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Through a grant from the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board’s (TPB)  

Transportation/Land-Use Connections (TLC) Program, the Maryland-National Capital Park and 

Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) and Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI) completed a study to develop 

recommendations for improving non-motorized access to the Naylor Road Metro Station in Prince 

George’s County, Maryland. The study evaluates the quality and adequacy of existing pedestrian and 

bicycle infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks, traffic signals) and identifies locations for low-cost, 

short-term improvements. This report summarizes the key components of that study, which 

included: 

 Public participation process (including a project website to collect comments and a public 

meeting held within the study neighborhood); 

 Coordination with overlapping projects in the study area; 

 Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities and challenges in the Naylor Road station area; 

 Potential pedestrian and bicycle access improvements, with descriptions and graphics, 

applicable to specific locations within the study area; and 

 A complete list of recommended pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements with cost 

estimates. 

In addition to this study, several other organizations are working simultaneously toward improving 

conditions for pedestrians and cyclists around the Naylor Road Metro station. Some of the other 

projects include: 

 Naylor Road Metro Station Area Access and Capacity Study – the Washington Metropolitan 

Area Transit Authority (WMATA) is studying future demand for each access mode and 

identifying improvements and access strategies for accommodating future development in 

the station area. 

 Branch  Avenue (MD 5)/Naylor Road (MD 637) Streetscape Improvement– the Maryland State 

Highway Administration (SHA) is examining improvements to Branch Avenue and Naylor 

Road through its Community Safety and Enhancement Program. 

 Branch Avenue in Bloom – the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission in 

partnership with the Maryland Small Business Development Center is working to revitalize 
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the areas around the Naylor Road Metro Station and St. Barnabas Road to attract commercial 

development and investment. 

This study aims to complement efforts by other agencies by identifying near-term recommendations 

and focusing on areas outside the scope of the other studies. 

 
Table 1 summarizes the recommended high-priority access improvements that can be implemented 

in the near-term, depending on available funding. This summary prioritizes improvements that 

provide high value for cost. The recommendations contained in Table 1 were developed under 

consideration of related projects in the study area, and are based on project team observations of 

existing deficiencies and public feedback. Recommended improvements include new pedestrian 

crossings, enhancements to existing crossings, signal timing and design modifications, bicycle lanes, 

and other pedestrian and bicycle amenities. The complete project list developed through this study is 

presented in the Recommendations and Funding section. 

Table 1 Interim, High-Priority Recommended Station Access Improvements 

Location Description Type of Treatment 

Cost Estimate  

Low High 

Suitland Parkway/ 
Naylor Road 

Add and update pedestrian signals Signal Hardware $20,000 $40,000 

Restripe existing pedestrian crossings and 
add missing crosswalks 

Striping $200 $500 

Naylor Road 

Add shared lane markings (sharrows) and 
Bikes May Use Full Lane signs (R4-11) 
from Branch Avenue to Oxon Run Drive 
and through Naylor Road roundabouts. 

Sharrows and 
Signs 

$1,300 $1,600 

Remove fence around Metro station Fence Removal minimal 

Naylor Road/Branch 
Avenue 

Install rapid flash beacons at existing 
marked crosswalk at eastbound right-
turn lane. 

Signing $2,500 $4,000 

Branch 
Avenue/Metro 
Station Access 

Provide marked crossings on all 
approaches  

Striping $500 $1,000 

Provide countdown timers at all crossings Signal Hardware $20,000 $40,000 

Oxon Run Drive 
Add shared lane markings (sharrows) and 
Bikes May Use Full Lane signs (R4-11) 
from 23

rd
 Parkway to Naylor Road 

Sharrows and 
Signs 

$2,400 $2,800 

Total Costs $46,900 $89,900 
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To implement the recommended improvements in Table 1, near-term action items were developed. 

The following list summarizes several key action items associated with implementation of the station 

access improvements: 

 Strategically pursue improvements through capital improvements funding or grant funding. 

In the case where grants, construction in conjunction with another roadway project, or a 

willing land owner make construction of any of the recommended improvements possible, 

pursue funding sources for that project. 

 Incrementally implement improvements by constructing new pedestrian crossings, 

neighborhood paths, or other improvements with interim‐design features first, then 

incrementally develop additional amenities as needed as funding becomes available. 

 Develop design and applicable permitting for the recommended improvements as soon as 

possible to ensure “shovel-ready” projects when funding becomes available. 

 Work with other jurisdictions and agencies to encourage implementation. 

The following sections of the report provide additional details regarding the study methodology, cost 

estimates, and recommendations of the study. 



Naylor Road Metro Station Area Accessibility Study May 2011 
Study Overview Page 4 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Baltimore, Maryland 

 
The Branch Avenue Corridor Sector Plan1, completed by M-NCPPC in 2008, calls for streetscape 

improvements and transit-oriented development along Branch Avenue between St. Barnabas Road 

and the District boundary. Following the Sector Plan, Prince George’s County commissioned this 

study focusing specifically in the vicinity of the Naylor Road Metro station. Funded by a 

Transportation/Land-Use Connections Program grant from MWCOG, this study evaluates the quality 

and adequacy of the existing pedestrian and bicycle network for accessing the Metro station. The 

study area, which is illustrated in Figure 1, includes the ½-mile radius around the station, excluding 

the portion that falls within the District of Columbia. 

While M-NCPPC is leading this effort, several other agencies are also conducting studies in the area 

which will improve the bicycle and pedestrian environment. WMATA is beginning a station access 

study to accommodate the expected growth in passenger demand related to the planned transit-

oriented development. Additionally, Maryland SHA is planning to implement streetscaping and traffic 

calming measures along Branch Avenue and Naylor Road, beginning construction in 2013. 

This plan focuses its recommendations around the concurrent planning efforts by WMATA and SHA, 

though some effort was made to provide input to those studies on behalf of Prince George’s County. 

Recommendations are aimed at improving the pedestrian and bicycle environment around the 

Naylor Road Metro station, with an emphasis on low-cost, near-term improvements. They include 

pedestrian crossing improvements, signal timing changes, traffic calming measures, and new facilities 

for pedestrian and bicycle comfort and convenience. 

 

  

                                                             

1 Branch Avenue Corridor Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment. Maryland-National Capital Park and 

Planning Commission Prince George’s Planning Department. 2008. 
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A visit to the study area occurred in January 2011 by KAI and M-NCPPC staff, who conducted a 

thorough walking tour of the Naylor Road Metro station area, thereby experiencing the pedestrian 

network first-hand. Data collection for the study also included a review of crash history along area 

roadways and solicitation of community observations through a project website which allowed 

residents to spatially identify deficiencies in the pedestrian and bicycle networks. While the public 

comment feature of the website is now closed, the comments received during the project are still 

available for viewing. The website can be accessed at http://map.project.kittelson.com/NaylorMetro.  

In addition to the website, public outreach occurred through an open house held on April 14th at the 

Hillcrest Heights Community Center located in an adjacent neighborhood. The workshop allowed 

local residents and other interested members of the community to express concerns and ideas for 

improvements. The planning process also included meetings with other agency stakeholders that 

may be responsible or interested in various aspects of the study’s recommendations. In particular, 

stakeholder outreach included staff from SHA, WMATA, the Prince George’s County Department of 

Public Works and Transportation (DPW&T), and Branch Avenue in Bloom, focusing on coordination 

among the related projects. 

 
The Naylor Road station area features a mix of single-family residential, multifamily residential, and 

suburban style retail development. Branch Avenue (MD 5), a six-lane arterial bisecting the study area, 

acts as a barrier for accessing the station from the east. It features a number of retail establishments, 

all of which are surrounded by surface parking lots and numerous driveways. Suitland Parkway, a 

limited access facility with some traffic signals, borders the station to the north. The Parkway 

includes a traffic signal at its intersection with Naylor Road (MD 637), which is located at the 

northwest corner of the station. Naylor Road roughly bounds the station to the west and south. 

Limited pedestrian and bicycle access across these roadways isolate the Naylor Road station from the 

surrounding area, making it difficult to access the station without a vehicle. 

The primary existing land uses within the study area are residential (single family detached and mid-

rise apartments), institutional, and strip retail. Despite its proximity to the Metro station and District 

of Columbia, the development pattern is auto-oriented with extensive off-street parking, deep 

building setbacks, and limited pedestrian accommodation. 

http://map.project.kittelson.com/NaylorMetro
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The Branch Avenue Corridor Sector Plan recommends designation of the Naylor Road Metro Station 

area as a Regional Center with a mixed-use, high-density residential/office/retail land use 

classification. As a result, the County envisions transit oriented development with significant 

increases in office space, retail, and residential units. Since the current parking supply at the station is 

fully utilized most days, improvements for walking, cycling, and feeder bus access are needed to 

facilitate the anticipated growth in station access demand. 

As higher densities increase the demand for walking and biking, corresponding improvements to the 

transportation system are needed to support this demand. The Countywide Master Plan of 

Transportation2 provides the basic framework for transportation improvements within Prince 

George’s County. In particular, it identifies principles for “complete streets” (i.e., streets that 

accommodate all modes within the transportation system – not just automobiles). These principles 

are: 

1. Encourage medians as pedestrian refuge islands – Frequently, the single-most important 

improvement for pedestrian safety is a pedestrian refuge. Particularly along multilane roads, 

it is often not possible for pedestrians to cross all lanes of traffic at once. A median or 

pedestrian refuge provides the pedestrian a safe and attractive place to stand while waiting to 

cross the remaining lanes of traffic. 

2. Design turning radii to slow turning vehicles – A common hazard for pedestrians in urban 

and suburban environments is relatively fast-moving right-turning traffic. Most difficult are 

“free” right turn lanes where the motorist does not have to stop. Also problematic are right 

turns or intersections with wide turning radii that allow motorists to make the turning 

movement at a high rate of speed. Designing turning radii to slow turning vehicles can be a 

very effective means of reducing speed and improving pedestrian safety. 

3. Find wasted space and better utilize it – Space can often be found within rights-of-way that 

is not necessary for through traffic or turning movements. This is common in many 

intersections with wide turning radii, but may also be present along roads with center turn 

lanes where no ingress/egress points exist. This “extra” space can often be used to improve 

                                                             

2 Countywide Master Plan of Transportation. Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission Prince 

George’s County Planning Department. 2008. 
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the pedestrian environment through sidewalk connections, pedestrian refuges, or traffic 

calming. Similarly, wide outside curb lanes can be striped for designated bike lanes. 

4. Time traffic signals to function for all modes – Traffic signals should allow pedestrians 

adequate time to comfortably cross all lanes of traffic, and should prioritize short cycle 

lengths over long green times aimed at providing the greatest vehicle capacity for the main 

line. 

5. Reduce crossing distances – Wide roads with multiple turn lanes require the pedestrian to 

cross a much longer distance with significantly more exposure time to oncoming traffic. 

Crossing distances can be minimized with medians, pedestrian refuges, reduced turning radii, 

curb extensions, and other measures. These features should be utilized where feasible to 

minimize the pedestrian’s exposure to traffic. 

6. Increase crossing opportunities – Large blocks provide few opportunities for pedestrians 

to safely cross busy roadways. Although pedestrians may prefer to cross at signalized 

intersections, the total space between intersections and controlled crossings may discourage 

pedestrians from utilizing these locations. Rather, pedestrians may be indirectly encouraged 

to make mid-block crossings. Smaller block sizes provide additional opportunities for 

pedestrians to cross roadways at controlled intersections and within a designated crosswalk 

with appropriate lighting, pavement markings, and signs. 

7. Encourage pedestrian-scaled land use and urban design – Pedestrian-scaled development 

can enhance the walking environment. This is related to the block size principle, but also 

involves mixed land uses; the provision of attractive streetscapes, building frontages, and 

pedestrian amenities such as benches, trash receptacles, and lighting; safe crosswalks; and 

comprehensive pedestrian facilities and connections. 

8. Acknowledge that pedestrians will take the most direct route – As with motorists, 

pedestrians will use the most direct, efficient connection or route possible. It is important that 

connections accommodate pedestrians heading to a variety of destinations. Direct routes 

should be provided and long, circuitous ones avoided. Due to the extra time and effort 

required to walk the extra distance, pedestrians will frequently attempt the shortest 

connection or road crossing available, even if one has not been formally provided. Every 

effort should be made to accommodate these movements during the planning and design of 

road improvements and development projects. 

9. Ensure universal accessibility – all ages and user groups should be accommodated along 

area sidewalks and intersections, including the elderly, children, and disabled groups. All 
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street crossings should include ADA-compliant curb cuts and ramps, and all pedestrian signal 

push buttons should be handicapped-accessible. 

10. Pursue targeted education and enforcement efforts to reduce bicycle and motor vehicle 

crashes – Education and enforcement programs help support changes to sidewalks, 

intersections and the roadway. Enforcement programs to reduce pedestrian and bicycle and 

motor vehicle crashes should address behaviors by motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists. 

Where possible, education and enforcement efforts should be leveraged. For example, 

education and enforcement activities through Safe Routes to School (SRTS) programs in 

schools in the study area could be combined with similar programs targeting other audiences. 

MWCOG’s on‐going Street Smart pedestrian safety education campaign offers another 

opportunity to promote safe driving and walking practices for travelers within the region.  

The project team used these principles to guide selection of the study recommendations. 
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Public comments (gathered from the project website and public meeting), field visits to the station 

area, and conversations with the project team revealed an existing pedestrian and bicycle 

environment with several opportunities for improvement. The study area has many pedestrian 

facilities, including sidewalks, marked and unmarked crosswalks, and refuge islands for pedestrians, 

but several locations lack adequate facilities and potentially compromise pedestrian safety. There are 

no dedicated bicycle facilities in the study area. 

Pedestrian facilities are provided around much of the Naylor Road rail station, including sidewalks 

and crosswalks. However, some notable gaps exist in the network, particularly for pedestrians 

accessing the station from Oxon Run Drive. Moreover, some of the existing facilities do not meet 

standards set forth in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)3 and/or the 

draft US Access Board Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG)4.  

 
The project website 

developed for this study 

included a public comment 

feature for nearby residents 

and interested parties to leave 

specific notes about 

pedestrian and bicycle 

concerns in the study area. 

Several of the received 

comments involved high 

vehicle speeds and unsafe 

conditions on roadways near 

the station, particularly on Branch Avenue (MD 5).  

                                                             

3 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Federal Highway Administration. 2009. Accessed at: 

http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/ 

4 Public Rights of Way Accessibility Guidelines. U.S. Access Board. 2005. Accessed at: http://www.access-

board.gov/prowac/ 

Screen-capture of the public comment based website used to gather public observations 
and issues during the project. 

http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/
http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
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A public meeting was held on April 14th at the Hillcrest Heights Community Center, located 

approximately ½ mile from the Naylor Road Metro station, to gather additional feedback from the 

public. Representatives from the M-NCPPC, WMATA, and SHA all presented on their respective 

projects in the study area. Participants were encouraged to mark areas of concern on several large 

maps of the study area. During the course of the meeting, residents expressed major concerns about 

not only safety at crossings and vehicle speeds, but also of personal safety while walking in the area. 

People noted the lack of pedestrian amenities such as street lighting and trash receptacles in their 

neighborhoods. 

 
Field visits by the project team also evaluated the quality and adequacy of existing pedestrian and 

bicycle infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes, traffic signals) and identified the 

location of trip generators (e.g., Naylor Road Metro station, shopping, residential clusters, etc.). The 

intent of the field walks was to experience the study area first-hand to understand both real and 

perceived barriers to walking. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Pedestrian Road Safety 

Audit Guidelines and Prompt Lists5 were used as guidance for the site visit and developing existing 

pedestrian deficiencies in the study area. 

The results of the field visit noted several key deficiencies in the pedestrian and bicycle environment 

in the Naylor Road station area. Many locations lack sidewalks, most notably the east side of Branch 

Avenue across from the station. While a sidewalk is provided on the near side of the street, many 

pedestrians travel to the station from origins east of Branch Avenue. 

Additionally, some of the sidewalks that are provided do not allow adequate space for pedestrians to 

pass one another and are placed immediately adjacent to high-speed traffic. In other locations, 

obstructions make walking along the sidewalk difficult. Moreover, land uses adjacent to Branch 

Avenue feature closely spaced driveways which provide frequent potential conflict points for 

pedestrians walking down the sidewalk.  

Several major roadways in the study area have missing or inadequate pedestrian crossings. 

Pedestrians are often required to travel long distances between intersections to reach crossing 

                                                             

5 FHWA Pedestrian Road Safety Audit Guidelines and Prompt Lists. U.S. Department of Transportation and the 

Federal Highway Administration. 2007. Accessed at: 

http://drusilla.hsrc.unc.edu/cms/downloads/PedRSA.reduced.pdf 

http://drusilla.hsrc.unc.edu/cms/downloads/PedRSA.reduced.pdf
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locations; mid-block crossings are infrequent. Many intersections in the study area also have large 

curb radii, which create longer crossing distances for pedestrians and allow vehicles to turn at higher 

speeds.  

Finally, crash data were collected and analyzed for state roadways in the study area to determine 

historical trends. Both Branch Avenue and Naylor Road have experienced extremely high rates of 

crashes over the past three years. Nine pedestrian crashes were reported along Branch Avenue in the 

three years between 2007 and 2009.  

Appendix A provides a detailed summary of the existing conditions analysis, including the field 

review and crash analysis.  
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The Toolbox of Potential Strategies contains descriptions and examples of possible pedestrian and 

bicycle improvements to implement in the Naylor Road Metro station area. These tools are based on 

some of the best practices across the country and are applicable to many locations in the study area. 

The Naylor Road Station Area Accessibility study focused on near-term improvements that can be 

implemented at specific locations. Additional future considerations are presented at the end of this 

section, intended to serve as guidance as development occurs and/or additional funding becomes 

available. 

The strategies presented in the Toolbox are countermeasures to many of the existing pedestrian 

issues presented in the previous section of this report. While each strategy is only applicable in 

limited locations, the combination of systematic pedestrian improvements throughout a given area 

has been shown to create significant improvements to pedestrian safety. For instance, a study 

contained in the 2010 Transportation Research Record, entitled “Reduction of Pedestrian Fatalities, 

Injuries, Conflicts, and Other Surrogate Measures in Miami-Dade, Florida”6, documents the positive 

impact of inexpensive pedestrian safety measures. Several small-scale pedestrian improvements 

were implemented on eight high-crash corridors, following a public education and enforcement 

program on pedestrian safety. The two years following the installation of improvements resulted in a 

41 percent reduction in the number of crashes. 

The strategies contained in the next few pages are low-cost pedestrian and bicycle improvements 

that could be implemented in the next 1 to 5 years, depending on available funding. Improvements 

include new installations or changes to existing pedestrian crossings, minor signal timing changes, 

and additional amenities for pedestrians and cyclists. The treatments presented on the following 

pages are organized into five categories: 

 Striping Changes 

 Signal Timing Changes 

 Crossing Improvements 

 Comfort and Convenience 

 Other Improvements 

                                                             

6 Reduction of Pedestrian Fatalities, Injuries, Conflicts, and Other Surrogate Measures in Miami-Dade, Florida.” 

Transportation Research Board: Journal of the Transportation Research Boards, No. 2140. 2009.  
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Treatments are organized to address pedestrian and bicycle deficiencies that were documented 

during public comment sessions, field visits, and a review of historical crashes. Each category relates 

to one or more of the 10 complete streets principles identified in the Countywide Master Plan of 

Transportation. 

The specific treatments within each category present alternatives for improvements. Each treatment 

is presented on a half-page with the following basic information: 

 Typical cost provided by the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center7 

 Description 

 Effectiveness 

 Implementation considerations 

 Compliance with standards contained in the MUTCD, PROWAG, and the Maryland SHA Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Design Guidelines8  

 Photo or graphic 

This information is intended to provide an overview of each treatment, with information on its 

intended application. Many of the summaries also provide one or more examples of recommended 

improvements in the Naylor Road Metro station area. Each example in the study area provides 

additional context for the development of the complete recommendation list for this plan. 

Several references were used to compile the information in the following sections, including the 

Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors, “Pedestrian Countdown Signals: Experience with an 

Extensive Pilot Installation,”, NCHRP Report 562: Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings, 

Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, and other references cited throughout 

this report. 

                                                             

7 “Engineer Pedestrian Facilities.” Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center. Accessed at 

http://www.walkinginfo.org. 

8 Maryland SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guidelines. Maryland State Highway Administration. Accessed at: 

http://www.sha.maryland.gov/Index.aspx?PageId=25. 

http://www.walkinginfo.org/
http://www.sha.maryland.gov/Index.aspx?PageId=25
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Signal timing changes at intersections range from minor changes in the amount of time for crossing 

pedestrians to the addition of pedestrian signals and push-buttons. These intersection improvements 

provide walkers with the time and awareness to cross approaches of the intersection, increasing 

safety for pedestrians and drivers. The strategies identified in this section are consistent with the 

complete street principles in the Countywide Master Plan, which states “Time traffic signals to 

function for all modes.” 

LEADING PEDESTRIAN INTERVAL 

 

Cost: Minimal staff time for signal re-

timing 

Description: Pedestrians are allowed to 

begin crossing at the crosswalk before 

conflicting vehicles start moving. For 

example, right-turning vehicles may have 

a red light for 5 to 7 seconds while 

pedestrians and through vehicles are 

allowed to begin through the intersection. 

Effectiveness: Pedestrians get a head start on vehicles in crossing the roadway, increasing 

the percentage of turning drivers yielding to pedestrians. Note that right-turn-on-red is often 

prohibited in conjunction with leading pedestrian intervals 

Implementation Considerations: Adding a leading pedestrian interval reduces the amount 

of green time available for conflicting vehicle movements. 

Compliance with Standards: Pedestrian Walk intervals should be a minimum of 4 to 7 

seconds in duration. The Flash Don’t Walk phase, according to the 2009 MUTCD, is based on 

the amount of time it takes a pedestrian to cross with a walk speed of 3.5 feet per second. 
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PEDESTRIAN COUNTDOWN SIGNALS 

 

Cost: $20,000 to $40,000 for all four 

legs 

Description: Newer pedestrian signal 

heads, contrasted with static Walk/Flash 

Don’t Walk signals, inform pedestrians of 

the time remaining to cross the street 

with a countdown on the signal head. 

Effectiveness: Fewer pedestrians crossing the street late in the countdown, as compared to 

signal heads with only the Flash Don’t Walk light. Fewer pedestrians left in crosswalk in 

steady don’t walk phase. 

Implementation Considerations: Pedestrian signal heads should be clearly visible while 

pedestrians are waiting and crossing the street. 

Compliance with Standards: The 2009 MUTCD requires all new pedestrian signals, and 

any retrofitted signals, to include countdown pedestrian signals. Per MUTCD guidance, the 

countdown should include enough time for pedestrians to cross the full width of the street or, 

in rare cases, reach a refuge island. 

Application in Study Area: The Metro Entrance on Branch Avenue does not have a 

pedestrian signal phase. Pedestrians were observed frequently crossing at this intersection. 

As part of the installation of crosswalks and sidewalks at this location, pedestrian countdown 

signals should be installed for MUTCD compliance and pedestrian safety. 

  

PROHIBIT RIGHT-TURNS ON RED 

 

Cost: $300 to $500 per sign; $1,000 to 

$3,000 for electronic signs 

Description: Reduces conflicts between cars 

and pedestrians by prohibiting cars to turn 

right, into the path of crossing pedestrians. 

This treatment may be deployed on a full-time 

or restricted basis. 

Effectiveness: Electronic NRTOR signs have been shown to decrease pedestrian/vehicle 

conflicts significantly. According to the AASHTO Highway Safety Manual, NRTOR also 

significantly reduces pedestrian crashes. 

Implementation Considerations: Restricting right-turns at an intersection may increase 

delay for drivers. 

Compliance with Standards: Prohibiting right-turns at intersections during the red phase 

complies with MUTCD standards 

Application in Study Area: Following installation of the pedestrian crossings and signals at 

the Metro entrance on Branch Avenue, “No Turn On Red” signs may improve safety. 
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CYCLE LENGTH ADJUSTMENTS 

 

Cost: Minimal 

Description: Reduce the amount of green 

time, and therefore overall cycle length, at 

intersections to decrease the amount of time 

pedestrians wait to cross the street. 

Effectiveness: By reducing the average amount of time pedestrians wait to cross the street, 

pedestrians are more likely to cross during the Walk phase. 

Implementation Considerations: May reduce capacity for vehicles and require 

coordination with jurisdictions operating signals on a corridor 

Compliance with Standards: Signal timing changes comply with MUTCD standards as long 

as the minimum Walk and clearance times for the intersection are met. 

Application in Study Area: Signals along Branch Avenue and Suitland Parkway have very 

long cycle lengths. Reducing the cycle lengths would reduce delay and improve walkability. 

  

PUSH-BUTTON RETROFITS 

 

Cost: $5,000 to $10,000 for all four legs 

Description: Signs above the pedestrian 

push-button indicate direction of crossing. 

“Confirm” press buttons acknowledge 

activation through a light or sound after called 

by a pedestrian. 

Effectiveness: Confirm press buttons have been shown to increase the number of 

pedestrians using the push-button, and more pedestrians wait for the Walk phase at the 

signal. 

Implementation Considerations: New confirm press pedestrian push-buttons are easily 

exchanged with existing ones. New installations at intersections without existing push-

buttons are more costly. 

Compliance with Standards: The MUTCD specifies that separate poles, located at least 10 

feet apart, should be used for pedestrian push-buttons unless physical constraints make use 

of two poles impractical. 

Application in Study Area: All locations without confirm press push-buttons are candidates 

for installation. Priority should be given to locations with high pedestrian volumes or existing 

trends of low compliance. For example, the Metro Station entrance on Branch Avenue and 

the intersection of Suitland Parkway/Naylor Road should include confirm press push-buttons 

with the installation of crosswalks and pedestrian signals. 
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Crossing improvements include upgrading intersection and mid-block crosswalks, reducing crossing 

distances for pedestrians, and adding new crossing locations. The strategies contained in this section 

improve safety at pedestrian crossings by reducing the amount of time they are exposed to vehicle 

traffic. Several of the complete street principles identified in the Countywide Master Plan relate to 

crossing improvements: 

 Encourage medians as pedestrian refuge islands. 

 Design turning radii to slow turning vehicles. 

 Reduce crossing distances. 

 Increase crossing opportunities. 

 

RAISED MEDIAN ISLANDS 

 

Interim striping/flex-bollards cost: 

$1,300 to $2,000 per crossing; full 

construction cost: $4,000 to $30,000 

per crossing 

Description: Provide a protected area in 

the middle of a crosswalk for pedestrians 

to stop while crossing. Interim islands 

consist of striping on the pavement to 

identify pedestrian space, while fully 

constructed islands typically include 

curbs and signs notifying drivers to avoid 

the location. 

Effectiveness: Installing raised medians have been shown to reduce the number of crashes 

at marked and unmarked crosswalks, as documented in the Desktop Reference for Crash 

Reduction Factors 

Implementation Considerations: Raised islands should notify crossing pedestrians that 

they are exiting a safe place by including detectable warning surfaces or changes in direction 

(for example, directing pedestrians towards oncoming traffic) in the design. 

Compliance with Standards: At a minimum, raised islands should be 6 feet wide to 

accommodate persons in wheelchairs. Wider islands are often preferred, particularly when 

included on multilane facilities. 

Application in Study Area: Refuge island should be installed wherever pedestrians must 

cross multiple lanes of traffic in each direction, including Suitland Parkway, the Metro 

entrance on Branch Avenue, and the proposed mid-block crossing on Branch Avenue. 
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IN-STREET “STOP FOR PEDESTRIANS” SIGNS 

 

Cost: $300 to $500 per sign 

Description: Signs placed in the middle of 

crosswalks to increase driver awareness of 

pedestrians and the legal responsibility to yield 

right-of-way to pedestrians in crosswalks 

Effectiveness: Increases the number of drivers that yield to pedestrians in the crosswalk. 

Implementation Considerations: Signs are placed in the middle of the roadway and are 

subject to possible damage from cars and trucks. In-street signs usually require more 

maintenance due to more frequent replacement. 

Compliance with Standards: Signs comply with the latest guidance contained in the 

MUTCD and provided by SHA. Placement within crosswalks are specified in Chapter 11 of 

the Maryland SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guidelines 

Application in Study Area: A sign is recommended at the painted crosswalks at each leg 

of the roundabouts on Naylor Road. 

  

RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASH BEACON 

 

Cost: $10,000 to $15,000 for both directions 

Description: Signs with a pedestrian-activated 

“strobe-light” flashing pattern attracts attention and 

notifies the driver that pedestrians are at the 

crosswalk. 

Effectiveness: RRFBs on the side of the road increase 

driver yielding behavior significantly (to around 80% 

typically). Additional signs can be included on a center 

island or median, although these have a lower 

marginal benefit as compared to roadside signs. 

Implementation Considerations: Flashing pattern can be activated with manual push-

buttons or automated passive (e.g., video or infrared) pedestrian detection, and should be 

unlit when not activated. 

Compliance with Standards: The MUTCD gave interim approval to RRFBs for optional use 

in July 2008. The interim approval allows for usage as a warning beacon to supplement 

standard pedestrian crossing warning signs and markings at either a pedestrian or school 

crossing, where the crosswalk approach is not controlled by a YIELD sign, STOP sign, traffic-

control signal, or at a roundabout. 

Application in Study Area: Vehicles turning right from Branch Avenue (southbound) onto 

Naylor Road travel at high speeds through a yield-controlled pedestrian crossing. A 

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon is recommended at this location to increase pedestrian 

visibility and remind drivers to stop for crossing pedestrians. 
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PEDESTRIAN HYBRID SIGNAL 

 

Cost: $50,000 to $75,000 per installation 

Description: The pedestrian activated signal 

(also known as a HAWK signal), unlit when 

not in use, begins with a flashing yellow light 

altering drivers to slow. A solid red light 

requires drivers to stop while pedestrians 

have the right-of-way to cross the street. 

While the pedestrian signal is in the Flash 

Don’t Walk Phase, the overhead signal flashes 

red, and drivers may proceed if the crosswalk 

is clear. 

Effectiveness: Studies show that hybrid signals result in over 95 percent of drivers yielding 

to pedestrians. Moreover, drivers experience less delay at hybrid signals compared to other 

signalized intersections. 

Implementation Considerations: Pedestrian Hybrid Signals should only be installed at 

marked crosswalk locations with additional signs to warn drivers about the pedestrian 

crossing. Maintenance is similar to a full signal. 

Compliance with Standards: Included in the 2009 MUTCD 

Application in Study Area: The long distances between pedestrian crossings on Branch 

Avenue could be reduced with the installation of a pedestrian hybrid signal between the 

Metro entrance and Curtis Drive. 

  

CURB EXTENSIONS 

 

 

Interim striping cost: $1,300 to $2,000 per corner; full 

construction cost: $5,000 to $25,000 per curb 

Description: Extend the sidewalk into the street (typically 

a parking lane) to create additional space for pedestrians 

Effectiveness: Allow pedestrians and vehicles to see each 

other at the crosswalk. Curb extensions (or pedestrian 

bulb-outs) also reduce crossing distance for pedestrians, 

reducing the amount of exposure to traffic. 

Implementation Considerations: Curb extensions are 

more easily installed along roadways with on-street parking 

since not all lanes are used for through traffic. They may be 

installed at intersections or mid-block crossings. 

Compliance with Standards: Guidance for the design of 

curb extensions are provided in Chapter 10 of the Maryland 

SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guidelines. 

Application in Study Area: Curb extensions at the intersection of Oxon Run Drive/Oxon 

Park Street would significantly reduce crossing distances and better use the wasted space. 
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REDUCED CURB RADII 

 

Interim striping cost: $2,500 to $4,000 

per corner; full construction cost: $5,000 

to $25,000 per curb 

Description: Reconstructing a street corner 

with a smaller radius to reduce vehicle 

speeds while turning. 

Effectiveness: Smaller curb radii can 

improve the safety for pedestrians at 

intersections by reducing crossing width, 

providing additional space for pedestrians to 

wait before crossing, and slowing turning 

vehicles. 

Implementation Considerations: The design of the curb radius is a function of the angle 

between the intersecting streets, typical size of vehicles at the intersection, and 

maintenance. For example, intersections with several large trucks may need to have a 

slightly larger curb radius than local streets, typically 15 to 25 feet. However, streets with 

on-street parking or bicycle lanes can have smaller radii since vehicles have more space to 

negotiate turns. 

Compliance with Standards: Guidance for the design of right-turn lanes and appropriate 

curb radii are provided in Chapter 10 of the Maryland SHA Bicycle and Pedestrian Design 

Guidelines. 

Application in Study Area: The Metro entrance on Branch Avenue includes a large radius 

for the southbound right-turn that is recommended for reduction. Vehicles on Branch Avenue 

are able to turn into the Metro station while maintaining a relatively high speed. Reducing 

the turning radius would also reduce the total crossing distance for pedestrians. 
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Strategies to improve comfort and convenience for pedestrians enhance the pedestrian environment 

to encourage walking between destinations. Types of improvements include pedestrian-scaled 

amenities such as wayfinding signs, parks, lighting, and benches. The strategies contained in this 

section focus on creating a comfortable and safe pedestrian environment that increases the number 

of pedestrians in the area. These strategies primarily fulfill needs to “Encourage pedestrian-scaled 

land use and urban design,” as included in the Countywide Master Plan of Transportation  

IMPROVED WAYFINDING 

 

Cost: $500 for signs, more for complete network 

Description: Signs directing pedestrians and 

bicyclists towards destinations in the area, 

typically including distances or average walk or 

bike times.  

Effectiveness: Wayfinding signs make it easier 

for residents and visitors to navigate the station 

area. 

Implementation Considerations: Signing 

should be uniform and consistent through the 

area, and should complement existing wayfinding 

signs implemented by other agencies. 

Compliance with Standards: Wayfinding is not a traffic control device and is not covered 

by the MUTCD. 

Application in Study Area: Provide guidance on reaching the rail station and on location of 

key destinations for pedestrians and cyclists departing rail station. 
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LANDSCAPING 

 

Cost: wide range based on treatment 

Description: Landscaping treatments 

range from planted strips on roadways to 

small “pocket” parks on corners to 

improve aesthetics. 

Effectiveness: Not applicable 

Implementation Considerations: 

Depending on the application, landscaping 

costs vary substantially based on the type 

of amenities provided. The amount of 

space available for landscaping will 

influence the extents. Landscaping such as 

shrubs, trees, and flowers should be 

regularly maintained to preserve the 

quality of public space. 

Compliance with Standards: Landscaping is not a traffic control device, and is not covered 

by the MUTCD. 

Application in Study Area: No specific location identified; however, landscaping should be 

considered when development opportunities or agency improvements occur. 

  

LIGHTING 

 

Cost: $10,000 to $15,000 per light 

Description: Pedestrian-scaled lighting along sidewalks and 

pathways 

Effectiveness: Street lighting enhances pedestrian safety and 

security by lighting areas at night, making walkers visible to 

drivers and others. Lighting is particularly beneficial in 

commercial districts or frequently traveled routes. 

Implementation Considerations: The physical structure (pole) 

should not obstruct sidewalks and all pathways, particularly 

crosswalks, should be well lit. Lighting levels should be uniform 

as to not distract drivers on the roadway. 

Compliance with Standards: The Illuminating Engineering Society of North America 

provides specific guidance for walkways and bikeways. 

Application in Study Area: Oxon Run Drive was identified by the community as a location 

that lacks adequate lighting for pedestrians, creating an unsafe environment. Additional 

lights are recommended on the roadway. 
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BENCHES AND TRASH RECEPTACLES 

 

Cost: $500 to $1,500 for benches and $500 

to $1,000 for trash receptacles 

Description: Benches are typically placed 

along sidewalks or multiuse pathways for 

pedestrians to rest, while trash receptacles 

provide a location for waste along frequented 

paths.  

Effectiveness: Benches enhance pedestrian areas, particularly commercial districts, by 

allowing people to socialize and linger.  

Implementation Considerations: These investments should be made where there is 

currently, or expected, heavy pedestrian activity. In order to preserve park and open spaces, 

trash cans should be provided to reduce the likelihood of littering in these more sensitive 

areas. Trash cans need to be emptied regularly to prevent overflowing. 

Compliance with Standards: Street furniture should not reduce the minimum clear 

distances required for adjacent pedestrian walkways. 

Application in Study Area: Both treatments are recommended throughout the study area. 
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Accommodations for cyclists are often as simple as repainting lines on the road and adding signs to 

make motorists aware of cyclists. Striping changes include new or revised pavement markings that 

upgrade sections of roadway or intersections, often by reallocating vehicle space to accommodate 

pedestrians, bicycles, or transit vehicles. Roadside signs help reinforce the on-street facilities for 

cyclists in the street. Roadway striping changes can include a wide array of strategies, but the 

treatments contained in this section focus on using existing roadway space for pedestrians and 

bicyclists. Striping changes may also be accompanied with flex-posts (inexpensive delineators to 

reinforce pavement markings) or other treatments. The following striping and signing changes in this 

section serve to “Find wasted space and better utilize it,” as stated in the Countywide Master Plan. 

 

BIKE LANE MARKINGS 

 

 

    

    

Cost: $3,500 to $4,500 per mile 

Description: Bike lanes are the area of a 

roadway designated for non-motorized 

bicycle use, separated from vehicles by 

pavement markings.  

Effectiveness: Bike treatments improve 

safety and comfort by increasing visibility 

and awareness of cyclists, in addition to 

providing adequate facilities for biking. 

Implementation Considerations: Bike 

lanes are typically 5 feet or wider on 

roadways with a curb and gutter. 

Consideration should be given for a wider 

bike lane depending on the amount space 

consumed by existing gutters and other 

obstructions. 

Compliance with Standards: AASHTO 

recommends a minimum width of 5 feet for 

bike lanes adjacent to parking, curbs, or 

guardrails. If additional space is available, a 

bicycle lane buffer can be used to provide 

additional comfort to riders. Use bicycle lane 

word and/or symbol and arrow markings 

(MUTCD Figure 9C-3) to define the bike lane 

and designate that portion of the street for 

preferential use by bicyclists. 

Application in Study Area: Bike lanes on 

Branch Avenue would help establish cyclists 

on a higher speed roadway.  
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SHARED LANE MARKINGS 

 

 

   

    

Cost: $2,000 to $5,000 per mile 

Description: Shared lane markings, or 

sharrows, are pavement markings used 

where space does not allow for a bike lane. 

They reinforce drivers’ awareness of cyclists 

and help position riders outside of opening 

car doors. 

Effectiveness: Bike treatments improve 

safety and comfort by increasing visibility 

and awareness of cyclists, in addition to 

providing adequate facilities for biking. 

Implementation Considerations:  

Sharrows should be placed every 100 to 250 

feet. 

Compliance with Standards: The MUTCD 

outlines guidance for sharrows in section 

9C.07. Markings should be placed every 100 

to 250 feet along bike routes. 

Application in Study Area: Shared lane 

markings on Naylor Road and Oxon Run 

Drive will help establish cyclists on those 

roadways. Furthermore, shared lane 

markings should also be considered at both 

Naylor Road roundabouts.  
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BICYCLE SIGNS 

 

 

 

Cost: $200 per sign 

Description: Bicycle signs can be installed 

on their own or to supplement on-street bike 

facilities. Signs help reiterate cyclists’ right 

to the road, raise motorists’ awareness 

where bicycles may be present, and provide 

directional guidance for cyclists following a 

bike route. 

Effectiveness: Bike signs improve safety 

and comfort by increasing visibility and 

awareness of cyclists. 

Implementation Considerations:  

Several bike signs can help support cycling: 

 

Bikes May Use Full Lane (R4-11) – this 

regulatory sign informs vehicles that cyclists 

are entitled to use the full lane and carries 

more authority than the Share the Road 

sign. 

 

Bike Route (D11-1) – directional signs help 

guide cyclists along preferred routes and 

remind motorists to be aware of bicycles on 

the roadway. 

 

Bicycle Destination Signs (D1-3) – 

destination signs help encourage cycling by 

illustrating cycling distance. Approximate 

travel times are generally added based on a 

10 mile per hour average speed. 

Compliance with Standards: Chapter 9 of 

the 2009 MUTCD provides recommendations 

on these and other sign types.  

Application in Study Area: Bikes may use 

full lane signs should be used with shared 

lane markings and wherever cyclists may be 

present without a bike path. Wayfinding to 

Naylor Road Metro station is critical, and 

directions should be provided to access the 

Oxon Run Trail when the connections are 

made.  
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This last type of treatments included in this section are improvements that include installing new 

walkways, consolidating or relocating bus stops to improve transit times, and establishing waiting 

space for transit riders at stops. The strategies contained in this section improve pedestrian comfort 

and safety by defining space for walkers, while improving access to transit. Two complete street 

principles identified in the Countywide Master Plan relate to the improvements contained in this 

section: 

 Acknowledge that pedestrians will take the most direct route. 

 Ensure universal accessibility. 

 

BUS STOP CONSOLIDATION/ 
RELOCATION 

 

Cost: minimal cost to remove existing stops; new 

shelters cost $10,000 to $15,000 

Description: Bus stops located close to one 

another can be consolidated into a single stop, 

reducing the total number of stops the bus has to 

make and concentrating boardings/alightings at one 

location. Bus stops can also be relocated to improve 

access to existing sidewalks, crosswalks, or 

destinations. 

Effectiveness: Reducing the number of stops from 10 per mile to 8 per mile increases 

average bus speeds by 1.5 minutes/mile or more, depending on average dwell time at stops. 

Implementation Considerations: The placement of bus stops depends on the existing 

transit network and operator. Coordination with WMATA and The Bus is necessary to 

determine if or where potential stops could be moved. Consideration should also be given to 

the available right-of-way and/or willingness of adjacent property owners to have stop 

amenities on their property. 

Compliance with Standards: WMATA’s Guidelines for the Placement and Design of Bus 

Stops provide standards for WMATA bus stops, including spacing standards. The Draft 

PROWAG guidelines also specify the minimum dimensions for bus stops, which include a clear 

length along the roadway of 8 feet and a clear width perpendicular to the roadway of 5 feet. 

Application in Study Area: The existing bus stops on 28th Parkway are very closely spaced 

and could be consolidated in conjunction with an improved pedestrian crossing. 
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PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS 

 

Cost: $11 to $15 per square 

foot 

Description: Sidewalks and 

multiuse pathways are the 

primary facilities for pedestrians 

to travel and provide mobility to 

various destinations. 

Effectiveness: Safe and comfortable walkways have been shown to increase pedestrian use. 

Implementation Considerations: Walkways should be part of every new roadway and 

retrofitted in locations without them to complete a network of pedestrian facilities. Where 

possible, a buffer (4 to 6 feet) should be provided to separate pedestrians from vehicle 

traffic. 

Compliance with Standards: For ADA compliance, the minimum clear width of a sidewalk 

is 4 feet, but the FHWA and the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) recommend a 5-

foot minimum for pedestrians to pass one another or walk side-by-side. 

Application in Study Area: Several locations identified in the study area 

  

BUS STOPS ON OPEN-SECTION ROADWAYS 

 

Cost: $3,500 to $5,000 

Description: Bus stops located along open-

section roadways do not have the typical 

amenities of other stops, and usually only 

include a signing marking the stop. Concrete 

pads for boarding/alighting passengers at stops 

should be provided.  

Effectiveness: Concrete pads further signify the presence of a bus stop, provide a location 

for passengers for wait comfortably, and ease passenger loading. 

Implementation Considerations: Consideration should be given to accessibility to and 

from the bus stop, in addition to providing amenities at the stop. Stops without adjacent 

sidewalks or space for pedestrians to walks on the shoulder are difficult for riders to access 

and likely underutilized and unsafe. 

Compliance with Standards: A 5’ by 8’ unobstructed landing pad is required at bus stops 

to accommodate wheelchairs. 

Application in Study Area: 28th Parkway and Oxon Run Drive both feature bus stops 

without typical amenities. At a minimum, concrete pads should be provided at these stops. 
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The improvements list for the Naylor Road Metro Station Area Accessibility study applies treatments 

from the Toolbox of Potential Strategies to locations in the study area that were documented by 

members of the community, field visits, and crash data review. Each improvement includes the 

specific location for the improvement, the type of treatment, and a cost estimate for installation. 

Table 2 shows the complete list of recommended improvements. Figure 2 identifies these locations 

on a map of the study map, with the Table numbers corresponding to the numbers on the map. As 

shown in Table 2, there are a number of near-term, high priority improvementes that were identified 

for the Naylor Road station area. Figure 2 shows the locations of the recommended improvements. 

Table 2 Recommended Pedestrian and Bicycle Station Access Improvements 

No. Location Description 
Type of 

Treatment Priority 

Cost Estimate  

Low High 

1 
Suitland Parkway/ 
Naylor Road 

Add and update pedestrian signals 
Signal 

Hardware 
High $20,000 $40,000 

Restripe existing pedestrian 
crossings and add missing 
crosswalks 

Striping High $200 $500 

Add pedestrian refuge areas (on all 
four approaches) 

Pedestrian 
Refuge 

Low $16,000 $120,000 

2 

Naylor Road 

Add sidewalks on east side of street 
between Suitland Parkway and 
Oxon Run Drive 

Sidewalks Medium $38,000 $52,000 

3 
Add sidewalks on both sides of 
street, north side of Suitland 
Parkway 

Sidewalks Low $69,000 $94,000 

4 

Add shared lane markings 
(sharrows) and Bikes May Use Full 
Lane signs (R4-11) from Branch 
Avenue to Oxon Run Drive and 
through Naylor Road roundabouts. 

Sharrows 
and Signs 

High $1,300 $1,600 

5 Remove fence around Metro station 
Fence 

Removal 
High minimal 

6 

Provide sidewalks where desire 
lines are present 

 Northwest corner of park-and-
ride 

 East side of roundabout at Oxon 
Run Drive  

Sidewalks Medium $19,000 $26,000 
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No. Location Description 
Type of 

Treatment Priority 

Cost Estimate  

Low High 

7 
Provide additional marked crossing 
opportunity between Good Hope 
Avenue and Branch Avenue 

Striping Low $500 $1,000 

8 
Naylor 
Road/Branch 
Avenue 

Install rapid flash beacons at 
existing marked crosswalk at 
eastbound right-turn lane. 

Signing High $2,500 $4,000 

9 
Branch 
Avenue/Curtis 
Drive 

Reduce traffic signal cycle length 
Signal 
Timing 

Low minimal 

10 

Branch Avenue 

Add sidewalks on east side of 
Branch Avenue (between Metro 
access and Curtis Avenue) 

Sidewalks Medium $110,000 $150,000 

11 
Add sidewalks on east side of 
Branch Avenue (Suitland Parkway) 

Sidewalks Low $85,000 $120,000 

12 
Widen sidewalks on west side of 
Branch Avenue 

Sidewalks Low $120,000 $150,000 

13 
Install mid-block pedestrian hybrid 
signal between Metro Station 
Access and Naylor Road 

Pedestrian 
Hybrid 
Signal 

Medium $50,000 $70,000 

14 
Reduce number of travel lanes on 
Branch Avenue and add buffered 
bike lanes in each direction 

Striping Low TBD by Maryland SHA 

15 

Curtis Drive 

Add sidewalks on south side of 
Curtis Drive between Lloyd Court 
and 28

th
 Parkway 

Sidewalks Medium $13,000 $18,000 

16 
Install bicycle climbing lanes on 
uphill section of road (between 30

th
 

Street and Branch Avenue) 
Striping Medium $100 $500 

17 
Branch 
Avenue/Metro 
Station Access 

Provide marked crossings on all 
approaches  

Striping High $500 $1,000 

Provide countdown timers at all 
crossings 

Signal 
Hardware 

High $20,000 $40,000 

Add pedestrian refuge at all 
crossings 

Pedestrian 
Refuge 

Medium $16,000 $120,000 

Reduce southbound right turn 
radius 

Curb 
Radius 

Low $2,500 $4,000 

18 

Oxon Run Drive 

Add sidewalk on north side of the 
street and widen sidewalk on south 
side 

Sidewalks Medium $80,000 $110,000 

19 

Add shared lane markings 
(sharrows) and Bikes May Use Full 
Lane signs from 23

rd
 Parkway to 

Naylor Road 

Sharrows 
and Signs 

High $2,400 $2,800 

20 
Provide connection to proposed 
Oxon Run Trail 

Off-street 
path 

Medium $90,000 $110,000 
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No. Location Description 
Type of 

Treatment Priority 

Cost Estimate  

Low High 

21 
Oxon Run 
Drive/Oxon Park 
Street 

Add curb extension to reduce size of 
intersection and reduce curb radii 

Curb 
Extension 

Medium $1,200 $2,000 

Add crosswalks to all approaches Striping Medium $500 $1,000 

22 Scottish Avenue 
Add sidewalks on both sides of 
Scottish Avenue between Curtis 
Drive and Aberdeen Street 

Sidewalks Medium $57,000 $78,000 

23 28
th

 Parkway 
Add sidewalk on south side of 28

th
 

Parkway between Duggan Street 
and 200 feet west of Curtis Drive 

Sidewalks Low $35,000 $48,000 

24 Good Hope Road 
Add sidewalk on north side of Good 
Hope Road 

Sidewalks Low $11,000 $15,000 

25 Other 
Add bus stop amenities, including 
benches, shelters, sidewalks to bus 
stop, and ADA accessibility 

Transit 
Amenities 

Medium Varies 

Total Costs $860,700 $1,379,400 
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To facilitate implementation of the recommended pedestrian safety improvements, this section 

identifies near-term action items, improvements that may be suitable for inclusion in upcoming 

capital improvement programs, and potential funding sources. Policies and regulatory changes are 

recommended to prioritize, program, fund and construct the improvements recommended in the 

Naylor Road Metro Station Area Accessibility study improvement list. 

-  
The following list of near-term action items provide a guide toward realizing the pedestrian safety 

improvements identified in this report and a framework for project selection, programming, design, 

and construction. Recommended implementation strategies are: 

Implementation Strategy 1. Strategically Pursue Projects 
 Action Item 1.1. Pursue capital improvements funding or grant funding for projects. 

 Action Item 1.2. In the case where grant requirements or construction in conjunction with 

another roadway project or a willing land owner makes construction of any of the 

recommended improvements possible, pursue funding sources for that project regardless 

of priority. 

Implementation Strategy 2. Incrementally Implement Projects 
 Action Item 2.1. Consider constructing new pedestrian crossings, neighborhood paths, or 

other improvements with minimum‐design features first, then incrementally develop 

additional amenities as desired by neighborhood residents. 

 Action Item 2.2 Develop permitting and design for the recommended improvements as 

soon as possible in order to have the improvements prepared for funding when it 

becomes available. 

Implementation Strategy 3. Work with Other Jurisdictions and Agencies to Encourage the Pedestrian 
Safety Improvements 

 Action Item 3.1. Work with WMATA, Maryland SHA, Prince George’s County Department 

of Public Works and Transportation, and other agencies to construct the recommended 

improvements. 
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Fully implementing the recommended improvements will require funding. Existing, potential, and 

anticipated funding sources that are available to fund the improvements included in the 

improvement list were identified. This section presents a variety potential funding sources available 

to help pay for future improvements, including Federal, State, regional, local, and private sector 

funding programs. Most of the programs are competitive and involve the completion of extensive 

applications with clear documentation of project need, costs, and benefits. Several of these sources 

may be currently used in the study area, while others present new opportunities to fund projects. 

The majority of funding for pedestrian projects is acquired through the non-motorized programs and 

funding opportunities provided by the Federal Highway Administration’s Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 

Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA‐LU) program, which was enacted 

in 2005. SAFETEA‐LU authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway 

safety, and transit for the five‐year period 2005‐2009. SAFETEA‐LU expired in September 2009, but 

has been maintained through a series of extensions from Congress. A new federal transportation bill 

is expected to renew or replace SAFETEA-LU. While federal funding sources are likely to change 

somewhat as a result of new legislation, we anticipate that most of the programs described below will 

continue to be available. 

There are a number of programs within SAFETEA‐LU that provide for the funding of pedestrian and 

bicycle projects. 

WMATA BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
WMATA funds construction for station-area improvements for pedestrians (within ½-mile of the 

station) and bicycles (within 3-miles of the station). Development of the next six-year Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP), which includes about $9 million in funding, is currently underway and 

WMATA is seeking potential projects. Since many of the recommendations from this study are eligible 

for CIP funding, M-NCPPC planners should submit qualified projects to WMATA.  

RECREATIONAL TRAILS PROGRAM 
The Recreational Trails Program of the Federal Transportation Bill provides funds to states to 

develop and maintain recreational trails and trail‐related facilities for both non‐motorized and 

motorized recreational trail uses. Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in‐line skating, 

equestrian use, and other non‐motorized and motorized uses. These funds are available for both 

paved and unpaved trails, but may not be used to improve roads for general passenger vehicle use or 

to provide shoulders or sidewalks along roads. 
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Recreational Trails Program funds may be used for: 

 Maintenance and restoration of existing trails 

 Purchase and lease of trail construction and maintenance equipment 

 Construction of new trails, including unpaved trails 

 Acquisition or easements of property for trails 

 Acquisition of land or easements for trail right‐of‐way. State administrative costs related 

to this program (limited to seven percent of a State's funds) 

 Operation of educational programs to promote safety and environmental protection 

related to trails (limited to five percent of a State's funds) 

SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SRTS) 
The purpose of the Safe Routes to Schools program is to provide children a safe, healthy alternative to 

riding the bus or being driven to school. The SRTS Grants were established to address pedestrian and 

bicycle mobility and safety near schools, and eligible projects must be within two miles of a primary 

or middle school (K‐8). 

Under the SRTS Program, Federal funds are administered by the state transportation department. 

Under the Maryland Safe Routes to School Program, approximately $2.5 million was available for 

funding in 2008. The grants can be used to identify and reduce barriers and hazards to children 

walking or bicycling to school. As presently structured, A Safe Routes to School Plan is required for a 

project to be eligible for the infrastructure grant program. If this requirement continues to be a 

feature of a re‐authorized Sate Routes program, local jurisdictions should work with the school 

district to develop this plan, which includes outreach, studies and safety education. 

TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENTS 
Administered by the Maryland Department of Transportation, this program is funded by a set‐aside 

of Highway Trust Funds. Projects must serve a transportation need. These funds can be used to build 

a variety of pedestrian, bicycle, streetscape and other improvements that enhance the cultural, 

aesthetic, or environmental value of transportation systems. The statewide grant process is highly 

competitive. 

Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) works with developers and local governments on 

pedestrian and bicycle access issues from State roadways that directly access transit stations. Fund 

78: Pedestrian Access to Transit Program, provides funding for improved pedestrian access to transit 
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stops through the construction of sidewalks. Over $13 million has been allocated to this program in 

FY 2011-2016. Furthermore, SHA’s Fund 33: ADA Compliance Program provides accommodations for 

disabled persons through a commitment to remove barriers that impede the movement of all 

pedestrian along State roadways.  

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNITY AND SYSTEM PRESERVATION PROGRAM 
The Transportation, Community and System Preservation Program provides federal funding for 

transit-oriented development, traffic calming, and other projects that improve the efficiency of the 

transportation system, reduce the impact on the environment, and provide efficient access to jobs, 

services and trade centers. The program is intended to provide communities with the resources to 

explore the integration of their transportation system with community preservation and 

environmental activities. 

LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS (LIDS) AND BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS (BIDS) 
Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) and Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) are often used by 

cities to construct localized improvement projects such as streets, sidewalks, and landscaping. 

Through the LID/BID process, the costs of local improvements are spread among property owners 

and/or businesses within the district through a special property tax assessment (in the case of LIDs) 

or a fee paid by businesses (in the case of BIDs). The cost can also be allocated based on property 

frontage or other methods such as trip generation. Formation of a LID or BID within the Naylor Road 

Metro station study area could provide a dedicated source of funding to ensure implementation of 

this plan’s recommendations. 
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MEMORANDUM  

 

Date: February 24, 2011 Project #: 11290.0 
To: Chidy Umeozulu, M-NCPPC Fred Shaffer, M-NCPPC 
From: Jamie Parks, AICP, Adam Vest, P.E., and Conor Semler 
Project: Naylor Road Metro Station Accessibility Study 
Subject: Existing Conditions Summary 
 The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) has undertaken an accessibility study for the Naylor Road Metro station area. This memorandum summarizes the existing conditions in the study area, which includes a review of background crash data and a field visit to the study area. 
Background The study area for this project is a ½-mile radius around the Naylor Road Metro station, excluding the area within the District of Columbia boundary. Note, however, that this study does consider connections to the District via Naylor Road (MD 637) and Branch Avenue (MD 5). Figure 1 provides a base map of the study area including the ½-mile radius of the Metro station.  The primary existing land uses within the study area are residential (single-family detached and mid-rise apartments), institutional, and strip retail. Despite its proximity to the Metro station and the District, the development pattern is auto-oriented with extensive off-street parking, deep building setbacks, and limited pedestrian accommodation.  The Branch Avenue Corridor Sector Plan, published by M-NCPPC in 2008, recommends designation of the Naylor Road Metro Station area as a Regional Center with a mixed-use, high-density residential/office/retail land use classification. As a result, the County projects significant increases in office space, retail, and residential units. Since the current parking supply at the station is fully utilized most days, improvements for walking, cycling, and feeder bus access are needed to facilitate the anticipated growth in station access demand. 
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Existing Conditions Summary The existing conditions analysis included a review of existing crash data and a site visit to evaluate station access issues. 
CRASH DATA SUMMARY Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) provided historical crash data for its roadways for the years 2007 to 2009. SHA is responsible for two main roads in the study area, including Branch Avenue (MD 5) and Naylor Road (MD 637). Table 1 and Table 2 present the crash frequency and severity during these years, and Table 3 details the types of crashes that occurred. Crash data are 

provided in Attachment “A.” 
Table 1 Crashes by Year and Accident Severity – Branch Avenue (MD 5) 

Branch Avenue (MD 5) 2007 2008 2009 Total 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 

Injury 26 26 30 82 

Property Damage Only 49 23 36 108 

Total 75 49 66 190 

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)1 58,870 57,101 57,102 -- 

Accident Rate per MEV per mile 3.5 2.4 3.2 -- 

1 Traffic data obtained from Maryland State Highway Administration – Internet Traffic 
Monitoring System: http://shagbhisdadt.mdot.state.md.us/ITMS_Public/default.aspx  

Table 2 Crashes by Year and Accident Severity – Naylor Road (MD 637) 

Naylor Road (MD 637) 2007 2008 2009 Total 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 

Injury 4 7 3 14 

PDO 9 7 10 26 

Total 13 14 13 40 

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)1 20,772 20,420 20,421 -- 

Accident Rate per MEV per mile 2.8 3.1 2.9 -- 

1 Traffic data obtained from Maryland State Highway Administration – Internet Traffic 
Monitoring System: http://shagbhisdadt.mdot.state.md.us/ITMS_Public/default.aspx 
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Table 3 Crashes by Type 

Crash Type 

Branch Avenue (MD 5) Naylor Road (MD 637) 

Number of 

Crashes Percent of Total 

Number of 

Crashes Percent of Total 

Opposite Direction 6 3% 2 5% 

Rear End 47 25% 14 35% 

Sideswipe 25 13% 5 13% 

Left Turn 26 14% 3 8% 

Angle 39 21% 4 10% 

Pedestrian 7 4% - - - - 

Parked Vehicle 4 2% 1 3% 

Fixed Object 14 7% 8 20% 

U-Turn 6 3% - - - - 

Truck 4 2% - - - - 

Overturn - - - - 1 3% 

Other 12 6% 2 5%  Both Branch Avenue (MD 5) and Naylor Road (MD 637) have experienced extremely high rates of crashes over the past three years. Many of the prominent accident types include rear end, angle, and fixed-object crashes, and none of the crashes have resulted in fatalities. While these data are significant for traffic in the study area, the purpose of this study is not directly related to traffic safety. Further investigation of these issues is recommended. SHA also provided a summary of pedestrian crashes along Branch Avenue (MD 5). Pedestrian safety is critical for effective Metro station access, and improving pedestrian safety is a primary objective of this study. Nine pedestrian crashes have occurred along Branch Avenue since 2007, the details of which are provided in Table 4.   
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Table 4 Pedestrian Crash Data between 2007 and 2009 – Branch Avenue 

Date Mile Point Details 

4/6/07 14.67 
Bike was using crosswalk - failed to stop at crosswalk sign struck car turning left from MD 5 

northbound (classified as pedestrian accident) 

7/6/07 14.67 Pedestrian was in intersection but not in crosswalk struck by southbound  car on MD 5 

9/22/07 14.67 
Pedestrian under the influence of alcohol was not in intersection and crosswalk was struck by 

northbound vehicle on MD 5 northbound (Hit and Run) 

5/9/08 14.38 Pedestrian was not in intersection and crosswalk was struck by southbound car on MD 5 

1/16/09 14.78 Pedestrian was not in intersection and crosswalk was struck by southbound car on MD 5 

3/26/09 15.07 

Rear End collision between a pickup truck and a van on northbound MD 5 resulted in the pickup 

truck driving onto a sidewalk, striking a pedestrian. Note – this crash was not classified as a 

pedestrian accident because the pedestrian strike occurred after the initial collision 

5/9/09 14.69 
Juvenile related accident – pedestrian involved in secondary collision -  this crash was not 

classified as a pedestrian accident - no additional information available 

9/18/09 14.67 Bike was traveling northbound in southbound lanes when struck by a southbound car on MD 5 

12/15/09 14.83 Pedestrian was not in intersection and crosswalk was struck by northbound car on MD 5  
Site Visit Findings Representatives from Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) and Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI) conducted a field visit to the study area on January 31st, 2011. The tour began at the Hillcrest Heights Community Center on Oxon Run Road and headed northeast toward the Metro station. The walk then continued along Naylor Road (MD 637), southeast along Branch Avenue (MD 5), and southwest along Curtis Drive to 28th Parkway and back to the Community Center. This section summarizes the existing conditions in the study area to identify specific locations where pedestrian, bicycle, and transit deficiencies were observed. It also identifies overall trends that will be considered in more depth as the project progresses.  The field visit evaluated the quality and adequacy of existing pedestrian infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks, traffic signals), and identified the location of pedestrian trip generators (e.g., Naylor Road Metrorail, shopping, residential clusters, etc.). The intent of the field walk was to experience the study area first-hand to understand both real and perceived barriers to walking and cycling. The FHWA Pedestrian Road Safety Audit Guidelines and Prompt Lists were used as guidance for the site visit in identifying existing pedestrian deficiencies in the study area. 
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Pedestrian facilities are provided around much of the Naylor Road rail station, including sidewalks and crosswalks. However, some notable gaps exist in the network, particularly for pedestrians accessing the station from Oxon Run Drive. Moreover, some of the existing facilities do not meet standards set forth in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and/or the draft US Access Board Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG). The following sections describe the results of the field visit. 
ACCESSIBILITY FINDINGS The 2008 Countywide Master Plan of Transportation identifies ten complete streets principles for planning in Prince George’s County. The principles are: 1. Encourage medians as pedestrian refuge islands. 2. Design turning radii to slow turning vehicles. 3. Find wasted space and better utilize it. 4. Time traffic signals to function for all modes. 5. Reduce crossing distances. 6. Increase crossing opportunities. 7. Encourage pedestrian-scaled land use and urban design. 8. Acknowledge that pedestrians will take the most direct route. 9. Ensure universal accessibility. 10. Pursue targeted education and enforcement efforts to reduce bicycle and motor vehicle crashes. Bicycle and pedestrian access deficiencies were identified during the field visit, and are summarized in this section. The deficiencies are organized around the complete streets principles using specific examples from the Naylor Road study area. As part of the final product for this plan, the project team will identify specific projects to improve each of these areas. Locations of the existing transportation issues are identified in Figure 2. Transportation issues identified in the map are referenced in the following section under the relevant principle.   
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NCES lanes requirdistances anexposure tnces can btrian refugesensions, an
of Oxon Ruvely large ants. Tighteninc and reduc
along Brancway are verenvironmene roads alsbut are les5 in Figure 2
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6. INCLong blockenvironmeto cross bugenerally pto cross redistances travel distato cross aSmaller blcrossing opportunitof-directioncontrolled crosswalk pavement mPhoto CaptRoad (MD traffic sigcontrolled Study Areahave sufficexception Parkway. Tadditional Parkway. ImAvenue is Figure 2. 

etro Station Access
11 

ociates, Inc. 

CREASE CROSks tend to nts as they pusy roadwaypreferred, buquires pedesout-of-directance. This maat uncontrolock sizes anlocations ties to cross rn travel. Croor markewith appropmarkings. tion: Many p5) at midblognals and crossing oppa: Most roadcient crossinof Branch There appearat-grade mproving cra high prio

sibility Study 

SSING OPPOcreate pooprovide few oys. Crossing ut a lack of ostrians to wation and inay encouraglled mid-blond designateprovide roadways anossings shoued with apriate lightin
pedestrians ock locationslarge spaciportunities.  dways in thg opportunitAvenue ars to be littlecrossings rossing optioority. See nu

ORTUNITIESor pedestriaopportunitieat signals iopportunitiealk significancreases totae pedestrianock locationsed mid-blocadditionand reduce outuld be signala designateng, signs, an
cross Brancs due to loning betwee

he study areties, with thand Suitlane demand foof Suitlanns on Brancumber 33 i

n es is es nt al ns s. k al t-l-d d 
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7. ENCPedestrianpedestrian mixture ofbuildings famenities lighting, sapedestrian contribute Photo Capcenter withThe buildinsidewalk prStudy Arecommonplaparticularlydestinationplaced alothe numberfront develexperience

etro Station Access
11 

ociates, Inc. 

COURAGE P-scaled deveenvironmenf land uses,fronting thesuch as benafe crosswafacilities to a vibrant ption: An h far more pngs do not frovided.  ea: Auto-orace in the Ny along Branns set back frng the propr of drivewaylopment wil.  

sibility Study 

EDESTRIAN-elopment cannt. Short blo, attractive e street, annches, trashalks, and coand connpedestrian eauto-orientearking than front the str
riented devNaylor Road nch Avenue rom the roadperty frontays and encoul improve th

SCALED LANn enhance thock lengths, streetscapesd pedestriah receptaclesomprehensivnections aenvironmented shoppinis demandedreet, nor is 
velopment iStation area(MD 5), witd and parkinage. Reducinuraging streehe pedestria

ND USE AND he a s, n s, ve ll . ng d. a 
is a, h ng ng et n 

 

URBAN DESSIGN 

Project #: 112
Pag

Baltimore, Mary

290.0 
ge 14 

yland 

 



Naylor Road Me
February 24, 20

Kittelson & Asso

8. ACKPedestrianconnectionshould betransportatpedestrian avoided. Photo CapRoad Metrpedestrian cut open astrong pedparticularlyStudy Areaarea are csuggests bactivity anformalized 15-17 in Fi

etro Station Access
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KNOWLEDGs will use tn possible, e strengthention plannroutes will b
tion: This fro station access pointand repaireddestrian desy around thea: Pedestrian common andboth a largend significanpedestrian cgure 2. 

sibility Study 

E THAT PEDthe most dirand these ned and prners. Long,be ignored a
fence aroundis located at and has beed. Numerousire lines wee Metro statiodesire lines d well-estabe volume ont frustratioconnections. 

ESTRIANS Wrect, efficienconnectionrioritized b, circuitouand should b
d the Nayloat a naturaen repeatedl examples oere observedon. in the statioblished whicof pedestriaon with thSee number
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9. ENSAll ages accommodintersectiondisabled gstops shouand rampsshould be hPhoto Captfeatures stmobility imStudy Areafound thromissing cuinaccessiblFigure 2. 
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SURE UNIVEand useated alongns, includingroups. All suld include As, and all phandicappedtion: The sidtairs which ampaired pedea: Inaccessiboughout theurb cuts, une bus stops

sibility Study 

ERSAL ACCESr groups g area sidg the elderly, street crossiADA-compliaedestrian si accessible.  dewalk alongare inaccessiestrians. ble sidewalk e study arenavoidable bs. See numb

SSIBILITY should bdewalks anchildren, anings and buant curb cutignal button
g 31st avenuible for som

features area, includinbarriers, aners 18-31 i

be d d us ts ns 
ue me 
re ng d n 

Project #: 112
Pag

Baltimore, Mary

290.0 
ge 16 

yland 

 



Naylor Road Me
February 24, 20

Kittelson & Asso

10. PUR
MOEducating and bicyclefeel safe aspeed, aggrdiscouragebicycling. Afacilities raPhoto Captobserved station on cyclist rideOxon Run DStudy Areobserved inthe lack of volumes anlike Branch(MD 637). 
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RSUE TARGE
OTOR VEHICLand enforce behavior wand welcomressive drivi all but the A lack of cyclather than lowtions: Only aparked at tseveral visites on the wrDrive (bottoma: Very littn the study aaccommodand speeds alh Avenue (M

sibility Study 

ETED EDUCA
LE CRASHES cing dangerowill allow all e using the ing is dangermost heartyists is often aw demand. a handful of bthe Naylor ts to the starong side ofm). tle bicycle area, likely dation for cycllong major tMD 5) and 

ATION AND 

ous motorisroad users tstreet. Higrous and wiy riders froma sign of poo
bicycles werRoad Metration (top). Af the road o
activity wadue in part tlists and higthoroughfareNaylor Roa

ENFORCEM

st to h ll m or 
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OTHER ISS

Sidewalk CAll streets sides of circumstanshoulder mfacility. Gapsafety and Photo CapNaylor Roaother side cross. Missing sidstation area
Sidewalk WSidewalks accommodpedestriancomfort foabreast in hPhoto CapBranch Aveseveral narfor pedestrStudy Arealong portOxon Run D

etro Station Access
11 

ociates, Inc. 

UES 

Continuity should prothe roances, where may serve asps in the pecomfort for pption: A sidead. While thof the road
dewalks are a, and are ide
Width should haate personss to pass onor pedestrianhigh activity tion: The wenue (MD 5)rrow sectionrians. a: Inadequations of BranDrive, and ar

sibility Study 

ovide sidewaad. In espace is lims an adequatedestrian netpedestrians. ewalk abruphere is a side, it forces p
relatively coentified in Fi

ave adequats in wheelcne another, ns to walk tareas. width of the  frequently cns that are u
ate sidewalknch Avenue re identified i

alks on botextraordinarmited, a widte pedestriatwork reduc
ptly ends oewalk on thedestrians t
ommon in thigure 2. 
te width tchairs, allowand providtwo or thre

sidewalk ochanges, witncomfortabl
ks are foun(MD 5) anin Figure 2.

h ry de n ce 
n e o 

he 

to w de e 
n h e 
d d 

Project #: 112
Pag

Baltimore, Mary

290.0 
ge 18 

yland 

 

 



Naylor Road Me
February 24, 20

Kittelson & Asso

Sidewalk OSidewalks allow pecomfortablprovide roanother. Pshould be including lothe path. Photo Captsidewalk tobarrier for Study Arecommon imonitored Figure 2. 
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Obstructionshould be ople in wle connectionoom for pePROWAG spat least 4 ocations whe
tion: The treo bulge creatwheel-chair ea: Sidewalkin the studand mainta

sibility Study 

ns clear of obwheelchairs ns, adequate edestrians tpecifies thafeet wide ere fixed ele
e’s roots havting a trippinusers. k obstructiody area, buained. See n

structions tsafe anspace, and tto pass onat sidewalkat all timesments are o
ve caused thng hazard an
ons are not should bumber 19 i

to d o e ks s, n 
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ot e n 
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UnmarkedOn narrocrosswalkspedestrianspeed enresponsiveConsideratcrosswalk where trafand at longPhoto CaptParkway. Study Areaon low-volintersectionRoad. See n
Bicycle FacDesignatedlanes, sharparking, penhanced bicycle faccycling andPhoto CaptMetro Statand encourStudy AreaMetro statithe study infrastructu

etro Station Access
11 

ociates, Inc. 

d Crosswalkw, low-spes are ges to cross thenvironment  to the ption should markings ffic volumesg crossings oftion: An unm
a: Unmarkedlume streetsns along Branumbers 36-4
cilities d facilities fored lane maprovide inctravel expeilities also id encouragestion: Bike lotion providerage bike acca: Aside fromion, no bicycarea. Provure could inc

sibility Study 

ks eed streetsnerally sue street safelmakes drresence of be given and signs s are high, nf multiple vemarked crossi
d crosswalks s, but also eanch Avenue40 in Figure 
or cyclists, arkings, andcreased saferience. The ncreases thes growth in rickers at the e secure biccess to transim bicycle pale facilities wvision of decrease riders

s, unmarkeufficient foly, as the lowrivers morpedestriansto installinat locationnear schoolshicle lanes.ing along 28t

are commoexist at some and Naylo2. 
such as bik secure bikety and apresence oe visibility oidership. Naylor Roacycle storagt. arking at thwere found iedicated bikship. 
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CrosswalkPedestrian locations anare crossinwhere to wvisibility ofPhoto Capalong NayloStudy Areaare found Drive near of pedestricompliance
Curb RampCurb rampwith strolintersectionaccessibilitshould be pto each crobus stops approach aPhoto Capsidewalk) aStudy Areaseveral lonumbers 2
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k Signs crosswalk snd are used ng the road. Twatch for pedf the crossingption: A peor Road has ba: A numberalong Naylthe Metro Sian and autoe at these loc
ps ps enable perlers to safens, and arety standardprovided at osswalk). Raso passengand board. ption: A malong Oxon Ra: Curbs withcations, wh0-31 in Figur

sibility Study 

signs designaat locations wThese signs adestrians andg location. destrian crobeen knocke of unsignalor Road anStation, whero activity intcations was v

rsons in wheely and ease required ds. Ideally, each corneramps are alsgers in whe
issing curb Run Drive. hout ramps hich are idere 2. 

ate crosswalwhere peopladvise driverd increase th
osswalk siged down. ized crossinnd Oxon Rure high levelteract. Drivevery low. 

eelchairs ansily cross afor to meetwo ramp (one leadinso needed aeelchairs ca
ramp (an

are found aentified wit

k e rs e 
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ng n ls er 

d at et ps g at n 
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Access MaDriveways between vDriveways more adjaminimum wmovementspedestrianPhoto CaptAvenue (Mfrontage facilities. Study Aredangerous through the 
WayfindinSigns indictransit facbeneficial targeted atand averagPhoto Capttravelers toStudy Areastation area

etro Station Access
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nagement are locationvehicles, pecan be conscent land uwidth for sas to improvs and cycliststion: Strip deMD 5) featand lacks 
ea: Branch access confie study area.
ng cating the lcilities, and to all roadt cyclists tyge travel timetion: An exao the Metro Sa: Limited wa. 

sibility Study 

ns with potenedestrians, solidated betuses and naafe ingress/ee safety ands. evelopment tures dangedesignated
Avenue (igurations al.  

location of areas of dway users.ypically inclues to these deample of a sStation. wayfinding is 

ntial conflictand cycliststween two oarrowed to egress vehicld comfort fo
along Brancerous accesd pedestria
MD 5) halong the roa

destinationsinterest ar. Wayfindinudes distancestinations.sign directin
found in th
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IncompletMissing or control devbusy interdevices opsafely and safety. Photo Captintersectionare either mStudy Areaarea are mall appParkway/Naccess drinumbers 3
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te Signals improperly vices can bersections. Enperate as exefficiently h
tion: Pedestn of Suitlanmissing or ma: Several inmissing pedesproaches, Naylor Roadiveway alon8-40 in Figur

sibility Study 

located pedee a hazard wnsuring thatpected and helps improv
trian signal nd Parkway/misplaced. ntersections strian signalincluding d and the Mng Branch re 2. 

estrian signawhen crossint all controcan be useve pedestria
heads at th/Naylor Roa
in the studs on some oSuitlanMetro StatioAvenue. Se
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Transit StoBus stop fecurb cuts ptransit ridstops and ineighborhoPhoto Capinaccessiblstand in theStudy AreaRoad MetrestablishedHowever, tstation in tinstalled on
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op Amenitieeatures such provide comers. They ancrease the pood. ption: A bue in wintere street to wa: Bus tranro Station d and providthe bus stopthe study aren the side of 

sibility Study 

es as benches, mfort and colso help to prominence 
us stop mar. Riders woait for the bunsfers withinproperty arde a high leveps located oea are no mothe road. 
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Inviting StDesigning cost-effectiPedestrianaccess to thshade/protPhoto CaptStation fento the statito compleopenings inbarbed wirStudy Arsurroundeddiscourageaccess. SoNaylor Roaan additionearest opwhat purpreduce or r

etro Station Access
11 

ociates, Inc. 

tation Desigstations for ive way -friendly feahe station, ptection from tion: A smalnce is providion. The fencetely prohin several locre on the top rea: The d by a tall s and income pedestad to the nornal 700 feeening in theose this fencremove the fe

sibility Study 

n pedestriansto attractatures includpleasant stresun and rainl gap in the ded for pedece, which is ibit access cations), is eto prevent cNaylor Rofence with conveniencestrians (accrth) are requet in order e fence. It is ce serves, anence should b

s is the most ridershipde safe, direcetscapes, ann. Naylor Roaestrian accesnot intende(there arquipped witlimbing. oad stationbarbed wires pedestriaessing fromuired to walto reach thnot apparennd options tbe pursued. 
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Winter MaSidewalk sfor local establishedand insteadwalkways cclear and station accePhoto Capsidewalk apedestrianMetro statiStation Aresignificant particularly  
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aintenance now clearanagencies. Fd sidewalk d rely on proclear. Ensuriaccessible iess. ption: A salong Branchs to walk inon. ea: Snow reproblem thry along Bran

ENTS ash Data 

sibility Study 

nce is a commFew agencisnow remooperty ownering that the sis critical fo
snow- and h Avenue (Mn the street t
moval on siroughout thch Avenue. 
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Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 01, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

SHA 52.1 ADC Study Worksheet Output rev. 09/2010-2

YEAR   >>

Fatal

 No. Killed

Injury

 No. Injured

Prop. Damage

Total Crashes

Opposite Dir.

Rear End

Sideswipe

Left Turn

Angle

Pedestrian

Parked Veh.

Fixed Object

Other

U-Turn

Backing

Animal

Railroad

Fire / Expl.

Overturn

Truck Related

Night Time

Wet Surface

Alcohol

Intersection

Total Vehicles

Total Trucks

Truck %

Comments:

2007 2008 2009 Total

0

0

26

48

49

75

0

0

26

45

23

49

0

0

30

55

36

66

4

25

0

14

2

18

6

8

8

6

11

12

16

3

7

1

16

3

0

9

4

3

0

2

4 6 2

1 3 2

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

2 0 2

32 26 23

11 9 14

4 4 4

42 20 25

153 102 132

2 0 2

1.3 0.0 1.5

0

0

82

148

108

190

6

57

25

26

39

7

4

14

12

6

0

0

0

0

0

4

81

34

12

87

387

4

1.0



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2007 To December 31, 2007

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2007

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

26 49 75
46
2

7 4 12 12 13 13 14

5 4 8 8 4 9 2 8 11 6 7 3

4 4 3 4 1 1 1 6 7 2 1
3 5 4 1 4 4 2 5 4 4 2 3

116
3

34

2
1

12 50 11 2 153

Sport Utility Veh
100

11
1

1
1
1
2

36

11
63

1 5 58 6 43 7 6 3 4 1

20

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

3

39

11

1

2

3

2

1

1

12

2 2

3 4 7

1 1 2

3 5 8

8 8 16

1 1 2

3 3

1 1 2

5 13 18

4 4

1 1

1 1

2 2

1 2 3

1 1

1 1

1 1 2

68

6
1

39
4

30
2

75



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2008 To December 31, 2008

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2008

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

26 23 49
44
1

5 9 6 5 4 10 10

2 5 6 5 4 3 6 2 4 4 5 3

1 2 4 3 1 1 2 2 6 1 1
3 1 2 1 3 3 4 5 3

75
4

25

1

6 34 8 1 102

Sport Utility Veh

1
71
18
1

2

1
10

9
40

1 39 6 24 4 3 5

20

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

1

2

29

1

1

4

2

2

1

6

2 1 3

2 2

3 3 6

2 3 5

3 3

8 3 11

2 4 6

2 2

1 1

1 3 4

1 2 3

1 1

1 1

1 1
39
1
9

20
2

25
1
1

49



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2009 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2009

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

30 36 66
50
5

10 8 5 6 13 15 9

5 8 8 8 3 6 3 7 6 3 4 5

1 2 2 2 3 2 8 4 2 1
4 3 2 5 2 3 3 5 4 1 6 1

102
4

26

5

8 50 8 132

Sport Utility Veh

2
85
23
8
2

2
1
9

14
49

2

1

9 51 7 43 1 3 3 3 1

11

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

5

1

27

2

10

1

1

2

1

1

1

14

1 1

1 1 2

7 2 9

4 7 11

1 1

1 1 2

4 13 17

2 7 9

1 2 3

4 1 5

2 2

1 1 2

1 1

1 1

53

10
1
2

36
6

22
1
1

66



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

07-09

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

82 108 190
140

8
22 21 23 23 30 38 33

12 17 22 21 11 18 11 17 21 13 16 11

6 8 9 9 2 2 6 10 21 6 4 1 1
10 9 8 6 7 10 8 14 8 10 8 7

293
11
85

8
1

26 134 27 3 387

Sport Utility Veh

3
256

41
20
3

1
3
3
4

55

34
152

3

1

15 148 19 110 12 12 3 6 10 1

51

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

1

10

1

95

1

3

25

1

2

1

1

5

6

1

1

1

1

1

1

32

2 2

6 5 11

2 4 6

13 10 23

14 18 32

2 1 3

3 3 6

2 2 4

17 29 46

4 15 19

1 2 3

6 1 7

4 4

1 3 4

2 4 6

2 2

2 2 4

1 1

1 1

2 2

1 1

1 1

1 1 2

160
1

25
2
2

95
12
77

4
2

190



Location:______________________________________
County:_______________________________________
Study Period: __________________________________
Analyst: _________________ Date: ________________

MD 5 from .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line
PRINCE GEORGES

01/01/2007 to 12/31/2007
WMACLEOD 02/17/2011

SS - Sideswipe
PARKD - Parked Vehic le
PED - Pedestrian
BIKE - Bicycle
PEDAL - Other Pedalcycle
CONVY - Other Conveyance
ANIML - Animal

FO - Fixed Object
OOBJ - Other Objec t
OT - Overturn
SPILL - Spilled Cargo
JCKKNF - Jackknife
SPRTD - Units Separated
NCOLL - Other Non Collis ion

OFFRD - Off Road
RUNWY - Downhill Runaway
FIRE - Explosion Fire
BCKNG - Backing
UTURN - U-Turn
OTHR - Other
UNK - Unknown

00 - Not Applicable
01 - Bridge or Overpass
02 - Building
03 - Culvert or Ditch
04 - Curb
05 - Guardrail or Barrier
06 - Embankment
07 - Fence

08 - Light Support Pole
09 - Sign Support Pole
10 - Other Pole
11 - Tree Shrubbery
12 - Construction Barrier
13 - Crash Attenuater
88 - Other
99 - Unknown

N - Night
X - Alcohol
D - Dry Surface
W - Wet Surface
I - Icy Surface
S - Snowy Surface

KEY:LogMile-CollisionType (FixedObjectStruck) -Date-Severity-Time-Surface-Illumination-Alcohol template 06-27-06
F - Fatalities
I - Injury
P - Property Damage
OD - Opposite Direction
LT - Left Turn
RE - Rear End
ANG - Angle

N

5
MARYLAND

LM 14.37 CO 4237  32ND AVE LM 14.37 MD 414  BONITA ST

LM 14.67 CO 605  CURTIS DR

LM 14.75 MD 637  NAYLOR RD

LM 14.78 MD 637 A NO NAME

LM 14.98 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO

LM 15.01 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY EB TO MD 5 SB
LM 15.04 RAMP FR MD 5 TO RAMP TO SUITLAND PKY

LM 15.05 RAMP FR MD 5 SB TO SUITLAND PKWY EB

LM 15.07 GV 119  SUITLAND PKWY
LM 15.07 UU   STRUC #P GZ03

LM 15.10 RAMP FR MD 5 NB TO
SUITLAND PKWY WB
LM 15.10 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY
WB TO MD 5 NB

LM 15.27 UU   WASH DC LINE

LM 14.28-SS-01/03/2007-P-2A-D-N-X
LM 14.28-RE-09/09/2007-1I-12A-D-N

LM 14.30-RE-11/03/2007-P-4P-D
LM 14.34-RE-03/29/2007-2I-8A-W

LM 14.37-FO(10)-08/26/2007-P-2A-W-N
LM 14.37-ANG-03/01/2007-1I-6P-W-N
LM 14.37-OTHR-04/06/2007-P-11P-D-N
LM 14.37-ANG-06/16/2007-2I-8A-D

LM 14.37-FO(04)-03/08/2007-P-1P-D
LM 14.37-ANG-04/06/2007-P-9A-D
LM 14.37-ANG-06/01/2007-P-4P-D
LM 14.37-RE-08/11/2007-P-12P-D

LM 14.37-ANG-03/27/2007-P-10A-D

LM 14.38-RE-05/31/2007-P-11P-D-N
LM 14.41-RE-09/20/2007-4I-5P-D

LM 14.57-RE-04/06/2007-P-11P-D-N-X

LM 14.66-RE-11/03/2007-P-1P-D

LM 14.67-LT-03/14/2007-P-7P-D-N
LM 14.67-RE-10/02/2007-P-8A-D
LM 14.67-SS-02/02/2007-P-7A-W

LM 14.67-ANG-09/04/2007-P-9A-D
LM 14.67-RE-05/09/2007-1I-6P-D

LM 14.67-ANG-09/16/2007-1I-10P-D-N
LM 14.67-ANG-09/26/2007-P-12A-D-N

LM 14.67-RE-04/15/2007-P-4P-W
LM 14.67-PED-07/06/2007-1I-7P-D

LM 14.67-LT-01/02/2007-P-7A-D
LM 14.67-ANG-06/02/2007-2I-1A-D-N

LM 14.67-RE-08/24/2007-P-4P-D
LM 14.67-LT-03/09/2007-2I-8P-D-N

LM 14.67-ANG-06/28/2007-P-1A-D-N
LM 14.67-RE-05/07/2007-P-5P-D

LM 14.67-ANG-08/11/2007-P-12P-D
LM 14.67-ANG-04/18/2007-2I-8P-D-N

LM 14.67-RE-11/23/2007-P-5P-D-N
LM 14.67-SS-03/28/2007-1I-1A-D-N
LM 14.67-LT-04/12/2007-2I-10P-D
LM 14.67-BIKE-04/06/2007-P-9P-D-N
LM 14.67-LT-09/07/2007-P-9P-D
LM 14.67-ANG-12/11/2007-3I-7A-D
LM 14.67-PED-09/22/2007-1I-3A-D-N-X
LM 14.67-LT-08/21/2007-1I-7P-W

LM 14.68-UNK-09/15/2007-P-3A-W-N

LM 14.69-RE-10/18/2007-P-7A-D
LM 14.71-RE-04/26/2007-P-8A-D
LM 14.73-RE-09/13/2007-1I-7A-D

LM 14.74-FO(04)-12/15/2007-P-4A-D-N

LM 14.75-RE-08/08/2007-P-12A-D-N
LM 14.75-SS-11/01/2007-P-8A-D
LM 14.75-OD-06/07/2007-P-2P-D

LM 14.75-RE-10/06/2007-3I-2P-D

LM 14.76-FO(07)-06/02/2007-3I-2P-D

LM 14.77-RE-10/07/2007-P-1P-D
LM 14.77-FO()-10/12/2007-1I-8A-D
LM 14.77-RE-06/19/2007-P-7P-D
LM 14.77-RE-08/11/2007-P-3A-D-N

LM 14.78-LT-01/22/2007-P-1P-W
LM 14.85-RE-03/27/2007-2I-6A-D-N

LM 14.96-FO()-01/01/2007-P-5A-W-N
LM 15.02-FO(05)-02/27/2007-P-12P-W

LM 15.03-FO(05)-02/13/2007-P-3P-I
LM 15.04-RE-06/16/2007-2I-1A-W-N

LM 15.07-ANG-06/01/2007-3I-3A-D-N
LM 15.07-LT-11/11/2007-P-9P-D-N
LM 15.07-OD-07/17/2007-P-5P-D

LM 15.07-UTURN-08/29/2007-P-1P-D
LM 15.07-ANG-10/31/2007-2I-2P-D
LM 15.07-UNK-09/17/2007-P-8P-D

LM 15.07-ANG-11/11/2007-P-9P-D-N

LM 15.08-RE-01/30/2007-P-8A-D

LM 15.08-FO(05)-11/21/2007-2I-2A-D-N
LM 15.08-SS-09/26/2007-P-7A-D

LM 15.09-OD-02/01/2007-2I-7P-D-N
LM 15.23-OD-05/16/2007-P-12A-D-N-X

LM 15.27-SS-12/22/2007-P-8P-D-N
2007



Location:______________________________________
County:_______________________________________
Study Period: __________________________________
Analyst: _________________ Date: ________________

PRINCE GEORGES
01/01/2008 to 12/31/2008

WMACLEOD 02/17/2011

SS - Sideswipe
PARKD - Parked Vehic le
PED - Pedestrian
BIKE - Bicycle
PEDAL - Other Pedalcycle
CONVY - Other Conveyance
ANIML - Animal

FO - Fixed Object
OOBJ - Other Objec t
OT - Overturn
SPILL - Spilled Cargo
JCKKNF - Jackknife
SPRTD - Units Separated
NCOLL - Other Non Collis ion

OFFRD - Off Road
RUNWY - Downhill Runaway
FIRE - Explosion Fire
BCKNG - Backing
UTURN - U-Turn
OTHR - Other
UNK - Unknown

00 - Not Applicable
01 - Bridge or Overpass
02 - Building
03 - Culvert or Ditch
04 - Curb
05 - Guardrail or Barrier
06 - Embankment
07 - Fence

08 - Light Support Pole
09 - Sign Support Pole
10 - Other Pole
11 - Tree Shrubbery
12 - Construction Barrier
13 - Crash Attenuater
88 - Other
99 - Unknown

N - Night
X - Alcohol
D - Dry Surface
W - Wet Surface
I - Icy Surface
S - Snowy Surface

KEY:LogMile-CollisionType (FixedObjectStruck) -Date-Severity-Time-Surface-Illumination-Alcohol template 06-27-06
F - Fatalities
I - Injury
P - Property Damage
OD - Opposite Direction
LT - Left Turn
RE - Rear End
ANG - Angle

N

5
MARYLAND

LM 14.37 CO 4237  32ND AVE LM 14.37 MD 414  BONITA ST

LM 14.67 CO 605  CURTIS DR

LM 14.75 MD 637  NAYLOR RD

LM 14.78 MD 637 A NO NAME

LM 14.98 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO

LM 15.10 RAMP FR MD 5 NB TO SUITLAND PKWY WB
LM 15.10 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY WB TO MD 5 NB

LM 15.27 UU   WASH DC LINE

LM 14.33-PARKD-08/01/2008-P-8A-D

LM 14.37-ANG-03/21/2008-P-5P-D
LM 14.37-ANG-04/02/2008-2I-12P-D

LM 14.38-PED-05/09/2008-1I-9P-D-N
LM 14.39-SS-11/07/2008-P-2P-D LM 14.42-UNK-05/13/2008-P-8A-D

LM 14.61-RE-09/21/2008-1I-11P-D-N
LM 14.64-RE-10/06/2008-1I-6A-D-N

LM 14.66-SS-03/08/2008-P-7P-D-N

LM 14.67-LT-02/02/2008-P-11P-D-N
LM 14.67-SS-07/05/2008-2I-2A-D-N

LM 14.67-PARKD-07/05/2008-3I-3A-D
LM 14.67-RE-12/27/2008-P-7P-D-N

LM 14.67-FO(11)-01/03/2008-P-2A-D-N
LM 14.67-RE-09/13/2008-1I-9P-D-N
LM 14.67-LT-09/19/2008-P-10A-D
LM 14.67-ANG-07/08/2008-P-8A-D
LM 14.67-LT-07/30/2008-4I-12P-D
LM 14.67-LT-10/21/2008-5I-8A-D
LM 14.67-ANG-10/21/2008-1I-5P-D
LM 14.67-PARKD-11/04/2008-P-1P-W
LM 14.67-RE-11/14/2008-1I-6P-W-N
LM 14.67-RE-11/14/2008-1I-6P-W-N
LM 14.67-SS-12/10/2008-2I-5P-W-N-X
LM 14.67-UTURN-03/08/2008-2I-3A-W-N
LM 14.67-UNK-04/14/2008-3I-6A-D
LM 14.67-SS-06/02/2008-P-8A-D

LM 14.68-RE-05/21/2008-1I-9P-D-N-X

LM 14.71-RE-04/04/2008-2I-12A-W-N
LM 14.75-UNK-04/13/2008-2I-4A-D-N
LM 14.77-RE-01/15/2008-1I-8A-D
LM 14.77-UTURN-02/18/2008-1I-5A-W-N

LM 14.79-PARKD-03/23/2008-P-2A-D-N-X
LM 14.80-SS-06/02/2008-P-1A-D-N

LM 14.84-SS-02/24/2008-P-6P-D-N

LM 14.98-RE-11/10/2008-P-11P-D-N

LM 15.03-RE-05/08/2008-P-7A-W
LM 15.05-FO(05)-03/29/2008-1I-3A-D-N-X

LM 15.05-RE-07/21/2008-2I-4P-D

LM 15.07-UTURN-10/31/2008-P-7P-D
LM 15.07-LT-04/05/2008-1I-12P-D

LM 15.07-LT-02/23/2008-P-7P-D-N
LM 15.07-ANG-07/06/2008-2I-1A-D
LM 15.07-ANG-08/11/2008-P-7A-D

LM 15.14-ANG-12/18/2008-1I-9P-D-N

LM 15.23-SS-03/20/2008-P-2A-W-N

LM 15.27-RE-02/15/2008-1I-2P-D
LM 15.27-FO(09)-06/09/2008-P-87P-D

LM 15.27-RE-09/10/2008-P-9P-D-N

MD 5 from .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

LM 15.07 UU   STRUC #P GZ03
LM 15.07 GV 119  SUITLAND PKWY

LM 15.05 RAMP FR MD 5 SB TO SUITLAND PKWY EB
LM 15.04 RAMP FR MD 5 TO RAMP TO SUITLAND PKY

LM 15.01 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY EB TO MD 5 SB

2008



Location:______________________________________
County:_______________________________________
Study Period: __________________________________
Analyst: _________________ Date: ________________

PRINCE GEORGES
01/01/2009 to 12/31/2009

WMACLEOD 02/17/2011

SS - Sideswipe
PARKD - Parked Vehic le
PED - Pedestrian
BIKE - Bicycle
PEDAL - Other Pedalcycle
CONVY - Other Conveyance
ANIML - Animal

FO - Fixed Object
OOBJ - Other Objec t
OT - Overturn
SPILL - Spilled Cargo
JCKKNF - Jackknife
SPRTD - Units Separated
NCOLL - Other Non Collis ion

OFFRD - Off Road
RUNWY - Downhill Runaway
FIRE - Explosion Fire
BCKNG - Backing
UTURN - U-Turn
OTHR - Other
UNK - Unknown

00 - Not Applicable
01 - Bridge or Overpass
02 - Building
03 - Culvert or Ditch
04 - Curb
05 - Guardrail or Barrier
06 - Embankment
07 - Fence

08 - Light Support Pole
09 - Sign Support Pole
10 - Other Pole
11 - Tree Shrubbery
12 - Construction Barrier
13 - Crash Attenuater
88 - Other
99 - Unknown

N - Night
X - Alcohol
D - Dry Surface
W - Wet Surface
I - Icy Surface
S - Snowy Surface

KEY:LogMile-CollisionType (FixedObjectStruck) -Date-Severity-Time-Surface-Illumination-Alcohol template 06-27-06
F - Fatalities
I - Injury
P - Property Damage
OD - Opposite Direction
LT - Left Turn
RE - Rear End
ANG - Angle

N

5
MARYLAND

LM 14.37 CO 4237  32ND AVE LM 14.37 MD 414  BONITA ST

LM 14.67 CO 605  CURTIS DR

LM 14.75 MD 637  NAYLOR RD

LM 14.78 MD 637 A NO NAME

LM 14.98 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO

LM 15.27 UU   WASH DC LINE

LM 14.37-SS-01/03/2009-3I-3A-D-N
LM 14.37-ANG-12/31/2009-P-10P-W-N
LM 14.37-RE-12/28/2009-P-12P-D

LM 14.37-NONCO-03/08/2009-1I-8A-D
LM 14.37-RE-11/01/2009-P-8P-D-N

LM 14.41-RE-04/14/2009-P-12P-D

LM 14.63-SS-09/10/2009-P-9A-D LM 14.65-SS-06/05/2009-P-6P-W
LM 14.65-RE-03/07/2009-P-8P-D-N

LM 14.67-RE-03/15/2009-1I-10A-W
LM 14.67-LT-02/23/2009-5I-7A-D

LM 14.67-RE-09/04/2009-P-7P-D-N
LM 14.67-LT-06/07/2009-P-9P-D-N
LM 14.67-BIKE-09/18/2009-1I-9A-D

LM 14.67-RE-09/04/2009-P-9A-D

LM 14.67-LT-02/19/2009-1I-8A-W
LM 14.67-LT-06/01/2009-3I-8A-D
LM 14.67-ANG-02/03/2009-P-8A-S
LM 14.67-LT-01/20/2009-1I-12P-D
LM 14.67-ANG-04/02/2009-P-8A-D
LM 14.67-PARKD-03/05/2009-P-9A-D
LM 14.67-SS-01/31/2009-P-8P-D
LM 14.67-RE-09/18/2009-1I-10P-D-N
LM 14.67-RE-10/04/2009-P-8P-D-N-X
LM 14.67-LT-06/18/2009-2I-1P-W
LM 14.67-LT-08/20/2009-P-2A-D-N-X
LM 14.67-ANG-07/09/2009-2I-8A-D
LM 14.67-ANG-08/07/2009-P-12P-D
LM 14.67-FO(09)-11/02/2009-P-1A-I-N
LM 14.67-LT-12/07/2009-2I-11A-D

LM 14.69-ANG-05/09/2009-1I-3P-D

LM 14.71-RE-05/15/2009-P-10P-D-N
LM 14.72-ANG-02/25/2009-P-11P-D-N
LM 14.74-RE-06/27/2009-1I-5P-D

LM 14.75-LT-01/07/2009-3I-3P-W
LM 14.75-SS-02/28/2009-P-1A-W-N
LM 14.75-ANG-04/15/2009-1I-4P-W

LM 14.75-SS-07/27/2009-P-2P-D

LM 14.75-SS-04/03/2009-2I-10P-D-N

LM 14.76-RE-02/11/2009-P-6P-D-N
LM 14.76-OOBJ-03/06/2009-P-4P-D
LM 14.76-ANG-07/04/2009-5I-10P-D-N
LM 14.76-RE-05/29/2009-P-6A-W

LM 14.77-SS-03/29/2009-P-3P-D
LM 14.78-PED-01/16/2009-1I-6A-D

LM 15.00-RE-04/05/2009-P-12A-D-N

LM 15.03-LT-08/28/2009-P-3A-D-N
LM 15.04-LT-08/10/2009-P-3P-U

LM 15.05-FO(08)-09/06/2009-1I-2A-D-N-X

LM 15.07-ANG-04/17/2009-P-8A-D
LM 15.07-RE-03/26/2009-3I-10A-W-X
LM 15.07-RE-04/02/2009-P-6A-W
LM 15.07-ANG-11/08/2009-P-1P-D
LM 15.07-ANG-08/31/2009-1I-5P-D
LM 15.07-RE-08/05/2009-P-7A-D

LM 15.07-SS-03/14/2009-1I-7P-W-N
LM 15.07-ANG-04/26/2009-P-7P-D

LM 15.07-SS-10/15/2009-P-3P-W
LM 15.07-ANG-12/11/2009-3I-10P-D-N

LM 15.08-LT-02/07/2009-1I-2P-D
LM 15.08-ANG-08/11/2009-1I-6P-D

LM 15.24-OD-06/26/2009-1I-1P-D
LM 15.26-RE-11/11/2009-4I-8A-W

LM 15.27-OD-10/29/2009-P-7P-D
LM 15.27-ANG-02/05/2009-1I-7P-D-N

LM 15.10 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY WB TO MD 5 NB
LM 15.10 RAMP FR MD 5 NB TO SUITLAND PKWY WB

MD 5 from .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

2009

LM 15.07 GV 119  SUITLAND PKWY

LM 15.05 RAMP FR MD 5 SB TO SUITLAND PKWY EB
LM 15.04 RAMP FR MD 5 TO RAMP TO SUITLAND PKY

LM 15.01 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY EB TO MD 5 SB

LM 14.83-PED-12/15/2009-1I-5P-D-N



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/20/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 01, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

Two secondary pedestrian collisions included

SHA 52.1 ADC Study Worksheet Output rev. 09/2010-2

YEAR   >>

Fatal

 No. Killed

Injury

 No. Injured

Prop. Damage

Total Crashes

Opposite Dir.

Rear End

Sideswipe

Left Turn

Angle

Pedestrian

Parked Veh.

Fixed Object

Other

U-Turn

Backing

Animal

Railroad

Fire / Expl.

Overturn

Truck Related

Night Time

Wet Surface

Alcohol

Intersection

Total Vehicles

Total Trucks

Truck %

Comments:

2007 2008 2009 Total

0

0

2

2

1

3

0

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

5

7

0

5

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

0

1

1

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

2 1 1

0 0 1

1 0 1

2 0 1

3 1 6

0 0 0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0

0

8

10

1

9

0

1

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

1

2

3

10

0

0.0



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/20/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

Two secondary pedestrian collisions included

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

07-09

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

8 1 9
2
8

1 1 5 2

1 1 1 2 1 2 1

1 1 1 1
1 1 1 2

8
1
1

8
1

8 1 10

Sport Utility Veh
7
2

1

1
8

1 5 3 1

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

1

2

6

2 1 3

1 1

1 1

4 4

8

1

4
1
4

9



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC History Output rev. 09/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/20/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD5 fm .03 mile north of Colebrooke drive to DC Line

Prince George's, D3 January 01, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 014.27 To 015.27    Length:   1.00

- Combined Year Listing

Two secondary pedestrian collisions included

MilePt Int Rel Date Severity Time Light Surface Alc Rel FixObj Collision V1 V2 Probable Cause
Movement

MD0005
14.38 05092008 1 Injured 09P Night Dry PED SS -- Other or Unknown

14.67 04062007 Property 09P Night Dry PED NL -- Fail to give full attention

14.67 07062007 1 Injured 07P Day Dry PED SS -- Other or Unknown

14.67 09222007 1 Injured 03A Night Dry PED NS -- Fail to give full attention

14.67 09182009 1 Injured 09A Day Dry PED ER uu Other or Unknown

14.69 05092009 1 Injured 03P Day Dry ANGLE NS uu Other or Unknown

14.78 01162009 1 Injured 06A Day Dry PED SS -- Other or Unknown

14.83 12152009 1 Injured 05P Night Dry PED NS -- Other or Unknown

15.07 03262009 3 Injured 10A Day Wet RREND NS NS Under influence of alcohol

Page 1 of 1

Fixed Object:    01 = Bridge      02 = Building      03 = Culvert/Ditch      04 = Curb      05 = Guardrail/Barrier      06 = Embankment      07 = Fence

      08 = Light Pole      09 = Sign Post      10 = Other Pole      11 = Tree/Shrubbery      12 = Construction Barrier      13 = Crash Attenuator



Location:______________________________________
County:_______________________________________
Study Period: __________________________________
Analyst: _________________ Date: ________________

PRINCE GEORGES
01/01/2007 to 12/31/2009

WMACLEOD 02/20/2011

SS - Sideswipe
PARKD - Parked Vehic le
PED - Pedestrian
BIKE - Bicycle
PEDAL - Other Pedalcycle
CONVY - Other Conveyance
ANIML - Animal

FO - Fixed Object
OOBJ - Other Objec t
OT - Overturn
SPILL - Spilled Cargo
JCKKNF - Jackknife
SPRTD - Units Separated
NCOLL - Other Non Collis ion

OFFRD - Off Road
RUNWY - Downhill Runaway
FIRE - Explosion Fire
BCKNG - Backing
UTURN - U-Turn
OTHR - Other
UNK - Unknown

00 - Not Applicable
01 - Bridge or Overpass
02 - Building
03 - Culvert or Ditch
04 - Curb
05 - Guardrail or Barrier
06 - Embankment
07 - Fence

08 - Light Support Pole
09 - Sign Support Pole
10 - Other Pole
11 - Tree Shrubbery
12 - Construction Barrier
13 - Crash Attenuater
88 - Other
99 - Unknown

N - Night
X - Alcohol
D - Dry Surface
W - Wet Surface
I - Icy Surface
S - Snowy Surface

KEY:LogMile-CollisionType (FixedObjectStruck) -Date-Severity-Time-Surface-Illumination-Alcohol template 06-27-06
F - Fatalities
I - Injury
P - Property Damage
OD - Opposite Direction
LT - Left Turn
RE - Rear End
ANG - Angle

5
MARYLAND

LM 14.37 MD 414  BONITA STLM 14.37 CO 4237  32ND AVE

LM 14.67 CO 605  CURTIS DR

LM 14.75 MD 637  NAYLOR RD

LM 14.78 MD 637 A NO NAME

LM 14.98 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO
LM 15.01 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY EB TO MD 5 SB

LM 15.04 RAMP FR MD 5 TO RAMPTO SUITLAND PKY

LM 15.05 RAMP FR MD 5 SB TO SUITLAND PKWY EB

LM 15.07 GV 119  SUITLAND PKWY
LM 15.07 UU   STRUC #P GZ03

LM 15.10 RAMP FR MD 5 NB TO SUITLAND PKWY WB
LM 15.10 RAMP FR SUITLAND PKWY WB TO MD 5 NB

LM 15.27 UU   WASH DC LINE

LM 14.38-PED-05/09/2008-1I-9P-D-N

LM 14.67-BIKE-04/06/2007-P-9P-D-N
LM 14.67-PED-09/22/2007-1I-3A-D-N-X

LM 14.78-PED-01/16/2009-1I-6A-D LM 14.83-PED-12/15/2009-1I-5P-D-N

LM 15.07-RE-03/26/2009-3I-10A-W-X

MD 5 from .03 mile north of Colebrooke Drive to DC Line

N

Pedestrian / Pedacyclist
related only

note : as a reslt of the primary crash a
pedestrian was struck in a secondary collision

LM 14.67-PED-07/06/2007-1I-7P-D
LM 14.67-BIKE-09/18/2009-1I-9A-D

LM 14.69-ANG-05/09/2009-1I-3P-Dnote : as a reslt of the primary
crash a pedestrian was struck in

a secondary collision



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD 637 (Naylor Rd) from DC Line to MD 5 (Branch Ave)

Prince George's, D3 January 01, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 000.00 To 000.61    Length:   0.61

SHA 52.1 ADC Study Worksheet Output rev. 09/2010-2

YEAR   >>

Fatal

 No. Killed

Injury

 No. Injured

Prop. Damage

Total Crashes

Opposite Dir.

Rear End

Sideswipe

Left Turn

Angle

Pedestrian

Parked Veh.

Fixed Object

Other

U-Turn

Backing

Animal

Railroad

Fire / Expl.

Overturn

Truck Related

Night Time

Wet Surface

Alcohol

Intersection

Total Vehicles

Total Trucks

Truck %

Comments:

2007 2008 2009 Total

0

0

4

6

8

12

0

0

7

8

7

14

0

0

3

4

10

13

0

6

0

5

2

3

1

0

1

3

3

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

0

2

1

2

0

4

2 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

2 7 7

4 3 3

0 1 0

6 3 5

22 32 22

0 0 0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0

0

14

18

25

39

2

14

5

3

4

0

1

8

2

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

16

10

1

14

76

0

0.0



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD 637 (Naylor Rd) from DC Line to MD 5 (Branch Ave)

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2007 To December 31, 2007

From 000.00 To 000.61    Length:   0.61

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2007

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

4 8 12
6 1 2 3 5 1

2 1 1 2 1 4 1

1 2 1 2
3 1 1 1

19

3

2 10 22

Sport Utility Veh
17

5

4
7
1 3 11 7

1

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

9

1

2

4 4

1 1

1 1

2 2

2 2

1 1

1 1

11

1

10

2

12



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD 637 (Naylor Rd) from DC Line to MD 5 (Branch Ave)

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2008 To December 31, 2008

From 000.00 To 000.61    Length:   0.61

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2008

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

7 7 14
8 4 1 2 1 2 3 1

1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1

1 1 1 1 2
1 2 1 1 1 1 1

19
1

12

2 9 1 1 1 32

Sport Utility Veh
17
7
2

6

3
11

2 1 1 1 10 1 4 4 1

7

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

1

7

1

1

1

1

2

1 1

1 1

3 1 4

1 1

1 1 2

2 2

1 1

1 1

1 1

12

2

7

7

14



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD 637 (Naylor Rd) from DC Line to MD 5 (Branch Ave)

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2009 To December 31, 2009

From 000.00 To 000.61    Length:   0.61

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

2009

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

3 10 13
4 1 1 2 1 4 2 2

4 1 2 2 1 3

1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 1 1 2

17

5

4 9 22

Sport Utility Veh
17
3
1

1
3
8
2 6 1 1 7 3

4

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

9

1

3

1 1

1 1

2 2

1 1

1 1

2 2

1 1

1 1

1 1 2

1 1

8

3
2

6

7

13



Maryland State Highway Administration

Office of Traffic and Safety - Traffic Development and Support Division

SHA 52.1 ADC Summary Output rev. 03/2010-1

Name: William MacLeod

Date: 02/17/2011

Location:

County: Period:

Logmiles:

Note:

MD 637 (Naylor Rd) from DC Line to MD 5 (Branch Ave)

Prince George's, D3 January 1, 2007 To December 31, 2009

From 000.00 To 000.61    Length:   0.61

SEVERITY FATAL INJURY P-DAMAGE TOTAL
Accidents
Veh Occ
Pedestrian

DAY OF THE WEEK
SUN MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT UNK

MONTH OF THE YEAR
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC UNK

CONDITION
Normal:
Alcohol:
Other:

DRIVER PED

TIME
AM:
PM:

12 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 UNK VEHICLES INVOLVED PER ACCIDENT
1 2 3 4 5 6+ UNK TOTAL

VEHICLE TYPE
Motorcycle/Moped
Passenger Vehicle

Pick-Up Truck
Trucks (2+3 axles) Other Types

Tractor Trailer
Passenger Bus
School Bus
Emergency Veh

SURFACE
Wet
Dry
Sno/Ice
Mud
Other

MOVEMENTS
NORTH SOUTH EAST WEST

LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT LF ST RT

OTHER MOVEMENTS

PROBABLE CAUSES
Influence of Drugs

Improper Parking

Influence of Alcohol

Influence of Medication

Influence of Combined Subst.

Physical/Mental Difficulty

Fell Asleep/Fainted, etc.

Fail to give full Attention

Lic. Restr. Non-compliance

Fail to Yield Right-of-way

Fail to Obey Stop Sign

Fail to Obey Traffic Signal

Fail to Obey Other Control

Fail to Keep Right of Center

Fail to Stop for School Bus

Wrong Way on One Way

Exceeded Speed Limit

Too Fast for Conditions

Followed too Closely

Improper Turn

Improper Lane Change

Improper Backing

Improper Passing

Improper Signal

Passenger Interfere/Obstruct.

Illegally in Roadway

Bicycle Violation

Clothing Not VisibleFail to Drive in Single Lane

Sleet, Hail, Freezing RainImproper Right Turn on Red

Severe Crosswinds

Rain, Snow

Animal

Vision Obstruction

Vehicle Defect

Wet

Icy or Snow Covered

Debris or Obstruction

Ruts, Holes or Bumps

Road Under Construction

Traffic Control Device Inop.

Shoulders Low, Soft or High

Other or Unknown

WEATHER

Clear / Cloudy
Foggy
Raining
Snow / Sleet
Other

COLLISION TYPES FATAL INJURY PROP TOTAL
Opposite Dir Related:

UnRelated:

Rear End Related:
UnRelated:

Sideswipe Related:
UnRelated:

Left Turn Related:
UnRelated:

Angle Related:
UnRelated:

Pedestrian Related:
UnRelated:

Parked Vehicle Related:
UnRelated:

Other Collision Related:
UnRelated:

Bridge

Building

Culvert/Ditch

Curb

Guardrail/Barrier

Embankment

Fence

Light Pole

Sign Pole

Other Pole

Tree/Shrubbery

Contr. Barrier

Crash Attenuator

Other Fixed Object

ILLUMINATION

Day
Dawn/Dusk
Dark - Lights On
Dark - No Lights
Other

TOTALS

07-09

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

F

I

X

E

D

O

B

J

E

C

T

S

14 25 39
18 6 2 6 2 9 10 4

5 6 1 2 5 3 1 3 2 6 4 1

2 1 2 1 1 2 5 1 2
4 2 2 1 3 1 2 2 2 3

55
1

20

8 28 1 1 1 76

Sport Utility Veh
51
10
3

1

11

10
26

3 2 10 2 1 11 1 22 14 1

12

Operator Using Cell Phone

Stopping in Lane Roadway

1

25

1

2

1

1

1

7

1 1

6 6

3 3

1 1

1 1 2

1 1

5 3 8

1 1 2

1 1 2

2 2

1 1

2 2

2 2

1 1 2

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

31

5
2
1

23

16

39



Location:______________________________________
County:_______________________________________
Study Period: __________________________________
Analyst: _________________ Date: ________________

MD 637 (Naylor Rd)
PRINCE GEORGES

01/01/2007 to 12/31/2009
WMACLEOD 02/19/2011

SS - Sideswipe
PARKD - Parked Vehic le
PED - Pedestrian
BIKE - Bicycle
PEDAL - Other Pedalcycle
CONVY - Other Conveyance
ANIML - Animal

FO - Fixed Object
OOBJ - Other Objec t
OT - Overturn
SPILL - Spilled Cargo
JCKKNF - Jackknife
SPRTD - Units Separated
NCOLL - Other Non Collis ion

OFFRD - Off Road
RUNWY - Downhill Runaway
FIRE - Explosion Fire
BCKNG - Backing
UTURN - U-Turn
OTHR - Other
UNK - Unknown

00 - Not Applicable
01 - Bridge or Overpass
02 - Building
03 - Culvert or Ditch
04 - Curb
05 - Guardrail or Barrier
06 - Embankment
07 - Fence

08 - Light Support Pole
09 - Sign Support Pole
10 - Other Pole
11 - Tree Shrubbery
12 - Construction Barrier
13 - Crash Attenuater
88 - Other
99 - Unknown

N - Night
X - Alcohol
D - Dry Surface
W - Wet Surface
I - Icy Surface
S - Snowy Surface

KEY:LogMile-CollisionType (FixedObjectStruck) -Date-Severity-Time-Surface-Illumination-Alcohol template 06-27-06
F - Fatalities
I - Injury
P - Property Damage
OD - Opposite Direction
LT - Left Turn
RE - Rear End
ANG - Angle

N

637
MARYLAND

LM .00 UU   WASH DC LINE

LM .16 UU   STRUC #16213 OXON RUN
LM .17 GV 119  SUITLAND PKWY

LM .23 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO
LM .24 UU   STRUCTURE OVER METRO

LM .31 CO 996  OXON RUN DR

LM .40 CO 2564  GOOD HOPE AVE

LM .56 MD 637 A NO NAME

LM .61 MD 5  BRANCH AVE

LM .00-LT-11/21/2008-1I-8P-D-NLM .01-FO(07)-11/05/2009-P-11P-D-N

LM .04-ANG-09/06/2008-1I-8A-W

LM .13-RE-05/11/2007-1I-8A-D
LM .16-SS-01/31/2008-P-8A-D

LM .17-SS-08/20/2009-2I-2P-D
LM .17-SS-02/02/2007-P-12P-D
LM .17-RE-04/17/2007-P-12A-I-N
LM .17-RE-08/07/2007-P-11A-D
LM .17-RE-09/13/2007-P-10P-D-N
LM .17-RE-05/11/2008-P-5P-W
LM .17-FO(05)-01/28/2009-1I-1P-I
LM .17-ANG-01/27/2009-P-7A-S
LM .17-FO(05)-01/09/2009-P-12A-D-N

LM .17-RE-02/03/2008-1I-2A-D-N
LM .17-PARKD-10/28/2008-P-4A-D-N

LM .18-FO(04)-05/03/2009-P-4A-W-N

LM .19-LT-02/06/2008-P-12P-D-X

LM .19-RE-07/18/2008-P-5P-D

LM .30-OT-10/19/2007-P-12P-W
LM .31-FO(06)-12/13/2007-1I-3P-W

LM .31-RE-02/16/2009-P-8P-D-N
LM .31-SS-05/30/2009-P-1P-D

LM .32-RE-06/13/2009-P-11P-D-N

LM .38-OD-11/12/2009-1I-7P-W-N

LM .40-OD-11/12/2009-P-5P-W-N
LM .40-SS-06/30/2009-P-6A-D
LM .40-RE-02/01/2007-P-9A-D
LM .40-RE-01/02/2009-P-8A-D

LM .40-ANG-10/14/2007-2I-8A-D
LM .40-ANG-02/25/2008-1I-6P-D-N

LM .40-FO(09)-03/02/2008-P-5A-D-N
LM .40-RE-06/17/2008-1I-10P-D-N

LM .41-RE-10/19/2007-2I-12P-W

LM .41-FO(04)-10/19/2008-P-7A-D

LM .48-LT-04/25/2008-1I-11P-D-NLM .48-RE-05/29/2008-2I-7P-W

LM .59-UNK-08/04/2007-P-2P-D
LM .60-FO(08)-10/19/2007-P-11A-W

2007-9

Naylor Rd



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B  

Public Meeting Resources 

 



Project Study AreaProject Study Area



Website Comments

1. No connection to the Oxon Run Trail to the southwest

2. 

3. There is no station entrance on this side of the station

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
station entrance and Curtis Dr.

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Website Comments



Existing IssuesExisting Issues

Sidewalk Continuity  

All streets should provide sidewalks on both sides of the road. In 
extraordinary circumstances, where space is limited, a wide shoulder 
may serve as an adequate pedestrian facility. Gaps in the pedestrian 
network reduce safety and comfort for pedestrians. 

Sidewalk Width

Sidewalks should have adequate width to accommodate persons 
in wheelchairs, allow pedestrians to pass one another, and provide 
comfort for pedestrians to walk two or three abreast in high activity 
areas.

Sidewalk Obstructions

Sidewalks should be clear of obstructions to allow people in 
wheelchairs safe and comfortable connections, adequate space, and 
to provide room for pedestrians to pass one another. Accessibility 
requirements specify sidewalks should be at least 4 feet wide at all 
times, including locations where xed elements are on the path.

The tree’s roots have caused this sidewalk to bulge creating a 
tripping hazard and barrier for wheel-chair users.

The width of the sidewalk on Branch Avenue (MD 5) frequently 
changes, with several narrow sections that are uncomfortable for 
pedestrians.

A sidewalk abruptly ends on Naylor Road. While there is a 
sidewalk on the other side of the road, it forces pedestrians to 
cross.



Unmarked Crosswalks

On narrow, low-speed streets, unmarked crosswalks are generally 
suf cient for pedestrians to cross the street safely, as the low-speed 
environment makes drivers more responsive to the presence of 
pedestrians. Consideration should be given to installing crosswalk 
markings and signs at locations where traf c volumes are high, near 
schools, and at long crossings of multiple vehicle lanes.

Pedestrian Refuge Medians

Pedestrian refuge islands are provided at long crossing locations 
where pedestrians may not be able to cross the width of the street 
during one pedestrian phase. They provide pedestrians a safe and 
attractive place to stand while waiting to cross the remaining lanes of 
traf c, and are particularly useful along multilane roads.

Pedestrian Signals

Missing or improperly located pedestrian signals can be a hazard 
when crossing busy intersections. Ensuring that all control devices 
operate as expected and can be used safely and ef ciently helps 
improve pedestrian safety.

An unmarked crossing along 28th Parkway.

A pedestrian refuge island is provided on Curtis Road at its 
intersection with Branch Avenue.

Pedestrian signal heads at the intersection of Suitland Parkway/
Naylor Road are either missing or misplaced.

Existing IssuesExisting Issues



Crossing Distances

Wide roads with multiple turning lanes require pedestrians to cross 
much longer distances and signi cantly increase their exposure to 
oncoming traf c. Crossing distances can be minimized with medians, 
pedestrian refuges, reduced turning radii, curb extensions, and other 
measures. 

Mid-Block Crossings

Long blocks tend to create poor pedestrian environments as they 
provide few opportunities to cross busy roadways. Crossing at 
signals is generally preferred, but a lack of opportunities to cross 
requires pedestrians to walk signi cant distances out-of-direction and 
increases total travel distance. This may encourage pedestrians to 
cross at uncontrolled mid-block locations.

Metro Station Connectivity

Lack of direct pedestrian and bicycle connections result in longer 
walking distances and may ultimately limit the number of potential 
Metro riders. 

The intersection of Oxon Run Drive/Oxon Park Street is 
excessively large and encourages fast turning movements. 

pedestrian crossing distance.

Pedestrian crossing mid-block on Branch Avenue.

This fence around the Naylor Road Metro station is located at a 
natural pedestrian access point and has been repeatedly cut open 
and repaired.

Existing IssuesExisting Issues



Curb Radii

Curbs with large turning radii for right-turn movements encourage 
motorists to make the turn at a high rate of speed. This can be very 
dangerous and inhospitable for pedestrians. Designing turning radii 
to slow turning vehicles can be effective for reducing speeds and 
improving safety.

Bicycle Facilities

Designated facilities for cyclists, such as bike lanes, shared lane 
markings, and secure bike parking, provide increased safety and an 
enhanced travel experience. The presence of bicycle facilities also 
increases the visibility of cycling and encourages growth in ridership.

Multi-use Trails

Multi-use trails provide pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to street 
networks and places of interest, as well as recreational use.

The desire path along the north side of Oxon Run Drive could 
provide a connection to the proposed Oxon Run Trail.

Cyclist traveling on Oxon Run Drive on the wrong side of the 
street on a roadway with no bicycle facilities.

The intersection of Oxon Run Drive/28th Parkway has a large 
turning radius which permits vehicles to turn while maintaining 
high speeds.

Existing IssuesExisting Issues



Transit Accessibility

Bus stop features such as benches, shelters, curb cuts, and lighting 
provide comfort and convenience to transit riders. They also help 
to identify bus stops and increase the prominence of transit in a 
neighborhood. Walking is the principle access mode for passengers 
so a comprehensive pedestrian network should be considered near 
bus stops.

Traf c Signals

Traf c signals should allow pedestrians adequate time for 
comfortably crossing all lanes of traf c, preferably within one signal 
phase. Additionally, signal cycle lengths should be kept short (less 
than 90 seconds is desirable) to minimize excessive pedestrian delay. 
Lastly, signal timing can be used to calm traf c by coordinating 
vehicle progression to a safe and appropriate speed.

Bus Stop on Oxon Run Drive with no amenities (e.g., sidewalk, 
crosswalk, curb cut, bench, etc.).

A pedestrian push-button is provided to cross Branch Avenue at 
Naylor Road. Actuation demonstrates that pedestrians have been 
planned for, and this type of button provides audible feedback to 
the user. However, automatic pedestrian signals reduce delay for 
pedestrians.

Existing IssuesExisting Issues



Solutions Toolbox: Bicycle Improvements

Bicycle Sharrows
A shared-lane marking, or sharrow, is a pavement marking that can be used where space does not allow for a  
bike lane. Sharrows remind motorists of the presence of bicycles and indicate to cyclists where to safely ride  
within the roadway.

Reduce wrong-way and 
sidewalk riding

Improves cyclists positioning  
in the roadway

Informs motorists of bicyclists

Used on streets without 
adequate space for bike  
lane markings

Pavement marking maintenance

Not as effective as a bike lane

Streets with moderate 

volumes, and where 
space for bike lane 
markings is limited

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Enhanced Sharrows
Combines the sharrow marking with a colored stripe that further emphasizes the presence and likely riding 
location of cyclists.

Streets with limited 
space for bike lane 
markings

normal sharrows
Pavement marking maintenance

Not as effective as a bike lane

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Signs directing pedestrians and bicyclists towards destinations in the area, typically including distance and 
average walk/cycle times.

Areas around Metro 

from adjacent bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities

Along multi-use trails

Maintenance and vandalismEases navigation for residents 
and visitors by bicycle

Provides guidance to 
destinations from streets and 
along multi-use trails

Offers another indication to 
motorists of the presences of 
bicycles

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

$2,000 - $5,000 per mile

$10,000 per mile



Solutions Toolbox: Bicycle Improvements

The area of roadway designated for non-motorized bicycle use, separated from vehicles by pavement markings.

motorists (e.g, dooring)

Motorists may illegally park in 
bike lane

Non-local streets with 
adequate space for 
accommodation

Improves safety and comfort 
by increasing the visibility and 
awareness of cyclists

Provides facilities for bicyclists

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Bike Box
A marked area in front of the stop bar at a signalized intersection that allows cyclists to correctly position 
themselves for turning movements during the red signal phase by pulling ahead of the queue.

Located in a right-hand 
lane where on-street bike 
treatments exist. Should be 
implemented in conjunction 
with a No Right Turn On 
Red sign and regulation

Lack of public understanding

Pavement marking 
maintenance and costs

between cars and bicycles

Separates bicycles from cars at 
the intersection

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Bicycle Boulevard

Converts well-connected streets 

streets well-suited for bicycle 
transportation

Allows through movements 
for cyclists while discouraging 
similar through trips by non-local 

Creates a comfortable, low-
volume, low-speed space for 
bicyclists and pedestrians

Some treatments more 
expensive than others

In areas with few alternative 
routes, reduces those that  

travel times

Streets parallel to larger, 

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

$3,500 - $4,500 per mile

$1,500 - $2,500 per location

Costs Vary



Solutions Toolbox: Bicycle Improvements

Cycle Track
An exclusive bike lane separated from vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes, and sidewalks. Any parking is moved 

level, or at an intermediate level.

A street with enough 
off-street space for 
construction or a street 
that has too many lanes 
and can be reduced by 
one lane

Higher level of safety than bike 
lanes 

Reduced risk of “dooring” 
compared to a bike lane 

Attractive to a wider spectrum of 
the public than bike lanes

intersections 

Can be expensive 

Requires more space than 
bike lane

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

such as Metro Stations, shopping centers, schools, and multi-use trails.

Bicycle parking could 
be either implemented 
or expanded at areas of 
high bicycle ridership 

(e.g., Metro Stations, 
busy bus stops, 
shopping centers, 
libraries, schools, etc.)

Provides a secure location to store 
and lock bicycles

Locations are generally very close 
to and visible from the point of 
interest

Relatively inexpensive and easy 
installation

Encourages community bicycle use

Requires space in potentially 
busy area

May remove an on-street 
parking space

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Multiuse Pathways
Paved pathways away from the road and out of the path of turning vehicles designed with space adequate for safe 
use by both pedestrians and bicyclists.

Separates bicyclists from 

Combination of pedestrians 
and bicyclists requires less 
space than separate facilities 
for each

Proposed Oxon Run TrailNeeds adequate space to 
accommodate buffer from 
street and width to allow 
the passing of bicyclists and 
pedestrians

Unsafe in highly urban areas or 
along roads with driveways

LOCATION TYPECHALLENGESADVANTAGES

Costs Vary

Costs Vary

$50 - $1,000 per Space



Solutions Toolbox: Crossing Treatments
$300 - $500 

per sign

$200 - $500 
per crossing

$5,000 per crossing

$15,000 - $25,000 per location

In-Street “Yield for Pedestrians” Signs
w
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LOCATION TYPECHALLENGESADVANTAGES

Areas with high mid-
block crossings and/or 
poor yielding rates by 
motorists

If used too often, motorists 
have a tendency to ignore  
the signs

Increases the number of 
motorists that yield to 
pedestrians in the crosswalk

Reinforces the right of 
pedestrian in the travelway

Signs placed in the middle of crosswalks to increase driver awareness of pedestrians and the legal responsibility 
to yield right-of-way to pedestrians in crosswalk.
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LOCATION TYPECHALLENGESADVANTAGES

Warns motorists of potential for 
pedestrians 

Designates a preferred location 
for pedestrians 

DC Law requires motorists to stop 
for pedestrians in crosswalks

Most effective with other 

signs) or physical treatments 

reinforce crosswalks and 
support reduced vehicle 
speeds

Motorists may ignore

All intersections and 
preferred mid-block 
crossing locations

High Visibility Crosswalks
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Raised Crosswalk
A pedestrian crossing area raised higher to give motorists and pedestrians a better view of the crossing area. A 
raised crosswalk is essentially a speed table marked and signed for pedestrian crossing.

Provides better view for 
pedestrians and motorists

Slows motorists travel speeds

Broad application on both 
local & collector streets

 
for large trucks, buses, and 
snow plows

Areas with high speeds and/

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Bulb-Outs/Curb Extensions
An extension of the curb or the sidewalk into the street (in the form of a bulb), usually at an intersection, that 
narrows the vehicle path, inhibits fast turns, and shortens the crossing distance for pedestrians.

Shorter crossing distances for 
pedestrians

Reduces motorist turning speeds

Increased visibility between 
motorists and pedestrians

Enables permanent parking

Enables tree and landscape 
planting, and water runoff treatment

Can only be used on streets with 
unrestricted on-street parking

Physical barrier can be exposed 

Greater cost and time to install 
than high visibility crosswalks

Streets with on-street parking

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE



Solutions Toolbox: Crossing Treatments
$4,000 - $30,000 

per crossing

$12,000 - $15,000 
for both directions

$50,000 - $75,000 
per crossing

$5,000 - $30,000 
per corner
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Reduced Curb Radii
Reconstructing a street corner with a smaller radius to reduce vehicle turning speeds.

Forces sharper turn by right-
turning motorists

Improves safety of pedestrians 
by reducing crossing width and 
slowing motorists

Reduces speed of right-turning 
motorists

Could be expensive

Space may not be available

Any intersection with 
high turning speeds, 
high pedestrian 
volumes, and where 
space permits.

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE
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Raised Median Islands/Pedestrian Refuge Area
Provides a protected area in the middle of a crosswalk for pedestrians to stop while crossing street.

Reduces the number of crashes 
at marked and unmarked 
crosswalks

Preferred on multi-lane streets

cross the street

Used to create entry point into 
area of high pedestrian activity

Must have at least 6 feet 
of space to accommodate 
wheelchairs; not all streets will 
have adequate space

Physical barrier in the street

Areas with high volume 

pedestrian crash locations 

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon

pedestrians are crossing

Typically increases motorists 
yielding behavior

Warning information to drivers 
at eye level

Motorists may not understand 

Pedestrians may not activate 
Areas with high mid-
block crossings

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Pedestrian Hybrid Signal (HAWK)
Pedestrian activated signal, unlit when not in use, begins with a yellow light alerting drivers to slow, and then a 
solid red light requires drivers to stop while pedestrians have the right-of-way to cross the street. The example 
Shown is at Georgia Avenue and Hemlock Street.

A very high rate of motorists 
yielding to pedestrians

Drivers experience less delay at 
hybrid signals compared to other 
signalized intersections

Expensive compared to other 
crossing treatments

Requires pedestrian activation

Larger roadways where 
mid-block crossing is 

opportunities are limited

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE



$300 - $500 per sign

Minimal Cost

Minimal Cost

$5,000 - $10,000 
for all four legs

Solutions Toolbox: Intersection Treatments
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Prohibit Right-Turns on Red
Mounted sign eliminates the right of motorists to make a right turn at a red light. Can be used full-time or under 
restricted time intervals.

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Adjustments of existing signal timings to more readily accommodate all modes. Could include reducing cycle 
lengths to decrease the amount of time pedestrians wait at signals.

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

Leading Pedestrian Interval

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE

activation through a light or sound after called by a pedestrian.

ADVANTAGES CHALLENGES LOCATION TYPE
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$20,000 - $40,000 for 
all four legs

$5,000 - $10,000 per 
left turn lane

Costs Vary

Solutions Toolbox: Intersection Treatments

Protected Left-Turns

installation of a left-turn arrow.
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Pedestrian Countdown Signals 
Walk/Don’t Walk pedestrian signals with countdown signal informing pedestrians of the time remaining to cross 
the street.
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Modify Existing Lanes or Geometry
Modify the existing intersection geometry to respond to conditions including reducing pedestrian crossing 

activity.
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