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Scott Windlewy

1.5 Access Bourd

1331 F 5o, Suie 1000
washinglon, T2.CL 20004

Re: Draft guidelines on aceessible public rights-of-way as proposed by the US, Access
Buard,

Blear Wir. Windley,

Thank vou tor the opporturdty o comment on the proposcd goideiines on accessible rights-of-
way as proposed by the U 8. Access Board We sealize Title [I of the ADA reguires stute and
local governments o not disermminale agaast people wita disaliliies in their programs, serviees
and facilities. However, i is our professional opinion that many of the proposed mules and
guldelines need clanfication, revisioh or removal, IU i3 our contemtion that there may be
signiticant unintended consequences associated with many of the requirements ¢oming fromn the
proposcd rule,

IL s vur firm commilmenl e provide for accessible pedesirian accommodations wicn building
facilitics within the public sight-ofaway.  Towever, this access needs to be balanced with all
uiers of the public right of woay. We agree with the need to stundardize these minimum design
erilenia and provide [or more consistent pedestdan svitems, Many of the proposed guidelines
achizve thiy objective. Some do nod

We nifer the tollowing comments om tha proposed rida.

1101.3 Defined Terms: lhe defintton of “Blended Trunzitions”, “Clear Area™ and
“loechmically Infeasible” should be ineluded. The propescd deliniuen of “Steet Furmtire™ s
overly broad and should be speaifie as w content,

1102 Seoping Requirements: The discussion of provisiens indicates Lhat pedestrian
clements are oot required where none are intended. However, that inerpretation 15 welear [rom
the actual wording ol 1102, The discussion alio indicates only the elements affected by
construction have fo comply with the provisions, but there appears w be areas of easy
misinleIpretation such as L1024 which states, “ Lhe podesttian access towle shall conmecl to
clemends required o comply with Chapler D17, alwe 110222, “Wlhene existing vlemeats or
spaces in the public right-of-way are altered, each alered element or space shall comply with
applicabie provision of Chapter 117 A¢ an example, 10 8 wadway s wesurfaced, docs this
“alleraton’ e e steeel reguiee Uil woneel Chapeer U] prosisivns? s, achiieviog iany ol e
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new slandurds, wuch as “tuble topping™ of intessections along the way to meet the 2% crosswalle
cross slope cquirement will o e Anuancially feasible

Similarly, the requirement 10 acgoire ripght-of-way where “practicable™ may have a chilline effec
on projects, which may be tachnically feasible but have a regquirement 10 purchase righl-olway
from an unmwilling seller.  Most jurisdictions have the right o excreise eminent domain
provisions, liowever. that 1s o very burdensome and expensive process and mav torce policy
makers W abundon g worthy projest rather than overcome those bucdens, TThos, even marginal
access IMprovements, that ctherwise might he aceomplished, will o undona.

1102.2.2.2 Prohibited Reduction In Access.  Uhe wording of this section can be misinterpreted
such thart 1t makes it dlegal w remove or reduce access it the public right-ol-way even if it 15 for
health or safety reasons. The wording should ke cla-ified as © intent and limilation of the
provision. Crosswalk or crossing location removaly may be necessary to meet specitic obyjectives
of the safety engincer.

1102.3 Alternative Circulation Path. Concur with this section but please see comuments wider
seeTion 1111,

1132.14 Ou-Streel Farking, We sfromely discoucase esiabhshing o wionmon egoiremnen loe
accessible parking alang public streets, The gunbelines should eslablish recomwnded minimum
peeciuible parking slundards for ull parking demand and pass on implemenrtation of these ratios
to State and local jurisdictions in how best o achicve these desited results E<lablishing o per
block munimum will be problematic i implementation. costly in itz application and sould
cridanger gecessible patrens gs thuy atlempl 0 pegstiate lmited cress sectional sighl-of-way.
Fyen ailivwing fhe placemant of these epacee near interacetione s problemarie in thar thiz arns iy
whore mast velieles ate making tuming mevements dand where it has been historncally identified
as the place pedestrians are most likely to be suwuck. Sunilarly, mid block locations  even with
additional lurm oul space — requitres 4 wheelchair bound individual o come in contaer with mogor
vehicles performing parmllel parking mancuvers. This teguitrement necds 1o be fully discussed
and these issues addressed prior to implementation.

1103 Pedestrian Access Konte. [T is unclear how 1o interpret the meaning of “Changes in leval
shall be separated horizontally 30 inches minimum.”

1103.2 Clear Width Public rnight-of-wuy should have the same mummum  width {48
recommendad, 367 minimum) as privale property toquinements. Regardless ol tne mmimmam
wdth requirement, the gaidelines should not prolibit the tse ol the 0p ol curb width in meeting
this calculation.

11036 Surfaees. Low impacl, Tush wtilicy cevers and ether sorlaee oeaimenes bl et
munimum verlical level change requirements should he allowed in the pedestrian aeeess route.

1104 Curb Ramps and Dlended Transitions. The wording sscms o unply thal ramps can only
be purullel or perpendicular. Many times crosswalks are skewed and the allowance of o ramp
parallel o the crosswaik {bul not perpendicular iy the road) might proside better direction.
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Neotinng 14277 & 1104.2.2.1 1135 not ohv s why thare wonld be comeem for wpecifyving g
T TR Slepe

L1104, 2,24 1t 15 unclear what 4 “barrier” enlails,

1194.3.2 Detectible Warnings Becausc of many of the unintcnded ncgarive consequences of
detectible wamings many visually impaired tidividuals do not sepport the use of deteclible
WArnLngs o demarcale coirance tnta the vehicle roadway, Theretore these devices should be used
only where they are most efficent at accomplishing intended results. [t is our contention that
detectable warnings should only be requirad for ramps with slepes of 1:5 or less such as on
blended transitions.

110433 Surfaces. Low impact, flush wtility ¢overs and other surface treatments that meest
minimum vertical level change requiremernts should e allowed o U these areas, O particular
need are raltic signal hoxes, which are neeessary eear sipnal pole locations and ofiea must be
placed i the Lraassilivo argas oF e rangs.

110436 Clear Space. What 1: this “clear space”™? Cloar o what? Is It an intended landing
area? If a0, what are its requirements? In addition, on streets with no parking and vehicle lanes
adjgcent lo the curh, the A8 uren for perpendiculyr rumps, “owlside of the vebiculur travel lane”
wouid require the strects w be widened by 4 feet. s this the unintended conseiquence of this
megsire? [F o, s provision will be “technirally mfeasible™ the majority of the tme. On sireety
with a bike lane or parking lane the clear arca seems 1o be mool. So why 15 this proviaon even
LERe s y?

Pedestrian Crossings

1105.2.2 Maximum Cress Slepe. The muximum cross soope of 148 will requize “rables™ a
gach ntersection which will highly effect the dde-ability of vehicular (zallic and may compound
grade problems in mid-block sections of sleep roadways. These grade beeaks at seep
intersections will be problematic and could be wehealthfd tor drivers with back problems and
could. even designed comectly, cause visthiliey Lmctations for drives appreaching the
interseetin.

The 1:20 maximum ruuring slope as specified In 110523 will nol work on higher speed
romdways with “lee” ioterdceiions located on homezontal curves. The super clovation
requicettients ul e Quougl roadweay way roulnely be as el as 8% o 9%, Lo oedoey this W
5% or less will polentially compromise the safety of the motoring pablic.

See. 1195.3 Tedestrian Signal Thase Timing. The requirements of 3 feet per seoond as the
maximum wilkine tme is il coneeined and will hove the petentiol for significant vnintended
ennsequences. We adamantly appose establishing pedestrian walking minimums of 3.0 feet
per second.  Most Jurisdictions are now biming pedestrian clearance intervals based on the
character of the intersection and appropriare recommendsd ouitnums established under the
M1 1O Prafessional judgment 1w ontical in establishing the mnst appreopriate signal timing
Ior all users of an inlersection, Te overbalance (nis 1ssne in favor of one particular group,
particulariy in cases where a demonsurated newd does not gocur, 15 short sighied and wall lead w
dire consequences, If here is o demonstraled nesd for longe: cledranece limes, the jurisdiction
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will accommndate thar nead  Flwever, o mandaie imereased erossing fime when there 35 not a
demonstrated need will case nwnneecssary vehicle delay, which can be dircetly related to
increased acedents at intersectians as well as amplified driver frustration.,

This inereased erossing ime could be as much as a 20% increase in lost tme for majur
movements of moter vehicle taffic on major flow streets. We can Toresce a vicious evele as a
result of this requirement. Pedesiman crossing nnes are mercascd (oven where they are nos
needed) the level of service of 1he Intersection falls below jurisdictional firesholds because ol the
mercased delay o molorists. and then the jurisdictien iy faced with incrcasing the major sircel
widths @0 aceommodaty additional through lanes to get vehicles through the interseetinn taser.
The result: the street 1s widened, causing even [urther pedestrian crossing times. . and we start all
OVer agdin, :

This mandate clearly needs 1o be linked to 4 demonstrared need for each individual
intersecrion and shoold be based wpom professional judpment of the tramsportation
engineer,  Our recsnmendation would e weoequie jurisdictions o develop padestoian
clearance timing in concert with the MUTCD, Lhe disabled community, and based on Uw speeitic
requirements of tw cach losalion and the protessicaal judgment of the cngineer.

1105.5 Pedestrinn Overposses und Underpasses  Is il peally tw wntention of the proposed rale
te never build a pedestrian grade separation over 5 feet in heighe! This unforlunately will be the
unintended consaquence of the requirement for elevators on enrh stonetnens This seqirement
while well imlended, as appicd 1o the public right-of-way is ridicolous. Sinee this is a
dizerctionary structure and there are very few areus ihat will bave s ramped approach of leg. than
60" a jurisdiction will, in many cases, [orge the Installation of the overpass rather than come up
with the significant additional funds w consouet and maintain an clovalor  The prmary driving
factor ot the tacility i to provide maximum sality for all pedestrian users.

Similar to grades of streets, the grade of a pedesitian prade scparation should be dictared by figld
conditions and access roqurements the same To establish elevator requirements on thase
[acilitics and not on ether street grades is hypoeritical and will encourage junsdictions o violate
the provisions te address community needs,

11056 Rowndabouts. The requirements proposed m this section are ill conecived and nut
coasistent with aceessible pedesirian considerations in other areas, There Wil also be unintended
consequences associaled with these reguirements if implemented.

Section 1105.6.1 The requirement tor install 4 sontnuous barrier iy oot consislent with other
aprplications where pedusirians are prohibited, wot barmicrs are not required.  The positive
yuldanee approach 1s the bes way w handle fhe concern of pedestrians wandering through the
conter of the roundabout. |

1105.6.2 Signals. Lhe tequirerent for signalization on every ieg of every roundabout iz not
based wpon real world condition:. Thowsasds of low-volume, neighborhood -oundabouts are
bring bnilt, many as rratfic colming devices, To require signals is remendously cost prohibities
and dees not ensure additional saluty bonelits, An onintended consequence may be an explosion
of drivers runming (he red Light and increased driver apathy and disrespect for these siymals, 1 his



hag hean contimially varified whee imwarramred «ignals are installed and drivers perceive they
are being stopped unnocessyrily,

A fundamenual convept for roundabeul crosswalhs is the designer must treat each crossing as a
mid-block cresswalk, both in theory and in design. The access board discussien states, *Because
crossing ol a roundabout requires a pedestrian 1o visually seleer a saft gap berween cars that may
not stop, accessibilily has been problematic.”  However, this same problem exists at every
mid-block crosswalk, I[ there is 3 mandate  require signabs here then the argament eould by
made Lhal svery crosswalk everywhera should be signalized. Obwviausly, this s a prepesterous
argument, but that 1s why we vse enginscnng ¢mien2 and judgrment — so that a rational balanec of
petapeciives 15 matiatained.  Again. the user community has the ear of jurisdictions and speeific
needs tor cach crossing can castly be aceommaodated withoul the imposition of a tar-reaching.
harsh siardarnd.

1105.7 Turn Lanes at Totersections. Again, this iz a pootly conceived idea. There are literally
thousands wl exisdng “slip” lames gt ou-sigualizcd occscedons and is design is continuing to
be built and has been shown o inerease pedusirian separation from motor vehicles,  The
impesition of a sgnel requizemen would ¢ssentially sliminae shp lone design for un-signalized
Inlersections beranse of the costs associated with its inclusion. This wounld have the unintended
comiequence of iocreased conpestion, which would alse inerease intersection aevidenls, W
believe 8 better selutien would be to require jurisdictons, ik consultauon with the disabled
cofmmnity, ta svaluate the signalization ol shp lanes ar ainnalized infersections

11iMy Aceessible Pedestrian Signal Systeims. Wi penerally agree with the propesal to
require pedesiran signal deviees that provide better information and guidance for the pedeslnian,
even thoush there will be a slight increwsc in installation costs. However, there 15 a precision to
e locaton dimensions that many @mes simply cannot be met.  Lhe “locmion™ wording should
be changed to communicate the concept 45 4 puidanee stalement without making ita mandate.

1106.4.2 Street Name, The one atea we would object to i the requirement ©.. el @actile and
visual signs on the face of the devive or its housing or mowuing indicanng crosswalk direction
and the name of the streel...”. ‘lactile strect natme signs are not reqguired at any other localion
and to reguite them on pedestnan crossing hardware changes these devices [zotn “oft the shelt”
couipmenl 10 custom devices. This makes them almest imposable w effcctively matatain.

1108 Detectable Warning Surfaces, We like that this area has been miminuzed to 247,
howuwer, wooane stll concerned aboue the cotnplosity of vewovay snow and ioe with the
runcated domes which do not allony a snow shovel Lo elleclively contact e entire sarface area.
Requiring these devices only on Jat ramps (less that :135) would heip minimize our coneerns

1160 On-Street Parking. Please see comments under section 1102.11 above, Anain, we hedeve
there was insufficient theught put inlo these proposals, The majonty of block laces being buile
each year are in typical residenbtial neighborhoads. Ta requize an indented, signed, handieap
space on every residential block face is surely not what the commitiee intended.  We would
shispect the coneern i associited only with areas where thore are parking meters or time limiled
parking. suwa as in business arcus, Thas is the case in cur jurisdiction. Minimum parking ratios
should be developed and allow jurisdiction the best way to meel Lhese vbjectives,



Secondly, in areas such as ours with very short block lengths:, the requirement {one souce per
block face) will be viewed by both the public and our businsss community as being extremely
excessive.  We have many short block faces with four w eight spaces. Some have only
commercial loading zones, ‘Lo require an accessible space 1n these blocks is ool only excessive
but could be 2 salety Lo for accessible nsers. Owerail, If these sequizements are impossd we
will have a wemendously high percentage ot handicap spaces.

11992 Parallel Parking Spaces, This requitement will have major private praperty ownership
Bsues. The majority of parking is along residential sireets. 'lhe requirement to provide a 607
accesy alsle is exmwemely burdensome and will also have sigmificant unintended consequences
that will restriet our ahilily o help te disablcd community instead of accommardate our ability to
help them, When a midblock privale property owner wants to repldee damaged sidewalk, do
ihey lose &' of their property because an accessible space must be provided, even theugh il mery
nok be uwsed? 1s i fair o have llWs property owner shoulder the Ooancial butden of this
waprovernenl that may not affect them personally? Bt taic 1o have the general public shoulder
this hurden. even though a need has not heen demonsmaed? (mite simply, thar s 4 wase of
EISPEYEr oney oF at 4 mimmum, an un-funded mandate.

In the [unwe, in order to install a handicap space we will have to propose a capital project to
comsiruct a [Jve-fool indent wisle,  This mwons projects will huve w compete with other eity
projects e vory dimited fumds and, even if funded, would have large time delays hefore
completion. It alse means wwe would be unabls to respond to chunging needs by moving a
bandicap space slightly. Onee the space 15 pistalled we would lose our ability 10 quickly chanpe
loeationy m accommaodate specific reqnuests. Onr recommendation weonild be o elimiaate this
requirement. [Cdocs nat serve (e best long=lerm fonferests of the disabled community.

Even placine (he acecess space at the end of (he bBlock may by probleraliy i that igh proile
accessible vans can canse Inss of intersection visibility, the space placoment scquires a
wheclehaw bound individual (o ride with his baek w g travel lane - where pedestians are most
promne o accideits, and the location may not aceemplish the access bevels enwvisioned by the
mropised guidelines.

Passenger Loading Zones, {We bad trouble correlating the section number with the discussion
text and the sections) The discussion text states a 37 aceess aisle 15 requived for cach passenper
loading zone (PI.A). Again as stated above in the handicap sigainge discussion, tois has the
ettt of limiling our abalily to quickly install PLZ signing and 10 these requirements are adopted
we will ot install PLF s in the accommedating mannet that we have historically dong. Acc2ss
aisles adjacent t¢ PLZs should be eliminated as a manduted construction requirement.

1111 Al. Civenlation Path: The requirernent o previde an alternawe path s generally eomeet,
Howewver, the requirement of a path only or the same side of the steect, with noe provision for
“regsonablencsy”, is not feasible in many instnees.  The wording of the scetion does not
diflereniiate where w dutour can bue weed, Buny tuoes the seope of eonsirucen s such thal no
pedestrians can be apcommeoddated and, in tact, the forcing of pedestrians into this type of arca
may create an imtolerable safety hazard. Simply put, there ware siluativns where pedestrians
carmot or should not be accommodaled and must be moved to the epposite sude of the street ar
ather detour route such as i the case of total sireet closures.
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Apain, thank vou for the opportunity o offer comment on these issoes. The abeve comments and
sugoestion: should not be viewed as objections to the concepl of previdhng reasonabls access {or
the disabled community nor our willingness o implement sound and well thought out
requircments, We, a+ a small jurisdierion, have historically been and conunue 1w B support of
reazorable accommoedations within the dght-of-wauy.  Woe have been secking direction tor
uniformity of devices and installation pruciices for years and see this document as arother small
step in providing direction for all members of the public on these issues.  Our dusire s W
comraunicate potential pit-falls and unietended consequences associated wirth several of rhe
proposed standards and our plea is for balance in the repulations, I you would like to discuss
thess issues, | can be reached at the [oliowing loecations.

Sincerely.
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Timaothy Ssou Bochum, BE.
Deputy Direcior of Public Works
City of San Luis Obispo

955 Moo Sireet

San Luis Obhispo, Califomia 93432
{805 781-7203

Tax {803y 781-T198
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