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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, September 22, 2015, at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present:



Committee




Staff
Councilor Eugene Weeks, Chairman

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward
Councilor John Odom



Interim Public Works Director Richard 

 



Kelly
Absent and Excused



City Attorney Thomas McCormick







Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb

Councilor Wayne Maiorano


Transportation Planner Jason Myers







Civil Engineer Thomas Fiorello

Senior Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger

These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mr. Weeks called the meeting to order indicating Mr. Maiorano was absent and excused from today’s meeting, and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #13-21 – Leesville Church Road Extension – Alignment.  During the August 4, 2015 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  

Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb indicated both parties involved are still in negotiations and requested this item be held over.  Without objection, Mr. Weeks stated the item will be held over to be discussed at a later date.

Item #13-36 – Traffic Calming – Cross Link Road.  During the September 15, 2015 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Mr. Weeks indicated he has been involved in meetings with the Southeast CAC regarding this project.  

Transportation Planner Jason Myers summarized the following staff report:

Staff recommends that City Council approve the conceptual design for the Crosslink Road Neighborhood Streetscape project. A project fact sheet is included as an attachment and the revised conceptual design can be viewed at the program website (http://www.raleighnc.gov/ business/content/PWksTranServices/Articles/NeighborhoodStreetscapeActiveProjects.html).
The project was included in priority list for traffic calming adopted by City Council on September 18, 2012. It met the requirements of the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program policy, including: A) completion of a petition of support signed by residents or property owners of at least 75 percent of the properties along the street and B) two public workshops for design development and review. Since City Council held the Public Design Review on March 3, 2015, the project has also been presented at the South Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and an additional neighborhood meeting was held.

Project Details:

· Design Speed:  35 mph

· Traffic Calming Treatments:  5

· At intersections:  4

· Median/curb extension combination: 2 (Crown Crossing Ln., Seabrook Rd.). These treatments create lateral shifts of the travel lanes that are designed to slow drivers to a specified design speed. The curb extensions shorten pedestrian crossings and provide a gateway effect to neighborhoods. The medians separate oncoming traffic, create shorter two-stage pedestrian crossings, and prevent unsafe passing.

· Mini-roundabout:  1 (Dandridge Dr.). This treatment functions like a normal roundabout, but is completely mountable to function with larger vehicles in a smaller footprint. The treatment also includes long medians leading to intersection from both directions on Cross Link Rd. to separate oncoming traffic, gradually slow drivers entering the intersection, and prevent unsafe passing.

· Medians only: 1 (Herdon Village Way, Brumlow Ln., Laodocea Dr.). This treatment separates oncoming traffic, slows down motorists to safe speeds, prevents unsafe passing, and creates shorter two-stage pedestrian crossings.

· Sidewalk construction:  ~4,100 feet

· South side from Dandridge Drive to Garner Road

· Additional bike lane marked: ~4,500 feet

· Both sides, Seabrook Rd. to Garner Rd.

Project Timeline:

Project priority adopted by Council (Ranked #2 (FY 13)
September 18, 2012
Successful petition submitted (77% support) 
December 19, 2012
Information session (7 attendees)
February 11, 2014
Neighborhood design workshop (14 attendees)
June 5, 2014
Neighborhood design review (8 attendees)
September 29, 2014
Treatments pre-marked
February 6 & 12, 2015

South CAC presentation
April 13, 2015

Neighborhood meeting (16 attendees)
August 11, 2015
City Council Special Item (held at table)
September 1, 2015

South CAC Status Update
September 14, 2015

City Council Special Item (referred to Public Works)
September 15, 2015

Activity since City Council Public Design Review:
At the March 3, 2015 City Council Meeting, staff was requested to meet with neighborhood residents and discuss the project at the South CAC meeting. Notifications inviting residents and property owners to the April meeting of the South CAC were mailed. Staff presented the project at the meeting. One major point of discussion was evaluation of a multi-way stop at the intersection of Cross Link Rd. and Dandridge Dr. Staff provided the 2012 evaluation and conducted a new evaluation based on current conditions, completed in early August. These evaluations are attached in the Transportation Operations Staff Report. Simultaneously, the conceptual plan was slightly revised, adding a section of narrow median on the north side of the intersection with Dandridge Dr.

A standalone neighborhood meeting was held August 11th because the cancellation of the regularly scheduled South CAC that month. Notifications were sent by mail, through the South CAC, and by email. The residents who expressed the strongest concerns at the March 3 City Council meeting and the April South CAC meeting were in attendance. Several citizens questioned if and how the project might impact school bus operations. Staff met with Wake County Public Schools (WCPSS). The project should not have significant effects on school bus operations. Written feedback from WCPSS is included in an attachment.

Staff recommends approving the revised conceptual design for engineering design and construction.

Traffic Calming Neighborhood Streetscape

Project Fact Sheet

	Street Name:
	Cross Link Road - South

	Street Characteristics:

               
	Street Limits:  Garner Road to Dandridge Drive

Street Classification:  Avenue 2-Lane, Divided

Length:  4,130’

Curb and Gutter:  Both Sides

Sidewalk:  Only North Side

	Current Posted Speed Limit:       
	35 MPH 

	Count Date:

Count Location:

Daily Volumes

Eastbound:

Westbound:                    
	Aug 22-24, 2012

3101 Cross Link Road

3906

3664

	Average Speed:

North/Eastbound:

South/Westbound:    
	43.1 mph

42.3 mph

	85th Percentile Speed:

Eastbound:

Westbound:    
	47.2 mph

47.6 mph

	Citizen Contact Information:

Name: 

Address:

email:
	Ms. Kelly McLaughlin

1030 Cross Link Road

kellm20@aol.com

	Petition Information:
	Petition submitted on December 19, 2012

Total number properties = 47

Minimum number signatures required = 36

Number signatures obtained = 36 (76.6%)

	Notes/Comments:
	

	Staff Contact Information:
	Jason S. Myers

919-996-2166

Jason.Myers@RaleighNC.gov

	Cross Link Road – South proposed treatments at 5 locations include: 1 mini-roundabout, 1 median section, and 2 lateral shifts created by a combination of medians and curb extensions. In addition, the street will be re-striped for a bike lane in both directions throughout the street (except within some traffic calming treatments). In addition, complete sidewalk on the southeast side of the street where none currently exists.


Mr. Myers talked about a recent meeting with the Southeast CAC to discuss the possibility of installing a multi-way stop at the Cross Link/Dandridge intersection and referred to a letter submitted by Wake County Public Schools dated September 10, 2015, the body of which reads as follows:
We very much appreciate the opportunity to meet with you regarding the proposed streetscape and traffic calming project referred to as Cross link Road South.

For the 2015-16 school year, WCPSS has five school bus routes that have stops at or near the intersection of Cross Link Road and Dandridge Drive.  Currently, some of our students are required to cross over Cross Link Road in order to access their bus stops.  In addition to your request to review the impacts of the proposed traffic calming project, we have already been evaluating this intersection in response to a parent's request.  We have determined that all stops at Cross Link Road and Dandridge Drive will be doors ide.  This means that students that Jive off of Dandridge Drive will not cross Cross Link Road to board the school bus.  Given the availability of intersecting streets in the vicinity, this change, which is being implemented this week, will not have a significant impact on route timing or performance.

Please know that we have decided to make this change independent of any potential traffic calming project for Cross Link Road.  We do not expect that the construction of a mini­ roundabout and the associated pedestrian safety enhancements will create a challenge for school bus operations.

Sincerely,

Stephen Sposato, AJCP

Senior Administrator, Transportation Planner Wake County Public School System
Mr. Myers talked further about the proposed project noting the roundabout would be built in such a way that large emergency vehicles could move through the intersection more easily.
Discussion took place regarding the changes in wait times on both Cross Link and Dandridge to make them more even with Mr. Weeks questioning whether the study was conducted in the morning or the afternoon and Mr. Myers responding the study was conducted during the afternoon while school was in session. 
Mr. Weeks indicated Committee members and staff received an e-mail from Michelle Gardner, 1028 Aaron Drive, the body of which reads as follows:

Thank you for the update. I will be unable to attend as I have a previously scheduled obligation at 3:00pm. I would like to pass along concerns regarding the Crosslink Traffic Calming Project. 

1.
While we acknowledge we need traffic control at the intersection a four way stop is requested in lieu of the roundabout for the following reasons as it is currently designed

a.
The roundabout will not stop the flow of traffic on Crosslink which has become a major thoroughfare to Garner Road and Rock Quarry Rd making it hard for residents of Crosslink Trace, its adjacent communities and Dandridge Downs. 

b.
Changes to the roundabout design which include medians on all four sides will impede deliveries to the neighborhood store. Residents on the North Side of Crosslink were not in agreement of the original design and did not expect changes to that side of the thoroughfare. Reason the project and petition became known as Crosslink South. How will the medians affect parking at homes located at the intersection of Crosslink Trace ad Dandridge. 

c.
While cross walks are contained in the design, a roundabout with crosswalks presents concerns for neighborhood children attempting to cross the street without the advantage of a fully stopped car. 

d.
While the Wake County School transportation department has noted door side stops (this means children will not have to cross the street to exit or enter the bus) what if any other Wake County Public school bus stops are currently located in a roundabout and what issues if any are there. Concerned about possible changes to school bus stops. The current stops provide a well lite space in comparison to other areas on the street. 

e.
Studies provided by the project regarding crashes on Crosslink as a reason for the roundabout would pertain to Crosslink and Seabrook, as that intersection has the highest number of accidents, not Crosslink and Dandridge. 

f.
Unclear as to how the grade of Dandridge will affect the visibility of traffic entering the roundabout as it is on an incline. Currently there is limited visibility from the stop sign without moving past the solid white line. 

g.
In previous presentations there has been mention of the home owners association having some responsibility for repairs (can this be clarified as there is currently not a Homeowners association either neighborhood) It the project move forward will the city be responsible for all repairs to include maintenance of the roundabout as it is not currently designed for large vehicles to go around but to drive over portions of the roundabout, maintenance of the vegetation proposed for the medians etc. 

Thank you in advance. 

Discussion took place regarding the contents of Ms. Gardner’s e-mail including whether there were any additional plantings proposed for the area in back of the curb and whether the City or the property owners would have to maintain that that area.  

Mr. Weeks indicated he also received an e-mail after the CAC meeting regarding safety issues and questioned when sidewalks would be installed with Mr. Myers responding the intent is to have the sidewalks installed at the same time the roundabout is installed.
Candia Gardner talked about a conversation she had with Mr. Myers regarding pedestrian safety issues and indicated she took photographs of what actually takes place at the subject intersection.  She stated delivery trucks to the Cross Link Market impede traffic and expressed concern regarding the intersection’s “pedestrian friendliness” and possible storm drainage adversely impacting a neighbor’s property.  She asked that the decision on the project be delayed noting there were no speed limit signs posted along Cross Link Road.  She talked about a recent incident where the City placed a speed clock on Cross Link Road that actually slowed traffic down and urged the City install 35 MPH signs to reinforce the speed limit in the area.  She also questioned whether the proposed bumped-out curb on Dandridge would impede on-street parking in Cross Link Trace and stated she is not a fan of the roundabout option noting those residents who attended the meeting expressing support for the roundabout were not representing the majority of the residents in the area.  She closed her comments restating her request that the City delay its decision on the project and asked staff to address citizens’ comments and concerns regarding the project.
Deon Davis expressed his appreciation that the City is looking at this intersection and expressed his opinion that any proposal would be an improvement.  He expressed concern regarding pedestrian safety, especially with children waiting for busses at that intersection early in the morning before sunrise.  Discussion took place regarding street lights in the area with Mr. Weeks indicating Duke Energy was working on lighting improvements for the area.
Discussion took place regarding delivery trucks and parking issues at the Cross Link Market with Transportation Planner Myers indicating the store’s owner and the property’s owner are not opposed to the project; however, they were not overly supportive.  In response to questions, Mr. Myers stated due to the size and shape of the store’s parking lot, delivery trucks have to stop and park on the street.  Discussion took place regarding alternative locations for delivery truck parking including portions of Dandridge, as well as issues regarding dumpster service to the store with Ms. Gardner expressing her belief delivery trucks should not be parking along Cross Link Road; however, if the trucks were allowed to park along Dandridge Road it would have an adverse effect on residents on that street.  She also talked about the number of accidents occurred in both the intersection as well as the store parking lot.
Mr. Weeks thanked staff for its communication efforts with citizens and expressed his willingness to report the item out to Council.

Mr. Odom requested staff give consideration to the stormwater drainage concerns as well as on-street parking along Dandridge with Transportation Planner Myers indicating on-street parking along Dandridge will still be available after the project is completed.

Mr. Weeks moved to report the item out of Committee with the understanding staff will consider citizens’ concerns regarding stormwater drainage as well as on-street parking availability along Dandridge before bringing a recommendation before the full Council.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Maiorano who was absent and excused.  Mr. Weeks ruled the motion adopted.

Item #13-17 – Neighborhood Traffic Management Program – Policy Issues.  This item was previously discussed during the Committee’s May 26, 2015 meeting and held over for further discussion.  Mr. Weeks indicated there were a number of items still pending.
Civil Engineer Thomas Fiorello summarized the following staff report included in the agenda packet:
Background:

City Council referred the annual Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) policy updates to the Public Works Committee (PWC) at their November 4, 2014 meeting.  During the PWC meetings in October and November 2014, both committee members and the public brought forward issues and concerns ranging from the policy itself to a proposed project on Laurel Hills Road.  Due to the breadth of questions, staff elected to perform a holistic review of the entire policy.  This review included conducting a peer review of over a hundred cities.  These cities were divided into two groups: (1) major US population centers and (2) cities and towns within the State of North Carolina.  To avoid confusion, data from the North Carolina cities in the top 100 US cities are placed only in the North Carolina peer group.  Findings are presented in the Executive Summary below.

Executive Summary:
The peer review conducted to compare the Raleigh Neighborhood Traffic Management Program with other programs both in-state and nationwide was web based.  Staff compiled the data available on peer cities websites.  The reviews evaluated how other communities conduct their program and seek answers for several questions that were brought forth at the PWC hearings last year.  The findings based on the evaluation questions are shown below:

1. Who can initiate an evaluation?
The most common option, both nationwide and in-state, is that any citizen may initiate a request to evaluate a street.

2. Which streets are eligible for the program?
Both peer groups, national and in-state, show a slight favor to restricting treatments to residential streets only.  That option is followed closely in each group by allowing treatments on both residential and collector streets.
3. Which evaluation criteria are relevant?
Both national and in-state peer reviews show speed and volume to be the top two evaluation criteria in that order.  Other popular criteria in both peer groups are crash history, school proximity and general pedestrian destinations.

4. Who are invited to meetings?
A majority of communities, both nationally and in-state, invite the residents of a neighborhood to all meetings.  In most instances, neighborhood is defined on a case-by-case basis and not based on a set of fixed parameters.

5. Is there a petition process and how is it handled?
There are two types of petitions that are predominantly used in both peer groups.  The most common petition is for the street and surrounding influence area.  Influence area is also typically defined on a case-by-case basis.  The other commonly used petition is for the only residents of the project street.

6. How are projects funded?
Each peer group had the same top two funding sources.  The top source was a line item in the yearly operating budget.  The second choice was to have the residents of the project street or neighborhood fund the entire project.

7. Is there a process to remove existing treatments?
Not all communities have petitions or processes to remove existing treatments.  The vast majority of communities that do allow for removal of treatments use the same petition process for installing those treatments.

Qualifying Cities and Towns:

The list for the peer review of major US population centers came from a ranked listing of the top 100 most populated cities in the US according to 2013 Census estimates.  The list of peer US cities is shown in Appendix 1.

The ranking list for cities and towns within NC came from the listing of the 50 most populated cities and towns based on the 2010 census.  Staff looked at all cities and towns statewide with a population of over 40,000, approximately 10% of Raleigh’s population, and any other jurisdictions within the top 50 that were located within the Triangle.  The list of peer NC cities and towns is shown in Appendix 2.
Peer Review:

Staff has conducted a peer review of the qualifying cities and towns previously described that have a traffic calming program, NTMP program, speed hump policy or standard construction details of traffic calming treatments.  Staff compiled the data available online on peer cities’ websites.  Results of our review varied in level of detail as some cities had robust and well documented policies while others did not.  In the peer review, Staff investigated several questions that came up in the PWC meetings of October and November 2014.  The questions include:

1. Who can initiate an evaluation?

2. Which streets are eligible for the program?

3. Which evaluation criteria are relevant?

4. Who are invited to meetings?

5. Is there a petition process and how is it handled?

6. How are projects funded?

7. Is there a process to remove existing treatments?

This report will provide a brief summary of the results with the associated Tables inserted.  The bold text shows Raleigh’s current policy.  However, it was not added into the total count. 

1. Who can initiate an evaluation?

Table 1 below shows how requests are initiated by the peer review groups.  Forty-one percent of the national peer group allows any citizen to initiate a request for traffic calming within their community.  Second on the list is a request to evaluate a street based on receiving a citizen petition that is provided to the “community”.  Thirty percent of peer cities chose this option.   There was no consensus number or percentage required for an approved petition.  The numbers vary greatly from city to city. The statewide peer group shows a lot more flexibility than the national group with many communities allowing multiple ways to initiate a request.  

[image: image1.emf]Number % Number %

Any Citizen or Group 22 41% 8 25%

Citizen Petition 16 30% 5 16%

Neighborhood Association 5 9% 4 7%

Resident of Target Street 5 9% 3 6%

Elected Official 4 7% 4 7%

City Staff 0 0% 4 7%

Community Board 1 2% 4 7%

Call Center 1 2% 0 0%

TABLE 1.                                 

Request Initiator

US Peers NC Peers





2. What streets are eligible for the program?

Table 2.a shows the breakdown of eligible streets from the peer groups.

Each peer group shows the overwhelming majority of street classifications fall in either of two categories; (1) Only residential streets are eligible or; (2) Only residential and/or collector streets are eligible. Both peer groups show a similar but slight preference to strictly residential streets.  The national peer group favors strictly residential streets 50% to 44%.  The in-state group’s preference is 50% to 45%.



[image: image2.emf]Number % Number %

Residential Streets Only 27 50% 10 50%

Residential or Collector Streets  24 44% 9 45%

Local, Collector or Arterials 2 4% 0 0%

Streets Below Major Arterial 0 0% 1 5%

Alleyways 1 2% 0 0%

TABLE 2.a.                                

Eligible Streets

US Peers NC Peers


Traffic calming treatments that are allowed on eligible streets are broken down even further in Table 2.b.

In communities that allow traffic calming on both residential and collector streets almost all offer both horizontal and vertical treatments, including all 9 in North Carolina. The national peer group shows a majority of communities allowing either horizontal or vertical treatments on residential streets only.  The state group shows a majority offering only vertical treatments on residential streets.

[image: image3.emf]# % # % # % # %

Horizontal & Vertical  21 88% 9 100%

16 59% 3 30%

Only Vertical  3 12% 0 0% 10 37% 7 70%

Neither 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0%

Residential Only

US NC

TABLE 2.b.               

Treatments Allowed

Residential & Collector

US NC


Table 2.c shows how many communities have a time restriction on their project list and how long a project can remain on that list.  This ensures that projects are not being ranked using old or outdated information.  This is only for the national peer group.  The in-state peer group shows no restrictions.  To try to ensure that projects do not linger on a project list for long, some communities in the NC peer group add points to projects that remain on the project list over time.  Points added to a project vary from 1 point per month to 10 points per six months.  There are currently 4 programs that have this policy, Chapel Hill, Concord, Hickory and Kannapolis.


[image: image4.emf]Number %

3 Years 4 50%

5 Years 2 25%

2 Years 2 25%

TABLE 2.c.                                

Allowable on Project ListTime 

US Peers


3. Which evaluation criteria are relevant?

Table 3.a shows the various criteria that peer cities use in their traffic calming evaluations.  There are a total of 15 criteria used to varying degrees by both peer groups that list such criteria.  The top five criteria were the same for each peer group. They were speed, volume, crashes, schools and general pedestrian destinations.  Staff looked further into the speed, volume and crash criteria.

[image: image5.emf]Number % Number %

Speed 16 100% 9 100%

Volume 14 88% 9 100%

Crashes 13 81% 8 89%

Schools 11 69% 8 89%

General Pedestrian Destinations 10 63% 9 100%

Land Use 7 44% 6 67%

Sidewalks 4 25% 7 78%

Bike Routes 5 31% 1 11%

Sight Distance 3 19% 4 44%

Road Grades 1 6% 4 44%

Safe Routes to School 2 13% 4 44%

Time on Waiting List 0 0% 4 44%

Residential Support 3 19% 0 0%

Cut-Through Traffic 2 13% 0 0%

Parking 1 6% 0 0%

TABLE 3.a.                          

Evaluation Criteria

US Peers NC Peers





Table 3.b shows how speed is evaluated. The national peer group shows that 31 percent of cities evaluate speed by comparing the 85th% speed to either the speed limit or 5 miles per hour over the speed limit.  The remaining cities use a variety of evaluation techniques.  Over half of the in-state peer group evaluates speed against a streets speed limit.  Raleigh’s program is structured where a street earns points for speed when the 85th% speed surpasses 35 miles per hour.

[image: image6.emf]Number % Number %

85th% > speed limit 5 31% 5 56%

85th% > 5mph over speed limit (SL) 5 31% 2 22%

85th%  2 13% 0 0

85th% > 10mph over SL 0

0%

1 11%

85th% > 25mph or >35 mph 0 0% 1 11%

85th% > 35.75 mph 1 6% 0 0%

# of Speeding vehicles 1 6% 0 0%

Average Speed between 30 - 40 mph 1 6% 0 0%

85th% > 7 mph over SL 1 6% 0 0%

85th% > 35 mph 0 0% 0 0%

NC Peers

TABLE 3.b.                                    

Speed Criterion

US Peers






Table 3.c shows how the volume of traffic along a street is evaluated.  Our review found that the volume criterion has no standard among the national peers.  Fourteen national peer group cities are using 9 different standards with no standard being used by more than 3 cities.  The NC peer group shows a clearer statewide standard.  56 percent of NC cities use the standard of awarding points for every 200 vehicles per day using the subject street.   Raleigh streets earn 1 point for every 1,000 vehicles per day.


[image: image7.emf]Number % Number %

Daily Volume 3 21% 0 0%

Each 100 vpd 3 21% 1 11%

Each 50 vpd 2 13% 0 0%

Each 200 vpd 0 0% 5 56%

Each 400 vpd 0 0% 2 22%

Each 150 vpd 1 6% 0 0%

Peak Volume 1 6% 0 0%

Volume > 1500 vpd 1 6% 0 0%

Each 500 over 1000 vpd 1 6% 0 0%

Scale between 600 -3000 vpd 1 6% 0 0%

Amount of Diverted Traffic 1 6% 0 0%

# exceeding expected neigh.volume 0 0% 1 11%

Each 1000 vpd 0 0% 0 0%

TABLE 3.c.                                  

Volume Criterion

US Peers NC Peers


Table 3.d reveals how crashed are evaluated.  The accident criterion table shows that other programs define the issue differently.  There are 11 unique standards being used nationally, with one used more than once.  The NC peer group shows a clear preference, with half the cities using the number of crashes over the last three years as their standard.  








[image: image8.emf]Number % Number %

Accident Rate over 3 years 3 23% 0 0%

# of crashes in 3yrs. 0 0% 4 50%

Crashes per mile 0 0% 2 25%

Speed Related over 3 years 1 8% 1 13%

Preventable Accidents over 3 years 1 8% 1 13%

#, type & severity over 3 years 1 8% 0 0%

3+ crashes over 12 months 1 8% 0 0%

Crashes per year 1 8% 0 0%

Crashes per block 1 8% 0 0%

Per Accident (No time frame given) 1 8% 0 0%

# of crashes in 2 yrs. 1 8% 0 0%

# speed related/Auto-ped/auto-bike 1 8% 0 0%

Reported Accidents over 12 months 1 8% 0 0%

NC Peers

TABLE 3.d.                                      

Crash Criterion

US Peers





4. Who is invited to meetings?

Table 4 shows consistency on both the national and state level on who is invited to traffic calming public meetings.  More cities invite neighborhood residents to meetings than any other designation.  Most cities also have different definitions of what “neighborhood” means.  Many cities determine neighborhood boundaries on a case-by-case basis while the rest define their neighborhoods by a fixed set of parameters.  Other cities used an appointed neighborhood committee that represent the residents and meet with City staff.
[image: image9.emf]Number % Number %

Neighborhood Residents 13 59% 7 50%

Appointed Neighborhood Committee 5 23% 3 21%

Public Hearing Notice 0 0% 4 29%

Residents of Project Street Only 2 9% 0 0%

Petitioners 2 9% 0 0%

TABLE 4.                               

Meeting Invitees

US Peers NC Peers





5. Is there a petition process and how is it handled?

Table 5 details six methods used nationwide for petitioning for traffic calming type projects through resident’s signatures.  The first three methods in order of popularity are: by residents within an influence area that is determined by staff on a case-by-case basis; by residents along the project street only; and by residents within an influence area set to a series of fixed parameters (e.g., all lots within a set number of feet from the project street) may sign. The final three items in the table, represent the first three methods with the additional requirement that the petitions include the approval of every resident adjacent to a proposed treatment.

Both the national and state peer group show a preference of using petitions with an influence area determined by staff on a case-by-case basis.  The second most prevalent method is to create petitions of only the project street residents.  The other four methods of petitioning are used infrequently.

[image: image10.emf]Number % Number %

Influence Area (Case-by-Case) 19 50% 8 44%

Project Street Residents Only 13 34% 5 28%

Influence Area (Fixed Parameters) 2 5% 2 11%

Street + 100% Adjacent to Treatment 2 5% 0 0%

Case + 100% Adjacent to Treatment 1 3% 3 17%

Fixed + 100% Adjacent to Treatment 1 3% 0 0%

NC Peers

TABLE 5.                                    

Petition Signatories

US Peers




One aspect of the petition process that was questioned was the verification of signatures.  The national peer review had a few references to verifying petitions.  One method that a couple of cities used was a verification sheet signed by the petitioner stating all signatures were valid.  Other cities said petitions would be verified but did not elaborate as to how it would be done.  The state peer review was more forthcoming.  Several cities stated verification of signatures would be done against existing tax records.  

Another option used by peer cities eliminates petitions entirely.  Several national peers gauge support for a project by mailing ballots out to all properties in the affected neighborhood.  The project moves forward based on the number or percentage of ballots returned supporting it. 

6. How are projects funded?

Table 6 displays the various funding mechanisms used to implement traffic calming projects.  The numbers do not necessarily convey exclusive funding by city.  Many cities give their citizens multiple funding options.  Several cities require or allow their citizens to fund treatments on their street.  However, it is also common for a community to have a yearly CIP or funding in the operating budget but also allow citizens to fully/partially fund a project or to apply for a grant covering the funding costs.  

[image: image11.emf]Number % Number %

Yearly Operating Budget 24 51% 11 58%

Fully Funded by Residents 18 38% 9 47%

Capital Improvement Project 8 17% 3 16%

Municipality/Residents Share Funding 10 21% 6 32%

Grants 11 23% 1 5%

Assessments 2 4% 1 5%

Bonds 1 2% 0 0%

TABLE 6.                                    

Funding Sources

US Peers (47) NC Peers (19)





7. Is there a petition to remove existing treatments and how is it handled?

Table 7 shows that a majority of both peer groups that allow treatment removals have the same process that they use to install those treatments.  
Also, both peer groups show that over half of the cities that have a removal petition require residents to pay some or all of the removal costs.  Neither peer group had a petition in place to halt a project in mid-process.

[image: image12.emf]Number % Number %

Same % as Installation Petition 13 72% 10 91%

Lower % than Installation Petition 3 17% 1 9%

Higher % than Installation Petition 2 11% 0 0%

Residents Fully/Partially Fund Removal 11 61% 6 55%

Residents Pay Early Removal Penalty 1 6% 2 18%

No Petition - City Controls Removal 3 N/A 3 N/A

TABLE 7.                                    

Removal Petition

US Peers NC Peers




APPENDIX 1

TOP US CITIES IN POPULATION (2013 Estimated)
[image: image13.emf]Rank

City

State Population

Have TC 

Program Rank City State Population

Have TC 

Program

1 New York NY 8,405,837 yes 51 New Orleans LA 378,715 no

2 Los Angeles CA  3,884,307 yes 52 Bakersfield CA 363,630 yes

3 Chicago IL 2,718,782 yes 53 Tampa FL 352,957 no

4 Houston TX 2,195,914 yes 54 Honolulu HI 347,884 no

5 Philadelphia PA 1,553,165 yes 55 Aurora CO 345,803 no

6 Phoenix AZ 1,513,367 yes 56 Anaheim CA 345,012 no

7 San Antonio TX 1,409,019 yes 57 Santa Ana CA 334,227 no

8 San Diego CA 1,355,896 yes 58 St. Louis MO 318,416 no

9 Dallas TX 1,257,676 yes 59 Riverside CA 316,619 yes

10 San Jose CA  998,537 yes 60 Corpus Christi TX 316,381 yes

11 Austin TX 885,400 yes 61 Lexington-Fayette KY 308,428 no

12 Indianapolis IN  843,393 no 62 Pittsburgh PA 305,841 no

13 Jacksonville FL  842,583 yes 63 Anchorage AK 300,950 yes

14 San Francisco CA 837,442 yes 64 Stockton CA 298,118 yes

15 Columbus OH  822,553 no 65 Cincinnati OH 297,517 yes

16 Charlotte NC 792,862 yes 66 St. Paul MN 294,873 no

17 Fort Worth TX 792,727 no 67 Toledo OH 282,313 yes

18 Detroit MI 688,701 no 68 Greensboro NC 279,639 no

19 El Paso TX 674,433 yes 69 Newark NJ 278,427 no

20 Memphis TN 653,450 yes 70 Plano TX 274,409 yes

21 Seattle WA  652,405 yes 71 Henderson NV 270,811 yes

22 Denver CO  649,495 no 72 Lincoln NE 268,738 yes

23 Washington DC 646,449 yes 73 Buffalo NY 258,959 no

24 Boston MA  645,966 yes 74 Jersey City NJ 257,342 no

25 Nashville-Davidson TN 634,464 yes 75 Chula Vista CA 256,780 yes

26 Baltimore MD 622,104 no 76 Fort Wayne IN  256,496 yes

27 Oklahoma City OK  610,613 no 77 Orlando FL 255,483 yes

28 Louisville-Jefferson KY 609,893 yes 78 St. Petersburg FL 249,688 yes

29 Portland OR 609,456 yes 79 Chandler AZ 249,146 yes

30 Las Vegas NV 603,488 yes 80 Laredo TX 248,142 yes

31 Milwaukee WI  599,164 yes 81 Norfolk VA 246,139 yes

32 Albuquerque NM 556,495 yes 82 Durham NC 245,475 yes

33 Tucson AZ 526,116 no 83 Madison WI  243,344 yes

34 Fresno CA 509,924 no 84 Lubbock TX 239,538 no

35 Sacramento CA 479,686 yes 85 Irvine CA 236,716 no

36 Long Beach CA 469,428 no 86 Winston-Salem NC 236,441 yes

37 Kansas City MO 467,007 yes 87 Glendale AZ 234,632 yes

38 Mesa AZ 457,587 no 88 Garland TX 234,566 yes

39 Virginia Beach VA 448,479 yes 89 Hialeah FL 233,394 no

40 Atlanta GA 447,841 no 90 Reno NV 233,294 yes

41 Colorado Springs CO 439,886 no 91 Chesapeake VA 230,571 no

42 Omaha NE 434,353 no 92 Gilbert AZ 229,972 yes

43 Raleigh NC 431,746 yes 93 Baton Rouge LA 229,426 yes

44 Miami FL 417,650 no 94 Irving TX 228,653 no

45 Oakland CA 406,253 no 95 Scottsdale AZ 226,918 yes

46 Minneapolis MN 400,070 yes 96 North Las Vegas NV 226,877 no

47 Tulsa OK  398,121 yes 97 Fremont CA 224,922 yes

48 Cleveland OH 390,113 no 98 Boise ID 214,237 no

49 Wichita KS 386,552 no 99 Richmond VA 214,114 yes

50 Arlington TX 379,577 no 100 San Bernardino CA 213,708 no


APPENDIX 2

TOP NC CITIES IN POPULATION (2010 Census)
[image: image14.emf]1 Charlotte 731,424 yes 15 Rocky Mount 57,477 no

2 Raleigh 403,892 yes 16 Chapel Hill 57,233 yes

3 Greensboro 269,666 no 17 Burlington 49,963 yes

4 Winston-Salem 229,617 yes 18 Wilson 49,167 yes

5 Durham 228,330 yes 19 Huntersville 46,773 yes

6 Fayetteville 200,564 yes 20 Kannapolis 42,625 yes

7 Cary 135,234 yes 21 Hickory 40,010 yes

8 Wilmington 106,476 no 22 Apex 37,476 yes

9 High Point 104,371 yes 28 Wake Forest 30,117 yes

10 Greenville 84,554 yes 33 Garner 25,745 yes

11 Asheville 83,393 yes 36 Holly Springs 24,661 yes

12 Concord 79,066 yes 48 Morrisville 18,576 yes

13 Gastonia 71,741 yes 50 Fuquay-Varina 17,937 no

14 Jacksonville 70,145 yes
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Mr. Fiorello pointed out more than ½ of the evaluations do not qualify for the traffic calming project list noting in most cases the evaluation results in no issues cited.  Discussion took regarding the City’s public notification process, traffic calming projects on residential and collector streets, and the types of horizontal and vertical devices used with Mr. Fiorello noting land use was not used as a factor in the evaluation process; nor are sidewalks or the lack thereof considered; however, sidewalks may be included in the evaluation process in the future.
Discussion took place regarding how speed and traffic volumes are used as factors in the City’s evaluation as well as which municipalities listed in the report use a 3 year time frame for listing traffic accidents and speeding issues.

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward talked about how the City solicited public comment and how those comments were used as part of the peer review with Civil Engineer Fiorello talking about how staff posted a citizen survey on the City’s web portal as well as efforts to promote the survey through social media.  In response to questions, Mr. Fiorello stated the survey was posted on  September 7 and will remain on the City’s web portal through September 24 and that staff will evaluate the responses and bring the results and recommendations back before the Committee.
Mr. Weeks indicated there were citizens present to speak at today’s meeting. 

Deborah Johnson, 4004 Balsam Drive, indicated it was a good idea to perform a peer review and survey.  She stated she has been in business for 35 years and talked about the merits of using “best practices” rather than relying on popular methods or concepts to evaluate and address traffic calming issues.

Al Logan, 4004 Balsam Drive, used a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate his comments, which are outlined as follows:

NTMP Peer Review Time Frame

· Report took 10 months to compile

· Report was posted for us at 5 pm Friday, Sep 18, 2015.

· I  requested a copy of the report Friday morning but was told the report would be posted in the afternoon.

· This report should have been made available in a timely fashion.

· Before any changes are made to NTMP policies, we request proper time and information to respond.

· NTMP programs are popular in the US.
· Raleigh should act as a leader for NC instead of a follower.

· Unlike Raleigh, many NTMP policies require "soft measures" be implemented before "hard measures":
· "Soft measures include education campaigns, yard signs, letters, radar trailers, police participation, etc.

· "Hard measures" include speed humps, roundabouts, speed tables, etc.
· Many NTMP policies require emergency responder approval. Raleigh's requires notification.
Fire and police are on record saying that certain hard measures slow their response and injure their vehicles.

· Laurel Hills' traffic calming projects were ranked as top priorities from "speed studies" yet RPD wasn't informed of NTMP findings to mitigate what was perceived and transmitted as horrific speeding conditions.  RPD found different conditions. "Soft measures" would have worked.
· Clearly, Raleigh's NTMP program is designed to construct hard measures not make safe neighborhoods.  Certain policies {i.e. who gets to decide on traffic calming) are divisive to neighborhoods.
Our Limited Research

· Limited in scope due to lack of adequate notification.

· Lots of data yet a few NTMP programs stood out.

· Want to indicate some other trends in US.
Los Angeles NTMP Policy

· LA's population is 9 times size of Raleigh

· Speed humps are currently not funded in LA.

· The LA Department of Transportation recommended, “... ban the installation of new and existing speed humps in order to eliminate the negative impacts on emergency response vehicles".

Fort Worth NTMP Policy

· Ft Worth is almost 2 times size of Raleigh.
· In 2009, the city decided to discontinue its speed hump program.
· Street paving projects now require removal of speed humps.

Austin, TX NTMP Policy

· Austin, TX is
2 times size, of Raleigh.
· Seems like a well-constructed NTMP policy.

· "The Department reserves the right to validate any petitions submitted for consideration. Those petitions found to be incomplete, illegible, or are perceived to not have truthful or accurate representations will not further the process."

· "The petition area will be determined by the Department and will include primarily those properties facing or abutting the street segment on which a geometric street feature is proposed to be located. Generally, a property may be considered a part of the petition area if its only access/egress route requires traversing existing or proposed devices."
· “Requests that do not account for all properties will be considered incomplete and do not further the process."

· Any one of these would have stopped Laurel Hills' projects.

Fayetteville
NTMP Policy

· Fayetteville is ½ size of Raleigh

· "The petition ...must be supported by 70 percent of the total number of households directly affected by the proposed changes; ...85 percent of all affected households that may need to use the street(s) on a daily basis..."
· "... households immediately adjacent to the proposed improvement must accept the proposal 100%.

· Fayetteville recognizes how divisive traffic calming is on its neighborhoods.
City of Asheville NTMP Policy
· Asheville is ¼ the size of Raleigh
· Appears to be a good model.

· Neighborhoods wanting traffic calming must implement a "soft measure" plan before being considered for "hard measures"

· Yard signs, radar signs, neighborhood education campaign, etc.
· "...the petition area will include properties on all street segments within the actual project area, on cross streets up to the next parallel street (or up to 300 feet from the project streets), and on any other street that must use the project streets as primary access. Projects on collector streets will generally have a relatively large petition area."

· Asheville recognizes how divisive traffic calming is on its neighborhoods.

City of Wilmington NTMP Policy

· Wilmington is ¼ size of Raleigh
· In 2012 Wilmington banned the installation of new speed humps.
· According to the Wilmington  Urban Area  Metropolitan Planning Organization:

· "Evaluation data taken eleven months after the [speed hump] installations showed that speeds were reduced slightly, but remained higher than the posted speed limit of 25 mph."

· "Public perception was that speed humps were effective, which resulted in an increase in the number of requests for the devices."
· "Between 1994 and 2004 the city installed more than 130 speed humps on neighborhood streets. "
· "Following a national trend and input from emergency  management entities, the city discontinued the use of these devices due to the adverse effect on emergency vehicle response times and maintenance."

Laurel Hills Projects

· When will Laurel Hills projects be tabled?

· Approximately a  year

· One project never met city standards due to a missed property and a forged signature.
· NTMP policy changes don't apply due to the petition being invalid.

William Cromer, 4024 Balsam Drive, submitted a prepared statement and summarized its contents; the body of which is as follows:

I presented a number of comments at the Public Works Committee meeting of November, 9th, 2014.  The comments were directed at changes to the NTMP document that were proposed by city staff.  My original comments still stand.

For today’s meeting, I have not received advance notice of what changes to the NTMP document are being proposed by city staff.  Lacking this information, I propose that the following two measures be considered:

1. Invalidation of past petitions due to NTMP revisions.   When revisions to the NTMP document change terms and conditions that were in effect when petitions were collected, then such petitions shall be invalidated, and new petitions shall be initiated in conformance with the new NTMP document. 

Here is an example: In a current project, citizens were told by staff that their signature was simply requesting a study, and the project wouldn’t happen if the citizens didn’t agree with the staff’s design.  No majority percentage was mentioned.  Recently, staff has proposed a 75% minimum no vote.  This is so onerous as to violate the implied process at the time of signing.  Thus the petition should be invalidated.
2. Project termination due to misconduct.  Regardless of procedures for cancellation or removal via citizen petition, there also needs to be a straightforward method to cancel a project when citizens or staff violate the criteria and processes spelled out in the NTMP document.  This method should not require the gathering of citizen petition signatures in great numbers.  Perhaps a ruling by the City Attorney is adequate.

Here is an example:  In a current project, improper signatures were on the petition.  And the petition gatherers misrepresented facts to the petition signers.  The conditions in the NTMP document were not met and the project must be canceled.

Thoughtful revisions to the NTMP document are important, so as to insure that traffic calming solutions and resources are directed to the areas having the greatest need.

Neal Harrington, 4830 North Hills Drive, indicated he has been involved with this issue since the Northbrook Drive project and asserted the Northbrook Drive petition was invalid, especially with regard to Fire and Police Departmental response times.  He asserted City staff violated its own process and talked about how cul-de-sac residents should be involved in the petition process.  He also expressed concern regarding how NTMP projects move through the City Council.
Following further discussion, it was agreed to hold the item in committee for further discussion.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Chairman Weeks announced the meeting adjourned at 5:20 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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