
U
S 26/Parks R

d.-Porterville R
d. 

  D
eficiencies: 

 
1. 

Level of service w
ill not m

eet standard (future deficiency). 
 R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
C

lose existing U
S 26/Parks R

d. – Porterville R
d. intersection (future 

im
provem

ent). 
2. 

R
ealign Parks R

d. – Porterville R
d. at 90-degree angle w

ith U
S 26 to the 

northw
est of existing intersection (future im

provem
ent). 

3. 
W

iden m
edian to allow

 tw
o-stage crossing of U

S 26 at realigned Parks R
d. – 

Porterville R
d. intersection (future im

provem
ent). 

 O
ther Im

provem
ents C

onsidered: 
 

1. 
R

eplace existing intersection w
ith offset “T” intersections to the northw

est and 
southeast of existing intersection. 

 R
easons for Selecting R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
Tw

o-stage crossing w
ill provide adequate level of service because drivers w

ill not 
be required to cross both directions of traffic along U

S 26 at sam
e tim

e. 
2. 

Skew
ed angle of existing intersection w

ould m
ake turning m

anuevers m
ore 

difficult than if intersection w
as realigned at 90-degree angle w

ith U
S 26. 

3. 
O

ffset “T” intersections w
ould result in m

ore property im
pacts than realignm

ent 
of existing intersection. 





U
S 26/B

ond R
d./Pioneer R

d. 
  D

eficiencies: 
1. 

Eastbound and w
estbound right-turn lanes needed on U

S 26 at B
ond R

d. 
2. 

C
enterlines on B

ond R
d. intersection approaches need restriping. 

3. 
W

estbound right-turn lane needed on U
S 26 at Pioneer R

d. 
4. 

D
rivers ignore stop sign on eastbound approach of Pioneer R

d. 
5. 

Level-of-service w
ill not m

eet standard at B
ond R

d. (future deficiency). 
6. 

Level-of-service w
ill not m

eet standard at Pioneer R
d. (future deficiency). 

7. 
Eastbound right-turn lane w

ill be needed on U
S 26 at Pioneer R

d. (future deficiency). 

R
ecom

m
ended Im

provem
ents: 

1. 
C

onstruct eastbound and w
estbound right-turn lanes on U

S 26 at B
ond R

d. 
2. 

R
estripe centerlines on B

ond R
d. 

3. 
C

onstruct w
estbound right-turn lane on U

S 26 at Pioneer R
d. 

4. 
Install and adequately m

aintain pavem
ent m

arkings and delineation on Pioneer R
d., 

including at a m
inim

um
: 

• 
C

enterline 
• 

Edgeline 
• 

D
ouble w

idth (24”) stop bar 
• 

“STO
P” pavem

ent m
arking in advance of intersection 

5. 
Install oversize stop sign on eastbound approach of Pioneer R

d. 
6. 

C
reate new

 com
bined intersection betw

een B
ond R

d. and Pioneer R
d. w

ith w
idened 

m
edian to allow

 tw
o-stage crossing of U

S 26 from
 B

ond R
d./Pioneer R

d., w
ith 

eastbound and w
estbound right-turn lanes on U

S 26 (future im
provem

ent). 

O
ther Im

provem
ents C

onsidered: 
1. 

Install curbing and curb extension on eastbound approach of Pioneer R
d.; m

ove stop sign 
to curb extension. 

2. 
Install speed hum

p and/or rum
ble strip on eastbound approach of Pioneer R

d. 
3. 

W
iden m

edian at existing B
ond R

d. and Pioneer R
d. intersections to allow

 tw
o-stage 

crossing m
aneuvers. 

R
easons for Selecting R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
1. 

A
dequate pavem

ent m
arkings and delineation on Pioneer R

d. are necessary, basic 
im

provem
ents that should be installed and m

onitored for effectiveness prior to 
considering other im

provem
ents. 

2. 
Speed hum

p and rum
ble strip on eastbound approach of Pioneer R

d. w
ould not 

adequately address problem
 of drivers ignoring stop sign and m

ay create additional 
problem

s. 
3. 

C
om

bined B
ond R

d./Pioneer R
d. intersection w

ould provide adequate future level of 
service and w

ould elim
inate skew

ed alignm
ent at both existing intersections. 





U
S 26/G

roveland R
d./W

. C
ollins Siding R

d. 
  D

eficiencies: 
1. 

Eastbound right-turn lane needed on U
S 26 at G

roveland R
d. 

2. 
Inadequate sight distance from

 northbound approach of G
roveland R

d. 
3. 

Level of service does not m
eet standard at G

roveland R
d. 

4. 
Southbound left-turns from

 G
roveland R

d. difficult due to high traffic volum
es on U

S 26. 
5. 

Steam
 from

 potato processing plant causes sight obstruction at G
roveland R

d. 
6. 

Eastbound right-turn lane needed on U
S 26 at W

. C
ollins Siding R

d. 
7. 

R
ight-turns from

 northbound approach of W
. C

ollins Siding R
d. too sharp for trucks 

8. 
Level-of-service w

ill not m
eet standard at W

. C
ollins Siding R

d. (future deficiency). 

R
ecom

m
ended Im

provem
ents: 

1. 
C

lose south leg (G
roveland R

d.) of U
S 26/G

roveland R
d. intersection. 

2. 
C

onvert existing w
estbound left-turn lane at U

S26/G
roveland R

d. to acceleration lane for 
southbound left-turns. 

3. 
Provide advance w

arning along U
S 26 about steam

 problem
 using R

oad W
eather 

Inform
ation System

. 
4. 

R
ealign south leg (W

. C
ollins Siding R

d.) of U
S 26/W

. C
ollins Siding R

d. intersection. 
5. 

C
onstruct eastbound right-turn lane on U

S 26 at W
est C

ollins Siding R
d. 

6. 
Install w

estbound acceleration lane in m
edian area at U

S 26/W
. C

ollins Siding R
d. 

(future im
provem

ent). 

O
ther Im

provem
ents C

onsidered: 
1. 

C
onstruct eastbound right-turn lane on U

S 26 at G
roveland R

d. 
2. 

Trim
 or rem

ove trees on northbound approach of G
roveland R

d. 
3. 

W
iden m

edian to allow
 tw

o-stage crossing of U
S 26 from

 G
roveland R

d. 
4. 

Install signal at U
S 26/G

roveland R
d. 

5. 
C

lose w
estbound right-turn lane at U

S 26/G
roveland R

d. to decrease crossing w
idth of 

U
S 26. 

6. 
R

equire large trucks to use alternate route other than W
. C

ollins Siding R
d. 

R
easons for Selecting R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
1. 

C
losure of south leg of G

roveland R
d. w

ould address m
ultiple deficiencies at U

S 
26/G

roveland R
d. intersection: 

• 
Eastbound right-turn lane on U

S 26 w
ould not be needed. 

• 
Sight distance from

 northbound approach of G
roveland R

d. w
ould not be an issue. 

• 
Level of service w

ould im
prove to adequate level (LO

S “B
”). 

• 
W

ould allow
 conversion of existing w

estbound left-turn lane into acceleration lane 
for southbound left-turns. 

2. 
W

arrants for traffic signal at U
S 26/G

roveland R
d. are not m

et (w
ould be m

et in future, 
how

ever). 
3. 

U
se of alternate route by large trucks to avoid sharp turn at U

S 26/W
. C

ollins Siding R
d. 

w
ould result in too m

uch out-of-direction travel (south leg of G
roveland R

d. w
ould be 

closed). 





SH
-39/L

iberty R
d. 

  D
eficiencies: 

 
1. 

Skew
ed alignm

ent of intersection m
akes it difficult for trucks to m

aneuver onto 
and off of SH

-39. 
2. 

Southbound right-turn lane needed on SH
-39. 

3. 
N

eed to regularly restripe Liberty R
d. and A

sh R
d. intersection approaches. 

4. 
Level-of-service w

ill not m
eet standard (future deficiency). 

5. 
N

orthbound right-turn lane w
ill be needed on SH

-39 (future deficiency). 
 R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
R

ealign existing intersection: 
 

• 
C

lose existing Liberty R
d./A

sh R
d. intersection. 

• 
R

ealign Liberty R
d. at 90-degree angle w

ith SH
-39 to south of existing 

intersection. 
• 

C
onstruct connector road betw

een new
 SH

-39/Liberty R
d. intersection and 

A
sh R

d. 
• 

Provide local access connection to property on northw
est corner of existing 

intersection. 
 2. 

C
onstruct southbound right-turn lane on SH

-39. 
3. 

M
aintain adequate striping on m

inor road approaches to intersection. 
4. 

C
onstruct eastbound left-turn lane on Liberty R

d. (future im
provem

ent). 
5. 

C
onstruct northbound right-turn lane on SH

-39 (future im
provem

ent) 
 O

ther Im
provem

ents C
onsidered: 

 
1. 

N
one. 

 R
easons for Selecting R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
R

elocation of intersection necessary in order to achieve adequate alignm
ent and 

reduce num
ber of intersection approaches. 





SH
-39 - R

ockford W
est R

d. to H
illtop R

d. 
  D

eficiencies: 
 

1. 
C

ongested, high-accident segm
ent, w

ith substandard access conditions. 
 R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
Elim

inate direct access to SH
-39 from

 property on northeast corner of SH
-

39/H
illtop R

d. intersection; provide new
 access via V

eljean R
d. 

2. 
C

lose existing SH
-39/H

illtop R
d. intersection. 

3. 
Elim

inate m
inor offset betw

een east and w
est legs of SH

-39/R
ockford W

est R
d. 

intersection by realigning R
ockford W

est R
d. 

4. 
C

lose north access to SH
-39 from

 property on southeast corner of SH
-

39/R
ockford W

est R
d. intersection. 

 O
ther Im

provem
ents C

onsidered: 
 

1. 
N

one. 
 R

easons for Selecting R
ecom

m
ended Im

provem
ents: 

 
1. 

Im
provem

ents w
ill reduce potential for accidents caused by high density of 

accesses w
ithin this segm

ent. 





SH
-39/H

off R
d. 

  D
eficiencies: 

 
1. 

N
orthbound left-turn lane needed on SH

-39. 
2. 

Southbound right-turn lane needed on SH
-39. 

3. 
Southbound acceleration lane needed to: 

 
• 

A
llow

 trucks from
 H

off R
d. to increase speed prior to m

erging into travel lane 
on SH

-39. 
• 

R
educe beet spillage from

 trucks turning onto SH
-39 from

 H
off R

d. due to 
change in grade from

 H
off R

d. approach to superelevated curve section of 
SH

-39. 
 R

ecom
m

ended Im
provem

ents: 
 

1. 
C

onstruct northbound left-turn lane on SH
-39. 

2. 
C

onstruct southbound right-turn lane on SH
-39. 

 O
ther Im

provem
ents C

onsidered: 
 

1. 
C

onstruct southbound acceleration lane from
 H

off R
d. to SH

-39. 
 R

easons for Selecting R
ecom

m
ended Im

provem
ents: 

 
1. 

Southbound acceleration lane not recom
m

ended because: 
 

• 
N

o guarantee that construction of acceleration lane along existing alignm
ent 

of SH
-39 w

ould reduce beet spillage problem
. 

• 
To address the beet spillage problem

 w
ith certainty, superelevation of curve 

along SH
-39 w

ould have to be reduced by realigning curve to a larger radius, 
resulting in significant im

pacts to farm
 and residential property to south of 

SH
-39/H

off R
oad intersection. 

 






