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These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Chairwoman Baldwin called the meeting to order at and the following item was discussed:

Item #15-01 – Neighborhood Traffic Management Program Policy.  During the City Council’s June 14, 2016 work session this item was referred to the Committee for further discussion.

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward indicated this is the first time the item has been discussed in this Committee and stated staff will present a brief history of the item for the newer members of the Committee.  

Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger presented the following information:

I.
Background
The Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) is a citizen driven program where residents living on a street with excess cut through traffic and/or poor speed compliance can utilize to improve their quality of life.  The program is comprised of four components to manage neighborhood traffic:

1. Speed limit reductions

2. Multi-way stops at intersections

3. Traffic calming projects

4. Neighborhood streetscape projects.

The two components of the program discussed at the Public Works Committee (PWC) and more recently at a City Council work session regarded the Program's policy on; (3) Traffic calming projects and (4) Neighborhood streetscape projects. Traffic calming projects are only available for narrower streets or ones that lack curb and gutter.  On these streets, vertical treatments such as speed humps or speed tables are the only effective option.  On wider streets, neighborhood streetscape projects are used where horizontal treatments such as median islands, curb extensions, chicanes, and other measures can be used to create a weaving pattern thereby slowing traffic.  To date there have been 27 traffic calming projects and 2 neighborhood streetscape projects completed under the program.  There are 5 other neighborhood streetscape projects currently under construction or in design.

II.
PWC Discussions and Changes
In the PWC numerous policy changes were made based on a three tiered evaluation staff conducted (internal, peer review and online poll).  The changes generally fell into one of three categories related to the NTMP policy; the evaluation process, the project list and the project approval process.  To better understand the changes made by the PWC, a project flow chart has been included in Appendix A.  The three categories discussed are highlighted as follows; evaluation policy-blue, project list-red and the approval process-orange.

II a.
PWC Changes to the Evaluation Process

Any resident can make a request for any qualifying street at any time regardless if they reside on the subject street. When a resident requests an evaluation, staff conducts one by collecting traffic data and using a matrix.  The matrix determines a score which should reflect the severity of problem related to excessive cut through traffic and poor speed compliance.  The changes made to the evaluation criteria bring Raleigh's program more in line with peer Cities.  The changes also ensure that the score more equitably reflects the conditions a street might have.  Scoring was adjusted for key criteria such as vehicular speeds, volume of traffic, speed related crashes, and pedestrian generators.  There was little discussion and no objections by the Committee members at the PWC regarding the changes to the evaluation process.  Staff will have slides to discuss the new scoring/evaluation process if the new Committee members so desire.

II b.
PWC Changes to the Project List Qualifiers
The project lists for a traffic calming project or a neighborhood streetscape project are determined by the scores generated from the evaluation process and ranked in numerical order. To start, there are some minimum qualifiers.  Traffic calming projects are relegated to residential type streets.  Residential streets (generally) do not carry a high volume of traffic.  However, it is not prudent to use limited City funds for a street with an extremely low volume of traffic.  The prior policy had a floor of 600 vehicles per day which was lowered to 500.  At the same time, if a street carries a large amount of traffic, it is functioning as a collector or thoroughfare despite what it is classified as and traffic calming may not be appropriate.  The prior policy had a ceiling of 10,000 vehicles a day which was lowered to 6,000.  Committee members agreed with the change but did have discussion about the firm number of the floor and ceiling for qualification.  Allowing staff leeway to include streets that were very close to the threshold was discussed.  The committed ultimately decided that allowing staff this discretion could cause issues and agreed the numbers in the policy were a "policy" decision and should be firm.

5 Year Time Limit
A new component was added to the project list to more accurately reflect problematic streets. A time cap of 5 years was implemented for all streets on both lists. This time cap ensures that the score of a street more accurately reflects current conditions.  As Raleigh grows, traffic patterns change as well at the people who reside on the street in question.  At any point, a resident can request a re-evaluation which would restart the 5 year clock.  The committee unanimously agreed with this component.

Integration of New Streets to Existing List
Whenever change is implemented to an existing program, integration can be challenging.  This is true for streets evaluated under the new criteria when it comes to integrating them with the existing project list.  Committee members did not provide any insight on how this should occur. Staff suggests there are at least three ways this could be done:

1. Leave the existing lists as is and begin using the new format after the policy has been approved.  This would require the least amount of work by staff however it would create inequities since the scoring criteria changed.  For example a street previously evaluated with an 85th percentile of 35 mph but a posted speed limit of 25 mph would get zero points under the old evaluation process.  Under the new evaluation process, this street would score 15 points for the speed criteria.

2. Leave the existing list and scores and only re-evaluate streets where the speed limit is not the statutory 35 mph.  This would be more work for staff then option one but more equitable.

3. Evaluate all streets on the existing list using the new format and the latest data then re-ranked according to the new score. This would entail the most work but also be the most equitable option. This option would employ the 5 year cap arid remove streets that did not have an evaluation in that time period.  Staff would recommend this option.

One area of concern with implementing this option is a number of (current) highly ranked streets may score lower using the new format or rather previously underscored streets may rank higher.  This could create the potential to upset residents who anticipated the option for a project sooner.  If the change in anticipated time frame is a significant concern, one way to handle this is re-evaluate all the streets using the new system and use the higher of the two scores.

II c.
PWC Changes to the Project Approval Process
Since the NTMP is a citizen driven program, almost all aspects of a potential project heavily involve the public.  The prior policy was set up where a project was initiated by the people residing on the subject street.  Later in the design process when the greater neighborhood was involved, disagreement could and did occur between those living on the street and those that utilized the street. To minimize this and ensure a project had overwhelming support, the PWC added another step to the project approval process.  This step would occur after a successful petition and consists of a City mailed ballot to an area defined as the "surrounding neighborhood".  The committee members specified this area as a two block radius from the subject street and included cul-de-sacs.  The petition process would remain the same and be circulated by a citizen. For the petition to be successful, 75% of the affronting properties had to have a resident sign it.  The new ballot process for the surrounding neighborhood only requires 25% of the ballots to be returned of which 2/3's of the returned ballots have to be in support.  A sample ballot is attached in Appendix B

While these changes will ensure the design process does not begin unless there is support from the subject street and the surrounding area, the additional step will have some downsides.  Any additional step will slow an already lengthy process.  In addition, the area defined as the surrounding neighborhood may consist of 10 times the number of properties than the subject street.  The 1\!TMP was set up to be citizen driven.  This change has the potential to allow the people most affected by excessive cut thorough traffic or poor speed compliance have their voices overwhelmed by those that use the street.  Conversely, potential apathy associated with the ballot process for the surrounding neighborhood may unintentionally halt a project.  To help better illustrate this, two maps showing the petition area and balloted neighborhood area are included in Appendix D.

One area that was not changed in the approval process was the petition.  The petition is a staff provided document that is circulated by a citizen.  Numerous residents expressed concern about forged signatures or inaccurate information relayed about what the petition intended.  The petition is a standalone document with an explanation and is attached in Appendix C.  The committee members liked the fact the petition process put some burden on the residents which was the intent of a citizen driven program.  They unanimously agreed that having staff validate any petition was not practical and voted on no changes.

II d.
PWC Changes/Discussion-Various Fire Department
The Committee unanimously voted to add a provision to allow the Raleigh Fire Department the first right of refusal of a potential project.  Most all peer Cities have this provision which ensures a project for a select few does not negatively impact a larger majority.

Trial Installation
Committee member discussed the merit of having a trial installation process for contentious treatments.  The theory is a trial installation would allow residents to see what a device would look like and better gauge if it made sense for their street.  Details of how a trial installation would be done, funded, and with what were not discussed.  The Committee members agreed having this as an option was a good idea but it should not be added to the policy.

Private Participation
The installation of traffic calming treatments by private developers came up several times. Committee members commented that having a provision in the policy to handle this in an equitable manner was a great idea.  The complexity of private development combined with how to monetarily and equitably implement this option was something committee members stated should be addressed at a later time.

Eligible Parcel for Petition or Ballot

There was citizen feedback on what constitutes an eligible parcel for a petition or mailed ballot.  The current standard is to place every property that abuts a subject street on the petition along with the owner of record.  The equity portion of the policy allows all residents to have universal availability to traffic management applications.  In that same vein, renters are allowed to sign petitions instead of the owner of record.  This has led to questions regarding open space parcels, vacant land, common areas, multi-family dwellings, apartment complexes and other non​traditional parcels.  The PWC did not address this item or ask for any changes to be made.

Minimum Qualifying Score

At the PWC, staff and Committee members discussed the large lists of potential projects.  If a street is placed on a project list, citizens residing on the street should have a reasonable expectation of receiving an opportunity to get treatment/a project.  The current traffic calming project list has 95 streets while the neighborhood streetscape list has 125 streets. These long project lists coupled with the new 5 year time limit result in a list where the majority of streets on each list will never get that opportunity.  Committee members discussed raising the qualifying score which would shorten the lists, thereby giving a more realistic opportunity of receiving treatment/a project.  The previous qualifying score of 30 points was not changed by the PWC.

III.
City Council Work Session
Staff reviewed the changes made by the PWC to the full City Council.  Several items came up regarding the changes made by the PWC in addition to four new items.  The four items were; what the petition and ballots looked like, how Council or the public would know if Raleigh Fire Department removed a street, how effective treatments are, and providing residents with various design choices or options in addition to offering any new or alternative technology to slow traffic.

III a.
City Council Work Session-Ballot and Petition

Concern about the petition and new ballot process has been fairly robust by both residents and Council members.  The petitions were designed as a standalone document to ensure residents that cared to read it would understand what they were signing, what to expect and what treatments would be available. The ballot is a new component.  However staff has designed one in similar fashion to the petition.  Both the new ballot and petition are included in Appendix B and C respectfully.  Either the petition or ballot can be modified if Council so desires to include past projects, pictures of treatments, or more information.

III b.
City Council Work Session-Raleigh Fire Department
The new component approved by the PWC to allow Raleigh Fire Department (RFD) the first right of refusal of a potential project was something that almost all other peer Cities had in their traffic calming policies.  This would ensure that in the unlikely event, a problematic street was located on a primary response route; the greater public would not suffer delayed response times. Of the all the projects completed to date, this has not come up.  RFD attends all meetings and plays a large part in the process since traffic calming can slow response times ..City staff proposes this step be handled after an evaluation and be included on the yearly list of both projects that is presented to City Council.  In the rare event this would occur, staff would denote the street on the list as disqualified by RFD.  When Council considers approving the list, discussion about the subject street and impacts could be held.  Council has the authority to keep any street on the list.

III c.
City Council Work Session-Effectiveness of Treatments
As part of all traffic calming evaluation, the City conducts speed studies along the subject street.  After a project is completed the policy specifies further studies shall be conducted to measure the project's effectiveness.  Although the program and treatment designs are citizen driven, meaning the designs and number of treatments can vary, the projects completed to date have been very effective.  The 27 traffic calming projects have yielded an average decrease of 7.9 mph. The 2 neighborhood streetscape projects have yielded an average decrease of 5.7 mph.  More information on specific streets can be found in Appendix E

III d.
City Council Work Session-Treatment Options and Alternative Calming Technologies

There was some conversation about scoping of projects during the PWC Review, mostly in the context of the Currituck project and Neighborhood Streetscape program.  The majority of Public Works Committee discussions focused more significantly on process and the traffic calming improvements.  However, there was recognition that the considerations including the use of temporary measures could impact the policy.  In summary, the committee discussed whether or not the City should consider installing temporary traffic calming infrastructure that could be tested and relocated for contentious projects and also discussed whether language limiting the repeat use of the program.  Currently, the policy does encourage work to a solution that would be perceived to eliminate a speed concern rather than an incremental approach that could be revisited and refined.  In its discussion, the PWC determined that it did not believe the City should use temporary measures and the discussions regarding language to encourage/allow incremental changes did not generate significant discussion for any specific recommendation.

Staff is happy to assist the City Council revisit if and how it would like to create more alternatives for recommendations to the City Council.  However, it may be appropriate to discuss these differently from minor traffic calming projects as opposed to Neighborhood Streetscape projects.  The treatments available for traffic calming are very limited.  Viable alternatives for narrow streets or those lacking curb and gutter are typically limited to speed humps and tables. While there is community input to the number of treatments, spacing, type, and location, the biggest point of decision for traffic calming projects is typically whether or not a neighborhood is supportive of installation.

Neighborhood streetscape projects do present the opportunity for larger investments and more design choices because the roads are wider.  The measures that can be utilized on these roads are numerous.  To date, the City has installed, bump-outs, medians, raised intersections, speed humps and curb extensions.  During the committee meeting Transportation Planning Staff will provide information about how the options are presented to the public and describe the design process.

Mr. Cox questioned the traffic calming projects’ effectiveness with regard to speed reduction with Mr. Niffenegger responding the projects resulted in an average speed reduction of 8 mph.

Mr. Branch questioned how the numbers were generated for the studies with Mr. Niffenegger responding both speed and traffic volume studies are conducted and the highest generated numbers are used for the project design.  

Mr. Branch talked about receiving numerous complaints regarding speeding traffic along Lyndhurst Drive and Sanderford Road and questioned whether sections of the road are used for the study with Mr. Niffenegger responding several street sections are used for the study and Traffic Engineer Jason Myers adding longer streets are divided into segments with each section evaluated differently

Mr. Cox referred to the 5 year time limit and questioned whether the purpose was to remove streets that were on the list for too long a time with Mr. Niffenegger responding in the affirmative; however, a resident could request another street evaluation at any time.  

Mr. Cox questioned whether staff thought about increasing the threshold on the number of residents required to request a new evaluation with discussion taking place regarding how long streets remain on the project list as well as how streets qualify for the list.  The discussion also included the possibility of raising the minimum overall score to quality a street for the traffic calming project list.
Mr. Branch whether the number of staff available affected the number of traffic calming projects completed with Mr. Niffenegger responding that is correct.

Ms. Baldwin questioned whether the Public Works Committee discussed the possibility of installing low-cost traffic calming measures i.e. 4-way stop signs with Mr. Niffenegger responding in the affirmative.  He stated multi-way stops can work in the right situation; the problem is if the stop signs are installed in the wrong location it may result in an increase in rear-end collisions, etc. with Ms. Baldwin pointing out Oakwood and Cameron Park neighborhoods seem to be happy with their multi-way stop intersections.

Assistant City Manager Hayward expounded on changes traffic calming policies regarding the use of less-expensive measures with Mr. Niffenegger noting there are some neighborhoods with multiple signals and stops that benefit well from the installations.
Mr. Cox indicated he favors using 4-way stop signs and speed humps and stated he would want to explore installing 4-way stops as a first measure and examine crash statistics as a result with Mr. Branch indicating he also favors using 4-way stop signs and talked about traffic issues on Lane Street.

Ms. Baldwin questioned whether there is any accident data from 4-way stop installations with discussion taking place regarding the 4-way stop intersection at Rainwater Drive and Mr. Branch pointing out the recent traffic light on Lenoir Street being switched out for a 4-way stop intersection and suggesting that would be a good location to examine accident statistics.

Discussion took place regarding whether to have the Council refer the City’s stop-sign policy to the Traffic and Transit Committee for review.

Mr. Cox questioned whether staff considered having the Fire Department review the streets on the traffic calming project list with discussion taking place on speed hump design.  Mr. Cox suggested the Fire Department should look at the streets to determine where speed humps are appropriate with Assistant City Manager Hayward indicating she will as the Fire Department to provide information on how they evaluate the streets.

Discussion took place regarding how some of the streets on the project list change position due to changes in evaluation criteria, length of time on the list, etc. with Mr. Niffenegger noting some of the residents on streets high on the list are very active in the process and reach out to staff on a regular basis .

Ms. Baldwin questioned whether the traffic calming project ballot could be cast on-line with Mr. Niffenegger indicating that is possible and suggested sending out a mail-in ballot and giving the option to vote on-line.  Mr. Branch suggested assigning a unique ID# to each ballot so that only 1 ballot is cast, whether by mail or on-line.

Discussion took place regarding the time frame for traffic calming projects with Mr. Niffenegger stating it takes about 1 year for a traffic calming project to go from petition to construction; however, any time a change is made to the project design or any other interruption the process is delayed.

Mr. Branch questioned if less than 25% of the residents respond, but the overwhelming response is positive, does the project move forward with Ms. Baldwin noting there are several factors become involved between the petition and neighborhood response.  She talked about providing design options for residents to consider and, if the residents reject the options, the project stops.

Mr. Branch questioned whether the Committee could get a list of Fire Department primary response routes with Mr. Niffenegger indicating that is possible; however, each Fire Station has its own routes.

Discussion took place regarding qualifying scores as well as project approvals with Mr. Niffenegger indicating staff can provide samples of project lists reflecting changes in the qualifying score.

Mr. Cox indicated common space should not be counted when ballots are mailed as an HOA does not drive a car and expressed his belief that could count as at least 2 votes with Mr. Niffenegger responding the ballot policy could be changed to reflect 1 vote per unit for condominiums, duplexes, apartments, etc.
Mr. Branch questioned whether the Fire Department preferred the use of speed humps or speed tables with Mr. Niffenegger responding the Fire Department prefers speed tables and indicated the residents as well prefer speed tables; however the problem is the speed tables effect on-street parking, driveway placement, etc.

Mr. Cox questioned whether speed humps could be made less jarring for drivers with Mr. Niffenegger indicating the humps are built to national engineering standards.  Mr. Cox indicated it is his experience the speed humps are too jarring even at slow speeds and questioned the possibility the humps being re-engineered.

Ms. Baldwin talked about the traffic calming process noting any controversy arises after the project design is presented with Mr. Niffenegger indicating the controversy seems to occur at the neighborhood meeting when the project design is presented because the greater neighborhood residents attend the meeting.  Ms. Baldwin questioned whether staff could instead present design options at that meeting with Mr. Niffenegger indicating staff would prefer that option since everyone who attends the meeting will have an opinion regarding the project design.  Mr. Myers pointed out at the first meeting staff presents a map of the street, asks the neighbors where and what the problems are, then presents a project design accordingly.
Mr. Branch questioned whether there was a place on the City’s website that presents information on what traffic calming options are available with Mr. Niffenegger responding in the affirmative.

Ms. Baldwin suggested updating the Traffic Calming brochure to reflect recently completed Traffic Calming projects and went on to talk about how options could be presented to the residents at the neighborhood meetings.

(Mr. Branch left the meeting at 3:00 p.m.)

Mr. Cox suggested residents should be provided the option to back out of a project.  Discussion took place at length regarding providing residents this option with Ms. Baldwin indicating it is her experience that residents who want the project, want it; while residents who don’t want the project, don’t; and that is where the problem lies.

Mr. Myers noted when a design is presented and feedback is negative then a re-design is presented to the residents with Mr. Niffenegger point out whether to proceed with a project or not could be flushed out at the public hearing.

Discussion took place regarding the 2-step petition process.
Mr. Myers talked about presenting design options to residents noting there is a backlog of traffic calming projects due to funding issues and stated current policy structure limits the scope in what a traffic calming project tries to accomplish.  

Ms. Baldwin suggested installing temporary traffic calming measures to demonstrate to residents what the project would look like and talked about situations where traffic calming projects tore neighborhoods apart.  She indicated there are some Rainwater Drive residents that still do not speak to each other since the 4-way stop intersection was installed.

Lengthy discussion took place regarding City policy on minor and major traffic calming projects including design processes, funding, community involvement, etc. with Assistant City Manager Hayward noting minor traffic calming projects are currently suspended until outstanding policy issues are resolved.

Jeff Winstead, 3900 Hemsbury Way, indicated he lives on the corner Hemsbury Way and Laurel Hills Road and noted the Police Department was not present at the meeting and pointed out the Police receives speeding complaints, issues citations, etc. and suggested the Police Department be included in the discussion.  He expressed his desire to see more clear language on petitions for traffic calming projects rather than what he believes is the use of “bureaucratic” language.  He indicated national standards dictate that speed humps be installed every .10 mile, and stated the petition should describe exactly what type of traffic calming measure is being proposed, whether speed humps, etc.  

Mr. Winstead expressed his belief that only property owners should be allowed to sign the petition and not tenants.  Ms. Baldwin questioned whether Mr. Winstead was suggesting the Laurel Hills project was initiated by a non-property owner with Mr. Winstead asserting the person who initiated the project wasn’t even a resident in the neighborhood.  He went on to allege signatures were forged on the petition and asserted he could present affidavits from people claim their signatures were forged.  In response to questions, Mr. Winstead stated there should be mechanisms in place for a person to indicate “that’s not my signature” or “I change my mind and want to remove my name.”

Al Love, 4004 Balsam Drive, talked about the Laurel Hills Drive project petition stating he and an attorney went over all the signatures and compared them to recorded deeds of trust for the various properties and asserted they came up with several suspect signatures.  He indicated he wants to see a statement of certification on the petition to included language such as “…under the risk of perjury….”  He asserted someone forged signatures on the Laurel Hills petition to get it over the limit and that one property owner asserted he never signed the petition.  He stated a mechanism should be in place automatically reject the project if issues arise with regard to petition signatures and suggested making the violations liable to police.  He indicated he has an issue with properties eligible to sign the petition noting several properties from Olde Raleigh signed the petition because their lots backed up to Laurel Hills Road but do not have access to it.  He expressed his belief that only properties with driveway access to the street be eligible to sign the petition.
William Cromer, 4024 Balsam Drive, questioned the process for citizen input indicating he and his neighbors submitted several items for consideration in the traffic calming policy, but were not included, and questioned if they were ignored.  Ms. Baldwin questioned whether the issue was with the City’s traffic calming policy with Mr. Cromer responding the issue was with the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program and went on to talk about resident issues with the Laurel Hills traffic calming project and being advised by staff they were following policy handed down from the City Council.

Ms. Baldwin indicated this meeting would be an opportunity to present those concerns with Mr. Cromer indicating he had several suggestions to present.  He talked about issues with the scoring system and its non-scientific application pointing out several “pedestrian generators” used in the evaluation should not have been counted as no residents use them.  He also expressed concern the policy is slanted in only one direction.
Ms. Baldwin suggested Mr. Cromer submit his concerns and suggestions to the Assistant City Manager with Mr. Cox indicating he would also like to receive a copy.

Earl Fowler, representing the Lakemont neighborhood, talked about the traffic calming devices on Rowan Street and his recent witnessing a Raleigh Fire Department truck, with lights flashing, having to go very slowly over speed humps.  He talked about the Fire Department avoiding using 
Brentwood Road as a primary response route because of the speed humps, which adds to response time.   He suggested that EMS also be included in the traffic calming discussion and added he would not want to see another speed hump added to the streets.

Ms. Baldwin questioned whether Mr. Fowler was a former Raleigh Fire Chief with Mr. Fowler responding in the affirmative.  Ms. Baldwin thanked Mr. Fowler for his service to the community.

Associate City Attorney Brandon Poole talked about how the intent of the petition process is to gage community interest and suggested staff could re-examine the purpose of the petition process.  He talked about incidents where forged signatures on zoning or development projects were referred to the District Attorney for investigation.

Ms. Baldwin asked staff to get together with the City Attorney to discuss petition language as well as get the Communications Department involved with publicity.

Assistant City Manager Haywood briefly clarified the various issues the Committee asked staff to consider including the following:
1. 3- and 4-way stop sign policy

2. Follow-up with Fire Department regarding street eligibility

3. Procedures to allow projects to continue

4. Consequences of moving eligibility thresholds

5. Temporary traffic calming measure installations

6. List of Fire Department primary response routes

7. Speed hump heights

8. Petition language and updated brochure.

Ms. Baldwin indicated Mr. Branch would also like information on why streets such as Sanderford Road do not qualify for traffic calming projects.

Ms. Baldwin talked about how a citizen approached the City Council a few years ago to suggest a class project regarding a public service campaign on speed reduction.  She indicated the campaign was carried out, but with little enthusiasm noting the signs used in the campaign were barely visible, and stated she would like to see the Communications Department to report on what happened with the campaign and re-start the program.  Mr. Myers questioned if Ms. Baldwin was talking about the “No Need to Speed” campaign with Ms. Baldwin responding in the affirmative.  Assistant City Manager Hayward indicated staff will follow up.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, Chairwoman Baldwin declared the meeting adjourned at 3:45 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini
Assistant Deputy Clerk
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