Green, g (s) 7.1 40.3 1.1 56.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.55 015 077
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 172 1939 2713 2723
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.55 0.01 042
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.45 1.00 0.08 0.4
Uniform Delay, d1 31.2 16.5 26.7 3.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 21.3 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 33.1 37.8 26.8 3.6
Level of Service C D C A
Approach Delay (s) 33.1 37.8 3.9
Approach LOS C D A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 73.3 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (vph) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.976 0.991
Flt Protected 0.961
Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0
Flt Permitted 0.961
Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 884 460 193
Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.4
Peak Hour Factor 082 082 08 082 082 082
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 154 34 606 45 0 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 188 0 651 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO

F:\P2021\0942\A10\Traffic\Synchro\NewLondon_PM_2032NoBuild.syn

Synchro 8 Report
Page 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Volume (Veh/h) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 082 082 08 08 082 082
Hourly flow rate (vph) 154 34 606 45 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 460
pX, platoon unblocked 0.89 0.89 0.89
vC, conflicting volume 628 628 651
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 519 519 544
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 67 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 462 498 910
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1
Volume Total 188 651
Volume Left 154 0
Volume Right 34 45
cSH 469 1700
Volume to Capacity 040 0.38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 0
Control Delay (s) 17.7 0.0
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 17.7 0.0
Approach LOS C
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min)

15
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HCM 6th TWSC 2032 PM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA No Build Condition
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 41
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations L T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 126 28 497 37 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 8 82
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 154 34 606 45 0 0
Major/Minor Minor1 Maijor1
Conflicting Flow All 629 629 0 0

Stage 1 629 - - -

Stage 2 0 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 449 486 -
Stage 1 535 - -
Stage 2 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 449 486 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 449

Stage 1 535 - -

Stage 2 - - -
Approach WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s  18.4 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - 455
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0413
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 184
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Future Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.850 0.974 0.850
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 353 6 148
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460
Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 218 45 21 0 75
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 263 0 21 0 75
Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 20.7 207 9.5 9.5 9.5
Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%
Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max Max Max None None None
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 116 494 317 317 184 184 6.9 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13  0.56 036 036  0.21 0.21 0.08 0.00
v/c Ratio 004 0.8 0.51 044 020 067 0.15 0.51
Control Delay 447 158 30.8 56 359 447 48.6 11.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St No Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 18
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St No Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 447 158 30.8 56 359 447 48.6 11.9
LOS D B C A D D D B
Approach Delay 17.3 18.0 42.7 19.9
Approach LOS B B D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 28 105 0 27 101 9 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 143 336 73 93  #307 41 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 25
Base Capacity (vph) 224 1021 675 806 449 468 669 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.8 051 044 017 056 0.03 0.51
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 88.3
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 24.3 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

""" £l ‘_3;!2!2 *-‘@3 4\¢!3—1 \.'GS
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Future Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00  1.00 100 085 1.00 097 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 218 45 21 0 75
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 233 0 B 0 0 0 75
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 120 76 258 0 21 0 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 116 473 3.7 37 18.4 18.4 2.5 0.0
Effective Green, g (s) 116 473 317 317 184 184 25 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 012  0.51 034 034 020 020 0.03 0.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 212 929 641 550 353 365 48 0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 ¢0.10 c0.18  0.07 0.04 <c0.14 c0.01
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 005 020 053 022 022 0.71 0.44 0.00
Uniform Delay, d1 358 125 247 218 313 348 44.6 46.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.5 3.1 0.9 0.3 6.1 6.3 0.0
Delay (s) 36.3 13.0 218 227 316 409 50.8 46.5
Level of Service D B C C C D D D
Approach Delay (s) 14.2 25.2 38.8 474
Approach LOS B C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
No Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Traffic Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.916 0.871
Flt Protected 0.974 0.998
Satd. Flow (prot) 1727 0 0 1842 1621 0
Flt Permitted 0.974 0.998
Satd. Flow (perm) 1727 0 0 1842 1621 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714
Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 109 181 298 264 5 110
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 290 0 0 562 115 0
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 PM Peak

No Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop
Traffic Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Hourly flow rate (vph) 109 181 298 264 5 110
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total (vph) 290 562 115
Volume Left (vph) 0 298 5
Volume Right (vph) 181 0 110
Hadj (s) 036 011 -0.53
Departure Headway (s) 4.5 4.7 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.36 0.73 0.17
Capacity (veh/h) 756 757 606
Control Delay (s) 10.1 19.1 9.3
Approach Delay (s) 10.1 19.1 9.3
Approach LOS B C A
Intersection Summary
Delay 15.2
Level of Service C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM 6th AWSC

7: Briggs St & Williams St

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 14.9

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T ) b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Vol, veh/h 87 145 238 211 4 88
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 0 0 1 0 2
Mvmt Flow 109 181 298 264 5 110
Number of Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1

HCM Control Delay 10.1 18.6 9.3

HCM LOS C A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1

Vol Left, % 4% 0%  53%

Vol Thru, % 0% 38% 47%

Vol Right, % 9%  62% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 92 232 449

LT Vol 4 0 238

Through Vol 0 87 211

RT Vol 88 145 0

Lane Flow Rate 115 290 561

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 0165 036 0.718

Departure Headway (Hd) 5176 4473 4.608

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 687 800 780

Service Time 3.254 2529 2657

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.167 0362 0.719

HCM Control Delay 9.3 10.1 18.6

HCM Lane LOS A B C

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 1.6 6.2

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Future Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.945 0.928 0.999 0.998
Flt Protected 0.974 0.990 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1727 0 0 1746 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0
Flt Permitted 0.824 0.920 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1461 0 0 1622 0 1805 3536 0 1805 3533 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 16 8 1 2
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 547 729 1819 1853
Travel Time (s) 12.4 16.6 41.3 42.1
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 09 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 21 2 16 3 4 8 12 1723 15 5 1308 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 39 0 0 15 0 12 1738 0 5 1322 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 300 300 300 300 10.0 238 10.0 238
Total Split (s) 320 320 320 320 10.0 48.0 10.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 35.6% 35.6% 35.6% 35.6% 11.1% 53.3% 11.1% 53.3%
Maximum Green (s) 2710 270 2710 270 50 422 50 422
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 11.0 11.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 74 74 50 559 50 559
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.07 0.82 0.07 0.82
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.08 009 0.60 0.04 046
Control Delay 23.8 22.1 32.7 6.7 31.6 4.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 23.8 221 32.7 6.7 31.6 4.9

LOS C C C A C A
Approach Delay 23.8 221 6.9 5.0
Approach LOS C C A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 3 5 146 2 91

Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 19 20 396 12 243

Internal Link Dist (ft) 467 649 1739 1773

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200

Base Capacity (vph) 589 648 132 2892 132 2889
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.02 0.09 0.60 0.04 046

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 90

Actuated Cycle Length: 68.3

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.60

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.4 Intersection LOS: A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

*!32
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Route 32 & Benham Ave

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Future Volume (vph) 19 2 15 3 4 7 11 1585 14 5 1203 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 0.94 0.93 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.97 0.99 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1726 1746 1805 3535 1805 3534
Flt Permitted 0.82 0.92 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1460 1622 1805 3535 1805 3534
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 09 09 09 092 092 092 092
Ad. Flow (vph) 21 2 16 3 4 8 12 1723 15 5 1308 14
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 15 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 24 0 0 7 0 12 1738 0 5 1321 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%  25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.4 4.4 1.0 534 1.0 534
Effective Green, g (s) 44 44 1.0 534 1.0 534
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.72 0.01 0.72
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 86 95 24 2530 24 2529
v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 c0.49 0.00 037
v/s Ratio Perm c0.02 0.00
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.08 050  0.69 0.21 0.52
Uniform Delay, d1 33.6 33.2 36.6 5.9 36.4 4.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 0.4 15.4 15 4.3 0.8
Delay (s) 35.3 33.5 52.0 7.5 40.7 5.6
Level of Service D C D A D A
Approach Delay (s) 35.3 33.5 7.8 5.7
Approach LOS D C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 74 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.6 Sum of lost time (s) 15.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Future Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 100 95 100 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 09 100 095 095
Frt 0.967 0.977 0.995
Flt Protected 0.994 0.974 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1738 0 0 1808 0 1805 3524 0 1671 3539 0
Flt Permitted 0.963 0.880 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1684 0 0 1634 0 1805 3524 0 1671 3539 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 12 8 4
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 367 769 789 1819
Travel Time (s) 8.3 17.5 17.9 41.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 7 34 13 40 22 13 4 1748 57 12 1280 4
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 75 0 4 1805 0 12 1284 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Detector Phase 4 4 4 4 1 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 15.0 50 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 225 10.0 225
Total Split (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 13.0  46.0 13.0  46.0
Total Split (%) 11.0% 11.0% 11.0% 11.0% 13.0% 46.0% 13.0% 46.0%
Maximum Green (s) 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 80 402 80 402
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.8
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None None Max None Max
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 6.7 6.7 6.0 467 6.3 46.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 009 0.70 0.10  0.71
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.44 002 073 0.08  0.51
Control Delay 31.7 38.8 348 145 343 107
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Build Condition
Lane Group @3

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)
FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (s) 30.0
Total Split (%) 30%
Maximum Green (s) 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 7
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Total Delay 3.7 38.8 348 145 343 107

LOS C D C B C B

Approach Delay 31.7 38.8 14.5 11.0

Approach LOS C D B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 13 22 1 146 4 79

Queue Length 95th (ft) 66 #113 14 #911 25  #486

Internal Link Dist (ft) 287 689 709 1739

Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 100

Base Capacity (vph) 183 175 228 2481 211 2499

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.30 0.43 002 0.73 0.06  0.51

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100
Actuated Cycle Length: 66.3
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.73
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.0 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

iﬁl
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2: Route 32 & Reservoir St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y i Y LT LT
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Future Volume (vph) 6 31 12 36 20 12 4 1591 52 11 1165 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095
Frt 0.97 0.98 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.99 0.97 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1739 1807 1805 3525 1671 3538
Flt Permitted 0.96 0.88 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1685 1633 1805 3525 1671 3538
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 7 34 13 40 22 13 4 1748 57 12 1280 4
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 43 0 0 68 0 4 1803 0 12 1284 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 8% 2% 0%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 4 1 6 B 2
Permitted Phases 4 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 54 54 0.9 455 1.0 456
Effective Green, g (s) 54 54 09 455 1.0 456
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.61 0.01 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 5.0 5.8 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 121 118 21 2147 22 2159
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.51 c0.01 0.36
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 c0.04
v/c Ratio 0.35 0.57 019  0.84 055  0.59
Uniform Delay, d1 33.0 33.5 365 117 36.6 8.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 6.6 44 4.2 24.9 1.2
Delay (s) 34.8 40.1 409 158 615  10.1
Level of Service C D D B E B
Approach Delay (s) 34.8 40.1 15.9 10.6
Approach LOS C D B B
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 14.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.7 Sum of lost time (s) 19.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

2 T N I
Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3
Lane Configurations i b 4 Ab
Traffic Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Future Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 120 75
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 095 09 095
Frt 0.911 0.996
Flt Protected 0.983 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1701 0 1787 3539 3527 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1701 0 1787 3539 3527 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 68 3
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 371 980 789
Travel Time (s) 8.4 22.3 17.9
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 0.9
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 88 55 1817 1380 40
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 0 55 1817 1420 0
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2 3
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 4 1 12 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 10.0 10.8 30.0
Total Split (s) 12.0 21.0 47.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 19.1% 42.7% 27%
Maximum Green (s) 8.0 16.0 41.2 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 4.8 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.0 1.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8
Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None Max None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 5
Act Effct Green (s) 7.6 16.3  64.1 41.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 019 075 049
v/c Ratio 0.63 016 069 0.2
Control Delay 35.9 34.0 100 25.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

3: Route 32 & CT College DW Build Condition
N N

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR @3

Total Delay 35.9 340 100 256

LOS D C B C

Approach Delay 35.9 10.7  25.6

Approach LOS D B C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 23 150 284

Queue Length 95th (ft) #133 72 668  #715

Internal Link Dist (ft) 291 900 709

Turn Bay Length (ft) 120

Base Capacity (vph) 223 340 2652 1730

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.60 016 069 0.82

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 110
Actuated Cycle Length: 85.5
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.82
Intersection Signal Delay: 17.9 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  3: Route 32 & CT College DW

‘#ﬁl iTEil -*i'@3 }@4

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Route 32 & CT College DW

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

2 T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i b 4 Ab
Traffic Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Future Volume (vph) 41 78 49 1617 1228 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.8
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 095
Frt 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.98 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1702 1787 3539 3526
Flt Permitted 0.98 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1702 1787 3539 3526
Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 089 089 089 089 0.9
Ad. Flow (vph) 46 88 55 1817 1380 40
RTOR Reduction (vph) 62 0 0 0 2 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 72 0 55 1817 1418 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 0%
Turn Type Prot Prot NA NA
Protected Phases 4 1 12 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.6 16.3 632 419
Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 16.3 632 419
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 018  0.71 0.47
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.8
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 145 328 2524 1667
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.03 ¢0.51 c0.40
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.50 017 072 085
Uniform Delay, d1 38.7 30.4 75 206
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.2 1.0 57
Delay (s) 41.3 30.7 85 263
Level of Service D C A C
Approach Delay (s) 41.3 9.1 26.3
Approach LOS D A C
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 88.6 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT @3
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Future Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 100
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 09 09 100 095
Frt 0.975 0.996
Flt Protected 0.961 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1780 0 3527 0 1805 3539
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 8 3
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 814 813 980
Travel Time (s) 18.5 18.5 22.3
Peak Hour Factor 08 08 08 08 086 0.6
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 69 16 1897 50 21 1480
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 85 0 1947 0 21 1480
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12 3
Permitted Phases 1
Detector Phase 4 2 1 12
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 20.8 10.0 30.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 55.0 12.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 11.8% 50.0% 10.9% 27%
Maximum Green (s) 9.0 49.2 7.0 26.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.8 3.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None Max None None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 19.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0
Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 494 7.0 635
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.64 0.09 0.82
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.86 0.13  0.51
Control Delay 38.5 17.5 35.7 3.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak

Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Total Delay 38.5 17.5 35.7 3.7
LOS D B D A
Approach Delay 38.5 17.5 4.1
Approach LOS D B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 36 390 10 110
Queue Length 95th (ft) 76 465 30 134
Internal Link Dist (ft) 734 733 900
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100
Base Capacity (vph) 215 2263 164 2913
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.40 0.86 0.13  0.51
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 110

Actuated Cycle Length: 77.1

Natural Cycle: 140

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.86

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:

4: Route 32 & Deshon St

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service B

bﬁl

¥ 54
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Route 32 & Deshon St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i 1= b 44
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Future Volume (vph) 59 14 1631 43 18 1273
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095
Frt 0.97 1.00 1.00  1.00
Flt Protected 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1779 3527 1805 3539
Flt Permitted 0.96 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1779 3527 1805 3539
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 086 0.86
Ad. Flow (vph) 69 16 1897 50 21 1480
RTOR Reduction (vph) 7 0 1 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 78 0 1946 0 21 1480
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 2 1 12
Permitted Phases 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.7 49.4 7.0 614
Effective Green, g (s) 6.7 49.4 7.0 614
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.63 009 079
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.8 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 153 2236 162 2789
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.55 0.01 042
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.51 0.87 0.13 053
Uniform Delay, d1 34.0 11.6 32.6 3.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 5.0 0.4 0.2
Delay (s) 36.7 16.6 33.0 3.2
Level of Service D B C A
Approach Delay (s) 36.7 16.6 3.6
Approach LOS D B A
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 11.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 77.9 Sum of lost time (s) 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (vph) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Volume (vph) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.976 0.991
Flt Protected 0.961
Satd. Flow (prot) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0
Flt Permitted 0.961
Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 0 1883 0 0 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 884 460 193
Travel Time (s) 20.1 10.5 4.4
Peak Hour Factor 082 082 08 082 082 082
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 154 34 606 45 0 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 188 0 651 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA

2032 PM Peak

Build Condition

v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations i |
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Volume (Veh/h) 126 28 497 37 0 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 082 082 08 08 082 082
Hourly flow rate (vph) 154 34 606 45 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 460
pX, platoon unblocked 0.89 0.89 0.89
vC, conflicting volume 628 628 651
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 519 519 544
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 22
p0 queue free % 67 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 462 498 910
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1
Volume Total 188 651
Volume Left 154 0
Volume Right 34 45
cSH 469 1700
Volume to Capacity 040 0.38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 0
Control Delay (s) 17.7 0.0
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 17.7 0.0
Approach LOS C
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.8% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min)

15
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HCM 6th TWSC 2032 PM Peak

5: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & U.S. CGA Build Condition
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 41
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations L T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 126 28 497 37 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 126 28 497 37 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 82 8
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 154 34 606 45 0 0
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1
Conflicting Flow All 629 629 0 0

Stage 1 629 - - -

Stage 2 0 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 449 486 -
Stage 1 535 - -
Stage 2 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 449 486 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 449

Stage 1 535 - -

Stage 2 - - -
Approach WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s  18.4 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - 455
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0413
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 184
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Future Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.850 0.974 0.850
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615
Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 0 0 1881 1615 1787 1847 0 1805 0 1615
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 353 6 148
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 520 732 632 460
Travel Time (s) 11.8 16.6 14.4 10.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 218 45 21 0 75
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 263 0 21 0 75
Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 1 12 2 2 4 4 5
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 150 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 20.7 207 9.5 9.5 9.5
Total Split (s) 15.0 357 357 250 250 35.0
Total Split (%) 10.9% 259% 259% 182% 18.2% 25.4%
Maximum Green (s) 11.0 300 300 210 210 31.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag lag Lead Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max Max Max None None None
Walk Time (s)
Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr)
Act Effct Green (s) 116 494 317 317 184 184 6.9 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13  0.56 036 036  0.21 0.21 0.08 0.00
v/c Ratio 004 0.8 0.51 044 020 067 0.15 0.51
Control Delay 447 158 30.8 56 359 447 48.6 11.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Lanef€onfigurations

Traffic Volume (vph)

Future Volume (vph)

Ideal Flow (vphpl)

Storage Length (ft)

Storage Lanes

Taper Length (ft)

Lane Util. Factor

Frt

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot)

FIt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)

Right Turn on Red

Satd. Flow (RTOR)

Link Speed (mph)

Link Distance (ft)

Travel Time (s)

Peak Hour Factor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Adj. Flow (vph)

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type

Protected Phases 3
Permitted Phases

Detector Phase

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (s) 27.0
Total Split (%) 20%
Maximum Green (s) 23.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)

Total Lost Time (s)

Lead/Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0
Recall Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 16.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 18
Act Effct Green (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio

v/c Ratio

Control Delay

Queue Delay

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2032 PM Peak

6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St Build Condition
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Delay 447 158 30.8 56 359 447 48.6 11.9
LOS D B C A D D D B
Approach Delay 17.3 18.0 42.7 19.9
Approach LOS B B D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 28 105 0 27 101 9 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 143 336 73 93  #307 41 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 652 552 380
Turn Bay Length (ft) 210 25
Base Capacity (vph) 224 1021 675 806 449 468 669 148
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.8 0.51 044 017 056 0.03 0.51
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 137.7
Actuated Cycle Length: 88.3
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 24.3 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:  6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

"""!31 ﬁﬁl -*1433 <\¢!34 \.'@5
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

Lane Group @3

Total Delay

LOS

Approach Delay
Approach LOS

Queue Length 50th (ft)
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Internal Link Dist (ft)
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph)
Starvation Cap Reductn
Spillback Cap Reductn
Storage Cap Reductn
Reduced v/c Ratio

Intersection Summary

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Mohegan Ave Pkwy & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b 4 4 [l b | b [l
Traffic Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Future Volume (vph) 9 168 0 0 310 321 69 198 41 19 0 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00  1.00 100 085 1.00 097 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1703 1827 1881 1615 1787 1848 1805 1615
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Ad. Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 353 76 218 45 21 0 75
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 233 0 B 0 0 0 75
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 185 0 0 341 120 76 258 0 21 0 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 4% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA Prot  Split NA Prot custom
Protected Phases 1 12 2 2 4 4 B
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 116 473 3.7 37 18.4 18.4 2.5 0.0
Effective Green, g (s) 116 473 317 317 184 184 25 0.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 012  0.51 034 034 020 020 0.03 0.00
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 212 929 641 550 353 365 48 0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 ¢0.10 c0.18  0.07 0.04 <c0.14 c0.01
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 005 020 053 022 022 0.71 0.44 0.00
Uniform Delay, d1 358 125 247 218 313 348 44.6 46.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.5 3.1 0.9 0.3 6.1 6.3 0.0
Delay (s) 36.3 13.0 218 227 316 409 50.8 46.5
Level of Service D B C C C D D D
Approach Delay (s) 14.2 25.2 38.8 474
Approach LOS B C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fuss & O'Neill - KRO Synchro 8 Report
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 PM Peak
Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Traffic Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.916 0.871
Flt Protected 0.974 0.998
Satd. Flow (prot) 1727 0 0 1842 1621 0
Flt Permitted 0.974 0.998
Satd. Flow (perm) 1727 0 0 1842 1621 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1290 520 714
Travel Time (s) 29.3 118 16.2
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 109 181 298 264 5 110
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 290 0 0 562 115 0
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4%
Analysis Period (min) 15

ICU Level of Service A

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

7: Briggs St & Williams St

2032 PM Peak

Build Condition

— N ¥ TN 7
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations | < i
Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop
Traffic Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Volume (vph) 87 145 238 211 4 88
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Hourly flow rate (vph) 109 181 298 264 5 110
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1
Volume Total (vph) 290 562 115
Volume Left (vph) 0 298 5
Volume Right (vph) 181 0 110
Hadj (s) 036 011 -0.53
Departure Headway (s) 4.5 4.7 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.36 0.73 0.17
Capacity (veh/h) 756 757 606
Control Delay (s) 10.1 19.1 9.3
Approach Delay (s) 10.1 19.1 9.3
Approach LOS B C A
Intersection Summary
Delay 15.2
Level of Service C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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HCM 6th AWSC

7: Briggs St & Williams St

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 14.9

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T ) b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 87 145 238 211 4 88
Future Vol, veh/h 87 145 238 211 4 88
Peak Hour Factor 080 080 080 080 080 0.80
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 0 0 1 0 2
Mvmt Flow 109 181 298 264 5 110
Number of Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1

HCM Control Delay 10.1 18.6 9.3

HCM LOS C A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1

Vol Left, % 4% 0%  53%

Vol Thru, % 0% 38% 47%

Vol Right, % 9%  62% 0%

Sign Control Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 92 232 449

LT Vol 4 0 238

Through Vol 0 87 211

RT Vol 88 145 0

Lane Flow Rate 115 290 561

Geometry Grp 1 1 1

Degree of Util (X) 0165 036 0.718

Departure Headway (Hd) 5176 4473 4.608

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes

Cap 687 800 780

Service Time 3.254 2529 2657

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.167 0362 0.719

HCM Control Delay 9.3 10.1 18.6

HCM Lane LOS A B C

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 1.6 6.2

Fuss & O'Neill - KRO
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Route 32 at Benham Avenue File Name : 22873

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22873
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Benham Avenue Route 32 Benam Avenue
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 1o | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap as | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g ow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 7ot | int Total |
07:00 AM 0 292 0 0 292 3 0 3 1 7 0 205 0 0 205 2 0 3 0 5| 509
07:15 AM 1 339 0 0 340 1 0 1 0 2 0 248 2 0 250 2 0 0 0 2| 594
07:30 AM 4 332 0 0 336 2 0 1 0 3 2 236 0 0 238 3 0 0 0 3| 580
07:45 AM 7 363 2 0 372 1 0 1 0 2 0 221 2 0 223 4 0 0 0 4| 601
Total | 12 1326 2 0 1340 7 0 6 1 14 2 910 4 0 916 11 0 3 0 14| 2284
08:00 AM 2 282 3 0 287 1 0 1 0 2 3 175 4 0 182 3 0 0 0 3| 474
08:15 AM 6 343 0 0 349 2 0 2 0 4 2 185 2 0 189 2 1 1 0 4| 546
08:30 AM 5 298 0 0 303 0 0 7 0 7 1 213 5 0 219 7 0 2 0 9| 538
08:45 AM 5 280 1 0 286 0 0 1 0 1 0 172 4 0 176 1 0 1 0 2| 465
Total | 18 1203 4 0 1225 3 0o 1 0 14 6 745 15 0 766| 13 1 4 0 18 | 2023
Grand Total | 30 2529 6 0 2565| 10 0 17 1 28 8 1655 19 0 1682| 24 1 7 0 32 | 4307
Apprch % | 1.2 986 0.2 0 35.7 0 60.7 3.6 05 984 11 0 75 3.1 219 0
Total % | 0.7 58.7 0.1 0 59.6 | 0.2 0 04 0 07| 02 384 04 0 39.1| 0.6 0 0.2 0 0.7
Lights | 29 2439 1585
% Lights | 96.7 96.4 83.3 0 96.4 70 0 941 0 82.187.5 958 89.5 0 95.7 | 100 100 85.7 0 96.9 96
Buses 1 14 1 0 16 3 0 0 0 3 0 24 0 0 24 0 0 1 0 1 44
%Buses | 3.3 0.6 16.7 0 0.6 30 0 0 0 10.7 0 15 0 0 1.4 0 0 143 0 3.1 1
Trucks 0 76 0 0 76 0 0 1 0 1 1 46 2 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 126
% Trucks 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 59 0 36125 28 105 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 2.9
“/“B;“““"l: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 3.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22873
Site Code : 22873
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2
Route 32 Benham Avenue Route 32 Benam Avenue
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Totﬂ
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM

07:00 AM 0 292 0 0 292 3 0 3 1 7 0 205 0 0 205 2 0 3 0 5| 509
07:15 AM 1 339 0 0 340 1 0 1 0 2 0 248 2 0 250 2 0 0 0 2| 594
07:30 AM 4 332 0 0 336 2 0 1 0 3 2 236 0 0 238 3 0 0 0 3| 580
07:45 AM 7 363 2 0 372 1 0 1 0 2 0 221 2 0 223 4 0 0 0 4| 601
Total Volume | 12 1326 2 0 1340 7 0 6 1 14 2 910 4 0 916 11 0 3 0 14 | 2284
%App.Total | 0.9 99 0.1 0 50 0 429 71 02 993 04 0 78.6 0 214 0

PHF | 429 .913 .250 .000 .901|.583 .000 .500 .250 .500|.250 .917 .500 .000 .916|.688 .000 .250 .000 .700 | .950

Route 32
Out In Total
920 1340 2260
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[ 4 oto[ 2[ 0

[ 1343] [ 916] [ 2259]
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Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22873
Site Code :22873
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :3

Route 32
From North

Benham Avenue
From East

Route 32
From South

Benam Avenue
From West

Start Time

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds

App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45

Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

AM - Peak 1 of 1

07:30 AM

07:45 AM

07:00 AM

07:45 AM

+0 mins. 4 332 0 0 336 1 0 1 0 2 0 205 0 0 205 4 0 0 0 4
+15 mins. 7 363 2 0 372 1 0 1 0 2 0 248 2 0 250 3 0 0 0 3
+30 mins. 2 282 3 0 287 2 0 2 0 4 2 236 0 0 238 2 1 1 0 4
+45 mins. 6 343 0 0 349 0 0 7 0 7 0 221 2 0 223 7 0 2 0 9
Total Volume | 19 1320 5 0 1344 4 0o 1 0 15 2 910 4 0 916 | 16 1 3 0 20
%App.Total | 1.4 982 0.4 0 26.7 0 733 0 02 993 04 0 80 5 15 0

PHF | .679 .909 .417 .000 .903 | .500 .000 .393 .000 .536|.250 .917 .500 .000 .916 |.571 .250 .375 .000 .556
Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 07:30 AM
344
[ 19 1320[ 5[ 0]
?i?ht Thru Left Peds
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave Pkwy at Benham Ave
New London, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

File Name : 22874
Site Code :22874
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Route 32 Benham Avenue Route 32 Benam Avenue
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 1o | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap as | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g ow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 7ot | int Total |
04:00 PM 3 162 2 0 167 1 1 4 0 6 0 440 0 0 440 4 3 2 0 9| 622
04:15 PM 4 194 2 0 200 0 1 0 0 1 5 362 3 0 370 1 0 4 0 5| 576
04:30 PM 4 184 1 0 189 2 1 2 0 5 5 428 3 0 436 3 1 3 1 8| 638
04:45 PM 3 270 1 0 274 1 0 0 0 1 4 371 0 0 375 6 0 4 0 10| 660
Total | 14 810 6 0 830 4 3 6 0 13 ] 14 1601 6 0 1621 14 4 13 1 32| 2496
05:00 PM 2 372 2 0 376 2 1 0 0 3 2 351 4 0 357 4 0 6 0 10| 746
05:15 PM 3 318 0 0 321 1 1 0 0 2 2 357 3 0 362 1 0 5 0 6| 691
05:30 PM 0 179 2 0 181 1 0 1 0 2 1 270 3 0 274 3 0 1 0 4| 461
05:45 PM 3 230 0 0 233 1 0 4 0 5 3 264 0 0 267 4 0 3 0 71 512
Total 8 1099 4 0 1111 5 2 5 0 12 8 1242 10 0 1260, 12 0 15 0 27 | 2410
Grand Total | 22 1909 10 0 1941 9 5 11 0 25| 22 2843 16 0 2881| 26 4 28 1 59 | 4906
Apprch % | 1.1 984 0.5 0 36 20 44 0 0.8 98.7 0.6 0 441 6.8 475 1.7
Total % | 04 389 0.2 0 396, 02 01 0.2 0 05| 04 579 0.3 0 587 05 01 0.6 0 1.2
Lights | 22 1878 2793
% Lights | 100 98.4 100 0 98.4 | 100 100 100 0 100 | 100 98.2 100 0 98.3 | 100 75 100 0 96.6 | 98.3
Buses 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 15
% Buses 0 05 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0.2 0 25 0 0 1.7 0.3
Trucks 0 22 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 67
% Trucks 0 12 0 0 1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 1.6 0 0 0 0 0 1.4
“/“B;“““"l: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 1.7




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22874
Site Code :22874
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2

Route 32 Benham Avenue Route 32 Benam Avenue

From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Totﬂ

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 4 184 1 0 189 2 1 2 0 5 5 428 3 0 436 3 1 3 1 8| 638
04:45 PM 3 270 1 0 274 1 0 0 0 1 4 371 0 0 375 6 0 4 0 10| 660
05:00 PM 2 372 2 0 376 2 1 0 0 3 2 351 4 0 357 4 0 6 0 10| 746
05:15 PM 3 318 0 0 321 1 1 0 0 2 2 357 3 0 362 1 0 5 0 6| 691
Total Volume | 12 1144 4 0 1160 6 3 2 0 11| 13 1507 10 0 1530 | 14 1 18 1 34| 2735
% App. Total 1 986 03 0 545 273 18.2 0 0.8 985 0.7 0 412 29 529 29

PHF | .750 .769 .500 .000 .771].750 .750 .250 .000 .550 | .650 .880 .625 .000 .877|.583 .250 .750 .250 .850 | .917

Route 32
Out In Total
1531 1160 2691
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693

File Name
Site Code
Start Date
Page No

: 22874

: 22874

: 4/27/2022
03

Route 32
From North

Benham Avenue
From East From South

Benam Avenue
From West

Start Time

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds

App. Total

Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45

Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

PM - Peak 1 of 1

04:30 PM

04:00 PM

04:00 PM

+0 mins. 4 184 1 0 189 1 1 4 0 6 0 440 0 0 440 1 3 1 8
+15 mins. 3 270 1 0 274 0 1 0 0 1 5 362 3 0 370 0 4 0 10
+30 mins. 2 372 2 0 376 2 1 2 0 5 5 428 3 0 436 0 6 0 10
+45 mins. 3 318 0 0 321 1 0 0 0 1 4 371 0 0 375 0 5 0 6
Total Volume 12 1144 4 0 1160 4 3 6 0 13 14 1601 6 0 1621 1 18 1 34
% App. Total 1 986 0.3 0 30.8 23.1 46.2 0 0.9 98.8 0 29 529 29

PHF | .750 .769 .500 .000 .7711.500 .750 .375 .000 .542 | .700 .910 .500 0 .921|.583 .250 .750 .250 .850
Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM
160
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?i?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Avery Pkwy at Reservoir/Winchest File Name : 22865

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22865
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 1o | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap as | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g ow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 7ot | int Total |
07:00 AM 0 322 0 0 322 0 0 0 1 1 2 204 0 0 206 0 0 0 0 0| 529
07:15 AM 0 368 1 0 369 1 0 0 0 1 1 242 0 0 243 0 0 0 0 0| 613
07:30 AM 1 372 3 0 376 0 0 1 0 1 4 245 0 0 249 0 0 0 0 0| 626
07:45 AM 0 463 4 0 467 0 0 0 0 0| 14 216 0 0 230 0 0 0 0 0| 697
Total 1 1525 8 0 1534 1 0 1 1 3] 21 907 0 0 928 0 0 0 0 0| 2465
08:00 AM 0 284 3 0 287 1 0 4 0 5 3 193 0 0 196 0 0 0 0 0| 488
08:15 AM 0 323 1 0 324 1 0 2 1 4 4 174 0 0 178 0 0 0 0 0| 506
08:30 AM 0 347 2 0 349 1 0 0 0 1 9 233 0 0 242 0 0 0 0 0| 592
08:45 AM 0 298 0 0 298 2 0 8 0 10 11 172 0 0 183 0 0 0 0 0| 491
Total 0 1252 6 0 1258 5 0 14 1 20| 27 772 0 0 799 0 0 0 0 0| 2077
Grand Total 1 2777 14 0 2792 6 0 15 2 23| 48 1679 0 0 1727 0 0 0 0 0| 4542
Apprch % 0 995 0.5 0 26.1 0 652 87 28 97.2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 611 0.3 0 61.5| 0.1 0 03 0 05| 11 37 0 0 38 0 0
Lights 1 2684 1603
% Lights | 100 96.7 100 0 96.7 | 100 0 100 0 91.3]1958 95.5 0 0 95.5 0 0 0 0 0] 96.2
Buses 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 38
% Buses 0 05 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.8
Trucks 0 80 0 0 80 0 0 0 0 0 2 51 0 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 133
% Trucks 0 29 0 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 0] 4.2 3 0 0 3.1 0 0 0 0 0 2.9
“/“B;“““"l: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 8.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22865
Site Code : 22865
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd

From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Totﬂ
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM

07:00 AM 0 322 0 0 322 0 0 0 1 1 2 204 0 0 206 0 0 0 0 0| 529
07:15 AM 0 368 1 0 369 1 0 0 0 1 1 242 0 0 243 0 0 0 0 0| 613
07:30 AM 1 372 3 0 376 0 0 1 0 1 4 245 0 0 249 0 0 0 0 0| 626
07:45 AM 0 463 4 0 467 0 0 0 0 0] 14 216 0 0 230 0 0 0 0 0| 697
Total Volume 1 1525 8 0 1534 1 0 1 1 3| 21 907 0 0 928 0 0 0 0 0| 2465
% App.Total | 0.1 994 0.5 0 33.3 0 333 333 23 97.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF | 250 .823 .500 .000 .821].250 .000 .250 .250 .750|.375 .926 .000 .000 .932|.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .884

Route 32
Out In Total
908 1534 2442
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22865
Site Code : 22865
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :3

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd

From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds

App. Total

Right \ Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

AM - Peak 1 of 1

07:00 AM

08:00 AM

07:00 AM

07:00 AM

+0 mins. 0 322 0 0 322 1 0 4 0 5 2 204 0 0 206 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 368 1 0 369 1 0 2 1 4 1 242 0 0 243 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 1 372 3 0 376 1 0 0 0 1 4 245 0 0 249 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 463 4 0 467 2 0 8 0 10| 14 216 0 0 230 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 1 1525 8 0 1534 5 0 14 1 20| 21 907 0 0 928 0 0 0 0 0
% App.Total | 0.1 994 0.5 0 25 0 70 5 23 97.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF | .250 .823 .500 .000 .821|.625 .000 .438 .250 .500|.375 .926 .000 .000 .932|.000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 07:00 AM
1534
[ 1l 1525 8] 0]
?i?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
[=]
2 57 T =
=4 @ e}
5 2 o North Y
X o 2 = 20
il c—> “—= ®
g5 = Slo 22
22 Lights I c S
£ T ez Bgses o '_" @
O Xx =
é 3 £ < Trucks T3 = § g
o p~ Bicycles on Crosswalk = S
= 3 Pedestrians by z
[0 o
o @ |
Left Thru Right Peds
0 907 21 0
In - Peak Hour: 07:00 AM
Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave Pkwy at Reservoir/Winchester File Name : 22866

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22866
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 1o | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap as | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g ow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap 7ot | int Total |
04:00 PM 0 145 1 0 146 | 15 0 3 1 19| 14 430 0 0 444 3 0 0 0 3| 612
04:15 PM 0 202 2 0 204 2 0 6 0 8| 22 355 1 0 378 1 0 0 0 1 591
04:30 PM 0 192 1 0 193 3 0 14 0 17 9 446 2 0 457 0 0 0 0 0| 667
04:45 PM 0 232 3 1 236 2 0 8 5 15| 11 373 0 0 384 4 0 0 0 4| 639
Total 0 771 7 1 779 | 22 0 31 6 59| 56 1604 3 0 1663 8 0 0 0 8| 2509
05:00 PM 0 365 2 2 369 1 0 7 3 11 16 355 0 0 37 4 0 0 0 4| 755
05:15 PM 0 319 4 0 323 5 0 5 0 10| 13 339 0 0 352 3 0 0 0 3| 688
05:30 PM 0 212 0 0 212 2 0 8 0 10| 15 296 0 0 311 3 0 0 0 3| 536
05:45 PM 0 216 0 0 216 1 0 18 0 19| 21 262 0 0 283 1 0 0 0 1 519
Total 0 1112 6 2 1120 9 0 38 3 50| 65 1252 0 0 1317 11 0 0 0 11| 2498
Grand Total 0 1883 13 3 1899 | 31 0 69 9 109 | 121 2856 3 0 2980 | 19 0 0 0 19| 5007
Apprch % 0 992 07 0.2 28.4 0 633 83 41 958 0.1 0 100 0 0 0
Total % 0 376 03 041 379| 0.6 0 14 0.2 22| 24 57 0.1 0 59.5| 04 0 0.4
Lights 0 1851 2808
% Lights 0 98.3 923 0 98.1 | 100 0 100 0 91.7 | 100 98.3 100 0 98.4 | 78.9 0 0 0 789 98.1
Buses 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 2 16
% Buses 0 04 0 0 04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0.2110.5 0 0 0 10.5 0.3
Trucks 0 24 1 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 0 42 2 0 0 0 2 69
% Trucks 0 13 77 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 1.4 1105 0 0 0 10.5 1.4
“/“B;“‘“‘:: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 100 0.2 0 0 0 100 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22866
Site Code : 22866
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd

From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Totﬂ
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 0 192 1 0 193 3 0 14 0 17 9 446 2 0 457 0 0 0 0 0| 667
04:45 PM 0 232 3 1 236 2 0 8 5 15| 11 373 0 0 384 4 0 0 0 4| 639
05:00 PM 0 365 2 2 369 1 0 7 3 11| 16 355 0 0 37 4 0 0 0 4| 755
05:15 PM 0 319 4 0 323 5 0 5 0 10| 13 339 0 0 352 3 0 0 0 3| 688
Total Volume 0 1108 10 3 1121 11 0 34 8 53| 49 1513 2 0 1564 | 11 0 0 0 11| 2749
% App. Total 0 988 09 03 20.8 0 64.2 151 3.1 96.7 01 0 100 0 0 0

PHF | .000 .759 .625 .375 .759|.550 .000 .607 .400 .779|.766 .848 .250 .000 .856 | .688 .000 .000 .000 .688 | .910

Route 32
Out In Total
1524 1121 2645

[ ol 1108 10l 3]
Ti?ht Thru Left Peds

Peak Hour Data

—_l )
@ ~—| = E
E[ SJ T Lg R ]Q
L 1= (“); =N -
2 EE North 4 g
=[] c—» «—3 2
o= = Slo 3
3~ = Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM M e S
5 £ 8 e
é P~ Y - Lights 3+ =R 3
= (S o Buses = a4
O 3 Trucks & =2
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Out In Total
Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22866
Site Code : 22866
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :3

Route 32 Reservoir Street Route 32 Winchester Rd

From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | _Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:45 PM 04:00 PM 04:00 PM 04:45 PM
+0 mins. 0 232 3 1 236 | 15 0 3 1 19| 14 430 0 0 444 4 0 0 0 4
+15 mins. 0 365 2 2 369 2 0 6 0 8| 22 355 1 0 378 4 0 0 0 4
+30 mins. 0 319 4 0 323 3 0o 14 0 17 9 446 2 0 457 3 0 0 0 3
+45 mins. 0 212 0 0 212 2 0 8 5 15| 11 373 0 0 384 3 0 0 0 3
Total Volume 0 1128 9 3 1140 | 22 0o 31 6 59| 56 1604 3 0 1663 | 14 0 0 0 14
% App. Total 0 989 08 03 37.3 0 525 10.2 34 965 0.2 0 100 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .773 .563 .375 772 | .367 .000 .554 .300 .776 | .636 .899 .375 .000 .910 | .875 .000 .000 .000 .875
Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 04:45 PM
140

[ ol 1128 o[ 3]
?i?ht Thru Left Peds

Peak Hour Data
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In - Peak Hour: 04:00 PM
Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave Pkwy at Connecticut College File Name : 22863

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22863
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West

Start Time| Right] Thru| Peds|App.Total| Thru|  Left[App. Total| Right]  Left| Peds | App. Total| Int. Total]
07:00 AM 2 320 0 322 219 4 223 0 0 0 0 545
07:15 AM 5 379 0 384 237 2 239 0 3 0 3 626
07:30 AM 7 376 0 383 239 5 244 0 9 0 9 636
07:45 AM 4 459 0 463 218 13 231 1 15 0 16 710
Total 18 1534 0 1552 913 24 937 1 27 0 28 2517
08:00 AM 3 283 0 286 191 8 199 5 1 0 6 491
08:15 AM 9 322 0 331 187 23 210 4 2 0 6 547
08:30 AM 6 331 2 339 230 20 250 4 3 0 7 596
08:45 AM 13 287 7 307 175 21 196 7 8 0 15 518
Total 31 1223 9 1263 783 72 855 20 14 0 34 2152
Grand Total 49 2757 9 2815 1696 96 1792 21 41 0 62 4669

Apprch % 1.7 97.9 0.3 94.6 5.4 33.9 66.1 0
Total % 1 59 0.2 60.3 36.3 2.1 38.4 0.4 0.9 0 1.3

Lights 49 2666 0 2715 1623 94 1717 19 38 0 57 4489
% Lights 100 96.7 0 96.4 95.7 97.9 95.8 90.5 92.7 0 91.9 96.1
Buses 0 12 0 12 24 0 24 0 0 0 0 36
% Buses 0 0.4 0 0.4 1.4 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0.8
Trucks 0 79 0 79 49 2 51 2 3 0 5 135
% Trucks 0 2.9 0 2.8 2.9 2.1 2.8 9.5 7.3 0 8.1 2.9
Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
% Pedestrians 0 0 100 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22863
Site Code : 22863
Start Date : 4/27/2022

Page No :2
Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West

Start Time | Right] Thru| Peds[App.Total| Thru| Left[App. Total| Right] Left] Peds|App. Total| Int. Total]
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM

-

07:00 AM 2 320 0 322 219 4 223 0 0 0 0 545
07:15 AM 5 379 0 384 237 2 239 0 3 0 3 626
07:30 AM 7 376 0 383 239 5 244 0 9 0 9 636
07:45 AM 4 459 0 463 218 13 231 1 15 0 16 710
Total Volume 18 1534 0 1552 913 24 937 1 27 0 28 2517
% App. Total 1.2 98.8 0 97.4 2.6 3.6 96.4 0
PHFE .643 .836 .000 .838 .955 462 .960 .250 .450 .000 .438 .886
Route 32
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22863
Site Code : 22863
Start Date : 4/27/2022

Page No :3
Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West

Start Time| Right] Thru| Peds|App.Total| Thru|  Left[App. Total| Right]  Left| Peds | App. Total| Int. Total]
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:00 AM 07:00 AM 07:30 AM

+0 mins. 2 320 0 322 219 4 223 0 9 0 9
+15 mins. 5 379 0 384 237 2 239 1 15 0 16
+30 mins. 7 376 0 383 239 5 244 5 1 0 6
+45 mins. 4 459 0 463 218 13 231 4 2 0 6
Total Volume 18 1534 0 15562 913 24 937 10 27 0 37

% App. Total 1.2 98.8 0 97.4 2.6 27 73 0
PHF .643 .836 .000 .838 .955 462 .960 .500 450 .000 578

Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 07:00 AM
1552

]
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‘_i?ht TIru Peds
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Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave Pkwy at Connecticut College File Name : 22864

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22864
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West
Start Time Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
04:00 PM 4 164 2 170 452 11 0 463 6 14 1 21 654
04:15 PM 4 196 1 201 356 11 0 367 20 19 0 39 607
04:30 PM 12 210 1 223 460 11 0 471 11 11 0 22 716
04:45 PM 9 251 1 261 356 11 0 367 15 8 1 24 652
Total 29 821 5 855 1624 44 0 1668 52 52 2 106 2629
05:00 PM 8 376 0 384 377 16 0 393 26 11 0 37 814
05:15 PM 5 331 4 340 345 8 0 353 22 9 0 31 724
05:30 PM 7 196 2 205 293 11 0 304 7 10 0 17 526
05:45 PM 19 237 0 256 263 14 0 277 8 12 0 20 553
Total 39 1140 6 1185 1278 49 0 1327 63 42 0 105 2617
Grand Total 68 1961 11 2040 2902 93 0 2995 115 94 2 211 5246
Apprch % 3.3 96.1 0.5 96.9 3.1 0 54.5 445 0.9
Total % 1.3 374 0.2 38.9 55.3 1.8 0 57.1 2.2 1.8 0 4
Lights 68 1927 0 1995 2853 92 0 2945 115 94 0 209 5149
% Lights 100 98.3 0 97.8 98.3 98.9 0 98.3 100 100 0 99.1 98.2
Buses 0 10 0 10 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 15
% Buses 0 0.5 0 0.5 0.2 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.3
Trucks 0 24 0 24 44 1 0 45 0 0 0 0 69
% Trucks 0 1.2 0 1.2 1.5 1.1 0 1.5 0 0 0 0 1.3
Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 13
% Pedestrians 0 0 100 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0.9 0.2




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22864
Site Code : 22864
Start Date : 4/27/2022

Page No :2
Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West

Start Time Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 12 210 1 223 460 11 0 471 11 11 0 22 716
04:45 PM 9 251 1 261 356 11 0 367 15 8 1 24 652
05:00 PM 8 376 0 384 377 16 0 393 26 1 0 37 814
05:15 PM 5 331 4 340 345 8 0 353 22 9 0 31 724
Total Volume 34 1168 6 1208 1538 46 0 1584 74 39 1 114 2906
% App. Total 2.8 96.7 0.5 97.1 2.9 0 64.9 34.2 0.9
PHF .708 T77 .375 .786 .836 719 .000 .841 712 .886 .250 770 .893
Route 32
Out In Total
1577 1208 2785
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Peak Hour Data
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Out In Total
Route 32




(860) 828-1693

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

File Name : 22864
Site Code :22864
Start Date :4/27/2022
PageNo :3
Route 32 Route 32 Connecticut College Dr
From North From South From West
Start Time Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
04:30 PM 04:00 PM 04:15 PM
+0 mins. 12 210 1 223 452 11 0 463 20 19 0 39
+15 mins. 9 251 1 261 356 11 0 367 11 11 0 22
+30 mins. 8 376 0 384 460 11 0 471 15 8 1 24
+45 mins. 5 331 4 340 356 11 0 367 26 11 0 37
Total Volume 34 1168 6 1208 1624 44 0 1668 72 49 1 122
% App. Total 2.8 96.7 0.5 97.4 2.6 0 59 40.2 0.8
PHF .708 T77 .375 .786 .883  1.000 .000 .885 .692 .645 .250 .782
Route 32
In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM
1208
]
1168] 6]
Right Thru Peds
Peak Hour Data
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In - Peak Hour: 04:00 PM
Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Route 32 at Deshon Street File Name : 22861

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22861
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South
Start Time Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
07:00 AM 297 11 0 308 0 8 1 9 26 217 0 243 560
07:15 AM 381 5 0 386 1 7 0 8 19 240 0 259 653
07:30 AM 381 10 0 391 3 11 0 14 31 239 0 270 675
07:45 AM 412 14 0 426 3 12 0 15 46 224 0 270 711
Total 1471 40 0 1511 7 38 1 46 122 920 0 1042 2599
08:00 AM 293 7 0 300 5 13 0 18 32 189 0 221 539
08:15 AM 319 12 0 331 5 10 0 15 28 215 0 243 589
08:30 AM 316 9 0 325 2 7 0 9 31 240 1 272 606
08:45 AM 275 11 0 286 11 13 0 24 37 186 1 224 534
Total 1203 39 0 1242 23 43 0 66 128 830 2 960 2268
Grand Total 2674 79 0 2753 30 81 1 112 250 1750 2 2002 4867
Apprch % 97.1 2.9 0 26.8 72.3 0.9 12.5 87.4 0.1
Total % 54.9 1.6 0 56.6 0.6 1.7 0 2.3 5.1 36 0 411
Lights 2579 77 0 2656 28 79 0 107 241 1679 0 1920 4683
% Lights 96.4 97.5 0 96.5 93.3 97.5 0 95.5 96.4 95.9 0 95.9 96.2
Buses 14 0 0 14 0 2 0 2 2 24 0 26 42
% Buses 0.5 0 0 0.5 0 2.5 0 1.8 0.8 1.4 0 1.3 0.9
Trucks 81 2 0 83 2 0 0 2 7 47 0 54 139
% Trucks 3 2.5 0 3 6.7 0 0 1.8 2.8 2.7 0 2.7 29
Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 3
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0.9 0 0 100 0.1 0.1




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22861
Site Code : 22861
Start Date : 4/27/2022

Page No :2
Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South

Start Time | Thru| Left] Peds[App.Total| Right] Left| Peds[App.Total| Right| Thru| Peds |App. Total| Int. Total]
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM

07:00 AM 297 11 0 308 0 8 1 9 26 217 0 243 560
07:15 AM 381 5 0 386 1 7 0 8 19 240 0 259 653
07:30 AM 381 10 0 391 3 11 0 14 31 239 0 270 675
07:45 AM 412 14 0 426 3 12 0 15 46 224 0 270 711
Total Volume 1471 40 0 1511 7 38 1 46 122 920 0 1042 2599
% App. Total 97.4 2.6 0 15.2 82.6 2.2 11.7 88.3 0
PHF .893 .714 .000 .887 .583 792 .250 .767 .663 .958 .000 .965 .914
Route 32
Out In Total
927 1511 2438
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(860) 828-1693

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

File Name : 22861
Site Code : 22861
Start Date : 4/27/2022
PageNo :3
Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South
Start Time Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
07:00 AM 08:00 AM 07:00 AM
+0 mins. 297 11 0 308 5 13 0 18 26 217 0 243
+15 mins. 381 5 0 386 5 10 0 15 19 240 0 259
+30 mins. 381 10 0 391 2 7 0 9 31 239 0 270
+45 mins. 412 14 0 426 11 13 0 24 46 224 0 270
Total Volume 1471 40 0 1511 23 43 0 66 122 920 0 1042
% App. Total 97.4 2.6 0 34.8 65.2 0 11.7 88.3 0
PHF .893 714 000 .887 .523 .827 .000 .688 .663 .958 .000 .965
Route 32
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[ o

In - Peak Hour: 07:00 AM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Route 32 at Deshon Street File Name : 22862

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22862
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks - Bicycles on Crosswalk - Pedestrians

Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South
Start Time Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
04:00 PM 170 1 0 171 10 36 2 48 13 437 0 450 669
04:15 PM 221 4 0 225 4 21 0 25 12 373 0 385 635
04:30 PM 202 4 0 206 6 22 3 31 11 444 0 455 692
04:45 PM 262 1 0 263 4 12 4 20 4 368 0 372 655
Total 855 10 0 865 24 91 9 124 40 1622 0 1662 2651
05:00 PM 403 7 0 410 3 17 0 20 13 394 0 407 837
05:15 PM 344 5 0 349 0 5 2 7 12 345 0 357 713
05:30 PM 197 2 0 199 5 4 0 9 11 299 0 310 518
05:45 PM 243 4 0 247 1 2 0 3 9 267 0 276 526
Total 1187 18 0 1205 9 28 2 39 45 1305 0 1350 2594
Grand Total 2042 28 0 2070 33 119 11 163 85 2927 0 3012 5245
Apprch % 98.6 1.4 0 20.2 73 6.7 2.8 97.2 0
Total % 38.9 0.5 0 39.5 0.6 2.3 0.2 3.1 1.6 55.8 0 57.4
Lights 2008 28 0 2036 33 119 0 152 85 2877 0 2962 5150
% Lights 98.3 100 0 98.4 100 100 0 93.3 100 98.3 0 98.3 98.2
Buses 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 15
% Buses 0.4 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 0.3
Trucks 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 44 69
% Trucks 1.2 0 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 1.5 1.3
Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bicycles on Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 11
% Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 6.7 0 0 0 0 0.2




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22862
Site Code : 22862
Start Date : 4/27/2022

Page No :2
Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South

Start Time | Thru| Left] Peds[App.Total| Right] Left| Peds[App.Total| Right| Thru| Peds |App. Total| Int. Total]
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 202 4 0 206 6 22 3 31 11 444 0 455 692
04:45 PM 262 1 0 263 4 12 4 20 4 368 0 372 655
05:00 PM 403 7 0 410 3 17 0 20 13 394 0 407 837
05:15 PM 344 5 0 349 0 5 2 7 12 345 0 357 713
Total Volume 1211 17 0 1228 13 56 9 78 40 1551 0 1591 2897
% App. Total 98.6 1.4 0 16.7 71.8 11.5 2.5 97.5 0
PHF 751 .607 .000 .749 .542 .636 .563 .629 .769 .873 .000 .874 .865
Route 32
Out In Total
1564 1228 2792
[ ]
(1211 17 ol
TIru LeLft' Peds

Peak Hour Data

Total

Fake Approach
In
0 0 0

ino

North

Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM

Gael 8/ 1S
|lejol uj
192115 UoyseQ

Lights
Buses
Trucks
Bicycles on Crosswalk

spad 41 mg;
6 [958 [el |

Out

Pedestrians
Thru Right Peds
1551 40 0]
]
[ 1267] [ 1591] [ 2858]
Out In Total
Route 32




(860) 828-1693

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

File Name : 22862
Site Code :22862
Start Date : 4/27/2022
PageNo :3
Route 32 Deshon Street Route 32
From North From East From South
Start Time Thru \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Left \ Peds \ App. Total Right \ Thru \ Peds \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
04:30 PM 04:00 PM 04:00 PM
+0 mins. 202 4 0 206 10 36 2 48 13 437 0 450
+15 mins. 262 1 0 263 4 21 0 25 12 373 0 385
+30 mins. 403 7 0 410 6 22 3 31 11 444 0 455
+45 mins. 344 5 0 349 4 12 4 20 4 368 0 372
Total Volume 1211 17 0 1228 24 91 9 124 40 1622 0 1662
% App. Total 98.6 1.4 0 19.4 73.4 7.3 2.4 97.6 0
PHF 751 .607 .000 .749 .600 .632 .563 .646 .769 .913 .000 .913
Route 32

Fake Approach
[ o

In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM

Peak Hour Data

North

Lights
Buses
Trucks
Bicycles on Crosswalk
Pedestrians

Ad 00:%0 -INOH Xesd - u|
190.)S uoysaQ

In - Peak Hour: 04:00 PM
Route 32




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave at Tampa File Name : 22859
New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22859
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks
Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 1 8| 33 56 0 0 89 0 0 0 0 0 97
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 4 9| 47 64 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0 120
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6| 38 73 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0 117
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 7] 30 85 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 122
Total 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 20 6 30 | 148 278 0 0 426 0 0 0 0 0 456
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 41 33 61 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 98
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 6| 29 67 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 102
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 10 25 92 0 0 117 0 0 0 0 0 127
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 1 9| 26 84 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 119
Total 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 22 3 29 | 113 304 0 0 417 0 0 0 0 0| 446
Grand Total 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 42 9 59 | 261 582 0 0 843 0 0 0 0 0| 902
Apprch % 0 0 0 0 13.6 0 712 153 31 69 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 0 0 0 0] 09 0 47 1 6.5 1289 64.5 0 0 93.5 0 0 0 0 0
Lights 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 42 9 59 | 261 563 0 0 824 0 0 0 0 0 883
% Lights 0 0 0 0 0] 100 0 100 100 100 | 100 96.7 0 0 97.7 0 0 0 0 0 97.9
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12
% Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.1 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 1.3
Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
% Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 0 0 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0.8




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22859
Site Code :22859
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :2

Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
%c;rz Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 4 9| 47 64 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0 120
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 38 73 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0 117
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 7 30 85 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 122
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 33 61 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 98
Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 18 5 26 | 148 283 0 0 431 0 0 0 0 0 457
% App. Total 0 0 0 0 11.5 0 692 19.2 343 65.7 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .750 .000 .750 .313 722 | 787 .832 .000 .000 .937 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .936
Mohegan Ave Tnpk
Out In Total
286 0 286
[ ol of of o
‘R_i%ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
—| O [=)
£ 9 S
H =l =4
EE North 4 e
5 s =3 i
c| [ Clo o
_[ = Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM — ;55
= 5 fe>) ©
e v < Eights + =
= = uses [ =
o] 9 § Trucks @ %%
o & lon &=
Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol 283 148] «l
[ 18] [ 431] [ 449
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22859
Site Code : 22859
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :3

Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
]S,itz:; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:00 AM 07:00 AM 07:15 AM 07:00 AM
+0 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 1 8 47 64 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 4 9 38 73 0 0 111 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 30 85 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 7 33 61 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 20 6 30 | 148 283 0 0 431 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 0 0 0 13.3 0 66.7 20 343 65.7 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .500 .000 .833 .375 .833 | .787 .832 .000 .000 .937 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Mohegan Ave Tnpk
In - Peak Hour: 07:00 AM
[ ol of of o
fi?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
Z iy t 2 s
< — =2 '
S L il o
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Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol 283[ 148] 0]
In - Peak Hour: 07:15 AM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Mohegan Ave Tnpk at Tampa File Name : 22860
New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22860
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks
Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 55 2 69 13 121 0 0 134 0 0 0 0 0 203
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 26 2 34 9 117 0 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 160
04:30 PM 0 0 0 2 2 3 1 29 3 36 5 133 0 0 138 0 0 0 0 0 176
04:45 PM 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 9 3 17 8 101 0 0 109 0 0 0 0 0 127
Total 0 0 0 3 3 26 1 119 10 156 35 472 0 0 507 0 0 0 0 0 666
05:00 PM 0 0 0 1 1 8 0 18 1 27 9 118 0 0 127 0 0 0 0 0 155
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 21 3 27 14 106 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 147
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 22 1 26 12 108 0 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 146
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 17 0 19 4 72 0 0 76 0 0 0 0 0 95
Total 0 0 0 1 1 16 0 78 5 99 39 404 0 0 443 0 0 0 0 0 543
Grand Total 0 0 0 4 41 42 1 197 15 255 74 876 0 0 950 0 0 0 0 0] 1209
Apprech % 0 0 0 100 165 04 773 59 78 922 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 0 0 03 03] 35 0.1 163 1.2 21.1 6.1 725 0 0 78.6 0 0 0 0 0
Lights 0 0 0 4 4 42 1 197 15 255 73 874 0 0 947 0 0 0 0 0| 1206
% Lights 0 0 0 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 98.6  99.8 0 0 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 99.8
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
% Buses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.4 0.1 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.2
Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
% Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22860
Site Code :22860
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :2

Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
%c;rz Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 55 2 69 13 121 0 0 134 0 0 0 0 0 203
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 26 2 34 9 117 0 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 160
04:30 PM 0 0 0 2 2 3 1 29 3 36 5 133 0 0 138 0 0 0 0 0 176
04:45 PM 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 9 3 17 8 101 0 0 109 0 0 0 0 0 127
Total Volume 0 0 0 3 3 26 1 119 10 156 35 472 0 0 507 0 0 0 0 0 666
% App. Total 0 0 0 100 167 0.6 763 64 69 93.1 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .000 .000 .375 375 1542 250 .541 .833 .565 | .673 887 .000 .000 .918 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .820
Mohegan Ave Tnpk
Out In Total
498 3 501
[ ol of of 3
‘R_i%ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
—| o = Y
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Connecticut Counts LLC

Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22860
Site Code : 22860
Start Date :4/27/2022
PageNo :3
Mohegan Ave Tnpk Tampa Mohegan Ave Tnpk
From North From East From South From West
?ltlja;; Right Peds Right | Thru Peds App.Total | Right | Thru Left | Peds App. Total Thru | Left | Peds App. Total | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
04:15 PM 04:00 PM 04:00 PM
+0 mins. 0 0 0 12 0 2 69 13 121 0 0 134 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 0 2 6 0 2 34 9 117 0 0 126 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 0 1 3 1 3 36 5 133 0 0 138 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 0 1 5 0 3 17 8 101 0 0 109 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 0 4 26 1 10 156 35 472 0 0 507 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 16.7 0.6 6.4 6.9 93.1 0 0 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .500 542 250 541 .833 .565 | .673 .887 .000 .000 918 .000 .000 .000 .000
Mohegan Ave Tnpk
In - Peak Hour: 04:15 PM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Williams Street at Mohegan Ave Pkwy File Name : 22857

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22857
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks

Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
07:00 AM 0 32 7 0 39 4 0 1 0 51 39 24 0 0 63 6 50 4 0 60 167
07:15 AM 0 29 8 0 37 3 0 1 0 41 sl 27 0 0 78 3 43 11 3 60 179
07:30 AM 0 51 4 0 55 5 0 1 0 6| 62 36 0 0 98 6 46 34 2 88 247
07:45 AM 0 60 5 0 65 2 0 3 0 51 61 56 0 0 117 10 54 41 0 105 292
Total 0 172 24 0 196 14 0 6 0 20 | 213 143 0 0 356 25 193 90 5 313 885
08:00 AM 0 54 7 0 61 2 0 1 1 41 50 43 0 0 93 11 44 12 0 67 225
08:15 AM 0 64 5 0 69 2 0 2 0 4| 47 64 0 0 111 13 41 15 0 69 253
08:30 AM 0 6l 4 0 65 3 0 4 0 71 72 63 0 0 135 11 41 16 0 68 275
08:45 AM 0 36 3 0 39 5 0 2 0 71 65 59 0 1 125 9 46 9 0 64 235
Total 0 215 19 0 234 12 0 9 1 22 | 234 229 0 1 464 44 172 52 0 268 988
Grand Total 0 387 43 0 430 26 0 15 1 42 | 447 372 0 1 820 69 365 142 5 581 | 1873

Apprch % 0 90 10 0 61.9 0 357 2.4 545 454 0 0.1 119 62.8 244 0.9
Total % 0 207 2.3 0 23 1.4 0 08 0.1 2.2 1239 199 0 0.1 43.8 3.7 19.5 7.6 03 31

Lights 0 381 42 0 423 26 0 15 1 42 | 437 360 0 1 798 62 357 140 5 564 1827
% Lights 0 984 977 0 98.4 | 100 0 100 100 100 | 97.8 96.8 0 100 973 1899 97.8 98.6 100 97.1 97.5
Buses 0 5 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 11 0 0 18 6 4 2 0 12 36
% Buses 0 1.3 2.3 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 1.6 3 0 0 2.2 8.7 1.1 1.4 0 2.1 1.9
Trucks 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 4 1 4 0 0 5 10
% Trucks 0 03 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0| 0.7 0.3 0 0 0.5 1.4 1.1 0 0 0.9 0.5




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22857
Site Code :22857
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2

Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45 AM

07:45 AM 0 60 5 0 65 2 0 3 0 51 61 56 0 0 117 10 54 41 0 105 292
08:00 AM 0 54 7 0 61 2 0 1 1 4] 50 43 0 0 93 11 44 12 0 67 225
08:15 AM 0 64 5 0 69 2 0 2 0 41 47 o4 0 0 111 13 41 15 0 69 253
08:30 AM 0 6l 4 0 65 3 0 4 0 71 72 63 0 0 135 11 41 16 0 68 275
Total Volume 0 239 21 0 260 9 0 10 1 20 | 230 226 0 0 456 45 180 84 0 309 | 1045
% App. Total 0 919 81 0 45 0 50 5 504  49.6 0 0 14.6 583 272 0

PHF | .000 .934 .750 .000 942 | .750 .000 .625 .250 714 | 799 .883 .000 .000 .844 | 865 .833 512 .000 736 .895

Williams Street
Out In Total

319 260 579

\ o 239] 21] 0]
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Connecticut Counts LLC

Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22857
Site Code : 22857
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :3
Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West
]S,itz:; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
07:45 AM 08:00 AM 08:00 AM 07:30 AM
+0 mins. 0 60 5 0 65 2 0 1 1 4| 50 43 0 0 93 6 46 34 2 88
+15 mins. 0 54 7 0 61 2 0 2 0 4| 47 64 0 0 111 10 54 41 0 105
+30 mins. 0 o4 5 0 69 3 0 4 0 71 72 63 0 0 135 11 44 12 0 67
+45 mins. 0 61 4 0 65 5 0 2 0 71 65 59 0 1 125 13 41 15 0 69
Total Volume 0 239 21 0 260 12 0 9 1 22 | 234 229 0 1 464 40 185 102 2 329
% App. Total 0 919 8.1 0 54.5 0 40.9 4.5 504 494 0 0.2 122 56.2 31 0.6
PHF | .000 .934 .750 .000 942 | .600 .000 .563 .250 .786 | .813 .895 .000 .250 859 1.769 .856 .622 .250 .783
Williams Street
In - Peak Hour: 07:45 AM
260
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Williams Street at Mohegan Ave Pkwy File Name : 22858

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22858
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks

Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
04:00 PM 0 30 1 0 31 40 0 14 2 56| 90 80 0 0 170 12 38 12 1 63 320
04:15 PM 0 25 0 0 25| 21 0 6 0 27 84 78 0 2 164 9 44 14 0 67 283
04:30 PM 0 38 1 0 39| 24 0 5 1 30 85 71 0 0 156 8 52 16 0 76 301
04:45 PM 0 33 2 1 36 7 0 1 0 8| 61 69 0 6 136 8 47 24 1 80 260
Total 0 126 4 1 131 92 0 26 3 121 | 320 298 0 8 626 37 181 66 2 286 | 1164
05:00 PM 0 63 5 0 68 12 0 6 2 20 | 75 76 0 1 152 14 45 11 11 81 321
05:15 PM 0 42 2 0 44 14 0 7 2 23 67 34 0 0 101 8 56 6 0 70 238
05:30 PM 0o 19 5 0 24 18 0 4 1 23 68 49 0 0 117 4 50 11 0 65 229
05:45 PM 0o 27 4 0 31 12 1 3 0 16 | 43 26 0 0 69 9 24 5 0 38 154
Total 0 151 16 0 167 56 1 20 5 82 | 253 185 0 1 439 35 175 33 11 254 942
Grand Total 0 277 20 1 298 | 148 1 46 8 203 | 573 483 0 9 1065 72 356 99 13 540 | 2106

Apprch % 0 93 6.7 03 72.9 0.5 22.7 3.9 53.8 454 0 038 133 659 183 2.4
Total % 0 132 0.9 0 14.2 7 0 22 04 9.6 1272 229 0 04 50.6 34 169 47 0.6 25.6

Lights 0 274 19 1 294 | 148 1 46 8 203 | 572 478 0 9 1059 71 355 98 13 537 | 2093
% Lights 0 98.9 95 100 98.7 | 100 100 100 100 100 | 99.8 99 0 100 99.4 198.6 99.7 99 100 99.4 99.4
Buses 0 3 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 6 1 0 1 0 2 12
% Buses 0 1.1 5 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0] 02 1 0 0 0.6 1.4 0 1 0 0.4 0.6
Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
% Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03 0 0 0.2 0




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22858
Site Code : 22858
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2

Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 0 25 0 0 25| 21 0 6 0 27 84 78 0 2 164 9 44 14 0 67 283
04:30 PM 0 38 1 0 39| 24 0 5 1 30 85 71 0 0 156 8§ 52 16 0 76 301
04:45 PM 0 33 2 1 36 7 0 1 0 8| 6l 69 0 6 136 8 47 24 1 80 260
05:00 PM 0 63 5 0 68 12 0 6 2 20| 75 76 0 1 152 14 45 11 11 81 321
Total Volume 0 159 8 1 168 64 0 18 3 85| 305 294 0 9 608 39 188 65 12 304 | 1165
% App. Total 0 946 48 0.6 75.3 0 212 35 50.2 484 0 15 128 618 214 3.9

PHF | .000 .631 .400 .250 618 | .667 .000 .750 .375 .708 | .897 .942 .000 .375 927 | .696 904 .677 273 .938 .907

Williams Street
Out In Total

423 168 591
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22858
Site Code : 22858
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :3

Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy Williams Street Mohegan Ave Pkwy
From North From East From South From West
]S,itz:; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:30 PM 04:00 PM 04:00 PM 04:30 PM

+0 mins. 0 38 1 0 39| 40 0 14 2 56 90 80 0 0 170 8§ 52 16 0 76
+15 mins. 0 33 2 1 36 | 21 0 6 0 27 84 78 0 2 164 8 47 24 1 80
+30 mins. 0 63 5 0 68 24 0 5 1 30 85 71 0 0 156 14 45 11 11 81
+45 mins. 0 42 2 0 44 7 0 1 0 8| 61 69 0 6 136 8 56 6 0 70
Total Volume 0 176 10 1 187 92 0 26 3 121 | 320 298 0 8 626 38 200 57 12 307

% App. Total 0 941 53 05 76 0 215 25 51.1 47.6 0 13 124 651 186 39
PHF |[.000 .698 .500 .250 .688 | .575 .000 .464 375 .540 | .889 .931 .000 .333 921 | .679 893 594 273 .948

Williams Street
In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Williams Street at Biggs Street File Name : 22855

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22855
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks

Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
07:00 AM 11 18 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 19 0 32 14 0 0 3 17 78
07:15 AM 5 15 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 16 0 41 23 0 0 3 26 87
07:30 AM 44 26 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 25 0 80 33 0 2 0 35 185
07:45 AM 36 31 0 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 74 21 0 95 27 0 0 0 27 190
Total 96 90 0 1 187 0 0 0 0 0 0 167 81 0 248 97 0 2 6 105 540
08:00 AM 23 28 0 2 53 0 0 0 0 0 0o 37 19 0 56 36 0 1 0 37 146
08:15 AM 26 29 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 41 0 79 38 0 0 0 38 172
08:30 AM 24 35 0 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 44 0 85 26 0 0 0 26 170
08:45 AM 27 23 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 42 0 74 18 0 1 0 19 143
Total | 100 115 0 2 217 0 0 0 0 0 0 148 146 0 294 | 118 0 2 0 120 631
Grand Total | 196 205 0 3 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 315 227 0 542 | 215 0 4 6 225 | 1171

Apprch % | 48.5 50.7 0o 07 0 0 0 0 0 58.1 419 0 95.6 0 1.8 2.7
Total % | 16.7 17.5 0 03 34.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 269 194 0 463 | 184 0 03 0.5 19.2

Lights | 194 201 0 3 398 0 0 0 0 0 0 308 219 0 527 | 213 0 4 6 223 1148
% Lights 99 98 0 100 98.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 97.8 96.5 0 97.2 199.1 0 100 100 99.1 98
Buses 2 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 8 0 14 2 0 0 0 2 21
% Buses 1 1.5 0 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 3.5 0 2.6 0.9 0 0 0 0.9 1.8
Trucks 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
% Trucks 0 05 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 03 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.2




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22855
Site Code : 22855
Start Date : 4/27/2022
PageNo :2
Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | apptow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app Tow | Int Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM
07:30 AM | 44 26 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 25 0 80 | 33 0 2 0 35 185
07:45AM | 36 31 0 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 0o 74 21 0 95 | 27 0 0 0 27 190
08:00 AM | 23 28 0 2 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 19 0 56 | 36 0 1 0 37 146
08:15AM | 26 29 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 41 0 79 | 38 0 0 0 38 172
Total Volume | 129 114 0 3 246 0 0 0 0 0 0 204 106 0 310 | 134 0 3 0 137 693
% App. Total | 52.4 46.3 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 658 342 0 97.8 0 22 0
PHF | .733 919 .000 .375 .879 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .689 .646 .000 816 | .882 .000 .375 .000 901 912

Williams Street
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22855
Site Code : 22855
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :3
Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West
]S,itz:; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:30 AM 07:00 AM 07:45 AM 07:30 AM
+0 mins. 44 26 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 74 21 0 95 33 0 2 0 35
+15 mins. 36 31 0 1 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 19 0 56 27 0 0 0 27
+30 mins. 23 28 0 2 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 41 0 79 36 0 1 0 37
+45 mins. 26 29 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 44 0 85 38 0 0 0 38
Total Volume | 129 114 0 3 246 0 0 0 0 0 0 190 125 0 315 | 134 0 3 0 137
% App. Total | 52.4 46.3 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 603 397 0 97.8 0 22 0
PHF | .733 919 .000 .375 .879 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .642 .710 .000 829 | .882 .000 .375 .000 .901
Williams Street
In - Peak Hour: 07:30 AM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

Williams Street at Biggs Street File Name : 22856

New London, Connecticut Site Code : 22856
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :1

Groups Printed- Lights - Buses - Trucks

Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Towl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Toul | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Total_|_Int. Total ‘
04:00 PM 33 11 0 2 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 82 0 136 17 0 0 1 18 200
04:15 PM 30 12 0 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 57 0 114 13 0 0 0 13 170
04:30 PM 32 23 0 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 67 0 109 15 0 1 0 16 184
04:45 PM 25 17 0 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 43 0 99 16 0 2 0 18 160
Total | 120 63 0 8 191 0 0 0 0 0 0 209 249 0 458 61 0 3 1 65 714
05:00 PM 50 30 0 3 83 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 59 0 104 39 0 0 8 47 234
05:15 PM 37 16 0 1 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 22 0 45 24 0 0 1 25 124
05:30 PM 29 12 0 1 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 41 0 75 11 0 0 0 11 128
05:45 PM 13 18 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 31 0 47 14 0 0 0 14 92
Total | 129 76 0 5 210 0 0 0 0 0 0 118 153 0 271 88 0 0 9 97 578
Grand Total | 249 139 0 13 401 0 0 0 0 0 0 327 402 0 729 | 149 0 3 10 162 | 1292

Apprch % | 62.1 34.7 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 449 55.1 0 92 0 19 6.2
Total % | 19.3 10.8 0 1 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 253 31.1 0 564 | 11.5 0 02 08 12.5

Lights | 249 136 0 13 398 0 0 0 0 0 0 324 401 0 725 | 146 0 3 10 159 1282
% Lights | 100 97.8 0 100 99.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 99.1 99.8 0 99.5 98 0 100 100 98.1 99.2
Buses 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 2 0 0 0 2 9
% Buses 0 22 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 09 0.2 0 0.5 1.3 0 0 0 1.2 0.7
Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
% Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0.6 0.1




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22856
Site Code : 22856
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :2
Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 30 12 0 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 0o 57 57 0 114 13 0 0 0 13 170
04:30 PM 32 23 0 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 067 0 109 15 0 1 0 16 184
04:45 PM 25 17 0 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 43 0 99 16 0 2 0 18 160
05:00 PM 50 30 0 3 83 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 59 0 104 39 0 0 8 47 234
Total Volume | 137 82 0 9 228 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 226 0 426 83 0 3 8 94 748
% App. Total | 60.1 36 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 469 53.1 0 88.3 0 32 85

PHF | .685 .683 .000 .563 .687 | .000 _.000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .877 .843 .000 934 | 532 .000 .375 .250 .500 .799

Williams Street
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22856
Site Code : 22856
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :3
Williams Street Williams Street Biggs Street
From North From East From South From West
]S,itz:; Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:30 PM 04:00 PM 04:00 PM 04:30 PM
+0 mins. 32 23 0 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 82 0 136 15 0 1 0 16
+15 mins. 25 17 0 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 57 0 114 16 0 2 0 18
+30 mins. 50 30 0 3 83 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 67 0 109 39 0 0 8 47
+45 mins. 37 16 0 1 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 43 0 99 24 0 0 1 25
Total Volume | 144 86 0 9 239 0 0 0 0 0 0 209 249 0 458 94 0 3 9 106
% App. Total | 60.3 36 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 456 544 0 88.7 0 28 8.5
PHF | .720 717 .000 .563 .720 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 917 .759 .000 .842 | .603 .000 .375 281 .564
Williams Street
In - Peak Hour: 04:30 PM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22868

Site Code

Walking Bridge

: 22868

New London, Connecticut

Start Date : 4/30/2022

1

Page No

10
25

20

19

12
20

12
16
46
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From West

From East Coast Guard
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12

17

12

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2

From East

From West Connecticut

College

From North
Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g rost | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | aptost | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap row | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap rou | it Total
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0
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Start Time

08:15 AM
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08:45 AM

Total

09:00 AM

09:15 AM
sk BREAK ***

09:45 AM

Total

10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM

Total

11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM

Total
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12:45 PM
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sk BREAK 4%
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22868
Site Code :22868
Start Date : 4/30/2022
Page No :2
Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total_|_Int. Total
05:00 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 11
05:15 PM 0o 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 15
05:30 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 9
05:45 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 15
Total 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 50
06:00 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 15
06:15 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
06:30 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5
06:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 27
07:00 PM ‘ 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 9
07:30 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4
07:45 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 7
Total 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 20
08:00 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5
08:15 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
08:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 10
09:00 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
09:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
09:30 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
09:45 PM 0 22 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
Total 0o 27 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 29
Grand Total 0 213 0 0 213 0 0 0 0 0 0 133 0 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 346
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 61.6 0 0 61.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 384 0 0 384 0 0 0 0 0
Unshifted 0 213 0 0 213 0 0 0 0 0 0 133 0 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 346
% Unshifted
Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code :22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
Page No :3
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
Frgr(l)ll 1;%);}1 From East Fﬁ)ﬁdse::l}t]h From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Totl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Towal | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 08:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 09:00 AM

09:00 AM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
09:15 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
09:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
09:45 AM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Total Volume 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .500 .000 .000 .500 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .500 .000 .000 .500 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .500
From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
2l el [ 8
[ ol 6 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
—| O (=)
%E EJ T L& ]o
= Zlo =4
a5 North 41 e
o c—> +“—3z
c = 2l
_[ =" Peak Hour Begins at 09:00 AM — ]5
Ny (l; o
_ 21 Unshifed + =
5 = an [] —
o[ © g Bank 2 @ ]g
o & lo Sl
Left Thru Right Peds
[ o[ 2 "o d
[ e [_2 [ 8
Out In Total
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code :22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
Page No :4
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total_|_Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 08:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
09:00 AM 08:00 AM 08:30 AM 08:00 AM
+0 mins. 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF | .000 .500 .000 .000 .500 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .500 .000 .000 .500 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 09:00 AM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code :22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
Page No :5

From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
;I;ré Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Toal | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tot | Right | Thru | Left | Peds App. Total | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 10:00 AM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 10:00 AM

10:00 AM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
10:15 AM 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
10:30 AM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
10:45 AM 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Total Volume 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25

% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .625 .000 .000 .625 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .625

From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code : 22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
PageNo :6
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 10:00 AM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
10:00 AM 10:00 AM 12:15PM 10:00 AM
+0 mins. 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .625 .000 .000 .625 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .625 .000 .000 .625 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 10:00 AM
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code :22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
Page No :7

From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
;Ililré Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Toal | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tot | Right | Thru | Left | Peds App. Total | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 02:00 PM to 09:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 19
04:45 PM 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 24
05:00 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 11
05:15 PM 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 15
Total Volume 0 38 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 69
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF |.000 .792 .000 .000 .792 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .646 .000 .000 646 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 719

From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22868
Site Code : 22868
Start Date :4/30/2022
PageNo :8
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 02:00 PM to 09:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
03:45 PM 02:00 PM 05:15 PM 02:00 PM
+0 mins. 0 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .696 .000 .000 .696 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .635 .000 .000 .635 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 03:45 PM
39
[ ol 3 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
(=)
g 57 T t & 5
o - Zlo 'IU
g ER North ] &
S | 2
o E— 3 ~
5 [ cls g:
2 =" Unshifted M c
> < Bank 1 = P
8 % - Bank 2 a1 S
' =) ®» - [ o
£ 9 3 z
$ &
Left Thru Right Peds
[ o[ 33 o a
In - Peak Hour: 05:15 PM
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22867

Site Code

Walking Bridge

: 22867

New London, Connecticut

Start Date : 4/27/2022

1

Page No

5

14

16

27

12

24
49

13
18
46

17
13

39

12

16
40

21

18
24
68

21

12
17
18
68

From West

0

0

0

0

0

From East Coast Guard

Academy
From South

4

0

0

4

0

12

13

12

14

13

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2

From East

0

0

0

0

0

From West Connecticut

College

From North
Right | Thru | Left | Peds | g rost | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | apost | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap row | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | ap rou | nt Total

1

0

0

1

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

15

15

0
0
0
0
0

11

11

23

0
0
0
0
0

14

14
24

12
10

12
10

0
0
0
0
0

27

0
0
0
0
0

20

0
0
0
0
0

18
12

18

12
21

54

19

19

0
0
0
0
0

12

12
43

Start Time
08:00 AM

08:15 AM
08:30 AM

08:45 AM

Total

09:00 AM

09:15 AM
09:30 AM

09:45 AM

Total

10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM

Total

11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM

Total

12:00 PM
12:15 PM
12:30 PM
12:45 PM

Total

01:00 PM
01:15 PM
01:30 PM
01:45 PM

Total

02:00 PM
02:15 PM
02:30 PM
02:45 PM

Total

03:00 PM
03:15 PM
03:30 PM
03:45 PM

Total

04:00 PM
04:15 PM
04:30 PM
04:45 PM

Total



Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
(860) 828-1693

File Name : 22867
Site Code :22867
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :2
Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academ
From N%)rth From East From Sou}t]h From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total_|_Int. Total
05:00 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 9
05:15 PM 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 13
05:30 PM 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 16
05:45 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 0o 22 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 41
06:00 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 14
06:15 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8
06:30 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 10
06:45 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 7
Total 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 39
07:00 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 6
07:15 PM 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 9
07:30 PM 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 10
07:45 PM 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 9
Total 0o 22 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0o 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 34
08:00 PM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
08:15 PM 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 9
08:30 PM 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 12
08:45 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Total 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 30
09:00 PM 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 17
09:15 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
09:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
09:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
Total 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 28
Grand Total 0 305 0 0 305 0 0 0 0 0 0 234 0 0 234 0 0 0 0 0 539
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total % 0 56.6 0 0 56.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 434 0 0 43.4 0 0 0 0 0
Unshifted 0 305 0 0 305 0 0 0 0 0 0 234 0 0 234 0 0 0 0 0 539
% Unshifted
Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code :22867
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :3
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
Frgr(l)ll 1;%);}1 From East Fﬁ)ﬁdse::l}t]h From West

Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Totl | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Towal | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 08:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:30 AM

08:30 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
08:45 AM 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
09:00 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4
09:15 AM 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6
Total Volume 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 16
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF |.000 .550 .000 .000 .550 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .417 .000 .000 417 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 667

From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
5 11 16

[ ol 11 o 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds

Peak Hour Data

s

North

Total

In
0 0 0
0]
Peds jht Thlru LeLft’

Peak Hour Begins at 08:30 AM

Unshifted
Bank 1
Bank 2

Out

spad o1 nuyL mg;
[0
0 ]
]

ﬁ

Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol 5[ "ol o

[ 11 [ 5] [ 16
Out In Total
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code :22867
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :4
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App.Tol | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total_|_Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 08:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
08:30 AM 08:00 AM 09:00 AM 08:00 AM
+0 mins. 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .550 .000 .000 .550 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .563 .000 .000 .563 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 08:30 AM
11
[ of 1l of o
f_i?ht TTU LeLﬂ' Peds
Peak Hour Data
O
z cal g s
) || ~o] o
o ol 5 North 4 g
7 £—> «—3 =
g = : ‘e g
£ = Unshifted — S
x S Bank 1 .
g €+ Bank 2 Iy 8
o — — IS)
. = - N
£ b @
& AR g
Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol of of o
In - Peak Hour: 09:00 AM
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code :22867
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :5

From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
;Ililré Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Toal | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tot | Right | Thru | Left | Peds App. Total | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 10:00 AM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 12:30 PM

12:30 PM 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 13
12:45 PM 0 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 18
01:00 PM 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 17
01:15PM 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 13
Total Volume 0 41 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 61
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF |.000 .732 .000 .000 .732 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .625 .000 .000 .625 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .847

From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
20 41 61

[ ol 41 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds

Peak Hour Data

N

North

Total

In
0 0 0
0]
Peds jht Thlru LeLft’

Peak Hour Begins at 12:30 P

Unshifted

spad o1 nuyL 1ué!—a:
[0
0 ]
]

(=}
5 ol Bank 1 ] -
o Bank 2 =
o

L ]

Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol 20 o o

[ 41 [ 20 [ 61
Out In Total
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code : 22867
Start Date :4/27/2022
PageNo :6
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 10:00 AM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
12:30 PM 10:00 AM 11:45 AM 10:00 AM
+0 mins. 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0 41 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .732 .000 .000 .732 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .596 .000 .000 .596 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 12:30 PM
41
[ ol 41 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
(=)
2 57 T t & 5
o — o '
1S3 L S el
S 9 5 North 4 o
e £ 3 ~
= [ cls g:
2 =" Unshifted M c
x 5 Bank 1 b N
8 % v Bank 2 v 2 S
N | ] o
c ° 2 e 2
$ &
Left Thru Right Peds
[ o[ 31 o a
In - Peak Hour: 11:45 AM
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code :22867
Start Date :4/27/2022
Page No :7

From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
;Ililré Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Toal | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds app.Tot | Right | Thru | Left | Peds App. Total | Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 02:00 PM to 09:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:15 PM

03:15 PM 0 18 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 21
03:30 PM 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 18
03:45 PM 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 24
04:00 PM 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 21
Total Volume 0 70 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0o 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 84
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF |.000 .833 .000 .000 .833 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .583 .000 .000 .583 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .875

From West Connecticut College
Out In Total
14 70 84

[ ol 7 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds

Peak Hour Data

N

North

Total

In
0 0 0
0]
Peds jht Thlru LeLft’

Peak Hour Begins at 03:15 P

Unshifted

spad o1 nuyL 1ué!—a:
[0
0 ]
]

(=}
5 ol Bank 1 ] -
o Bank 2 =
o

L ]

Left Thru Right Peds
[ ol 14 "o o

[ 70l [_14] [ 84]
Out In Total
Erom East Coast Guard Academy




Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693
File Name : 22867
Site Code : 22867
Start Date : 4/27/2022
Page No :8
From West Connecticut From East Coast Guard
College Academy
From North From East From South From West
%E;r:: Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.tow | Right | Thru | Left | Peds | app.Tow | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 02:00 PM to 09:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
03:15 PM 02:00 PM 06:00 PM 02:00 PM
+0 mins. 0 18 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0
+15 mins. 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
+30 mins. 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0
+45 mins. 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Total Volume 0o 70 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0
% App. Total 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF |.000 .833 .000 .000 .833 |1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 | .000 .558 .000 .000 .558 | .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
From West Connecticut College
In - Peak Hour: 03:15 PM
70
[ ol 7 of 0
?_ifht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
(=)
g 57 T t & 5
= = Zlo .
g ER North ] &
S | 2
U £ «—3 ~
5 [ cls g:
2 =" Unshifted M c
> < Bank 1 = P
8 % - Bank 2 a1 S
' =) ®» - [ o
£ 3 @ 2
$ &
Left Thru Right Peds
[ o[ 2o[ o
In - Peak Hour: 06:00 PM
Erom East Coast Guard Academy
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR Provided by: Connecticut Counts
Wed Apr 27, 2022 LLC
Full Length (12 AM-12 AM (+2)) 63 Sugar Maple Lane,
All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck Kensington, CT, 12345, US
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels
ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638
Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App (Int
2022-04-27 12:00AM 37 37 45 45 82
12:15AM 25 25 42 42 67
12:30AM 22 22 22 22 44
12:45AM 8 8 17 17 25
Hourly Total 92 92 126 126 218
1:00AM 12 12 20 20 32
1:15AM 20 20 9 9 29
1:30AM 16 16 10 10 26
1:45AM 14 14 12 12 26
Hourly Total 62 62 51 51 113
2:00AM 6 6 8 8 14
2:15AM 10 10 13 13 23
2:30AM 8 8 6 6 14
2:45AM 11 11 1 1 12
Hourly Total 35 35 28 28 63
3:00AM 12 12 3 3 15
3:15AM 14 14 12 12 26
3:30AM 14 14 11 11 25
3:45AM 30 30 18 18 48
Hourly Total 70 70 44 44 114
4:00AM 29 29 20 20 49
4:15AM 34 34 20 20 54
4:30AM 70 70 23 23 93
4:45AM 97 97 12 12 109
Hourly Total 230 230 75 75 305
5:00AM 135 135 36 36 171
5:15AM 211 211 43 43 254
5:30AM 267 267 47 47 314
5:45AM 370 370 40 40 410
Hourly Total 983 983 166 166 1149
6:00AM 298 298 93 93 391
6:15AM 351 351 93 93 444
6:30AM 418 418 157 157 575
6:45AM 379 379 169 169 548
Hourly Total 1446 1446 512 512 1958
7:00AM 327 327 220 220 547
7:15AM 382 382 239 239 621
7:30AM 384 384 250 250 634
7:45AM 448 448 232 232 680
Hourly Total 1541 1541 941 941 2482
8:00AM 283 283 187 187 470
8:15AM 338 338 184 184 522
8:30AM 344 344 225 225 569
8:45AM 300 300 184 184 484
Hourly Total 1265 1265 780 780 2045
9:00AM 244 244 149 149 393
9:15AM 253 253 175 175 428
9:30AM 229 229 159 159 388
9:45AM 248 248 144 144 392
Hourly Total 974 974 627 627 1601
10:00AM 189 189 190 190 379
10:15AM 187 187 168 168 355
10:30AM 210 210 189 189 399
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Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App |Int
10:45AM 204 204 167 167 371
Hourly Total 790 790 714 714 1504
11:00AM 185 185 166 166 351
11:15AM 195 195 192 192 387
11:30AM 166 166 178 178 344
11:45AM 239 239 164 164 403
Hourly Total 785 785 700 700 1485
12:00PM 196 196 185 185 381
12:15PM 169 169 201 201 370
12:30PM 191 191 236 236 427
12:45PM 202 202 198 198 400
Hourly Total 758 758 820 820 1578
1:00PM 182 182 214 214 396
1:15PM 193 193 219 219 412
1:30PM 197 197 251 251 448
1:45PM 221 221 199 199 420
Hourly Total 793 793 883 883 1676
2:00PM 244 244 296 296 540
2:15PM 264 264 343 343 607
2:30PM 261 261 406 406 667
2:45PM 289 289 488 488 777
Hourly Total 1058 1058 1533 1533 2591
3:00PM 261 261 522 522 783
3:15PM 246 246 423 423 669
3:30PM 218 218 513 513 731
3:45PM 261 261 416 416 677
Hourly Total 986 986 1874 1874 2860
4:00PM 167 167 465 465 632
4:15PM 199 199 376 376 575
4:30PM 217 217 467 467 684
4:45PM 257 257 364 364 621
Hourly Total 840 840 1672 1672 2512
5:00PM 394 394 390 390 784
5:15PM 332 332 352 352 684
5:30PM 207 207 303 303 510
5:45PM 260 260 271 271 531
Hourly Total 1193 1193 1316 1316 2509
6:00PM 213 213 228 228 441
6:15PM 220 220 238 238 458
6:30PM 183 183 219 219 402
6:45PM 184 184 175 175 359
Hourly Total 800 800 860 860 1660
7:00PM 149 149 177 177 326
7:15PM 157 157 173 173 330
7:30PM 190 190 154 154 344
7:45PM 157 157 149 149 306
Hourly Total 653 653 653 653 1306
8:00PM 138 138 163 163 301
8:15PM 133 133 169 169 302
8:30PM 115 115 109 109 224
8:45PM 100 100 117 117 217
Hourly Total 486 486 558 558 1044
9:00PM 98 98 114 114 212
9:15PM 80 80 117 117 197
9:30PM 77 77 77 77 154
9:45PM 61 61 85 85 146
Hourly Total 316 316 393 393 709
10:00PM 75 75 78 78 153
10:15PM 71 71 64 64 135
10:30PM 60 60 63 63 123
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Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App |Int
10:45PM 44 44 51 51 95
Hourly Total 250 250 256 256 506
11:00PM 40 40 71 71 111
11:15PM 29 29 70 70 99
11:30PM 32 32 110 110 142
11:45PM 41 41 99 99 140
Hourly Total 142 142 350 350 492
2022-04-28 12:00AM 31 31 49 49 80
12:15AM 26 26 27 27 53
12:30AM 25 25 21 21 46
12:45AM 18 18 27 27 45
Hourly Total 100 100 124 124 224
1:00AM 18 18 24 24 42
1:15AM 14 14 10 10 24
1:30AM 14 14 14 14 28
1:45AM 11 11 16 16 27
Hourly Total 57 57 64 64 121
2:00AM 17 17 5 22
2:15AM 11 11 8 19
2:30AM 15 15 12 12 27
2:45AM 14 14 6 6 20
Hourly Total 57 57 31 31 88
3:00AM 10 10 5 15
3:15AM 11 11 6 17
3:30AM 20 20 12 12 32
3:45AM 40 40 6 6 46
Hourly Total 81 81 29 29 110
4:00AM 30 30 17 17 47
4:15AM 43 43 22 22 65
4:30AM 73 73 34 34 107
4:45AM 122 122 17 17 139
Hourly Total 268 268 90 90 358
5:00AM 135 135 39 39 174
5:15AM 190 190 48 48 238
5:30AM 314 314 54 54 368
5:45AM 351 351 57 57 408
Hourly Total 990 990 198 198 1188
6:00AM 286 286 77 77 363
6:15AM 358 358 101 101 459
6:30AM 396 396 157 157 553
6:45AM 388 388 170 170 558
Hourly Total 1428 1428 505 505 1933
7:00AM 350 350 202 202 552
7:15AM 363 363 229 229 592
7:30AM 371 371 258 258 629
7:45AM 456 456 229 229 685
Hourly Total 1540 1540 918 918 2458
8:00AM 322 322 208 208 530
8:15AM 281 281 222 222 503
8:30AM 318 318 229 229 547
8:45AM 300 300 225 225 525
Hourly Total 1221 1221 884 884 2105
9:00AM 270 270 165 165 435
9:15AM 213 213 156 156 369
9:30AM 191 191 149 149 340
9:45AM 236 236 143 143 379
Hourly Total 910 910 613 613 1523
10:00AM 168 168 162 162 330
10:15AM 214 214 167 167 381
10:30AM 206 206 192 192 398
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Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App |Int
10:45AM 221 221 131 131 352
Hourly Total 809 809 652 652 1461
11:00AM 180 180 155 155 335
11:15AM 190 190 164 164 354
11:30AM 170 170 199 199 369
11:45AM 201 201 171 171 372
Hourly Total 741 741 689 689 1430
12:00PM 176 176 184 184 360
12:15PM 177 177 200 200 377
12:30PM 192 192 206 206 398
12:45PM 202 202 210 210 412
Hourly Total 747 747 800 800 1547
1:00PM 197 197 211 211 408
1:15PM 227 227 249 249 476
1:30PM 194 194 226 226 420
1:45PM 220 220 257 257 477
Hourly Total 838 838 943 943 1781
2:00PM 244 244 308 308 552
2:15PM 243 243 331 331 574
2:30PM 287 287 411 411 698
2:45PM 313 313 482 482 795
Hourly Total 1087 1087 1532 1532 2619
3:00PM 273 273 453 453 726
3:15PM 267 267 405 405 672
3:30PM 301 301 536 536 837
3:45PM 279 279 418 418 697
Hourly Total 1120 1120 1812 1812 2932
4:00PM 265 265 451 451 716
4:15PM 314 314 361 361 675
4:30PM 302 302 439 439 741
4:45PM 288 288 384 384 672
Hourly Total 1169 1169 1635 1635 2804
5:00PM 282 282 383 383 665
5:15PM 317 317 342 342 659
5:30PM 263 263 269 269 532
5:45PM 267 267 281 281 548
Hourly Total 1129 1129 1275 1275 2404
6:00PM 230 230 240 240 470
6:15PM 189 189 244 244 433
6:30PM 169 169 202 202 371
6:45PM 163 163 184 184 347
Hourly Total 751 751 870 870 1621
7:00PM 140 140 164 164 304
7:15PM 138 138 182 182 320
7:30PM 147 147 176 176 323
7:45PM 112 112 163 163 275
Hourly Total 537 537 685 685 1222
8:00PM 139 139 151 151 290
8:15PM 103 103 147 147 250
8:30PM 88 88 133 133 221
8:45PM 109 109 100 100 209
Hourly Total 439 439 531 531 970
9:00PM 80 80 114 114 194
9:15PM 95 95 92 92 187
9:30PM 98 98 121 121 219
9:45PM 98 98 102 102 200
Hourly Total 371 371 429 429 800
10:00PM 58 58 83 83 141
10:15PM 79 79 76 76 155
10:30PM 72 72 83 83 155
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Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App (Int
10:45PM 67 67 65 65 132
Hourly Total 276 276 307 307 583
11:00PM 31 31 80 80 111
11:15PM 44 44 72 72 116
11:30PM 35 35 112 112 147
11:45PM 39 39 110 110 149
Hourly Total 149 149 374 374 523
Total 33363 33363 31922 31922 65285
% Approach 100% - 100% - -
% Total 51.1% 51.1% 48.9% 48.9% -
Motorcycles 46 46 51 51 97
% Motorcycles 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
Lights 32290 32290 30829 30829 63119
% Lights 96.8% 96.8% 96.6% 96.6% 96.7%
Single-Unit Trucks 653 653 667 667 1320
% Single-Unit Trucks 2.0% 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 2.0%
Articulated Trucks 231 231 215 215 446
% Articulated Trucks 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 1 1 0 0 1
% Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Buses 53 53 51 51 104
% Buses 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
School Buses 89 89 109 109 198
% School Buses 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
*“T: Thru

50f 12



Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR

Wed Apr 27, 2022

Full Length (12 AM-12 AM (+2))

All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels

ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638

N

Total: 65285
In: 33363 Out: 31922

. _}

Out: 33363 In: 31922
Total: 65285

S

Provided by: Connecticut Counts
LLC

63 Sugar Maple Lane,
Kensington, CT, 12345, US
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR Provided by: Connecticut Counts
Wed Apr 27, 2022 LLC
AM Peak (Apr 27 2022 7AM - 8 AM) 63 Sugar Maple Lane,
All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck Kensington, CT, 12345, US
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels
ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638
Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App (Int
2022-04-27 7:00AM 327 327 220 220 547
7:15AM 382 382 239 239 621
7:30AM 384 384 250 250 634
7:45AM 448 448 232 232 680
Total 1541 1541 941 941 2482
% Approach 100% - 100% - -
% Total 62.1% 62.1% 37.9% 37.9% -
PHF 0.860 0.860 0.941 0.941 0.913
Motorcycles 2 2 1 1 3
% Motorcycles 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Lights 1500 1500 897 897 2397
% Lights 97.3% 97.3% 95.3% 95.3% 96.6%
Single-Unit Trucks 24 24 20 20 44
% Single-Unit Trucks 1.6% 1.6% 2.1% 2.1% 1.8%
Articulated Trucks 11 11 9 9 20
% Articulated Trucks 0.7% 0.7% 1.0% 1.0% 0.8%
Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0 0 0 0 0
% Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Buses 2 2 1 1 3
% Buses 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
School Buses 2 2 13 13 15
% School Buses 0.1% 0.1% 1.4% 1.4% 0.6%
*“T: Thru
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR

Wed Apr 27, 2022

AM Peak (Apr 27 2022 7AM - 8 AM)

All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels

ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638

N

Total: 2482
In: 1541 Out: 941

g
—

<
[e)}

Out: 1541 In: 941
Total: 2482

S

Provided by: Connecticut Counts
LLC

63 Sugar Maple Lane,
Kensington, CT, 12345, US
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR Provided by: Connecticut Counts
Thu Apr 28, 2022 LLC
Midday Peak (Apr 28 2022 1PM - 2 PM) 63 Sugar Maple Lane,
All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck Kensington, CT, 12345, US
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels
ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638
Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App (Int
2022-04-28 1:00PM 197 197 211 211 408
1:15PM 227 227 249 249 476
1:30PM 194 194 226 226 420
1:45PM 220 220 257 257 477
Total 838 838 943 943 1781
% Approach 100% - 100% - -
% Total 47.1% 47.1% 52.9% 52.9% -
PHF 0.923 0.923 0.917 0917 0.933
Motorcycles 0 0 1 1 1
% Motorcycles 0% 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Lights 799 799 888 888 1687
% Lights 95.3% 95.3% 94.2% 94.2% 94.7%
Single-Unit Trucks 26 26 39 39 65
% Single-Unit Trucks 3.1% 3.1% 4.1% 4.1% 3.6%
Articulated Trucks 5 5 10 10 15
% Articulated Trucks 0.6% 0.6% 1.1% 1.1% 0.8%
Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0 0 0 0 0
% Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Buses 4 4 1 1 5
% Buses 0.5% 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3%
School Buses 4 4 4 4 8
% School Buses 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
*“T: Thru
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR

Thu Apr 28, 2022

Midday Peak (Apr 28 2022 1PM - 2 PM)

All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels

ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638

N

Total: 1781
In: 838 Out: 943

[e0]
m
[c0)

T
S —

m
<
(e}

Out: 838 In: 943
Total: 1781

S

Provided by: Connecticut Counts
LLC

63 Sugar Maple Lane,
Kensington, CT, 12345, US
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR Provided by: Connecticut Counts
Thu Apr 28, 2022 LLC
PM Peak (Apr 28 2022 2:45PM - 3:45 PM) - Overall Peak Hour 63 Sugar Maple Lane,
All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck Kensington, CT, 12345, US
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels
ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638
Leg North South
Direction Southbound Northbound
Time T App T App (Int
2022-04-28 2:45PM 313 313 482 482 795
3:00PM 273 273 453 453 726
3:15PM 267 267 405 405 672
3:30PM 301 301 536 536 837
Total 1154 1154 1876 1876 3030
% Approach 100% - 100% - -
% Total 38.1% 38.1% 61.9% 61.9% -
PHF 0.922 0.922 0.875 0.875 0.905
Motorcycles 2 2 3 3 5
% Motorcycles 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Lights 1116 1116 1824 1824 2940
% Lights 96.7% 96.7% 97.2% 97.2% 97.0%
Single-Unit Trucks 23 23 35 35 58
% Single-Unit Trucks 2.0% 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%
Articulated Trucks 4 4 4 4 8
% Articulated Trucks 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3%
Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 1 1 0 0 1
% Articulated Truck (Multi Trailer) 0.1% 0.1% 0% 0% 0%
Buses 2 2 2 2 4
% Buses 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
School Buses 6 6 8 8 14
% School Buses 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
*“T: Thru
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Route 32 North of Connecticut College Dr - ATR Provided by: Connecticut Counts
Thu Apr 28, 2022 LLC
PM Peak (Apr 28 2022 2:45PM - 3:45 PM) - Overall Peak Hour 63 Sugar Maple Lane,
All Classes (Motorcycles, Lights, Single-Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks, Articulated Truck Kensington, CT, 12345, US
(Multi Trailer), Buses, School Buses)

All Channels

ID: 944758, Location: 41.378527, -72.103638

N

Total: 3030
In: 1154 Out: 1876

Out: 1154 In: 1876
Total: 3030

S
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