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LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE

The Law and Public Safety Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Tuesday, May 22, 2012, at 3:00 p.m. in the Avery C. Upchurch Council Chamber, Room 201, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present: 
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Ms. Mary Ann Baldwin, Presiding  
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Mr. Randy Stagner




City Attorney McCormick 

Mr. John Odom 




City Clerk Smith







Transit Administrator Eatman







Transportation Operations Manager Kennon

Councilman Odom called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.  He stated Ms. Baldwin would attend the meeting later.
Item # 11- 03 Traffic Suggestions – Falls River and Durant Roads – Assistant City Manager Howe pointed out the traffic light at Falls River Avenue and Durant Road lets pedestrians cross while cars are turning. He stated the students at Durant Road Elementary School hope City Staff can make this light safer for pedestrians. He stated the students proposed the possibility of re-timing the light, adding a pedestrian crossing sign, and hiring a crossing guard during times when school is starting and ending. He stated the Engineering Staff is here today to show how most of the suggestions made by the students can be accomplished.   This would add to the citizen’s safety in the community and remove the liability from the City.

The United Students of Ms. Jarrett’s 5th grade class, Durant Road Elementary School, were at the meeting to make suggestions relative to the traffic light at Falls River and Durant Roads and make suggestions relative to making this light safer for pedestrians.

Chase Taylor indicated he is the Mayor of the group. He stated the problem they found is the traffic light on Durant lets cars pass while pedestrians are trying to cross. He indicated cars have the green light and turn across the pedestrian crossing.   

Emily Fryar stated they found this could be a problem when they were taking a field trip to a nearby nursing home and they had only several seconds to cross to get to their destination on Durant Road.  She pointed out this was not safe because the cars were turning and they could have easily been hit.  

Michael Phillips pointed out the crossing on Durant Road is very unsafe.  He expressed great concern for pedestrian safety.   

Amy Jean Grosso expressed concern about their safety and the feeling that the cars just do not stop for them even though the pedestrian has the right-of-way. She briefly talked about school bus safety.  

Madison Miller pointed out they had looked at the situation and have three alternatives. The first is to retime the traffic light, it was pointed out they understand it will cost between $2,500 and $3,000 but it only has to be done once, it will only take about a day to do this and it would provide safety for the pedestrians. 

Chase Taylor indicated their next alternative would be to place a yield to pedestrian sign but the problem would be drivers that would ignore the sign and even forget about it after the red light.  
Dominic Carlucci pointed out signs would cost about $150 each and that might be the most cost effective way to address the problem.  It would prepare the drivers to stop for pedestrians as they cross Durant Road.  
Alex Green indicated the third alternative would be to hire a crossing guard. He stated this would cost approximately $15,000 per school year but that would only solve the problem during pick up and drop off time.  He stated a Wake County Sheriff could be hired for the crossing guard position.  
Andrea Shields stated the group feels the best option would be to retime the traffic light.  

Chase Taylor stated they all feel the best solution to protect they community would be to retime the light and put up a yield to pedestrian sign.  

Mr. Howe commended the students for a great presentation.  He stated it was brief and to the point.  He stated Staff would give a brief presentation on what has been done so far.  

Jed Niffenegger, PB - Senior Transportation Engineer gave an overview of the following information: 
Background

At the April 2012 City Council meeting, Cindy Jarrett submitted a “Petition of Citizens” regarding pedestrian concerns at (lie intersection of Falls River Ave. and Durant Rd. Since staff was in the process of conducting a crossing guard study, this item was referred to the Law and Public Safety Committee.

Description
Falls River Avenue and Durant Road intersect in northeast Raleigh just east of Falls of Neuse Road and Raven Ridge Road. Falls River Avenue terminates at Durant Road however directly across the intersection is an access to Durant Road Middle School property. Durant Road is part of the NCDOT State Highway System but the City of Raleigh maintains the traffic control devices along this corridor for the State under a municipal agreement. The intersection is signalized and operated on five phases until May 10, 2012.

On March 26, 2010, a pedestrian fatality occurred on Durant Road. As with all fatal crashes, the City investigated the location and reviewed the traffic control devices installed iii the surrounding area. All signage, markings and the signalized intersection were sufficient and working per the signal plans. The intersection of Durant Road and Falls River Dr. was noted to have marked crosswalks for crossing Durant however the signalized intersection did not have pedestrian signal heads for crossing on the west or north leg. It is standard City and State policy to encourage pedestrians to cross a road designed to convey vehicles in a location that is safe. This is at stop, yield, or signal controlled intersections where a vehicle is expected to stop or slow down prior to proceeding. Since the intersection of Falls River Dr. and Durant Road falls adjacent to a school, pedestrian signal accommodations should ideally be provided. The City worked with NCDOT to have new signal plans designed that had pedestrian accommodations on all four legs. An Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) that has a vibro-tactile push button and emanates an audible chirp or message was installed. These units meet the new requirements for visually impaired individuals specified in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Controlled Devices (MUTCD). The units are expensive and only installed per documented request by a visually impaired individual. City forces installed the devices on December 8th, 2010 after receiving the new NDOT signal plans.

Subsequent to upgrade, concerns were raised about the right turns front Falls River Dr. and the left turns from the school conflicting with the new pedestrian crossing. When NCDOT redesigned the signal plans adding the pedestrian phases, they kept the same signal operation. This means the through, right and left turn movements off of Falls River Drive run concurrently with the same movements from the school (see diagram A). The traffic volumes off of Falls River Drive are very heavy so not many gaps are offered for left turning vehicles leaving the school property (see diagram B), This would explain the concerns of “aggressive” left turning vehicles conflicting with the pedestrian movement crossing the west leg of Durant Road. NCDOT and the City worked together to come up with a revised signal plan where both left tinning movements can run concurrently without any other movements (including the pedestrian phase). This will allow the queue to clear out prior to cycling to the other phases including the pedestrian movement (see diagram A). This should minimize the conflict pedestrians are having with “aggressive” drivers and still allow the intersection to function at a reasonable level of service for. Since this location does fall on the State System, NCDOT designed the signal plans and City staff completed the field work. The work was completed May 10, 2012

Crossing Guard

Several years ago, Public Works and RPD developed a system for determining when RPD would provide a crossing guard for schools. This system was developed so the City could consistently and equitably offer a properly trained crossing guard to provide a safe means for students to cross a road. There are a large number of Wake County Public Schools in Raleigh. While the need for crossing guards exists, RPD does not have the resources to devote a crossing guard or guards to every school where one is requested. Public Works and RPD did agree that the crossing guard duty should be handled exclusively by RPD. It would not be prudent to allow untrained teachers or parents to direct traffic in public right-of-way. This could expose us, WCPSS and others to unnecessary liability. The system that was developed involved collecting a litany of traffic engineering data including pedestrian crossings, age of students, number of vehicles on the road crossed, sight distance, etc. This data is put in a formula and given a score and if the score is 100 points or higher RPD will provide a crossing guard.  Currently RPD provides 15 crossing guards for 15 schools. Staff conducted a crossing guard study for Durant Road at the signalized intersection with Falls River Avenue. This location did not meet the 100 point minimum score for recommendation of a crossing guard see diagram C).

Recommendations

In the petition of Citizens, three items to increase pedestrian safety were requested for the intersection of Falls River Ave. and Durant Rd. The Inst request was to “retime the light”. City staff has been working with N000T since spring 2011 to improve the pedestrian accommodations at this intersection. In early 2012, NDOT designed a new signal plan that should decrease potential conflicts with the pedestrian movement. City staff recently completed the field work and programmed the new NCDOT signal design. The second request was to “add a pedestrian crossing sign”. This intersection has existing high visibility pedestrian warning signs in advance of the Intersection. Since this location has experienced conflicts, staff will install “state law yield to pedestrian” warning signs for the left turning phases from Falls River Ave. and the school. The last item requested was “hiring a crossing guard”. Staff conducted a crossing guard study that RPD and Public Works designed together. The score of the crossing guard study was below the 100 point minimum for RPD to provide a crossing guard. City staff will continue to monitor this intersection and make adjustments to the timing plans as needed to insure that the pedestrian phases operate with minimal conflicts.

Mr. Niffenegger stated he continues to encourage the students as well as parents and teachers to be very proactive.  The Staff encourages feedback.  He explained the City has 600 signals and conditions do change.  He pointed out what has been put in place several months ago may not be sufficient or the best scenario currently.  

Mr. Odom stated some things may change later.  He asked it the teacher would like to come up and take a picture.  Mr. Odom pointed out this is a great community and they appreciate all of the students for making the Committee aware.  He stated they support this unanimously.  He recommended the students write their School Superintendent to let them know the City of Raleigh contributes a lot of money because of their traffic violations and the money is needed for crossing guards.  Mr. Odom motioned to uphold Staff’s recommendation to rework signal timing and the installation of additional signage at the intersection of Falls River Avenue and Durant Roads.  The Committee does not recommend the crossing guard because the location does not meet the 100 point minimum score required by RPD.  It was seconded by Mr. Stagner and passed unanimously.  

CHAIRMAN BALDWIN JOINED THE MEETING AT 3:20 P.M.
Item# 11-10 Special Event Signage Task Force Recommendations – Assistant City Manager Howe stated upon recommendation of the Law and Public Safety Committee on December 6, 2011 a task force was created to provide recommendations to the Council regarding Special Event Signage for private businesses on private property.  He stated the group was sent off with the charge to come up with what they think to be reasonable changes in the temporary sign regulations to help businesses have a little bit of a layout without creating a visual clutter problem in the City.  He pointed out there are three or four sections of the Code that are relating to temporary signage and special events.  He briefly explained regulations for special events as they relate to temporary and permanent businesses.  He stated everything that has been suggested as changes to the Code will be consolidated into one section.  He explained that the task force made a recommendation to extend the sandwich board within five feet of a business entrance throughout the City 365 days a year.  They also made a general recommendation that businesses receive a little help when starting that the City prepares materials for them so that they may have a clear understanding of what is allowed as it relates to signage.  
Jennifer Martin, Chair, Special Event Signage Task Force gave an overview of the following information:  
1. Special Event Signage Task Force Recommendations 
In the interest of providing additional opportunities for businesses and other organizations to erect temporary (not permanent) signage, the following recommendations (A., B., and C.) are proposed for consideration by the City Council.  
A. 
A new section of the City Code defining “Special Events” on private property, subject to issuance of a permit at $76 (current rate), with the following  definitions and signage requirements:  
1. 
A temporary business, such as the seasonal sale of fireworks, produce sales, Fail pumpkin sales, is eligible for: 
a.
One 20-day Special Event permit, once per year 
b.
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a “Special Event” by a temporary business is limited to 64 square foot or less in total size, with a further 
limitation of no more than five signs per permit.  
2.
An on premise, permanent business in non-residential zoning districts, and a Civic or Fraternal or similar organization, is eligible for:  
a.
One 20-day Special Event permit, once per year

i.
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a 20-day “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

b.
Three (3) per year, weekend Special Event permit valid for three days

i.
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a weekend “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

3.
Special Events in Residential districts, but not Religious, Civic, or Fraternal organizations, are defined as follows:

a. 
Limited to one day duration

b. 
No more than four (4) events per year

c. 
No permit is required

d. 
No restrictions on signage

B.
Revise the City Code to allow “sandwich board” type signage, already defined in the Pedestrian Business Overlay District, of no more than six square feet, no more than five feet high, and located within five feet of the main entrance to an establishment, to be allowed 365 days per year.

C.
Information related to signage and the City’s sign regulations should be provided to all businesses and establishments at the time the annual Privilege License is issued or renewed. 

By consensus the Special Events Signage Task Force recommends that City Council consider implementing the recommended changes as appropriate to the Raleigh City Code. The Task Force acknowledges that the recommendations have not been reviewed from a legal standpoint, although the zoning staff indicates that the recommendations are equitable and enforceable.

The Task Force would like to thank staff that provided invaluable assistance throughout this process. We appreciate this opportunity to be of service to the City Council.  Should Council desire to enact the recommendations on a temporary or trial basis, the Task Force is willing to offer continued service should that be necessary. Respectfully submitted, Jennifer Bradshaw Martin, Chair

Mr. Howe briefly explained the following recommendation made by the task force.
i. 
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a 20-day “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

b. 
Three (3) per year, weekend Special Event permit valid for three days

i. 
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a weekend “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

3.
Special Events in Residential districts, but not Religious, Civic, or Fraternal organizations, are defined as follows:

a. 
Limited to one day duration

b. 
No more than four (4) events per year

c. 
No permit is required

d. 
No restrictions on signage

Mr. Stagner questioned whether this means one location can have constant special events going on.  

Mr. Howe explained extensively how provisions would apply.  The group briefly discussed permit costs, civic, religious, fraternal organizations as it relates to signage.   

Mr. Stagner asked the City Attorney for input.  

City Attorney McCormick raised issue of treating civic, religious and fraternal organizations separately.  He stated he feels there is a way they can massage the above mentioned numbers 2 and 3 of the recommendations to come up with what the group is trying to get to.  
Ms. Baldwin suggested sending the item back to the Full Council.  

Mr. Howe stated approval of the recommendations would result in drafting a text change.  

Mr. McCormick commented on size as it relates to signage.  He stated 64 square feet is larger than they think.  He stated they have passed an ordinance about a year ago that changes signage.  He briefly explained the ordinance change as it related to size and how it is regulated on a public right-of-way.  The group had lengthy discussion on signage as it relates to regulations for the right of way.  
Louie Bowen thanked the group for being reasonable.  She asked that they please unshackle the 2 piece plywood issue.  She stated as it relates to signage people need to see them.  She stated when the group starts limiting what people can do they are also limiting opportunity for money to flow into the community.  She pointed out the small businesses invests money and they need more than two pieces of plywood.  She also pointed out there are a few churches that have food pantries and clothing closets that need to be able to put directional signage out.  This is a public service that people need to know about.  She expressed concern for costs of the small businesses.  She stated they should be able to put signs out on private property on the weekend.  She thanked the group for everything they do.  She briefly talked about visual clutter.  She asked the group not to punish the small businesses or small churches for trying to help.
Mr. Odom motioned to accept the recommendations of the Special Event Signage Task Force and to have the City Attorney to bring this back to next Full Council a draft text change.  It was seconded by Mr. Stagner and put to a vote that passed unanimously.   

Ms. Baldwin asked that Staff report back to Full Council in six months with a report on this item.  She asked if this could be part of the motion.  

Mr. McCormick pointed out this will have to be sent through the Planning Commission Public Hearing process. 

Mr. Howe stated he would like to say thank you to the Special Event Signage Task Force.  He pointed out most of them have never been on a committee and have done a remarkably good job.  He thanked Ms. Martin for chairing the Committee.  He stated it took a very strong hand to drive everybody to a solution and they have done a good job.    

The Committee recommends approval of the Special Event Signage Task Force Recommendations as follows:

A. 
A new section of the City Code defining “Special Events” on private property, subject to issuance of a permit at $76 (current rate), with the following  definitions and signage requirements:

1. 
A temporary business, such as the seasonal sale of fireworks, produce sales, Fail pumpkin sales, is eligible for:

a.
One 20-day Special Event permit, once per year

b.
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a “Special Event” by a temporary business is limited to 64 square foot or less in total size, with a further limitation of no more than five signs per permit

2.
An on premise, permanent business in non-residential zoning districts, and a Civic or Fraternal or similar organization, is eligible for:

a. 
One 20-day Special Event permit, once per year

i. 
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a 20-day “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

b.
Three (3) per year, weekend Special Event permit valid for three days

i. 
Signage utilized in advertising and publicizing a weekend “Special Event” is limited to 64 square feet or less in total size

3. 
Special Events in Residential districts, but not Religious, Civic, or Fraternal organizations, are defined as follows:
a. 
Limited to one day duration

b. 
No more than four (4) events per year

c. 
No permit is required

d. 
No restrictions on signage

B. 
Revise the City Code to allow “sandwich board” type signage, already defined in the Pedestrian Business Overlay District, of no more than six square feet, no more than five feet high, and located within five feet of the main entrance to an establishment, to be allowed 365 days per year.

C. 
Information related to signage and the City’s sign regulations should be provided to all businesses and establishments at the time the annual Privilege License is issued or renewed. 

The Committee directed the City Attorney to draft the appropriate text changes to incorporate the recommendations resolving the constitutional issue raised by civic, religious, and fraternal organizations.  It is understood the proposed text changes will be presented to City Council within 30 days.

The Committee would like a report back from Staff on this issue in six months. 
11-03-Rosemont Subdivision – Security Gates Ms. Baldwin stated this item would be held today.  

11-05-Council Appointment Policy Assistant City Manager Howe stated the City Clerk has reviewed how this is done in a variety of other surrounding communities.  He stated the basic options are do it the way it is done now or develop some type of formal application process.  He pointed out the City Clerk has done research to show how much Staff time this might take.  He briefly explained the current process of applying for boards and committees.  
City Clerk Gail G. Smith stated she has provided information in the agenda packet.  She stated she has contacted the City of Charlotte, City of Durham, Wake County, Town of Cary and a number of small communities.  She stated they all have varying procedures for the appointment process.  She pointed out almost all of them include an application.  She explained the various types of applications used by different entities.  She stated some of the applications are very detailed for the different cities and towns.  She pointed out one problem they all said they run into is if they require an application and if an appointment becomes vacant and the Council has someone in mind but they do not have an application this is against the policy.  This would cause a problem.  There are some good and bad about the application.  She stated most said they keep the applications on file for one year.  She stated some of the towns would go back and pull applications to contact people to see if they were interested in the vacancy.  She pointed out some of the towns stated they kept the applications for a year but they would have to reapply if they are interested.  She stated everybody knows the City of Raleigh’s process and she would be glad to answer questions. 
Mr. Odom questioned what happens when someone calls to volunteer for a vacancy.

Ms. Smith stated she accepts their resume and forwards the information to the Full Council.  She stated she receives approximately 2 calls a week from interested citizens asking about the procedure for applying.  She explained that she does let the citizen know all their available options.    

Chairman Baldwin expressed concern about whether they are exercising the best practice for the application process and getting people appointed.  She has received a great deal of concern from citizens. She pointed out there are some committees that have a hard time even finding people.  

Ms. Smith stated for the last year and a half she has started sending Council members a list of all vacancies on various boards and committees.  She stated she does not know if the group has had a chance to look at the web page on how to feel a vacancy.  In the Clerk’s Office the whole committee book has incorporated all of the terms of people who are eligible or ineligible for a term.  She stated it may be a good idea to put information on the web stating what vacancies are open and how many will be available in the next six months.  She explained sometime it could be misleading when there are three vacancies but the people that are current in these vacancies are up for reappointment and want to serve.  This could be called true vacancies or possible vacancies so it does in some way give some false hope in a situation but they still have to accept applications.   She pointed out you are advertising a vacancy that is really not a true vacancy.  She stated she can see some merits but if there are suggestions let her know.   

City Attorney McCormick stated he feels it would help a little if they follow procedure in the Code on how vacancies are filled.  He explained the nomination process according to the Code.  He stated they are not supposed to nominate and vote at the same meeting.  
Ms. Smith pointed out they have been practicing appointment by acclamation.  She briefly explained how the appointment process works.  

Ms Baldwin stated the process is not an easy process to jump into.  She talked about various boards and citizens calling in wanting to serve.  

Ms. Smith stated she receives a lot of calls from citizens who wish to serve to get points and know what is available.  She stated they could address this by having an application form and have the form placed online.  The citizens could return the form to the Clerk’s Office and save the interaction with the Council.  

Mr. Stagner stated it is a human endeavor to get the people who bring skills to the table.  He stated he would like more opportunity to use these type people.   
Ms Smith suggested that she come up with a very simple application form.  She stated the ones in the packet she would not dare fill out.  She stated the questions on some are intimidating.  She briefly explained what she feels a simple application is.  She stated this can be on the web site and available for anybody who wants it.  The person can fill the form out and return to the City Clerk.  She feels if they have the application so that it is strict it will hinder people from applying.  
The group had extensive discussion on the various applications presented b y the City Clerk.  They specifically discussed Wake County’s application.  

Ms. Smith stated Wake County has a really good application but it is some what complicated because different boards have different times to apply.  She pointed out how they advertise for various vacancies on certain days makes it complicated.  It gets real complicated to meet all of the deadlines and timeframes.   She stated the application should not be an application to serve on a specific board but should be an application of interest.  A certain person may not know what their interest is and just might want to serve and this could give some sort of background.  Ms. Smith asked if a person does not fill out an application does this make them ineligible.  Chairman Baldwin answered in the negative.  Ms. Smith stated this would be a way to get your name registered as a person of interest.  

Ms. Baldwin asked that they communicate with Leadership Triangle and Leadership Raleigh.
Mr. Odom stated there are a number of organizations.  

The item was held in Committee so that the City Clerk can design an application that develops a pool of people who want to serve the City of Raleigh in various capacities.  

11-08- Bus Service – CAT and TTA Chairman Baldwin stated she wants to get a sufficient background for this item.  She thanked the people from Raleigh Transit Authority for attending the meeting.  She stated this item was brought up 8 years ago.  She pointed out this is to look at consolidation between Capital Area Transit and Triangle Transit Authority.  
David Eatman, Transit Administrator gave a brief overview of the following presentation:  
Bus Service- CAT -and TTA - CAPITAL AREA TRANSIT
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Transit Program Budgets
Four Transit Budgets are developed Annually:

Transit - Includes payments to the management company for the day-to-day management of the bus system. Includes non-grant funded administrative salaries. Funded by FTA, NCDOT, passenger revenue, advertising, and the City general fund.
Planning — Budget includes short and/or long range planning functions within the Transit Section; funded via FTA, NCDOT, and City (local) funds.
ART— A separate budget; however, is considered by the City as a section of the Public Transit budget; includes costs for the ADA transit program; funded via passenger revenues with the remainder of funding from the City general fund
.

TDM— Plans / promotes travel demand management (TDM) in Downtown Raleigh and surrounding employers. Budget funded by NCDOT (Congestion Management and Air Quality “CMAQ”), and City of Raleigh general fund. 
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Accessible Raleigh Transportation

CAPITAL AREA TRANSIT

Accessible Raleigh Transportation

ART SYSTEM OVERVIEW

· Mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

o 
Service Area is defined by ¼ mile buffer around existing fixed route transit services

o 
ADA (ART) service area mirrors fixed route geographical coverage and hours of service Fare per one way trip ($2.00)

Raleigh Transit Authority

The Raleigh Transit Authority is composed of nine (9) members who are appointed by the City Council for a term of two (2) years. The powers and duties of the Authority by City Code are as follows:

· To market, promote, and provide information

· To monitor quantity and quality of transit service provided

· To perform operational and short range transit planning

· To equitably and efficiently establish and administer the scheduling, routing, and rates of transit service

The Transit Authority works within the budget authority approved by the Raleigh City Council

Merger Studies to Date

2002 - Statewide Regionalization Study (NCDOT-PTD),  

2003 - Triangle Regional Consolidation Study (TJCOG)

2012 - Statewide Regionalization Study (NCDOT-PTD)

Recommends: Action Plans that define:

Communication, Coordination, Collaboration, Consolidation

Triangle Transit and Durham

June 2010

The City of Durham contracting with Triangle Transit for:

· Contract Management - Fixed Route

· Contract Management — Paratransit

· Short Range Transit Planning

· Marketing

· General oversight and upkeep of facilities

· Grants development and management

· Capital Programming

· Capital Procurement

· Grantee Status with ETA
Mr. Eatman stated Mr. Kennon would give a background of the activities of the Triangle today.  

Mike Kennon, Transportation Operations Manager gave an overview of the following information:

In 2002 NCDOT completed a statewide regionalization study. It was in an effort to encourage consolidation primarily in small rural systems.
In 2003 TJCOG completed a regional study of combining CAT, DATA, Chapel Hills Transit, Cary, etc. This was not a feasibility study, but more a study on how to consolidate, not reasons why to. Chapel Hill opted not to pursue fairly quickly. Towards the end, Cary pulled out. This left DATA, CAT and TT. 
In Raleigh, the Council asked why we should consolidate, and staffs (City, TT, and NCDOT) were not able to quantify considerable benefits. In fact, it was going to cost more to initially upstart the combined system. Our citizens overwhelmingly were concerned about the day to day control of the system shifting outside of the City, how governance would be handled, and did not want changes to the paratransit program.
In 2012, there was a recent regionalization study completed by NCDOT. A committee that consisted of transit professionals from across the state participated in this process. Our own David Eatman served on this panel. The conclusion of this study is each system and regional has its own unique characteristics and regionalization is not for every system. The plan does recommend that each system consider:
· Communication

· Coordination

· Collaboration

· Consolidation

In 2010, Durham contracted with Triangle Transit to operate the transit system. This includes managing the fixed route and paratransit systems, short range transit planning, marketing, and maintenance of facilities. The City retained the financial end of the program. If they give up their grantee status, they would lose the ability to directly apply for discretionary funds.

Durham did this for 4 reasons:
· The system essentially had not been revised for 30 years

· The transit advisory board was very reluctant to update the system. I have heard the board described by some staff as somewhat dysfunctional

· The system’s contractor had performance issues

· Some the City staff had some similar performance issues

In Raleigh, we have actively pursued system upgrades and changes until 2008 with the hit of the recession. However, we have recently developed a short range transit plan, and will begin implementation this fall, we have a very engaged transit authority (some are here today and may wish to speak), we have an excellent contractor, and David Eatman and his transit staff are outstanding. 
Consider what the transit staff has done in the past 36 months: built a maintenance facility, completed a short-range transit plan, procured a large number of buses to replace our aging fleet and begin to revise our paratransit program to increase efficiency while maintaining a very high level of service, cooperating more than ever with TT on routes (we even run several routes under contract for them). In my humble opinion, Raleigh’s situation is very different than Durham.

David King, General Manager, Triangle Transit gave an overview of how the plan started as follows:
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Mr. King stated there are a number of differences and if you look at the transit systems around the Triangle you will find that each of them have strengths and weaknesses.  No two are alike.  He stated if he had been asked where to start in bringing all of the transit systems close together in someway that he can’t even perfectly describe he would have said they need to start with Cary.  This would have been the easiest starting point.  He stated they do work well with the COR’s transit system.  He likes the service to Wake Forest and Eastern Wake.  He is impressed with the new maintenance facility.  It is well done and has a lot of credentials that Raleigh should be proud of.  He stated he is very proud of David Eatman who came out of the apprenticeship program that was put in place at NCDOT.  He feels parental pride whenever he sees David shine.  He pointed out in a great way their relationship with CAT is very strong and positive.  It is not that the situation in Durham is directly applicable but it seems that through time that level of coordination and collaboration does need to increase.  They have done a lot of good things and there is more to come.  He introduced Sandra Freeman as his Chief Financial Officer.  He stated Ms. Freeman has put a lot of time into the Durham situation.  He stated the relationship with the City of Durham is strong and positive and a lot of that is because of her hard work and diplomacy to do it.  He introduced John Tallmadge. He stated John and his staff have done an awful lot of the work along with Ms. Freeman.  He stated most important is public outreach as well as input from the public.  
John Tallmadge, Director of Regional Service Development Department of Transit stated one thing that is common across all of the areas they have worked with in the City of Durham (COD) is they have Staff that took the time to meet with their Staff, contractors, and employees.  He gave an overview of the following presentation:  
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Mr. Tallmadge ended his presentation with a brief question and answer period.  

Ms. Baldwin asked whether there has been any ridership surveys and if they have had customer satisfaction surveys.  

Mr. Tallmadge stated they have done a couple customer satisfaction surveys very early on but does not recall whether there were any riders.  He stated they did not do a scientific non rider survey when they did the stakeholder meetings.  He pointed out the COD does a resident survey annually and there are a few questions on it about transit so there was a little bit of information  

Mr. King pointed out Mayor Bell is very interested in a follow up survey that will determine how the customer feels on whether they sense improvement or not.  He stated once the Durham City Council approves the Design Bus Service permanently which will go into effect in October and January.  It takes a lot to roll these things out once you have the authority to do so.  He stated such a survey would probably take place in July and will gage the rider’s sense of how things are going.  
Ms. Baldwin asked Mr. King to talk more on consolidation as it relates to savings.  
Mr. King stated on their best day that the amount of savings that are attributable to scale, for example, you don’t need two general managers, you need one and the same applies to insurance programs.  There are probably single digit savings of total costs they might save 3 to 5%.  He pointed out in Durham there are a number of unrecognized costs.  He stated this is part of what Ms. Freeman has spent the last 20 months working on.  He stated they are attributing costs that had been in place before but not recognized.  Pension is a good example there is an additional $400,000.00 in this year’s budget to deal with unfunded pension liabilities that were not really recognized previously.  Similarly some of the costs associated with Staff were worked on two years ago but their costs weren’t attributed to the system.  A lot of costs for this year are going to be roughly flat.  Apples to apples they will probably save the City a few percent.  There will certainly be nothing in the double digit range.  He believes the real benefits are the ease of understanding by the citizens of Durham on how to use transit services, lack of confusion, and the improvements to route the schedule.  He feels the work that has been prescribed is going to be equally beneficial in the City of Raleigh.  In Durham’s case it has been decades since they’ve stepped back and looked at their routes and schedules.  Over years and years every time a councilor received a phone call from a constituent that wanted a deviation of  a route a couple of blocks they were likely to do it.  If you add those sorts of ad hoc decisions over thirty years you can have some pretty efficient routes. This is the most dramatic thing that the COD will see when in October and again in January when the series of route schedule changes go into effect. Customer satisfaction will improve dramatically overnight in the efficiency of the service.  As it relates to savings 5% will be very good.  
Joe Springer, 7828 Hemlock Court, 27615, RTA stated he has worked for NCDOT for over 31 years.  He feels Raleigh has one of the best transportation systems.  He stated he is not in a position to say whether they should merge with TTA or not.  It is one of the best Authorities around.  
Les Seitz, 740 Smallwood Drive, RTA, 27605 spoke briefly on the appointment process.  He pointed out on some committee people who are appointed should have some type of background before being appointed.  When a citizen puts him or herself forward to serve on a City board they need to have a little courage.  He does not feel it is too much to ask that they extend themselves.  He stated the Council needs to know something about their qualifications or why they want to serve.  The Transit Authority is a powerful board and they need people who understand transit, have a heart for transit and are willing to do there homework rather than come to the meetings and make a lot of noise and not know what they are talking about.  They need to be willing to dig in and learn about this.  This is not the case with all the boards but it certainly is with the Transit Authority.  
Mr. Seitz stated he was not on the Transit Authority but he was around and involved in the memorandum of understanding that was generated in 2004 when the mayors were talking about consolidating everything.  He stated as Mr. Kennon mentioned economics was not discussed at all.  Nobody could justify if there would be any economic savings.  The scale was all guess work.  The discussion was on how it could be done, how the governments could be structured, how the money would flow, but is it going to save anybody anything, is the gain going to be worth the pain.  Everybody chickened out.  He pointed out when the COR decided there would not be a consolidation the Mayor did give a charge to the City Staff and to the Transit Authority.  The Mayor stated we are not going to consolidate but we want you all to start working together, communicating, cooperating and collaborating.  All of this has been happening since that day in 2004.  TTA and COR have developed a stronger communication and collaboration.  He stated one of the things he is most concerned about consolidating Transit is how to pay for it and govern it.  It is scary to imagine what that would look like.  He feels until something bigger happened than what’s happened they probably need to leave it the way it is with the understanding there is a lot of marketing being done. He pointed our fare structures have been synchronized to limit a lot of the confusion that is experienced.  They are really where they need to be.  The number one goal for him is that transit be good.  

Roger Kosak, 2004 Petworth Court, 15, RTA stated fare structures being revised is a big deal and if they can continue this and make sure they don’t let it get out of control.  He pointed out Durham has a different cost structure.  Being in finance he is sensitive to this.  They need to be sure they are getting what the Council is providing money for.  They have continually done upgrades to the system in terms of upgrading and scheduling.  He has followed Durham very closely.  With upgrades in the fall this was given because they have had significant increase in ridership without any additional resources.  They really need to make sure that the steps that are being taken are good and progressive.  Raleigh is huge and in serving it with a relatively modest bus service and a very good transit system for the handicapped is a tough thing to do.  He pointed out that Staff has done a tremendous job.  They do a very good job in educating the people on the Transit Authority.  
Jane B. Thurman, 904 Cedar Downs Drive, 27607 RTA stated she is the newest member to the RTA.  She pointed out that a recent rider survey show that 29% of the folks make less than the poverty level.  She pointed out they have no cars.  As it relates to economic development they need to do their best to support these folks.  
Mr. Odom suggested holding the item in Committee to give it some more thought.  
Ms. Baldwin stated she feels a ridership survey is necessary and it would be helpful to share the ridership.  She questioned whether the non-riders have been surveyed.  She stated the non riders could probably talk more on what is not being done and what should be done as opposed to the riders.  She expressed great concern on sharing these type surveys.  
David Eatman stated they have not done a formal non rider survey.  He stated they did do a Comprehensive 2040 Bus Plan.  He stated this is available online on the City’s website.  
Mr. Odom stated Chapel Hill pulled out very quickly.  If we are going to make a regional system for the Triangle and this is an opportunity to do something but he does not know what that is.  We need to look at what is coming next.  
Ms. Baldwin thanked everyone for being here today.  She asked Mr. King, Mr. Kennon, and Mr. Eatman to come back to Committee with some recommendations.  She suggested areas of improvement short of consolidation could be marketing, challenging route scheduling in the area of connection to rail transit.  She stated they need to make sure they are doing everything they can do.

Mr. Odom questioned whether any Federal money was associated with this item.  

Mr. King stated there was no discreet additional dollar for enhancements.  He talked about the profile of the CAT rider and the DATA rider being similar.  The amount of transportation dependency is very high.  The customer of Triangle Transit is completely different and much less transit dependent.  Therefore, their customers can go on the internet to find their transportation options.  They budgeted money for this year to revamp their website because it is important for their customers to get to the system.  He believes that a revamp of the City of Raleigh’s website is in order. He feels they need to consider giving the Transportation and Transit Staff a little more freedom to go outside the straight jacket and try to be more responsive to the needs of the customer.  He also feels a well designed survey for riders and non riders could help provide some good recommendations.  

Mr. Kennon stated the City’s website is somewhat structured and somewhat a challenge for them.  They have focused on providing the bus schedules online. He briefly talked about the website.  

Mr. Stagner briefly talked about making the system user friendly.  
The Committee held the item but directed Staff to work wit RTA on areas of further communication or action and report back in 90 days with recommendations. 

Adjournment:  There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 5:42 p.m.

Daisy Harris Overby 

Assistant Deputy Clerk
Dho/LPS/05-22-2012 
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