


SOUTHERN WINDSOR COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)

Meeting Minutes of April 28, 2010

A meeting of the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) was held at SWCRPC in
Ascutney, VT, at 7:00 P.M.

Attendance — TAC members present: Sharon Bixby (Vice Chair), Ludlow; Tom Kenyon,
West Windsor; Kristi Morris, Springfield; Steve Cottrell, Windsor; and Gordy Eastman,
Reading.

Others present: Jason Rasmussen, SWCRPC.
Meeting Opened: Sharon Bixby (Vice Chair) opened the meeting at 7:10 PM.

Acceptance of the Minutes of March 17, 2010
Tom Kenyon moved to approve the minutes of March 17, 2010 as written. Second by Gordy
Eastman. Approved unanimously.

Election of Officers
Gordy Eastman moved to appoint Bruce McEnaney as Chair. Second by Kristi Morris.
Approved unanimously.

Kristi Morris moved to appoint Sharon Bixby as Vice Chair. Second by Gordy Eastman.
Approved unanimously.

Thank you; the other TAC members appreciate your service.

Appoint At-Large Members
Steve Cottrell moved to appoint Mary Habig (CRT Executive Director) as an at-large TAC
member. Second by Gordy Eastman. Approved unanimously.

Regular Meeting Schedule

The TAC will continue to meet on the third Wednesday of every month at 7 PM. The
location will generally be at the RPC conference room in Ascutney. However, the meeting
location will move to other towns periodically in order to discuss local issues or projects.

Trail Finder Project

Jason Rasmussen discussed the Trail Finder Project, which is a joint effort between Local
Motion and the Upper Valley Trails Alliance (UVTA). UVTA is developing an on-line
resource for public trails for non-motorized uses. A new “Upper Valley” trails website will
be developed by June 2010. At this point none of our towns are involved; however, the
resource is available for all towns in our region to post and manage their public trail
information. This is completely voluntary. UVTA is asking for our help in outreach,
organizing regional volunteer meetings and providing any pre-existing GIS trails data. This
is a great resource for residents who may not know about the various public trails in the area.
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An added benefit is that the RPC would get back any trails data in a GIS format, which could
be used in town plans and local recreation or open space plans.

FFY 2011 Work Program

Jason Rasmussen reviewed the process for developing a work program for FFY 2011
(October 1, 2010 through September 30, 2011). VTrans guidance was reviewed. Towns are
encouraged to make requests for RPC transportation planning services, such as updating
transportation chapters of town plans, road inventories, updating culvert inventories, drafting
road & culvert capital budgets, etc. We are level funded and anticipate providing the same
level of service next year, although budget cuts in other programs may influence demand in
our transportation work program.

Letter of Support for CRT’s FY 2011 Funding Application

Mary Habig (CRT) asked for our letter of support for their FY 2011 funding application to
VTrans. Jason Rasmussen reported that — based on a phone conversation with Mary — the
application involves a continuation of the current services offered by CRT, without major
changes. A draft letter was reviewed. Tom Kenyon moved to authorize the Vice Chair to
sign the letter of support and invite Mary back to speak about transit services and issues in
the region. Second by Steve Cottrell. Approved unanimously.

Review Draft Park and Ride Needs Assessment

Jason Rasmussen presented the draft results of a regional park and ride needs assessment that
is being conducted under our energy program. The TAC agreed with the preliminary
recommendations, but stated that our priority is to improve existing lots before developing
new lots. Before finalizing the report staff will coordinate further with CRT.

Updates and Announcements

Staffing — Jason Rasmussen reported that this is Joe’s last week working at SWCRPC.

Future Agenda Topics:
Transit services and issues — Mary Habig, CRT
Federal legislative updates — Congressional office staff
State rail projects and initiatives — Joe Flynn, VTrans

Next Meeting: May 19, 2010 at 7 PM (tentative)
Tom Kenyon moved to adjourn the meeting. Second by Gordy Eastman. Approved
unanimously

Respectfully submitted,

Jason Rasmussen
Senior Planner, SWCRPC
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The final rule has set forth several steps for compliance and
their associated deadlines,

By January 2012, all local governments must;

* Select methods to assess the retroreflectivity of their road-
way signage and to manage the signage maintenance and
replacement process;

* Inventory all of their signs;

+ Create a sign database to manage the data;

¢ Begin performing regular inspections of their signs; and

"¢ Establish a procurement process that satisfies the material
requirements set forth by the federal Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (as well as any more stringent re-
quirements of their state department of transportation).

By January 2015, all local governments must ensure that all
regulatory, warning and ground-mounted guide signs {except
street-name signs) comply with the minimum retroreflectiv-
ity requirements. By January 2018, all local governments must
ensure all street-name signs and overhead guide signs comply
with minimum retroreflectivity standards. But 2018 is not the
. end of the process. Because the retroreflective materials in sign
sheeting degrade over time, local governments will need to
continue updating their sign-management database indefinitely
and replace the signs, as needed, to maintain the minimum
levels of retroreflectivity required by law.

o out

The FHWA has identified two primary techniques of deter-
mining when a sign complies with the federal rule; the assess-
ment method and the management method. The assessment
method evaluates each sign individually and notes whether
or not it meets current standards. The management method
forgaes individual evaluations and makes a determination of
compliance for multiple signs based on certain factors such as

. age, location or the condition of control signs. Both techniques

require the prerequisite sign inventory.

Sign assessment

Using the sign-assessment method, each sign is evaluated
individually through visual inspection or measurement with
a retroreflectometer. ‘

Visual nighttime inspection

The retroreflectivity of an existing sign is assessed by a
trained sign inspector conductmg 4 visual inspection from a
vehicle traveling at the posted speed limit during nighttime
conditions. The retroreflectivity of existing signs is compared
against a control panel of known, acceptable retroreflectivity.

Measurement with a retroreflectometer

An inspector uses a retroreflectometer to compare the ret-
roreflective performance of signs agamst the minimum require-
ments of the federal rule. :

While the measurement method requires the use of a
retroreflectometer (which can be rented for several thousand

. dollars a month or purchased for approximately $15,000),

this method provides a definitive retroreflective value that is
highly tort defensible. In addition, it can be performed during
the daytime, thereby eliminating the overtime or nighttime pay
adjustment for staff required to perform the visual inspection.

Though the assessment method can be labor intensive, it
ensures that no signs are replaced unnecessarily. -

Sign management
Using the sign-management rnethod individual assess-

ments of each sign are not necessary. [nstead, signs are grouped -

according to a common characteristic, and multiple signs are
replaced at the same time based on the compliance of that
group. The FHWA has identified three methods of grouping the
Sigr;s that are acceptable:
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Bxpiected sign life

Signs are replaced based on their age
and the life span recommended by the
manufacturer, which varies by the type
of sheeting used. The average life span is
approximately 10 years.

If the expected sign-life method is
used, it requires the collection of sign
installation dates as part of the sign in-
ventory; these dates would then be used
as a baseline for decisions regarding the
need for replacement,

Blanket replacement

. All signs within a specified area or
corridor are replaced based on the as-
sumption that all the signs will require
replacement in a given area. Follow-
ing the first replacement of the signs,
a baseline is then established that
requires the signs to be replaced again
within 10 years,

Control signs

The local government monitors and
inspects a small sample of control signs
and replaces signs in their jurisdiction
based on when the control signs have
reached the end of their useful life,

The advantage of the management
method is that it doesn’t require the
labor-intensive evaluation of each indi-
vidual sign that the assessment method
does. Unfortunately, this means sign-re-
placement decisions are not made based
on'the actual condition of the sign but
on an assumption about its condition
due to its age, its location or the condi-
tion of other signs. Thus, some signs will
. possibly be replaced unnecessarily.

Retroreflective materials in sign sheet-
ing degrade over time, so regardless of
the method a municipality chooses, it
will need to be performed on a regular
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basis indefinitely in order to maintain
the minimum retroreflectivity require-
ments mandated by the FHWA. .

Combo deal

Typically, some combination of the
assessment method and management
method provides a best fit for munici-
palities. Por example, one municipality
in Pennsylvania with approximately
10,000 signs in its inventory is
using the following methods to

determine compliance:

* Blanket Replacement—The mu-

nicipality will replace the signs atall

signalized intersections during the
scheduled yearly signal maintenance;
* Expected Life—When the installa-
tion date of signs is known (based
on the year a subdivision within the
iéommuni_ty was constructed), the
_i_nunicipaiity will prioritize sign re-
_iélacements based on the age of those
installations; and ‘
+ Assessment Method Using a Reflec-
tometer—The municipality wilk mea-
sure the retroreflectivity of signs on
travel corridors, within high accident
areas and other areas not covered by
the two previous methods.
A a;:e:}&fs:’ag;%a:azz@ Fenionry
Regardless of which method a mu-
nicipality chooses to determine whether

signs'are in compliance, it must comp]ete

an inventory of all its signs. T_hls requires
gathering certain data for every sign such
as its type, location, current condition
and install date, if possible. Once the
data has been obtained, it must be re-
corded and continually updated in some
form of sigﬁ database, This database can
be as simple as a spreadsheet, or it can

be a more robust infrastructure inventory
management system using GIS tools, The
federal rule makes no requirement re-
garding the format or functionality of the
database; therefore, each municipality
can decide on a case-by-case basis which
type of system is most appropriate based
on the municipal need, available resourc-
es and the infrastructure the municipality
has in place or is-willing to institute. If a
municipality already has a GIS database
for other aspects of infrastructure inven-
tory management, it may be advanta-
geous to include the sign database as an
additional data set.

the nead o replace

Using condition ratings from the sign-
inventory database, the municipality will
be able to prioritize the replacement of =
noncompliant signs based on the needs
of the community and budget for this
expense. The federal rule allows several
years to implement a replacement plan
to achieve full compliance. This is time
that can be used to spread the costs of
sign replacements over several years. Reg-
ulatory, warning and ground-mounted
guide signs must be compliant by Janu-
ary 2015. Other signs such as street-name
signs and overhead guide signs must be
compliant by January 2018.

Municipalities should begin planning
for these deadlines now by choosing
methods of assessing their signs and
creating a sign inventory. Using the in-
ventory and condition data, municipali-
ties can then:devélop.a plan of action for

‘replacing those signs that do not comply

with the federal rule, S

Bauer is the manager of transportation services for
all offices of Herbert, Rowlard & Grubic Inc.



















