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Modify Citation Issuance Threshold used in Enforcement of Speeding Violations - con't

The common perception is that officers can issue a citation to any motorist who is observed
exceeding the posted speed limit, by any degree. This is only the case on highways where the
posted speed limit is 65 or 70 mph (the maximum speed allowable per CVC Section 22349). This is
not the case when officers issue a citation for CVC 22350.

Currently, there is no citation issuance threshold that can be modified with regard to the mph over
the speed limit that a motorist is traveling.

Increase Fines for Traffic Violations in Neigl1lb()lrh004c1s

The establishment of traffic fines for moving violations is governed by the State of California and
managed at the County level. The fine structure for moving violations is typically the same for
residential neighborhood streets as on major arterials. Generally, the determination of the fine
amount is a factor of how fast a motorist is traveling over the posted speed limit, whether the
violation is a first time or repetitive offense, and other factors, such as whether the violation
occurred in a double fine construction zone.

Changing the fine structure by adding an additional penalty for traffic violations on neighborhood
streets would require legislative action.

Overwhelmingly, the resident input at the meetings and survey responses expressed a desire for the
installation of physical and electronic traffic calming devices to address neighborhood traffic
impacts. At the meetings, a primary reason cited for wanting additional physical measures was that
neighborhood enforcement was inadequate and that the devices would control motorist behavior on
a 24/7 basis.

As mentioned earlier in this report, a majority of meeting attendees indicated support for lowering
the existing 10% threshold criteria for determining if an adverse traffic condition exists in a
neighborhood. There was less than 50% support for lowering the threshold among Web survey
respondents.

When the initial traffic calming policy was developed, the existing 10% threshold was adopted in
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Expand the Installation of Physical Traffic Calming Devices - con' t

an attempt to allocate limited City funding to address negative traffic conditions in those
neighborhoods experiencing the most severe traffic problems. Since 2001, physical roadway
features (traffic circles, road bumps, etc.) have been installed in over 30 neighborhoods,
representing about 2% of neighborhoods who have expressed concerns about either speeding or cut­
through traffic. To improve pedestrian conditions, approximately 40 crosswalks have been
enhanced with solar-powered flashing beacons, pavement embedded flashing lights, or textured
asphalt. Additionally, 47 school radar speed display signs have been installed to encourage
motorists to slow down in school zones. Many of the crosswalk and school zone enhanced
locations were selected with input from various neighborhoods and school districts throughout the
City.

If the existing 10% threshold criteria is adjusted downward, it will be easier for neighborhoods to
qualify for physical traffic calming devices. However, given the multiple years of prior and existing
budget constraints faced by the City, having additional neighborhoods qualify could set up false
expectations for projects that the City cannot afford and may never be built. For example, of a
representative sample of fifty 25 mph posted residential streets, 4 streets (10%) would qualify for
consideration of physical devices based upon the existing policy. If the speed threshold criteria
were reduced to 5% (average speeds exceeding 27.3 mph) then 15 streets (.30%) could qualify if the
only criteria used were speed levels. This would result in a significant workload and budget
increase given the 2,300 miles of roadway in San Jose.

If the speed criteria applied by many of the benchmarked cities is used, specifically 85th percentile
speeds of at least 32 mph on a local residential street with a speed limit of 25 mph, 25 (50%) of the
sample streets could qualify for physical measures if only speeds were considered. Installations in
this order of magnitude are not consistent with the city-wide perception of traffic conditions on
residential streets. This number would reduce to about 11 streets (22%) if a minimum volume of
1,000 vpd were also required. This increase is also substantial given the potential city-wide impacts
and limited funding availability.

On average, DOT receives 280 concerns annually from residents regarding either excessive
speeding or cut-through volume. If the TC Policy were changed in a manner that enables only 15%
of these neighborhoods to qualify for physical roadway features, the result would be 42
neighborhoods annually that would need to be addressed. The cost impacts of managing and
implementing a program this size is significant. It is not conceivable that the City would ever be
able to augment Traffic Calming program funding to the level necessary to implement these
projects.

The cost of various types of traffic calming roadway features is dependent on the number and size
of devices being installed. For example, a neighborhood project can range from $15,000 for a series
of three road humps to several hundred thousand for a neighborhood-wide project with many traffic
circles and small median islands or bulb-outs. For example, using an estimated $50,000 to
implement traffic calming in 42 neighborhoods would result in a cost of over $2 Million annually
for constmction costs. On top of this would be the costs associated with providing increased
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Expand the Installation of Physical Traffic Calming Devices - con't

staffing to manage the required planning and neighborhood outreach efforts, and for the design
work associated with these projects.

Regardless of the above considerations, it is recommended that San Jose's traffic calming policy be
modified to use the 85th percentile speed measure vs. the existing average speed methodology to
evaluate neighborhood traffic conditions. When the policy was originally adopted, the use of
'average' speed terminology was believed to be easier for most residents to understand. However,
it is a measure that some residents believe is flawed, as it is the speed at which approximately half
of motorists are exceeding. Using the 85th percentile speed will provide consideration for what a
majority of motorists are traveling and may be more favorably received by residents. In addition,
the use of 85th percentile speeds is an industry standard as evidenced by the 27 benchmarked cities.

However, in developing modifications to the policy, careful consideration needs to be given to
community priorities and realities of the budget and environmental climate. It is not realistic or
practical, even if funds were available, that physical traffic calming measures be installed on a large
percentage of residential streets. As is the case in most cities, physical traffic calming measures
should be installed on those roadways experiencing severe traffic conditions. No matter how well
designed, installing physical devices in the roadway can negatively impact adjacent residential
streets, emergency service providers, school bus service, transit and garbage pick-up. Some devices
can also negatively impact the environment and motorists that have physical limitations.

For example, road humps are a common traffic calming device requested by residents to slow
traffic. However, road humps can frustrate motorists, diverting traffic to adjacent streets, damage
large vehicles, increase vehicle emissions associated with braking and accelerating between humps,
and increase pain in motorists with neck or back problems.

In developing modifications to Council Policy 5-6, consideration needs to be given to a greater use
of devices and technology that encourage slower speeds with minimal negative unintended
consequences. An example of this are solar-powered speed feedback signs that can encourage
motorists to be aware of their speed, and to slow down if necessary. It is also recommended that
regardless of whether funds are available for the installation of additional devices, a factor in the
installation of any physical measure should include a consideration of whether resources are
available for ongoing operating and maintenance costs.

Modifying Council Policy 5-6 to consider cumulative traffic impacts and other factors was ahigh
priority for residents as evidenced by the meeting and Web survey respondents. The consideration
of cumulative impacts is also a recommendation identified by the City Auditor's Office in their
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Modify the Traffic Calming Policy to consider Cumulative Impacts - con' t

2007 report on the Audit of the Traffic Calming Program and a factor of the prioritization process
used by approximately half of the other cities benchmarked,. As stated in the audit, and by many of
the other cities, having a methodology to prioritize warranted projects is necessary when resources
are limited.

Given that the City is entering its i h consecutive year of budget reductions, and a majority of
residents support the concept of cumulative impacts, it is recommended that modifications to the
traffic calming policy include a process to prioritize the installation of physical traffic calming
projects using City funds.

Many residents at the traffic calming meetings expressed a desire to have the option of funding
traffic calming devices that were either not warranted for installation by Council Policy 5-6, or that
were warranted, but could not be installed in a timely manner due to City budget constraints.

The m~jority of benchmarked cities fund the installation of traffic calming devices if the traffic
conditions in a neighborhood exceed a specified threshold. With a few exceptions, most cities have
a limited capital budget for physical measures. Several of the cities benchmarked require
neighborhoods to contribute to the installation and/or maintenance of traffic calming devices, with
some cities requiring contributions to the extensive traffic studies and neighborhood outreach
required for some measures. Methods used by other cities to process neighborhood contributions
range from the simple (creating a fund to accept contributions) to the complex (establishing
neighborhood assessment districts).

The concept of enabling neighborhoods to self-fund traffic calming devices either through
individual contributions, use of grants, assessment districts, or partnerships with schools or other
agencies is something that should be explored further, and possibly considered in the traffic calming
policy. Although not a priority of residents who responded to the web survey, some residents at the
meetings indicated support for being able to appeal the findings that traffic calming devices were
not warranted for their neighborhood. Allowing neighborhoods the option of self-funding physical
devices, would provide a mechanism for the installation of non-warranted features.

What also needs to be addressed in the policy is whether neighborhoods should have the ability to
fund any type of traffic calming measure, regardless of whether they are warranted or not, and how
ongoing operating and maintenance costs are covered if neighborhood funding is provided.
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Expanded School Focus

In FY07-08, a dedicated team of four Parking and Traffic Compliance Officers (PTCO) was
established to encourage compliance with parking regulations in school zones during the drop-off
and pick-up periods. During the first half of the year, these four officers have visited over 130
schools, and have been well received by schools and parents. In addition to reinforcing parking
regulations, the officers have been involved in providing education to school students about safe
pedestrian and bicycling behaviors, and distributing bicycle helmets to children. During non-school
periods, these officers are supporting other enforcement activities, such as city-wide street sweeping
efforts and residential permit parking zones.

All four officers drive hybrid vehicles that will soon be equipped with radar speed display signs.
With these signs, in addition to encouraging compliance with parking regulations, these PTCOs will
be supporting the traffic calming program by encouraging motorists to adhere to the posted 25mph
speed limit in school zones. Many residents expressed a desire for additional PTCO's to provide
coverage at more schools. Expanding the current effort would require additional resources, and is
being considered as part of the FY08-09 budget process.

Assembly Bill 321
This bill modified the California Vehicle Code (CVC) to authorize a city or county to establish a
prima facie speed limit of 15mph in school zones, on two-lane roads that are currently posted with
speed limits of 30mph or less. When determining the need to lower the prima facie speed limit, the
bill required that the provisions of CVC Section 627, which covers requirements for conducting
Engineering and Traffic Surveys to establish posted speed limits be taken into consideration. The
California Traffic Control Devices Committee intends to discuss the implementation of Assembly
Bill 321 on a statewide basis at its next meeting in April or May of this year.

Council Policy 5-6 Policy Outreach

The existing Council Policy 5-6 includes general guidelines for soliciting input from affected
residents and businesses and for consideration of potential negative impacts to emergency service
providers, transit and garbage/recycling services. For the most part, the outreach conducted for
traffic calming projects has been more comprehensive than the requirements contained in Council
Policy 6-30. For example, the installation of physical devices often includes the establishment of a
project area, neighborhood meetings, and petitions to verify neighborhood support prior to the
installation of temporary measures and permanent devices. Even though the DOT has attempted to
ensure that impacted households and businesses have an opportunity to provide input on traffic
calming projects, the policy should be expanded to clarify the specific outreach requirements for the
various types of physical devices.
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PUBLIC OUTREACHIINTEREST

o Critel"ion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

o Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-mail
and Website Posting)

o Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Councilor a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

This memorandum will be posted on the City's website for the March 3, 2008 T&E Committee
agenda.

COORDINATION

This memorandum has been coordinated with the Fire Department and the City Attorney's Office.

COST IMPLICATIONS

The cost implications of various changes to Council Policy 5-6 will be evaluated as part of the
comprehensive review of the policy and included in the report that is provided to the T&E
Committee in May 2008.

~-
A ES R. HELMER
lrector of Transportation

IlfK~
k. ROBERT L. DAVIS
"'vPolice Chief

For questions please contact Laura Wells at 975-3725, or Lt. Jeff Smith at 277-4525





ATTACHMENT A

2007 TRAFFIC CALMING COMMUNITY SURVEY

Mission Statement: The pUlpose of the City ofSan Jose Residential Traffic Calming Community Meetings is
to gather input from San Jose residents to help guide the City Council to ensure that the
Policy allows the decision-making process to evolve in an orderly, fair and consistent
manner, that adequate resources exist to carry out the Policy and that the Policy leads to
services and programs that improve the quality of life in San Jose neighborhoods.

I. How safe do you feel traffic conditions are when you travel in San Jose using the following methods?
(Please check box)

Neither
Very Somewhat Safe nor Somewhat Very No
Safe Safe Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe Opinion

Driving on San Jose streets 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bicycling iIi. San Jose 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walking in San Jose 0 0 0 0 0 0

2. How safe do you feel when walking in your neighborhood at the following times?
(Please check box)

Neither
Very Somewhat Safe nor Somewhat Very No
Safe Safe Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe Opinion

During the day 0 0 0 0 0 0
During the night 0 0 0 0 0 0

3. Please rate how you consider the pace at which traffic flows from acceptable to unacceptable in San Jose.
(Please check box)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very No
Accept. Accept. Neither Unaccept. Unaccept. Opinion

In your neighborhood 0 0 0 0 0 0
On City streets during commute 0 0 0 0 0 0
On local freeways & expressways 0 0 0 0 0 0

4. A neighborhood street may be eligible for physical devices (road bumps, islands, etc.)
under the existing traffic calming policy if speeds, volumes or crashes exceed the
Citywide average for a similar street by 10%. Should the threshold be changed?

5. The above threshold should be lower than 10%.
The above threshold should be higher than 10%.

6. The traffic calming policy should consider cumulative impacts of speed, volume,
crashes, pedestrian activity, proximity to schools, parks, etc.

7. The City should consider a photo radar program for red light running violations at
signalized intersections.

A-I

Yes No

0 0

Yes No

0 0
0 0

Yes No

0 0
Yes No

0 0

(other side, please)



8. If you were to prioritize how to improve traffic conditions in your neighborhood, please rank the following
from I to II, in order of your priority (with I being your highest priority and 11 being your lowest),

More police officers dedicated to enforcing speed laws in neighborhoods

More school crossing guards at elementary and middle schools

Adding Parking and Traffic Control Officers dedicated to school drop-off and pick-up activities and
residential parking compliance

The City should work with the State to increase fines for speeding and other moving violations in
neighborhoods .. (Cities do not have the authority to establish traffic fines,)

Statewide legislation supporting the use of speed photo radar (NASCOP)

Installing additional traffic calming devices such as road bumps, traffic circles, speed display signs

Additional traffic safety education for school children (K-8)

Additional traffic safety education for adults and senior citizens

Installing additional park-strip trees to calm traffic and provide more shade over sidewalks

Installing pedestrian enhancements, such as curb ramps for the disabled, better lighting and
crosswalks.

Expand the role of the Traffic Appeals Commission to hear appeals for physical devices, such as
road bumps. (Currently, the commission only hears appeals on denials of stop signs.)

COMMENTS: ---'---'-----

A - 2



ATTACHMENT B

2007 TRAFFIC CALMING COMMUNITY SURVEYS

l. How safe do you feel traffic conditions are when you travel in San Jose using the following methods?
(Please check box)

Neither
Very Somewhat Safe nor Somewhat Very No
Safe Safe Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe Opinion

Driving on San Jose streets
41 Meetings 11% 44% 16% 23% 5% 1%
41 Web Survey 14% 47% 18% 18% 3% 0%

Bicycling in San Jose
41 Meetings 3% 11% 14% 26% 33% 13%
41 Web Survey 2% 15% 12% 32% 25% 14%

Walking in San Jose
41 Meetings 10% 28% 17% 28% 16% 1%
41 Web Survey 12% 35% 15% 26% 11% 1%

2. How safe do you feel when walking in your neighborhood at the following times?
(Please check box)

Neither
Very Somewhat Safe nor Somewhat Very No
Safe Safe Unsafe Unsafe Unsafe Opinion

During the day
41 Meetings 36% 34% 7% 14% 9% 0%
41 Web Survey 49% 29% 7% 13% 2% 0%

During the night
41 Meetings 10% 27% 12% 34% 16% 1%
41 Web Survey 14% 34% 9% 27% 16% 0%

3. Please rate how you consider the pace at which traffic flows from acceptable to unacceptable in San Jose.
(Please check box)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very No
Accept. Accept. Neither Unaccept. Unaccept. Opinion

In your neighborhood

• Meetings 9% 26% 8% 22% 35% 0%

• Web Survey 10% 22% 8% 31% 29% 0%

On City streets during commute

• Meetings 4% 24% 16% 29% 23% 4%

• Web Survey 4% 26% 14% 32% 21% 3%

On local freeways & expressways

• Meetings 5% 31% 16% 23% 23% 2%

• Web Survey 4% 30% 16% 36% 14% 0%

B-1



2007 Traffic Calming Community Survey - Cont'd

4. A neighborhood street may be eligible for physical devices (road bumps, islands, etc.)
under the existing traffic calming policy if speeds, volumes or crashes exceed the
Citywide average for a similar street by 10%. Should the threshold be changed?

• Meetings
o Web Survey

67%
56%

33%
44%

Yes No
5. The above threshold should be lower than 10%.

• Meetings 74% 26%

• Web Survey 45% 55%

The above threshold should be higher than 10%.

• Meetings 20% 80%

• Web Survey 21% 79%

Yes No
6. The traffic calming policy should consider cumulative impacts of speed, volume,

crashes, pedestrian activity, .proximity to schools, parks, etc.

• Meetings 95% 5%

• Web Survey 97% 3%

Yes No
7. The City should consider a photo radar program for red light running violations at

signalized intersections.

• Meetings 83% 17%

• Web Survey 66% 34%

B-2



ATTACHMENT C

TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAMS IN VARIOUS JURISDICTIONS

CITY POPULATION AREA

Boulder, CO 91,000 12 sq. mi.

Campbell .38,000 6 sq. mi.

Cupertino 50,000 13 sq. mi.

Danville 43,000 18 sq. mi.

Livermore 81,000 22 sq. mi.

Long Beach 462,000 50 sq. mi.

Los Altos 27,000 8 sq. mi.

Los Angeles - 3.7 Million 469 sq. mi.

Mountain View 73,000 12 sq. mi.

Oakland 400,000 56 sq. mi,

Portland, OR 568,000 136 sq. mi.

Reno 212,000 69 sq. mi.

Riverside 294,000 80 sq. mi.

Sacramento 408,000 97 sq. mi.

San Diego 1.3 Million 342 sq. mi.

San Francisco 777,000 47 sq. mi.

San Jose 974,000 175 sq. mi.

San Leandro 80,000 15 sq. mi.

San Mateo 95,000 12 sq. mi.

San Ramon 52,000 11 sq. mi.

Santa Clara 114,000 19 sq. mi.

Saratoga 33,000 12 sq. mi.

Scottsdale, AZ 231,000 184 sq. mi.

Seattle, WA 582,000 84 sq. mi.

Stockton 286,000 60 sq.mi.

Sunnyvale 131,000 22 sq. mi.

Washington, D.C. 572,000 61 sq. mi.

West Sacramento 44,000 21 sq. mi.




