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Transportation Manager Kennon
Chairman Baldwin called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and the following item(s) were discussed with action taken as shown. 
Item# 11-26 –Traffic Calming Major Projects Process. - Chairman Baldwin stated she would like to hear from Staff on this issue.  

Assistant City Manager Howe gave a brief background.  He stated the last few projects have created some degree of controversy in the neighborhood after the project has been debated, approved and given a signed petition.   It was really until actual construction was underway that the controversy came into play.  He pointed out that Councilor Stagner stated they should revisit the process.  
Transportation Planning Manager Lamb gave an overview of the following information:

SUBJECT: Neighborhood Traffic Management Program Evaluation — Major Projects

The City of Raleigh implemented a traffic calming program in 2004. Prior to officially establishing formal program, the City made its first foray into traffic calming with a pilot project in the Brentwood neighborhood. This pilot involved the deployment of over 25 temporary and permanent speed humps on a variety of streets aimed at slowing down cut through traffic between Atlantic Avenue and Capital Boulevard.

In 2009 the program was revamped into a more comprehensive Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP). This updated policy consolidated items that were associated with neighborhood traffic management such as speed reduction requests, and multiway stop control (MWSC) requests. The program update also split traffic calming projects into three categories: major projects, minor projects, and spot safety projects. Minor projects are managed exclusively by the Public Works Department’s Transportation Operations Division. Major projects are handled by an interdisciplinary team composed of staff from the Office of Transportation Planning, Public Works’ Transportation Operations Division and Design/Construct Division, and the Urban Design Center. The program was last updated in 2011 to reflect changes in the City’s organizational structure; a copy of the current program is attached.

Under the 2003 program guidelines, projects that met the criteria for the program were developed through a neighborhood engagement and project design process, followed by a petition process. This approach was modified with the 2009 update by moving the petition process to the front end of the process. This change was made to ensure clear public support for projects prior to the City investing large amounts of staff time and resources developing a project.

The stated goal of the program is to reduce speeding and to improve the environment along residential streets for pedestrian and bicycle transportation. The 2009 program update added language requiring sidewalk installation as part of any major traffic calming project to promote• pedestrian accessibility. Staff wants to ensure that any traffic calming effort will be successful at meeting the stated goals of the program, and will be complimentary of neighborhood character.

Since the program’s initial implementation, the city has undertaken six major traffic calming projects on residential streets. Completed projects include Ashe Avenue, Eagle Trace Drive, Plaza Place, and Mourning Dove Road. Two other projects, Rainwater Road and Anderson Drive, were also evaluated for traffic calming treatments, however both ended up with modified implementation outcomes. Both of these projects met the initial criteria for public support and technical requirements for traffic calming; however each had substantial public objections to implementation.

Along Anderson Drive, a Council-negotiated compromise allowed for improvements at the Six Forks Road intersection, a median treatment near the Crabtree Creek greenway crossing, and the installation of bike lanes throughout the project On Rainwater Road, the City Council recently mandated the use of unwarranted multiway stop controls (MWSC’s) at four intersections within the original project limits. These new intersection controls were installed during the week of March 11th. Residents along Ashe Avenue and Plaza Place also subsequently petitioned the City for MWSC intersections after their traffic calming projects were implemented.

At their March 5th meeting, Council requested that staff engage citizens involved with previous traffic calming project efforts to consider means to improve the public participation process and project development. Staff developed an online survey and reached out to key stakeholders within each of the six projects mentioned above, as well as residents from three other recent projects: Glascock Street, Brookside Drive, and Kaplan Drive. The survey is open through March 22’’, and a complete review of the survey results will be provided at the upcoming Law & Public Safety Committee meeting.  If you have additional questions about this item, please advice.

Mr. Lamb submitted the following information:

Neighborhood Traffic Management Program
Process Improvement for Major Projects

NTMP History 

Initial pilot speed hump deployment in Brentwood in 2003

· Formal Council-adopted program in place since 2004

· Program overhauled, updated in 2009

· Created separate major, minor projects

NTMP Projects

· Ashe Avenue

· Plaza Place

· Eagle Trace Drive

· Mourning Dove Road

· Anderson Drive

· Rainwater Road

· Kaplan Drive

· Brookside Drive

· Glascock Street

NTMP Outcomes

· Completed projects were generally effective at reducing 85th percentile speeds

· 17%-23% reduction on Plaza Place

· 12%-15% reductions on Ashe Avenue

· Up to 16% reduction on Eagle Trace

· One location showed no change

· Mourning Dove data indicates both increases and decreases in speeds
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NTMP Outcomes

· Additional multiway stop intersections added on Ashe, Plaza at residents’ request

· Anderson Drive, Rainwater encountered public resistance

· Final project outcomes negotiated by City Council

Survey

· Online survey developed by staff

· Sent to stakeholders & petitioners from all nine projects

· Staff encouraged distribution to anyone in neighborhood

· Received feedback from 26 people on six projects 

· 65% of respondents associated with Rainwater

· 92% attended at least one public meeting during the project development process

· 69% assisted with the petition portion

· 61% is active in a neighborhood organization or advocacy group interested in traffic calming

· Feedback was mostly positive associated with the overall program

· Negative response regarding “The approval process was straightforward and easy to understand”

· Strong positive response regarding project effectiveness at reducing speeds

· Five priorities presented for ranking

· Most important:

· Multiple community meetings should be held to develop a consensus on the specific traffic calming devices proposed for my neighborhood

· Least important:

· Residents should be able to rescind their signature on a petition in support of traffic calming

· 69% felt that the ¾ petition threshold was just right

Ideas for Improvement

· Additional public meetings

· Hold one pre-project meeting to provide education about treatments and process

· Hold small meetings onsite with residents at specific treatment areas

· Distribute a brochure to all residents explaining program and treatments

· Provide opportunity for stakeholders to volunteer
· Provide a dedicated project manager

· Will be integrated with streetscape project development staff

Other Ideas

· Changes to the petition process?

· Moved to front end to guarantee support before major staff investment

· Responsibility of neighborhood stakeholders to circulate petition to reach 75% threshold

· Consider a direct mail/response card approach?

· Recently implemented for petition sidewalk program

· Use of yard signs to indicate potential project?

· Similar to City’s advertisement for zoning cases

· Would this change focus from residents to facility users?

· Include a “kill switch” in the process?

· Should there be a go/no-go decision at a different point than the City Council design review?
Other Issues

· Program must be updated this year to reflect changes in street typology per the UDO

· May change eligibility for certain categories of streets (i.e., “Avenue” classifications)

· Need to revisit volume thresholds for Type I and Type II treatments
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For major projects include:

Curb Extensions (also called bulbouts and neckdowns)
A curb is pulled out into the street, typically where there
is space for on-street parking, This narrows the travel lane
and allows drivers on side streets to pull further into the
intersection to see oncoming traffic. It also improves
pedestrian safety by reducing crossing distances if
incorporated with a crosswalk.
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Chicanes
A modified curb extension used to shift the travel fanes
and are located midblack.

—
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Medians.

A narrow island located between travel lanes that
reduces travel lane widths and allows for landscaping and
pedestrian refuge at crosswalks.
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Channelized T-Intersection
Modified medians combined with a bulb out that shifts
the travel lane at a 3-legged intersection.
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Circular Intersections M
A gently curbed circle located in the center of an
intersection that eliminates the danger of left-turns,
promotes a system of yielding right of way, and shifts
through traffic causing drivers to reduce their speed.
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Q: Where does the money come from

to fund these projects?
The projects are funded with money set aside from a
previously approved Transportation Bond and Capital
Improvement Funds. Citizens are not charged or assessed
because of these projects.

Q: Who is responsible for maintenance

of the installed treatments?

For curb extensions and chicanes vegetation is treated
ruch like the grass verge between the sidewalk and the
street - it is the adjacent home owners responsibility to
care for the plants. For treatments occurring in the road
such as a median island or traffic circle, the maintenance
is the responsibility of the City and will be maintained by
the Parks & Recreation Department within their cycle of
maintenance.

Q: What is the timeframe for this
process?

From the first neighborhood workshop to finished
construction the expected time frame is about 2 years.

Q: Why can’t we just install stop signs?
While stop signs slow people for a brief period, research
shows that long term and over the length of road, traffic
actually reaches higher speeds because drivers are trying
to make up for time lost at a stop sign.

Websites for more information on traffic calming:

Contact:

Thomas Ficrelle, Traffic Calming Coordinator
thomas forello@raleighnc.gov
919.996.4066

Website for more information:
httpy//wwwiraleighnc.gov/services/content/
PWksTrafficEng/Articles/NeighborhoodTrafficMan.html

The City of Raleigh’s
Major Traffic Calming
Projects & Process

The Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program

Planning & Development, Office of
Transportation Planning

Public Works, Transportation
Operations and Design / Construction
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Introduction

The Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP)
was adopted by City Council in 2009 to promote safer
public streets by managing traffic volumes and speeds on
non-thoroughfare streets throughout the City of Raleigh.

The NTMP handles both major and minor projects, Minor
projects are roads that are under 31’ of pavement width
and has a volume of 4,000 vehicles per day or less. Minor
projects utilize the speed-reducing solution of speed
humps and tables (vertical deflection). Major projects
are wider roads and necessitate more complex design
solutions. Horizontal deflection measures are preferred for
these major projects. These are designed to either cause a
shiftin the roadway leading drivers to stow down to safely
navigate the change or it physically narrows the width of
the travel lane causing drivers to decrease speed in order
to maintain an acceptable level of comfort.

At the end of 2012, major traffic calming projects had
been completed on Eagle Trace Drive, Mourning Dove
Road, Plaza Place, and Anderson Drive. Brookside Drive,
Kaplan Road, and Glascock Street have been approved
by the neighborhood and City Council and is currently
in the construction document design process. Milburnie
Road has a conceptual design that has been vetted to the
residents and will go before Council in 2013.

How the process is initiated:

A citizen with concerns regarding speeding wraffic on their
street contacts NTMP staff and requests a traffic calming
evaluation. The street is then evaluated on five criteria:
vehicle speed, pedestrian generators, accident history,
volume of traffic and roadway geometry. On a 100 point
scale, 30 points is the minimum score required for a street
to be placed on the traffic calming project list. The higher
the score, the higher a street is placed on the list and the
sooner it comes up for consideration for traffic calming.
Once a street is under consideration for traffic calming, a
petition of support is circulated along the street. At least
75% of the properties on the petition must support the
project for the process to move forward.

Program Process

Once a petition of support is received, the City sets up a
workshop with the neighborhood to discuss the issues
and set the framework for possible solutions.

1. First Neighborhood Meeting & Workshop:

- Overview of the program

Review of the available traffic calming devices
Breakout groups discuss concerns and identify key
locations on a map as well as preferred treatments
Presentation of groups’finding to the all attendees

UDC image - Section cut to illustrate reassigning of right-of-way space
Glascack Street, Raleigh Fost-Design Neighborhood Revier; 2012

UDC image - 3D digital modeling illustrating proposed curb extensions
Milburnie Road, Raeigh Post-Design Neighborhood Review, 2012
2. City of Raleigh Works on Design Solutions:

« Four departments work together to create an
effective, buildable, and attractive design plan to
slow traffic on the designated neighborhood street

- Creation of a summary map of the issues and
opportunities defined by the residents to inform
where treatments should be located

- Staff members identify and confirm key locations for
treatmentreviewing other data including topography
and lines of sight

- Identification of the best treatment type to slow
traffic based on findings

- Creation of a schematic plan to present to the
neighborhood in a second meeting

Milburnie Road, Raleigh

Post-Workshop Internal Review, 2012
3. Second Neighborhood Meeting:

+  Review of findings from first meeting

- Presentation of design solutions

+  Discussion of additional issues and concerns*

4.Final Steps:

«  The modifications are painted on the street to help
the neighborhood gain 2 better understanding of
where changes will occur

= Apublic hearing is held where City Council will hear
the residents concern and staff recommendations

+  Ifthe Council approves the design to move forward,
the City’s Design/Construction Division will create
construction documents and place a bid for
construction contractors to build the design

*The Gty will revisit the design and alter as needed to fit with the
neighborhood's desire and concerns until a final solution is approved
by the nelghborhood.

{
UDC image - Concept Plan sketch to introducing troffic calrming devices
Glascock Streer, Raleigh Post-Design Workshop in 2012




Mr. Lamb developed an online survey to gauge reaction to process at this point.  Most people who responded helped and attended at least one meeting for a Traffic Calming project.  Most feedback was positive.  There was some negative response as to the complexity of the process.  Most important was to have multiple community meetings.  Rescinding the initial support is least important.  People felt the 75% approval as is currently is OK.  He stated recently there has been better participation from the Urban Design Center to understand how to visualize changes.  

	1. Please describe your involvement in the Raleigh Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. Select all that apply.
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	1. I submitted an application for traffic calming on my street.
	19.2%
	5

	2. I attended one or more City-sponsored meetings about a traffic calming project.
	92.3%
	24

	3. I helped with the traffic calming petition process.
	69.2%
	18

	4.  I am active in a neighborhood organization or advocacy group that is interested in traffic calming.
	61.5%
	16

	5. I am active in a neighborhood organization or advocacy group that is opposed to traffic calming.
	19.2%
	5

	6.  I have not been involved in any traffic calming discussions or meetings
	0.0%
	0


2013 NTMP Major Projects Survey

	2. Which traffic calming project were you involved in?
	
	

	Anderson Dr.
	0.0%
	0

	Ashe Ave.
	0.0%
	0

	Brookside Dr.
	3.8%
	1

	Eagle Trace Dr.
	0.0%
	0

	Glascock St.
	7.7%
	2

	Kaplan Rd.
	3.8%
	1

	Mourning Dove Rd.
	11.5%
	3

	Plaza Place
	7.7%
	2

	Rainwater Rd.
	65.4%
	17


3. Please rate your experience with the Raleigh Neighborhood Traffic Management Program

	
	Strongly

Agree
	Somewhat

Agree
	Neutral
	Somewhat

Disagree
	Strongly

Disagree
	Don’t Know / Not Applicable

	It was easy to apply for the traffic calming program
	23.1%

(6)
	15.4% (4)
	7.7% (2)
	7.7% (2)
	0.0% (0)
	46.2% (12)

	The community meetings I attended were valuable
	34.6% (9)
	11.5% (3)
	11.5% (3)
	19.2% (5)
	23.1% (6)
	0.0% (0)

	The approval process was clearly presented and was easily understandable
	23.1%

(6)
	15.4% (4)
	15.4% (4)
	19.2% (5)
	19.2% (5)
	7.7% (2)

	City staff was knowledgeable and answered questions in a timely manner
	42.3%

(11)
	26.9% (7)
	7.7% (2)
	7.7% (2)
	15.4% (4)
	0.0% (0)

	City staff set accurate expectations for the project timeline
	30.8%

(8)
	30.8% (8)
	3.8% (1)
	11.5% (3)
	23.1% (6)
	0.0% (0)

	City staff set accurate expectations for the project results
	15.4%

(4)
	34.6% (9)
	15.4% (4)
	7.7% (2)
	23.1% (6)
	3.8% (1)

	The plan addressed my concerns about traffic in my neighborhood
	26.9% (7)
	26.9% (7)
	3.8% (1)
	15.4% (4)
	23.1% (6)
	3.8% (1)

	The approval timeframe for the project development process was reasonable
	19.2% (5)
	34.6% (9)
	15.4% (4)
	15.4% (4)
	15.4% (4)
	0.0% (0)

	The approval process was straightforward and easy to understand
	26.9% (7)
	23.1% (6)
	3.8% (1)
	7.7% (2)
	26.9% (7)
	11.5% (3)

	The project was effective at reducing speeding on the street
	30.8% (8)
	19.2% (5)
	7.7% (2)
	7.7% (2)
	15.4% (4)
	19.2% (5)


4. Please rank the following statements in order of importance to you, with "1" as the most 
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Rating Average

	The timeline of planning and approving traffic calming projects should be shortened.
	23.1% (6)
	11.5% (3)
	15.4% (4)
	19.2% (5)
	30.8% (8)
	3.23

	The entire neighborhood should vote on traffic calming, not just those with driveways on the affected street.
	19.2% (5)
	15.4% (4)
	26.9% (7)
	23.1% (6)
	15.4% (4)
	3.00

	Multiple community meetings should be held to develop a consensus on the specific traffic calming devices proposed for my neighborhood.
	38.5% (10)
	38.5% (10)
	11.5% (3)
	7.7% (2)
	7.7% (2)
	2.00

	Residents should have to build strong local support before applying for traffic calming.
	11.5% (3)
	23.1% (6)
	42.3% (11)
	15.4% (4)
	7.7% (2)
	2.85

	Residents should be able to rescind their signature on a petition in support of traffic calming.
	7.7% (2)
	11.5% (3)
	3.8% (1)
	34.6% (9)
	42.3% (11)
	3.92


5. The current process to initiate a project requires support from 75% of the residents or property owners along a street. The threshold should be:
	Raised
	15.4% (4)

	Lowered
	15.4% (4)

	Left As Is
	69.2% (18)


6. Please comment on the elements of the traffic calming process that you thought were successful.
A. Petition process and sequence of planning events.

B. Program is well presented by staff.

C. At Present I still think that what they have done in the Tealbriar section if rainwater looks like a lunatic designed it. There is overkill with the stop signs. There should have been one (1) stop sign in Tealbriar. There have now been near misses of what Mr. Lamb and his team have put up so many signs. It appears this was done in spite not with any real thought. Again he should have been concentrating on Wade Avenue and the real problem areas where there is real problems instead 2 people died this week on Wade a known area that desperately needed traffic calming.

D. The implementation of stop signs appears to be successful, so the compromise proposed by the Mayor was a good one.

E. Things the stop signs are doing: Allow residents to cross road safely, Speeds through out neighborhood are significantly less...like 25 to 30 mph. backing out of driveway, easier, same with mail pickup not as dangerous. Everyone affected on this street is SO GRATEFUL to our leaders for standing up for us and doing something about what once was an awful situation. The neighborhood is calmer it actually feels like a neighborhood again....no more speedway! THANKS>THANKS> THANKS>!!!

F. Unfortunately, the traffic calming proposal for Rainwater Road — which I strongly support — was compromised and now we have stop signs! The stop signs are better than nothing, but people are running them continuously! Hopefully, the stop signs will encourage people to find a different route to Spring Forest Road. We are grateful for the signs; but I strongly feel that the original plan, as proposed, would be so much better!

G. Speeding on Rainwater in front of Bellechase and Briar Forest has stopped.

H. The stop signs are certainly effective at slowing traffic down. I disagree with where they are placed and the numbers of them. I believe that the first one off of Spring Forest should be moved to Tealbriar Dr. I've noticed traffic backing up at peak times of the day and the curve in front of Tealbriar is where I find traffic the fastest and most dangerous. I often have to sprint across to street to avoid getting hit even now with the stop signs in place. If the sign was moved to that intersection then I believe it would slow folks down coming and going and allow people to cross safely. I would also only have three: the first one mentioned the one at Rainwater/Northridge and the one at Weybridge. I believe three is enough.

I. Installation of stop sign on rainwater has done much to slow the speed of traffic, it is a welcome change.

J. I think Eric Lamb, Thomas Fiorello, and Councilman Stagner were extremely professional and helpful throughout the process. I was impressed with the entire Council's careful and thoughtful consideration of our project, and their evident concern that they do the right thing. This is not intended to diminish the contributions of other City employees.

K. community meetings

L. All public presentations at community centers and CAC meetings

M. The stop signs are working out amazingly. Now that it's been a few days and people are getting used to them, few people run them although there are quite a few "rolling stops." But at least they are slowing down. The traffic is a lot lighter and it's so quiet. Everyone I have spoken to about the stop signs loves them.

N. Stop signs have been very effective. I live at one of the intersections and see everyone stops.

O. Contact w/ city officials was excellent. Just thankful the very process exists. Hope repetitive stop signs prove successful.

P. I thought the rules were simple to understand and implement. I liked the fact that the city provides a list of addresses where we needed the 75% rule. This allowed everyone to understand where we needed obtain signatures which speed up the process for the neighborhood and the city for checking the signatures (i.e.; we were not obtaining signatures that were not needed and the city didn't have to check signature that were not needed. The final installation was/is very nice and I love the fact that they kept watering the new plants to make sure they didn't die and the city is maintaining the island landscaping.

Q. Many people were concerned about the appearance of the bump outs until the landscaping was put in.

R. The Mayor came to see us at a Homeowners Association meeting. Various City planners were always available to us. We met with the specialist in charge of plants and bushes. The City showed a large degree of interest in the project and wanted the project to succeed.

S. speed bumps

T. NONE!

U. None of the current elements are successful. The stop signs appear to be randomly scattered about for no apparent reason. Often there is no other traffic at the signs, so they seem to make no sense. Most vehicles at best roll through; some fly through at high speeds without seeming to notice the signs. There is also a tendency to "make up for lost time" by speeding up between the signs. This is a complete and utter failure, and I hope we do not have to witness another fatality because of the city council's ignorance.

V. I think the planted medians and bulb-outs are aesthetically pleasing and easy to negotiate.

7. Please comment on any elements of the traffic calming process that you think could be improved.
A. Community planning sessions need to be managed so that a small opposition is prevented from hijacking their purpose and turning them into debates

B. I think before any TC projects are to be planned and implemented by the City and the city should send out a formal letter to all affected residents informing them of the projects. A community organizer going house to house getting signatures does not cut it from my prospective.

C. More internal awareness of other factors which might affect implementation such as repaving and public utilities changes.

D. There should be a clearer up-front discussion of the multiple possibilities of calming, including no calming whatsoever. Early discussions should clearly recognize the differences in streets- collector/connector streets; high volume/higher speed streets; less-traveled residential streets; etc. These should be factored into the discussions in addition to the critical issue of safety. If safety were the only factor we would be calming every high-volume street in the city; e.g., Falls of Neuse, Six Forks, Spring forest, etc.

E. Get a better planning committee. One with a brain. Perhaps remove Stagner and Lamb for starters.

F. --City planners should have listened more to the people in these meetings; they seemed to have their own agenda and did not want to entertain ideas --because the process is driven by residents getting these petitions, create a one pager that explains to residents that once they sign the city has the right to develop and proceed with the project. That was not communicated. Devise a template for the petition that states this, and let people acknowledge they understand it by signing the petition. --Develop a toolkit for community leaders and advocates on how to do this process. I think people that feel we have a problem are flying by the seat of their pants and need more direction and basic understanding of what they are doing. For example, when I was asked to sign the first petition, it was made by a resident with a picture of a chicane. I said I was not going to sign up for that. He said oh that is just a graphic. I said he is planting a seed that is what we want in our neighborhood, and that is what I was opposed to. And sure enough as soon as this went through the city is designing obtrusive obstacles for the street. That right there is what caused all the uproar. These residents need to understand what can of worms they are opening and be able to communicate it to potential signers. --I feel that a lot of money was wasted in planning and developing this; if the city planners would have listened to residents and tried the stop signs, they would have saved lots of money. --We need to be judicious in these economic times about how we are planning to spend city dollars. I heard other residents express this at the last meeting, to give to the police. Don't force a project if it is not wanted or welcomed in the neighborhood; reallocate the money to something that has a real need.

G. Everything is going well, but two possible improvements would be: Move the STOP AHEAD sign for the BELLECHASSE stop. It is very near the stop itself and drivers have little time to react to that stop sign, given they are coming down the hill. Could the STOP AHEAD sign be placed where the curve sign now is and move the curve sign elsewhere or remove? Since drivers are now stopping at the bottom of the hill, the most IMPORTANT sign for drivers to see is the STOP AHEAD warning sign. Maybe it could be posted immediately past the Tealbriar Place/Tealbriar Circle intersection about a block away to give drivers enough reaction time as they go down the hill to the stop. Anyway, that is a suggestion to consider. Second idea: if you are going to add speed feedback checkers a good location to do so would be at the following spots: As you exit Tealbriar subdivision and enter the park area at the back, you install one there near that utility post. This would calm the area into the park and slow traffic more as they approach the stop sign North Ridge intersection. On the return, coming out of the park from the North Ridge stop intersection, install the second speed checker somewhere just before entering Tealbriar from the back. Since the distance from Bellechase to North RIDGE stops is the longest stretch, breaking this up with speed checkers would be a good place....and with the park there, would be good, too for walkers, bikers, etc.

H. At the public meetings, I think that only those residents who are directly affected by the project should be allowed to have input. People outside of the project scope should NOT be allowed to take control of a meeting from the City staff. Either that or the City staff needs training in crowd control and assertiveness!

I. I would prefer the medians over the stop signs.

J. more control at neighborhood meetings so that ideas can be shared.

K. I think it would be extremely helpful to require speakers at planning meetings to state their name and address, so that speakers who do not live in the affected area do not displace speakers who live in the affected area. 

L. city staff personnel should give one warning to those disruptive in the community meetings, then throw them out. our community meetings were not civil due to two-five individuals who were disruptive, antagonistic, argumentative and basically rude to their fellow neighbors as well as city staff. grown adults sometimes need to suffer consequences of childish behavior by being evicted from community meetings!

M. Again, there needs to be a proposal put into place that would prove someone is directly affected before they are allowed to waste everyone's time by coming to a meeting and trying to be heard. There will always be someone opposed to things, always, but the majority of people in this situation were more concerned about safety than aesthetics.

N. Only two stop signs are needed, Bellechase Drive and Weybridge. Four stops signs are over kill and just upset people in North Ridge.

O. Take politics out of the process, and do what proven TC measures dictate. You'll never please everyone....pretty soon the city needs to do what's right. Certainly Eric Lamb's staff knows more about traffic calming than the City Council!

P. There were three problems with the Mourning Dove project. 1) The neighborhood obtained the required % of signatures in about a month’s time from when we obtained the packet of information from the city. However, it took years before the project was actually installed. We were told that the city wanted to "bundle" the contract with other streets but the other streets were not moving forward. This significantly delayed (by years!) the installation of Mourning Dove. Ultimately, we had someone in our neighborhood that just happened to know how the system works a they knew the right person to keep pestering until it was done. This should not be how it works. 2) The ultimate installation design was not what was agreed. We were told and the plans showed two "roundabouts" but they were never installed. The city said they would be too expensive... so why did you put them in the design? Shows a bit of poor planning and disconnect between what they said they were going to do and what was actually done 3) When the installation was started they cut the wholes in the street for the islands and left them there for a weeks (it seemed - it is so long ago now) This cause neighbors to get upset about the whole thing. If they would have just started finished without stopping it would have gone smoother.

Q. The bump-outs were not as wide as were initially told. The traffic islands were not as wide as we were initially told. The yellow stripes and the reflectors are cracking and separating from the street. There is a lot of responsibility on the Homeowners Association to maintain the plants, but we were told we had this responsibility (I signed the agreement with the City).

R. would be more helpful if more of the effects could be seen on each individual property in real life rather than on a draft plan.

S. The proposed 3-way stop at Kent and Kaplan will cause a tremendous traffic back-up, and I don't believe that most people will follow "their turn" at the stops. More accidents will happen at that spot.

T. The entire process should be abandoned ... and the entire NTMP staff dismissed. The city should get completely out of the 'traffic calming' business. It is a crying shame that the Raleigh Police Department does not have the capacity or desire to enforce the current speed limits. The city needs to set appropriate speeds, and the RPD needs to enforce the speeds ... problem solved. The city council meeting on February 5, 2013 was a farce. A show of hands from a tired and frustrated audience is a poor way of determining an outcome ... especially an outcome that goes against the city's current guidelines ... that multiway stop signs should never be used to control the speed of traffic on a street. The city council should not try to 'engineer' traffic calming during the heat of a public input meeting when none of the council members is an engineer!

U. I would love to see an actual, effective traffic calming plan instituted, like the plan that Eric Lamb developed. It would be far more effective and far less disruptive and toxic than the current "plan."

V. I would have still liked to see a planted mini-traffic circle at Running Cedar and Mourning Dove.

Mr. Lamb suggested holding a pre project meeting that would include project development participation.  He stated he feels a need to hold smaller meetings on a location by location basis and hold them onsite and see if there is something more powerful that the neighborhood is proposing.   He stated it is more important to dedicate a Staff person for the major projects.  They are looking at a Transportation Planning position that would be available to do project management for these type projects.  He briefly explained neighborhood streetscape projects.    They would create the dedicated Staff person that would be assigned to the streetscape and traffic calming projects. Tom Fiorello’s division would handle the minor projects.  They would like to educate as much as possible.  He stated moving the post preliminary process from the back end to the front end would be good.  It is the neighborhood’s responsibility to circulate petitions.  They hope the above shown brochure would make people aware of official process and what it is they would be signing up for.  By educating on the front end people will understand what is being advertised.  In sidewalk projects the use of direct mail has allowed the public to respond.  One suggestion is to use yard signs the same way they advertise for zoning cases.  He stated the larger the community is a great part of the problem.  He stated this would encourage too much participation from the outside.  
After Mr. Lamb’s presentation the group had extensive discussion on ways to improve the traffic calming process.  
Mr. Odom questioned whether these streets are just streets City Staff has decided to do a project for and just how Staff gets this type of list together.  He pointed out Brentwood was brought by the neighborhood.   

Mr. Lamb pointed out the City is not doing any City initiated projects currently. Each project is initiated by a resident or citizen on the street. 
Ms. Baldwin stated it seems with the Anderson Drive and Rainwater projects part of the problem was the shock of the visual.  She stated she feels the piece that was missing was that upfront piece of information stating what they are planning to do.  She feels Mr. Lamb’s suggestion to have some type of preliminary meeting where you demonstrate or provide the visual would be very helpful.  
Mr. Odom pointed out he wasn’t on the City Council when Anderson Drive’s project was done.  

Mr. Lamb gave a brief description of what this project contained.  He pointed out the pre-marking stage is very important as it relates to these projects.  This has been universal to all projects.  This really gets a reaction.  He briefly explained this process.  

Charles Dooley, 1720 Briar Forest Place stated Mr. Lamb has hit on some good issues.   He is concerned and feels pre-marking should be done and brought to the front of the process.  He stated he would like to see the City take more ownership of the petition as opposed to an HOA coming around and making this to complex.  
Ms. Baldwin asked if a neighbor comes to Mr. Dooley and ask him to sign a petition if he would be more inclined to sign because it is his neighbor.  There are a lot of good things that happen by getting the neighbors together and talking amongst themselves.  
Mr. Dooley answered in the affirmative.  
Transportation Manager Kennon pointed out this has been discussed when Staff was sending out the pre-letter if having a brochure like the brochure mentioned above in this document would be a good idea. .  He expressed great concern for the community continuing to handle the petition process.  He stated this needs to stay in place. 
Ms. Baldwin pointed out if the City sent the letter out the City would set the tone.  
Mr. Dooley pointed out they received the letter on Rainwater Road after the pre-marking.  He stated he would like to see Mr. Lamb in front of the process and pointed out he has been at the front of the process.  He pointed out they marked the streets and they then received the letter and it is like it is all done and the community has nothing to say about it.  
Cheryl Dooley, 1720 Briar Forest Place thanked Staff for their hard work.  She stated with signing petitions she is not sure full information is available to someone who is asked to sign.  She pointed out they did not have enough knowledge of the project and they were told point blank it would not be island.   People circulating the petitions are not giving the full story or correct information.  
Nino Masnari, 7017 Rainwater Road, 27615 stated there should not be “for” or “against” up front.  There should be a notice of a public meeting where options can be discussed.  He stated some people felt backed against the wall.  The density of homes on one stretch of road skews the petition process.  He suggested on Rainwater Road that you do this step by step and then the others can see which one works.  He confirmed that Rainwater Road and Anderson Drive are collector streets.  He explained extensively how the process was handled and how bad the traffic is that relates to this site.   
Ms. Baldwin stated this process should not pit neighbors against neighbors. She feels there is a need to have a kill switch somewhere prior to Council should be built in.  

Mr. Stagner stated he appreciates the fact that everyone is present to talk on this issue as well as City Staff.  He pointed out he was involved relatively early in the process.  He was contacted by a citizen from Rainwater Road.  He thought that he would be able to make some minor adjustments but the process kept coming up.  He feels a flyer is good and maybe have Staff accompany the petitioner.  He feels up-front expertise will make a big difference.   He expressed concern for public safety.  He stated when citizens signed the petition they had different visions for how it would turn out.  He stated he accepts recommendations made by Staff but the question is if the Committee needs to continue to look at this item.  
Mr. Odom does not support door to door Staff involvement.  He feels it is the responsibility of the neighborhood to make this happen.   He feels the costs for this would not be cost effective.  
Ms. Baldwin agreed with Mr. Odom that it would be tremendous costs.    Maybe alternatives for early education so when people sign the petition they know what they are signing.  She would like to keep the item in Committee.  She would like for Staff to concentrate on pre-project process to make this as transparent as possible and provide as much information as possible.  She would like to bring the item back two weeks from now.

Mr. Stagner pointed out Staff would have to give the worse case scenario every time.  
Ms. Baldwin feels Staff can give different examples.  She reiterated keeping the item in Committee because she feels it warrants further discussion.  She would like for Staff to come back with specific recommendations.  She feels what Staff has come up with so far is pretty good but maybe composing a sample draft letter would clear how this can be approached. 

Assistant City Manager Howe confirmed the following suggestions:

I. Pre Project process

II. Pre Project Meeting\Brochures

III. Petition Process

IV. Design Process\Small Meetings On-site

V. Dedicated Project Manager (Internal Implementation)
VI. More Involvement By The Streetscape Planning Staff

VII. Early Education In The Process
VIII. Pre Kill-Switch Point
Mr. Dawson pointed out this is a citizen driven process.  They are willing to make changes to the petition process and they do not want to give the impression the City is forcing this type project on a neighborhood.  It should remain a  citizen driven process.  
Mr. Howe stated it seems like the Committee wants mainly for Staff to concentrate on a pre-project process.  

Mr. Odom suggested a form for signage that states if the petition is signed by an individual they are agreeing for the project to move forward in front of there home.  

The item was held in Committee so that Staff will have time to report back with some recommendations and options that were suggested by the Committee. 
Ms. Bald win would like to address this in two weeks.
Item# 11-25 – Roosters – Complaints. – Chairman Baldwin stated she would like to hear from Staff on this issue.  

Assistant City Manager Howe stated Staff generally deals with this informally.  He pointed out  the nuisance ordinances process generally results in compliance. He stated Animal Control gets may 45 to 50 complaints each year.  The objective is always to try and get the owner to mitigate the problem.  Most of these are taken care of without any further action.  
Scott Voorhees, 3804 Ingram Drive had concerns about UDO prohibition?  
Mr. Howe stated the UDO does not address this.  

Deputy City Attorney Leapley stated the UDO only addresses this for Community Gardens, not general homeowners.  She stated otherwise there is  no regulation.  

Ms. Baldwin they have met today to have a fair and open discussion about roosters.  

Mr. Voorhees stated he has a neighbor that complains for day noise or any time the rooster crows.  He pointed out the neighbor complains about all minority neighbors and has told him he needs to return to New York. He questions his neighbor’s complaint with the following:

1. What about roosters don’t you like?  
2. How loud are they?  
3. Why do they need to be regulated further.  
4. If regulated  what are they to  with their roosters? 
5. Can that be considered?  
He pointed out his rooster is an acre away.  Mr. Voorhees expressed concern about what would happen to his rooster if they were banned in the City of Raleigh..
Mr. Stagner explained this is just an informational meeting.  
Julia Zavada, 536 E. Jones Street stated she admits the rooster can be annoying. and make noise at night or throughout the day.  It can be any time.  She stated she has a rooster and lives in Oakwood.  The rooster crows at random times.  She pointed out when they sound-proofed the coop we didn’t have any further problems.  She educated the group by stating the rooster is very handy in discouraging hawks.  She explained chickens also reduce pests, ticks, etc. She stated her neighbors like the chickens.  She stated they are a source of food.  
Mr. Stagner stated roosters usually crow when it is early in the morning.  

Ms. Baldwin questioned when the rooster crows. She also questioned how one decides which noises to ban.

Mr. Voorhees stated about 5:45 am.  
Ms. Baldwin suggested he have insulated coops installed.  She explained briefly unintended consequences as it relates to this item.  
Ms. Leapley stated the City of Raleigh can declare an animal a public nuisance animal after weighing the validity of the complaint and the animal can be removed and destroyed if necessary.  

Mr. Odom stated there is a problem. He pointed out neighbors usually work this out.  He stated the group needs to be serious about addressing this.  He stated he would like the problem solved.  
Mr. Howe stated maybe Staff can provide some information to Animal Control and Community Policing officers about sound-proofing coops to calm noise at night. He pointed out if the owners fail to respond then nuisance ordinance is still there.  

The item was reported out with no action taken for Staff to provide information to Animal Control Officers to help owners mitigate noise problems.

The Committee recommends reporting the item out with no change to the Code to prohibit roosters.  The Committee also recommends that Staff provide information to Animal Control Officers to help owners mitigate noise problems.

Adjournment:  There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m. 

Daisy Harris Overby 

Assistant Deputy Clerk

3/26/13
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