





















































5. I estimate that consideration of this item will require approximately:

|:]7 One half hour or less T ] Up to one hour
(] More than one hour . [] Anentire meeting _
[_] More than one meeting : [] Extended deliberation by’ subconithittee

6. The following people should be notified and asked to attend deliberations on t_hiS item. (Please check
those with whom you have already discussed the issue, especially relevant Department Heads):

City personnel \ Citizens (include telephone numbers/email please)
L] , []
L] - []
] N ]
O | O

7. The followmg background materials and/or drafts should be obtamed or prepared by the Clerk’s office
prior to scheduling this item for discussion*:

8. 1[] haveor D intend to provide additional materials and/or undertake the followmg research
independently prior to scheduling the item for discussion. *

(*Note to docketer: Please provide all additional materials to the Clerk’s office by Noon on Friday before
the Committee meeting where it will be discussed. The materials must be provided in both electronic form
and hard copy. This will give Aldermen a chance to review all relevant materials before discussion.
Materials not submitted 48 hours in advance of a meeting will require a vote to suspend the rules the night
of the Committee’s discussion in order to allow the material to be presented.)

Please check the following:

9. [] I would like to discuss this item with the Chairman before any decision is made on how and when to
proceed.

10. [ ]1 would like the Clerk’s office to contact me to confirm that this item has been docketed. My
daytlme phone number is:

11. [_] I'would like the Clerk’s office to notify me when the Chalrman has scheduled the item for
discussion.

Thank you.

R. Lisle Baker .
Signature of person docketing the item

[Please retain a copy for your records]

. .
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BOARD OF ALDERMEN
CITY OF NEWTON
'DOCKET REQUEST FORM

DEADLINE N OTICE Aldermamc Rules require items to be docketed with the Clerk of the Board NO

LATER THAN 7:45 P.M. TUESDAY, PRIOR TO THE MONDAY FULL BOARD MEETING in order to
‘be voted to be assrgned to Commlttee(s) that evenmg

To: Clerk of the Board of Aldermen

Date: ., ._ v
: . —
. F rom (Docketer) aﬂd ,‘ M‘*_‘.‘LJ A -. M

‘Add ress/phone/emall

1.

. - L . - . — : - " v' ‘ N’ .
Additional sponsors: : -~ { ' ' , T

Please docket the fd.llowing- item (edit if necessary)

N

' The purpose and intended outcome of this item is

Fact-ﬁnding & discussion -

: : __Z-Ordinance change
___ Appropriation, transfer, . . ‘ ___ Resolution
- expenditure, or bond authorization _____ License or renewal
___Special permit, site plan approval, ’ ___ Appointment conﬁrmatlon
zone change (public hearing required) :

Other

I recommend that this item be assigned to the fol'lowmg committees

__ Programs & Services

___Finance - Real Property
- Zoning & Planning ) Public Safety _ ___ Special Committee
____ Public Facilities < LandUse -~
___Post Audit & Over51ght

No Opinion
Committee on Community Preservation-

This item should be taken up in committee:

Immedlately (Emergency only, please). Please state nature of emergency

‘! As soon as possible, preferably within a month
___In'due course, at discretion of Committee Chair

____When certain materials are made available, as noted in 7 & 8 below
o " Following public hearing

PLEA

SE FILL OUT REVERSE SIDE




S. I estimate that consideration of this item will require approximately:

~ One half hour or less » _ Up to one hour
More than one hour - - ____An entire meeting
___More than one meeting ’ o . Extended deliberation by subcommittee
6. The following people should'be notified and asked to attend dellberatlons on this item. (Please -
‘ check those with whom you have alr eady dlscussed the issue, especially relevant Department '
Heads) :
City personnel ' o - Citizens (include telephone numbers/email please)

7. The followmg background materials and/or drafts should be obtained or prepared by the- Clerk’
~ office prior to scheduling thxs item for discussion *: ‘

8 I -~ haveor__ intend to provnde additional materlals and/or undertake the followmg research
mdependently prior to schedullng the item for discussion. *

(*Note to docketer Please provide any additional materlals beyond the foregoing to the Clerk’s office
' by 2 p.m. on Friday before the upcoming Committee meeting when the item is scheduled to be

discussed so that Aldermen have a chance to review all relevant materials before a scheduled
“discussion. Materials not submitted 48 hours in advance of a meeting to dlscuss an item w1ll requlre a

vote to suspend the rules the nlght of the Commlttee s discussion.) : -

) P_lease check the following:

9. I would like to discuss this item with the Chairman before any decnsxon is made on how and

when to proceed.

10. I would like the Clerk’s ofﬁce to contact me to conﬂrm that this ltem has been docketed My
daytime phone number is: :

1. . I would like the Clerk’s ofﬁce to notify me when the Chalrman has scheduled the 1tem for
discussion. .
Thank you.

Signature of person docketing the item

[l’lease retain a copy for your own records)
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Sec. 19-99. Speed humps—designated streets.
(a) Speed humps shall be installed and maintained upon the following streets:
Clark Street, entire length.
Tyler Terrace, entire length.
(b) No other street shall be considered for the installation of speed humps.
(c) Signs or other warning devices advising approaching motorists of the

presence of speed humps shall be installed and maintained in connection with
existing speed humps.

(Ord. No. S-274A, 11-16-87; Ord. No. V-172, 5-4-98 ) .
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#196-09 ALD. MANSFIELD AND SANGIOLO requesting rescission of Sec. 19-99 (b),
Speed humps of the Revised Ordinances of the City of Newton. [06/17/09 @
11:24 PM]
ACTION: HELD 6-0 (Ald. Fischman not voting, Ald. Coletti not present and voting)

NOTE: Ald. Sangiolo, Ald. Mansfield, David Koses (Transportation Planner) and Clint
Schuckel (Traftic Engineer) joined the Committee for discussion on this item.

Mr. Schuckel was pleased to introduce the City’s new Transportation Engineer Jim Danila, a
Registered Engineer in the Commonwealth. After a long search process with twenty-six resumes
and multiple interviews with Clint Schuckel, Sgt. Norcross, and Candace Havens, Jim Danila
was our top candidate. Chairman Linsky was very happy to have someone of Mr. Danila’s
caliber joining the city staff. Mr. Schuckel felt the Highway Division of Public Works is much
stronger with Nina Wang working there.

Ald. Mansfield stated this item originated in a discussion by the Public Facilities Committee
regarding a request for traftic calming measures to be installed on a few streets in Lower Falls.
There was an analysis from a neighborhood group of various kinds of traffic calming devices
including something that is akin to what we think of as speed humps but has a very specific
design in terms of how it is raised and then leveling out and dropping back down. They appear
to be something between a speed table and a speed hump. One of the issues that came up is
speed humps could not be done because the ordinance prevents them. That ordinance was
adopted as a reaction to speed humps that were put in on Clark Street and Tyler Terrace. They
basically were badly designed and the Fire Department had problems with them. The Board was
convinced to ban them forever in the City of Newton. Technology has progressed to a point
where we were advised in Public Facilities that there are lots of cities around the country that are
using these more modern versions of speed humps very successfully.

Ald. Manstield and Ald. Sangiolo wanted a discussion regarding reasons banning speed humps.
Ald. Sangiolo said the other alternatives that could be explored would be renaming the newer
devices that are similar to speed humps. There is currently a working group comprised of Ald.

- Schnipper, Ald. Lennon, Ald. Danberg, Ald. Sangiolo, Clint Schuckel, and David Olson that are
looking into what other communities are doing. Ald. Sangiolo felt this issue was worth looking
into if it has worked in other communities.

Ald. Swiston asked Ald. Ciccone about newer versions. Ald. Ciccone said the Fire Department
is strongly against them. Ald. Sangiolo noted that at the last meeting Chief LaCroix and Captain
Mintz attended and said they would look into this issue.

Ald. Danberg said the problem the Fire Department has with speed bumps is that they have to
come to a dead stop, not only once but with each axle. There is also with issue with the type of
road. If it is a main artery that the fire trucks use all the time, then obviously this would not
work but it could possibly work on the secondary roads. Ald. Danberg felt if it can work in other
communities, perhaps it could wok in Newton.
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Clint Schuckel, Traffic Engineer, stated it does not make any sense to say you can’t have speed
humps anywhere but you can build raised intersections and crosswalks. Mr. Schuckel went on
to say it was not necessary to prohibit one design feature and allow others. He does think it is
necessary to have a defined set of criteria that states the conditions. He went on to say it is most
like the resident parking ordinance. Newton has not done resident parking in the past six years
but there is a very clear path where the restrictions state it must be a full block length and another
restriction must be in place for one year. Mr. Schuckel sees the same thing for speed humps.
Speed humps should have rules that are stringent but there are a few unique situations where as a
last resort, they could work. He does not think that a design feature of the road should be
regulated by law. The law should really focus on vertical deflections on the road. Arterial and
collector streets should not be considered because they are on Fire Department response routes.
Mr. Schuckel feels it does not make sense to legislate one of these things and allow others.

- David Koses, Transportation Planner noted the Planning Department and Traffic Council both
are in favor of rescinding the speed hump ordinance to just allow them where they make sense.
Mr. Koses feels that the Tyler Terrace reconstruction seems very effective in reducing speed and
making the whole neighborhood near Mason Rice School and playground safer. Traffic Council
held a Derby Street item for one year because it was thought the most effective solutions would
be speed humps but we could not act on that.

Ald. Harney agreed with both Clint Schuckel and David Koses. Norm Seaman is involved in a
Committee in Lower Falls has done a great deal of research and Ald. Harney feels some of these
innovative ideas should be considered. In some places the only effective control would be a
speed hump or something similar. -

Ald. Swiston agreed with Clint Schuckel that this should not be an ordinance but a guideline of
what we want to achieve. She also stressed the importance of dealing with public safety rules.

Ald. Danberg questioned how the Public Works Department deals with plowing. Mr. Schuckel
said presently there are two raised crosswalks, two raised intersections in the City, and there
have not been serious problems over the past few winters. Ald. Mansfield would like to see
appropriate guidelines.

Mr. Schuckel said he felt it would be very possible that there would be some help an ordinance
could provide in terms of limiting placement of a vertical deflection in the road as that would
cover anything raised whether it is shaped like a hump or a crosswalk. It would then limit the
location of where we can do that type of thing and maybe it does help provide some reassurance
to the both the Fire and Police Departments that we are not going to start putting them in up and

~ down Centre Street or Walnut Street because calls are received all the time from residents
requesting them. There are requests on both ends; the busy arterial streets that would be
appropriate and then there are the dead end streets. That kind of issue would have to be worked
out with neighbors.
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Chairman Linsky asked that whether in light of that suggestion there is interest in bringing back
a draft that would replace the language in this section that might accomplish what is needed. Mr.
Schuckel said that City Ordinance 26-51 defines which projects have to go to Public Facilities.
(If the project costs over $100,000.00 or includes the addition of a traffic island or deletion of
turning lanes.) There are lots of projects like raised intersections and raised crosswalks that
wouldn’t technically have to go to Public Facilities so maybe better defining what type of work
requires Board of Aldermen review is necessary. Now Daniel/Jackson is one example that
required Board of Aldermen approval because it involved mitigation money being spent. A curb
extension would not have to go to Public Facilities because there were no islands, no elimination
of turning lanes, and the cost was less than $100,000.00. Mr. Schuckel said some thought should
be given to what situations you want the Board involved in.

Ald. Swiston would like to see a creation of (2) that correctly states what we want to happen.
She is also in favor of rescinding 19-99 but not comfortable without putting something else in
place. She does not want to rescind it and leave it open. '

Ald. Harney does not feel sure that policy criteria belong in an ordinance. He said if it is
rescinded, speed humps would become neutral. Ald. Mansfield said the speed hump ordinance
was originally was left open to add additional streets. The reason it had to become an ordinance
is because the Engineering Department, at that time, was in agreement with the Fire Department
opposed to speed humps and would not do anything unless an ordinance was passed to force
them to do something. The Board originally passed the ordinance to force the Engineering
Department to design and install them. The ordinance was then amended when the Fire
Department objected to them. Ald. Mansfield agreed with Ald. Harney that an ordinance is not
needed. Ald. Harney was not sure that a policy belongs in an ordinance. Mr. Schuckel said that
maybe in some ways the ordinance would be reassuring to some board members that this would
not mean the proliferation of speed humps everywhere. In some cases, policies can be modified,
as that would be less rigid than city ordinance that would require a vote by the Board. He went
on to say maybe the best thing would be to go over some language and then get reaction from the
aldermen.

Ald. Danberg asked if the type of speed humps on Tyler Terrace and Clark Street were outdated.
Mr. Schuckel responded that the biggest issue is cost. A speed hump on Tyler Terrace would
have an estimated cost of $7,500.00. Raised crosswalk costs would be closer to $25,000.00 or
$30,000.00 because curbing work would need to be done as well as drainage. Ald. Danberg
questioned the installation being left to the discretion of the Traffic Department and eliminate
this ordinance.

Ald. Vance agreed with Ald. Harney that you don’t want undue detail as to the implementation
on how you carry out a program of this sort but felt it was worth looking out to see what you
might want to build in as your limits. He said you want to authorize a broad range of alternatives
and options. He felt it was important to at least a look to see if there is anything satisfactory that
can go into an ordinance. In the past, there was adoption of a policy statement with respect to
the use of various traffic calming devices along with a list of criteria that exists already. He said
that we do not need to start with a blank slate. He also agreed with Chairman Linsky’s.
suggestion that before we have a final vote, it would be better to be able to show that we

.
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considered the policy of something else as a replacement and then decide if there is a real useful
and feasible replacement along the lines. Mr. Schuckel suggested or we conclude that there is
nothing there that is appropriate for an ordinance and leave it to administrative implementation in
accordance with policy development that this committee might be involved in.

Ald. Swiston said maybe it should not be an ordinance but feels there could be a resolution.
Chairman Linsky said it could possibly be a resolution but it would need to be in place before
asking for rescission. '

Ald. Danberg said she would be happy to work with both Mr. Schuckel, Ald. Ciccone and Mr.
Koses on coming up with a set of criteria and would support rescission of this ordinance.

Ald. Danberg made the motion to hold this item and the Committee voted in favor by a vote
of 6-0 (Ald. Fischman not voting, Ald. Coletti not present and voting).

At approximately, 9:45 pm Ald. Ciccone moved for adjournment, which was approved 6-0 (Ald.
Fischman not voting).
Respectfully Submitted,

Stephen M. Linsky, Chairman
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#80-08(2) ALD. LINSKY AND DANBERG requesting an update from City staff on the
City’s commercial permit program and consideration of any changes based on the
demand for permits to date. [06/08/09 @ 3:27 PM]
ACTION: HELD 8-0

NOTE: David Olson, City Clerk; Captaih Mintz, Newton Police Department and Clint
Schuckel, Traffic Engineer joined the Committee for discussion on this item.

David Olson, City Clerk provided members of the Committee with an updated report dated

June 17, 2009. (Attached to this report). He noted the program was successful with only a
lottery on one lot (Pelham Street) and twenty-two applicants applied for twenty spaces. After
completion of the lottery, there were only fifteen people who paid for a space. It has gone
smoothly but with no response for Auburndale’s Melrose Avenue. In Newton Corner, there was
some response to the Pearl Street lot. There were no spaces rented in Richardson or in Newton
Highlands at Hartford Street. Nonantum and West Newton also did not rent spaces. It was noted
that the two Newton Centre lots have had the most response.

Ald. Danberg and Swiston asked about people parking in neighborhoods rather than renting a
space perhaps because they are not receiving enough parking violations to warrant renting a spot.
Mr. Olson said that since the close of the lottery on May 15, the text of the web site has been
changed hoping to encourage people to rent the unused spots. Currently, the website shows what
spaces are available and explains the process. Since the close of the lottery, there have been
eight additional applicants, all for Newton Centre. Pelham Street lot has been the most popular.

Ald. Danberg said the “Friends of Newton Centre” group is very much against converting or
taking away the three-hour meters because they feel it is important for businesses to have them
for their customer’s use. She asked about the meters that are not currently rented. Mr. Olson
explained that only the meters that have been paid for have been bagged. The biggest complaint
is from the commuters who have lost usable spaces. Ald. Danberg indicated she has received
only one complaint from a professional who would only like to rent a space part time.

Mr. Olson stated the complaints he has received are primarily from the commuters in Newton
Centre who are angry that long-term spaces have been taken away and they see empty bagged
spaces on a daily basis. Now the benefits to the program are many for the businesses including
the option to run errands or go out to lunch with the space still available upon return. Mr. Olson
made a recommendation to consolidate this program with the Police Department stating one of
the biggest problems with the administration of the program is that there are currently three
departments involved, each with specific responsibilities. This multi-department approach has
spréad the work out, but has led to customer confusion and customer service that is frustrating
for the applicant.

Captain Mintz stated the information he has received from the Parking Control Officer indicates
the implementation on this program has worked well. Problems have not been reported to the
Police Station. He indicated Steve Smith is a very efficient worker but has not had the
opportunity to speak with him about the possibility of consolidating into one department. Ald.

—
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Danberg asked Captain Mintz to talk with Mr. Smith about this possibility and report to the
Committee.

Clint Schuckel, Traffic Engineer, provided members of the Committee with an updated
presentation dated June 17, 2009 (Attached to this report). He noted the program began two
weeks ago. As people become interested the cost is now pro-rated remaining at $80.00 per
month. Beginning July 1 new permits will begin for $880.00. The City has collected
approximately $37,000 in permit fees. The City has sold approximately 25% of the available
permits. However, in Newton Centre approximately 80% of permits have been sold.

Mr. Schuckel cited the following facts:

e Limits long-term parking to Newton business versus MBTA commuter

e Money collected “up front” versus collecting and counting thousand of coins

e Approximately double the annual revenue for each space sold

®
Mr. Schuckel indicated why the permits have not sold:

e Almost $1,000.00 required “up front”

e Permits are more expensive than meters ($4.00 per day versus $2.00 per day)

e People are still not aware of the program

e Only 20 spaces were chosen in Newton Centre
Mr. Schuckel spoke briefly on the complaints he has received. Commuters have complained the
spaces are not being used; they are empty. Regardless, the person has paid for the spot whether
or not they want to park there they have the ability to come and go. The meters were not bagged
until a permit was sold. The MBTA commuters have no place to park. The City is encouraging
driving at expense of public transit uses, especially those who are Newton (taxpaying) residents.
Mr. Schuckel made some recommendations for possible changes to the program. He does not
recommend any changes outside of Newton Centre where there was not a lot of demand for
permits. Perhaps there would be more demand if long- term meter rates are changed and perhaps
adding additional permits in Newton Centre. He also recommends if this program is successful
and is to continue it should be an automatic renewal process of the permits without completing
another application or holding another lottery.

Ald. Danberg asked if there could be a policy when businesses in Newton Centre submit a
special permit asking for a parking space waiver. She suggested this policy could be extended
throughout all businesses in the City. Mr. Schuckel suggested this requirement could be
included as a condition of a special permit board order.

Ald. Fischman asked how many permits have been sold in Newton Centre and if the City could -
benefit by converting short term spaces into long term spaces for commuters. Mr. Schuckel
stated thirty-two out of forty permits have been sold in Newton Centre. He is concerned about
the possibility of adding additional spaces for commuters. He stated past studies proved that
three-hour spaces were not fully used but the twelve-hour spaces were always full.

Ald. Coletti made a suggestion to wait before making any changes on additional spaces for
commuters until it is known if the program is successful.
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Ald. Linsky made the suggestion of perhaps holding a meeting with the Police Department, City
Clerk and Traffic Department to discuss the possibility of consolidating this program to one
department.

Ald. Swiston made the motion to hold this item and the Committee voted in favor by a
vote of §-0.
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#425-02 ALD. PARKER, LINSKY. JOHNSON AND STEWART requesting
ordinance change to allow a trial program sharing on-street parking on a given
street by designating some areas as resident only (for residents of that street) and
other areas for longer-term parking by Newton residents accessing public
transportation and by employees of area businesses.

ACTION: HELD 4-0 (Harney not present and voting)

NOTE: Ald. Parker presented a draft of “Share-the Streets Comprehensive

- Neighborhood Parking Plan” (attached). This plan proposes to address the issue of scarce and
limited parking areas in the city by creating a provision for a different type of permit parking.
The idea is not to impose this on any neighborhood or street that does not want it. The idea is to
deal with the five current parking problems that maybe solved with parking permits. Also
discussed was the problem with private company employees parking in municipal parking lots
and having them apply for a permit. There was concern about fees. Ald. Linsky, Ciccone, and
Swiston suggested a trial in interested neighborhoods. A subcommittee comprised of Ald.
Swiston, Ciccone, Vance and others will join Ald. Parker to provide the Committee with further
guidance. Ald. Parker will ask the Law Department to create a detailed draft ordinance and
return to the Committee. The item was held.




