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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.  This item was previously discussed during the Committee’s July 12, 2016 meeting and held over for further discussion.
Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward talked about the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) and stated there were a couple of projects that came through under the previous Council that brought up policy questions including the use of speed bumps and speed tables which were discussed in the Public Works Committee.  She indicated staff composed revisions to the Minor NTMP project policy and is prepared to present the proposed update and recommendations. 

Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger presented the following information:

Background
The entire Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) Policy was reviewed and rewritten based on previous Committee and Council input.  At the July 12, 2016 Transportation and Transit Committee meeting various components of the proposed new policy were discussed.  Although the program is comprised of four main components, the focus of the discussion was predominately on the Traffic Calming and Neighborhood Streetscape programs and project.  The four components of the NTMP are:

1. Speed limit reductions

2. Multi-way stops at intersections

3. Traffic calming projects

4. Neighborhood streetscape projects.

In addition, several other topics were discussed and staff was given a list of items to further investigate.  This report is a follow-up on all items discussed and is organized into five main categories so action can be taken on some if so desired.

I.  Reformatted Policy, New Evaluation, Ranking and Removal Processes
The entire NTMP policy was reviewed and re-written.  The changes to the proposed new policy came from council input, a peer review of other Cities, citizen input and lessons learned.  The major changes to the original draft in the proposed policy under this topic included:

· Speed evaluated against actual speed limit not 35 mph

· Eligible volumes for program reduced to reflect residential environments

· Increased points for speed related crashes

· Better defined pedestrian generators

· New criteria for points under roadway geometry

· Limit a project's time on the list to 5 years
· Process added to remove treatments

The discussions, comments, and direction for further investigation coming out of the Committee were:

· City Council requested to see which streets Raleigh Fire Department had objection with treating (primary response routes)
Staff will add a section in their year-end report which will list any streets that had a request for evaluation that conflicted with RFD primary response routes. These streets will also be highlighted in the project ranking list.

· Can RFD response routes be identified proactively?
Yes.  Staff is currently working with RFD and using GIS to map out the response routes and predetermine ineligible streets.

· What would be the impact of limiting the number of projects on the list to make project delivery more feasible?
There are currently 97 streets on the traffic calming list and 121 streets on the streetscape list.  Staff is tasked with delivering 7-10 traffic calming projects and 1-2 streetscape projects per year.  To meet these goals, staff has to go through an average of 13 traffic calming streets and 4 streetscape streets (some streets are not interested).  Therefore if the proposed 5 year time limit is adopted, only the top two thirds of the Traffic Calming list and the top 20% of the Streetscape list would numerically get the option for treatment.  This unfortunately can cause an unintended false expectation that a resident living on a lower ranked street will get treatment.  Therefore staff recommends reducing the list by increasing the eligibility score from its current 30 points.  This does two things; reduce the chance of false expectations and ensure streets on the lists have speed related problems.  The two tables below show how an increase in the minimum or eligibility score of 30 would affect the number of streets on each list.  These numbers are taken from the existing projects lists.

	Traffic Calming

	Minimum Score
	Project
Streets

	30
	97

	35
	69

	40
	49

	45
	36

	50
	24


	Neighborhood Streetscape

	Minimum Score
	Project Streets

	30
	121

	35
	108

	40
	95

	45
	84

	50
	71

	60
	43

	70
	27


Staff recommendations:

The proposed changes to the evaluation and ranking process were derived based on public input, peer reviews and internal experiences.  These changes should ensure streets are evaluated in a more equitable and accurate manner.  The proposed changes to the evaluation and ranking process were also approved by the defunct Public Works Committee.  Therefore staff would recommend the committee consider the following;

· Adopt the re-formatted and revised Neighborhood Traffic Management Program Policy.  This would include the new option allowing for existing treatment removal.  Since Raleigh is growing, this option would allow neighborhoods who experience changes in traffic patterns, residents, or both to have an option for treatments to be removed.

II.  Traffic Calming (Speed Humps/Tables) Project Section
Traffic Calming projects are designated for streets that are too narrow for horizontal treatment (medians or bulb-outs) or lack curb and gutter.  The only option to calm traffic on streets of this nature is the use of vertical devices such as speed humps and tables.  Major changes to the original draft in the proposed policy included:

· Broadening the geographic reach of invitees to the introductory meeting

· After a successful petition from the affected area, a mailed ballot to the surrounding neighborhood that requires 25% participation with 2/3's in support of the proposed project was added.

The discussions, comments, and direction for further investigation coming out of the Committee were:

· Concerns with the "petition".

Staff's met with the City Attorney's office to discuss the current setup.  The Attorney's office recommended changing the word "petition".  Petitions the City typically circulates can involve assessments and follow a different process.  NTMP projects are paid for out of bond funding and do not assess residents for traffic calming treatments.  To eliminate confusion if the citizen circulated petition is chosen to be kept, staff would recommend changing the word "petition" to something like "documentation of citizen support".

Although there is a benefit of having the affected residents play a role in the process, keeping a citizen petition component could create future issues.  Since staff does not circulate the petition, a fair amount of trust has to be given to the process.  Instead, the Attorney's office suggested using a ballot system or voting device for the affected area.  This would minimize the chances of real or purported misleading statements and/or falsification of signatures.

· Do percentage requirements need to be more flexible?

Anytime Council adopts a minimum or maximum threshold it can create issues.  For example, if a street returned a petition with 74% support under the current setup, the street would be ineligible for treatment.  This could be a disservice as the petition was intended to be a show of suppo1i.  Allowing staff some flexibility could help with close situations such as this example.  At the same time, this could just create other issues as someone's definition of "close" may vary from staffs'.

If the ballot approach is chosen, staff has no gauge or experience on how many may be returned.  To assist with this, staff has proposed an approval matrix.  The matrix shows a lower percentage of returned ballots require higher approval percentages for a project to move forward.  The percentages shown are subjective and may be changed at the committee's discretion.

	Approval Matrix

	Percentage
Returned
	Percentage
Approved

	70 & Over
	66.7

	60-69.9
	70

	50-59.9
	75

	Under 50
	80


· Ensure there is a web-option for petition or ballot.

Under the current petition program, a petition is sent to one citizen in the affected area who then gathers signatures from the rest of the properties involved.  This current setup is not conducive for web based options since the process is citizen driven.  Having a web based setup with the current petition process could just further the potential for purported or real misuse of the show of support component.  If a ballot type system was adopted, a web based options could easily be added and in a way to ensure process is untainted.  Each ballot could contain a code or ID for residents who preferred a web based option.

· Could the policy call out standards tor speed humps and tables?

Staff has added the design profiles and descriptions of both the speed hump and speed table design to the policy.  The standard Raleigh uses is taken out of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Traffic Calming Guidelines handbook.  Of the various options detailed in the handbook, the least severe standard was selected.

Staff recommendations:

Staff has provided two possible options for public participation in the approval process for potential traffic calming project.  The flow charts of the two options are found at the end of the document.  It should be noted that either of the two options can have a firm threshold for the respective area (e.g. people residing on the street vs. neighborhood) to move forward, or use a system like a matrix in combination with some staff flexibility.  Staff recommends the committee consider the following;

· Implement new processes for Traffic Calming projects with an evaluation of impact of practices in a Weekly Letter no later than January 1, 2018

· Select an option for the public participation process

III.  Neighborhood Streetscape Projects Section
Neighborhood Streetscape Projects are much more complex than Traffic Calming Projects and can involve changes to the curb line, addition of medians, and also addition of missing sections of sidewalks.  Major changes to the original draft in the proposed policy included:

· Broadening the geographic reach of invitees to the introductory meeting

· After a successful petition from the affected area, adds a mailed ballot to the surrounding neighborhood that requires 25% participation with 2/3' s approval of the proposed project.

The discussions, comments, and direction for further investigation coming out of the Committee were:

· Revisit prior decision not to include temporary installation provision
· Staff believes this is a good option to add to the policy however it is a complex component.  Details such as what devices should be used, who installs and maintains them, and how long the temporary devices should be in place have not been worked out.

· Modify public process to produce a preferred design plus at least one alternative 
There are several options that staff can offer.  They involve other departments who assist with some of the preliminary design.  These options have not been worked out at this time.

· Reflect any appropriate changes to citizen involvement, likely consistent with traffic calming process

Staff will make sure whatever public participation option is selected by the Committee will be consistent for both project sections.

Staff recommendations:
Staff recommends the Committee consider the following;

· Refer Section 6 of policy, Neighborhood  Streetscape project to Transportation  and Transit Committee for additional review.  This would allow the simpler components like the evaluation and ranking portion plus Traffic Calming projects to move forward while some of the more intricate details associated with the more complex Neighborhood Streetscape projects to be worked out.

IV.  Multi-Way Stop Signs
The proposed new NTMP policy had no major changes to the original draft.  Multi-way stop controls are currently only recommended for installation if the warrants in the Council adopted Manual on Traffic Control Devices are satisfied.

The discussions, comments, and direction for further investigation coming out of the Committee were:

· Revisit multi-way stop policy to provide more flexibility to meet the community's needs.

Staff has been investigating options to allow more flexibility for locations that fail to meet warrants.  Part of this includes reaching out to other jurisdictions.  In addition, instead of deriving a new policy for multi-way stop control, staff is looking into the option of setting up an appeals process for locations that do not meet warrants.  This option would allow the City to still adhere to state and Federal best practices yet allow to communities that want multi-way stop control a second opportunity.

Staff recommendation:

Staff recommends the committee consider the following;

· Refer development of language specific for multi-way stops related to Raleigh to the Transportation and Transit Committee.  This would allow staff time to further review other jurisdictions and come up with other alternatives.

V.  Communication and Marketing

The current NTMP has no communication or marketing component.  The only part of the program that was changed related to these two topics was:

· Inclusion of a sample ballot in the Appendix

The discussions, comments, and direction for further investigation coming out of the Committee were:

· Create a more public-friendly brochure

Staff has worked with Communications to produce a new brochure that has been included in the Committee packet for review and comment.  Staff is also working to update the NTMP website and all other components presented to the public (e.g. PowerPoint presentations at public meetings)

· Have staff research a public-service  campaign/hat would include:
1. Peer research regarding signage about speeding
2. Evaluation of outcomes of marketing efforts in peer communities
3. Identify opportunities for a pilot program

This component was not included in the current or proposed NTMP policy.  Staff has begun the peer research and can present their finding at a future committee meeting.

Staff recommendations:

Staff recommends the Committee consider the following;

· Request a report, via "Report of the City Manager" regarding marketing opportunities prior to the end of2016 for consideration of pilot program for FY18 budget

Chairwoman Baldwin questioned if the time spans for minor and major traffic calming projects were due to resources or staff availability with Mr. Niffenegger responding both resources and staff availability and went on to talk about the approval process.  Ms. Baldwin questioned whether the project designs were performed in-house or contracted out with Mr. Niffenegger responding the majority of the designs are performed in-house.  Discussion took place regarding increasing funding and staff to improve the project evaluation process.

Ms. Baldwin requested staff’s thoughts on the project scores with Mr. Niffenegger stating if the minimum score were raised it would create a more realistic public expectation for a project to be completed in the 5 to 7 year period.  He went on to suggest the Committee could increase the minimum score for traffic calming and not increase the score for streetscape.  He talked about how some of the streets listed qualify for both traffic calming and streetscape improvements with Mr. Branch pointing out Glascock Street was one such project.

Mr. Niffenegger presented the following charts of the top 27 Traffic Calming and Neighborhood Streetscape projects:
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He pointed out how project overall scores changed from the old scoring format to the new format and indicated staff would retain the higher score for the project, regardless whether the higher score is under the old or new format.  In response to questions, he stated if the 5-year sunset occurs, residents could request a new evaluation as street and traffic conditions could change after 5 years.
Ms. Baldwin expressed her reluctance to make any changes in the street rankings as some projects may be placed lower on the list as a result.  Discussion took place regarding existing street rankings and whether some streets would change position on the priority list even after retaining the higher score.
Assistant City Manager Hayward suggested the Committee address the minimum score with discussion taking place regarding how raising the minimum score affected the number of projects on the list.  

Mr. Niffenegger pointed out if scoring criteria caps are removed it may cause some overall scores to increase with discussion taking place regarding which score caps should be removed such as speed related crashes, etc. and Ms. Hayward pointing out if the minimum qualifying score were increased it would remove some streets from the traffic calming project list.

Discussion took place regarding the total number of traffic calming projects with Mr. Cox questioning the number of streets that would be dropped from the list if the minimum score were increased and the number of streets that could be added if the score caps were removed and Mr. Niffenegger indicating staff will provide that information.

Brief discussion took place regarding actual speeds recorded on streets versus posted speed limits.

Grandfathering existing Traffic Calming and Neighborhood Streetscape projects was discussed as well as how resident request would be evaluated under the new evaluation format with Mr. Niffenegger talking about the number of project requests staff receives from residents each year.

Ms. Baldwin suggested funding for the projects be part of the next transportation bond with Transportation Director Mike Rogers stating it would take approximately $44 million to fund all existing projects.

In response to questions, Transportation Engineer Tom Fiorello stated if the 5-year sunset cap were maintained, then 5 Traffic Calming and 10 Neighborhood Streetscape projects would be dropped from the list.  Discussion took place regarding whether residents would still be interested in the projects after the 5-year window passed with Mr. Fiorello noting it only takes a phone call from a resident to restart the 5-year cycle.

[image: image3.png]Public Participation Flow Charts





Ms. Baldwin noted she does not see people responding to notifications by mail as residents tell her they do not receive letters from the City.  Discussion took place regarding the communication issue with Transportation Director Rogers talking about how the issue was addressed when he worked in Peoria noting it was the “loudest voice got the most attention” and Assistant City Manager Hayward talking about the notification process and policy language changes suggested by the Public Works Committee.
Mr. Branch suggested making a list of residents who attended the neighborhood meeting in order to send notices for follow-up meetings.  Further discussion took place regarding the notification process and how to verify information communicated to the public with Transportation Director Rogers talking about communication processes at Peoria and San Antonio.

Mr. Niffenegger talked about the petition and ballot process with Mr. Fiorello noting the Public Works Committed wanted to make sure the neighborhood was involved in the process from the beginning and talked about the online option for casting a ballot for a project.

Ms. Baldwin suggested posting signs to advertise the neighborhood meeting noting that would get a lot of attention and talked about the success of the signs posted for the UDO remapping.  Mr. Niffenegger indicated staff could do that.
Mr. Cox questioned whether there was an occasion where traffic calming devices were installed without residential request and questioned whether assessments should be part of the process with Ms. Baldwin noting the City moved away from assessing for sidewalks as there have been very few sidewalks installed where needed.

Discussion took place regarding options for amending the NTMP including the merits of temporary traffic calming devices versus providing multiple traffic calming design options with Assistant City Manager Hayward suggesting the Committee could move forward with amending the Minor Traffic Calming policy and discuss the Neighborhood Streetscape policy further at a future meeting.  The discussion also included consistency among project requirements.
Discussion took place regarding multi-way stop intersection qualifications with Mr. Niffenegger suggesting the Committee could discuss this item separate from the others.  Ms. Baldwin talked about the ease and frequency in which multi-way stop intersections are created noting in some cases it could easily take a Request and Petition of Citizen at a City Council meeting and the Council may grant the request immediately.  She talked about now the multiple-stop intersections were relatively inexpensive to install.

Discussion took place regarding creating policy for multi-stop intersections specific to Raleigh outside of the qualifications outlined in the National Traffic Manual (NTM) including alternatives to direct petitions to the City Council, etc. with Mr. Branch questioning the NTM qualifications and Mr. Niffenegger responding when a request or petition is received from residents, staff looks at NTM qualifications including traffic volumes, accident statistics, etc. before making a recommendation to the City Council for approval as part of the Consent Agenda.
Ms. Baldwin talked about how the 4-way stop signs installed at the intersection of West Street and Hargett Street at the Citrix Building improved traffic conditions with regard to accident rates and pointed out that intersection did not qualify under the NTM with Transportation Director Rogers talking about the need for staff to perform more on-site evaluations acquire a better understanding of the situation.

Mr. Cox expressed concern that traffic engineering has been reactionary in that a street or intersection’s accident or fatality history is analyzed before any improvements are made and stated such engineering should be pro-active to address safety issues with Assistant City Manager Hayward pointing out current City policy does not give staff that kind of flexibility.

Discussion took place regarding communication methods with Assistant City Manager Hayward indicating a sample of the new Traffic Calming project brochure was included in the Committee members’ packets with Ms. Baldwin expressing her desire to see more photographs of streets with competed Traffic Calming and Neighborhood Streetscape projects and less diagrams as it is her belief that would be more “customer-friendly” and Ms. Hayward noting more photographs will also be included in the policy update.
Ms. Baldwin talked about various methods to encourage safer driving including the use of radar speed displays, etc. and questioned their effectiveness with Mr. Niffenegger indicating staff can bring back a report with recommendations.

Edward Timberlake, 521 Tufts Court, indicated his home is on the corner with Hardimont Road and talked about 2 separate incidents where an out-of-control vehicle crashed into his neighbor’s home causing nearly $60,000 in damage to the dwelling.  He indicated City staff advised him that Hardimont Road was high on the list for consideration for traffic calming devise installation and expressed concern that traffic conditions on Hardimont have become intolerable.  He expressed appreciation to City Council Member Russ Stephenson for the increase in the number of stop signs installed along Hardimont Road; however, more improvements are needed.  HE talked about development has increased in the neighborhood and expressed his desire to see the changes and improvements to the road take place in his lifetime.

Robert Tucker, 600 Hardimont Road, talked about development at North Hills and how a major tenant had moved from North Hills East to Fayetteville Street in downtown due to traffic issues.  Ms. Baldwin indicated it was her understanding the tenant moving to downtown was the result of the tenant having a major client managing the downtown building with Mr. Tucker indicating he received his information through conversations with an executive in the tenant’s organization.  Mr. Tucker also expressed concern regarding the increase in traffic in the neighborhood from the North Hills development.

Neal Harrington, 4830 North Hills Drive, talked about the design of asphalt speed humps and questioned why this was not discussed in previous meetings.  He expressed his belief that speed humps are not viable traffic calming devices and adversely affects fire department response times.  He stated traffic calming removal procedures should be discussed and asserted removal of such devices should take place within 6 months of approval.

Al Love, 4004 Boston Drive, expressed support for the proposed policy revisions as it is more engineer-friendly.  He noted a lot of issues that emerged earlier could have been addressed at the engineering level, and talked about the Laurel Hills project neighborhood meetings developing an adversarial atmosphere that challenged City staff.  He also expressed support for posting signs in the neighborhood to advertise meetings.

Lubin Prevatt, 4213 Wingate Drive, talked about how traffic improved on Wingate Drive after the City installed stop signs; however, residents need more advanced notice before stop signs are installed as there are still issues with drivers running the stop signs.  He talked about traffic speeds along St. Albans Drive pointing out issues with the existing curve are worsening with the ongoing development at North Hills.

Lengthy discussion took place regarding how to move forward with staff’s recommendations, after which, Chairwoman Baldwin moved to recommend the following:

1.
Adopt the reformatted and revised Neighborhood Traffic Management Program with the following amendments:

a.
Sections 5.3, 6.3, & 7.1 - re-written to reflect the “Option 2” flowchart;

b.
Section 7.2.2 – add the following phrase at the end of the sentence: “…or under one year’s time, whichever is less.”

c.
Section 8 – add the following sentence: “The minimum qualifying score is 40 points.”

2.
Implement new processes for Traffic Calming projects with an evaluation of impact of practices in Weekly Letter no later than January 1, 2018.

3.
Refer Section 6 of policy, Neighborhood Streetscape project to Transportation and Transit Committee for additional review.

4.
Refer development of Raleigh specific language related to multi-way stops to the Transportation and Transit Committee for discussion.

5.
Request a report from staff regarding marketing opportunities prior to the end of 2016 for consideration of a pilot program for the FY18 Budget.

Her motion was seconded by Mr. Branch and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Chairwoman Baldwin ruled the motion adopted on a 3-0 vote.

Mr. Cox requested staff look at other technologies used for traffic calming including ripple-print pavement, diagonal parking, etc.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, Chairwoman Baldwin declared the meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini
Assistant Deputy Clerk
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