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COMMUNITY DELEGATIONS

1. Southview Drive Infrastructure Renewal Project 4-6
(ELECTRONIC PRESENTATION) (FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

e Daniel Barrette, Southview Drive Resident

(This presentation will provide the Southview Drive residents an opportunity to share
their concerns regarding the upcoming infrastructure renewal initiatives scheduled for
Southview Drive.)

REGULAR AGENDA

MANAGERS' REPORTS

R-1. Report dated August 1, 2013 from the General Manager of Infrastructure 7-9
Services regarding City of Sudbury Water Meter Replacement Study.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

This report outlines options for greater benefits/returns given increased technology
related specifically to water meters.)

R-2. Report dated August 1, 2013 from the General Manager of Infrastructure 10 -43
Services regarding All-Way Stop Control - One Year Review (1) Bouchard
Street at Marcel Street, Sudbury (2) Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street,
Sudbury (3) Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue, Sudbury (4) Madeleine
Avenue at Main Street, Sudbury (5) Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street,
Sudbury.
(RECOMMENDATION PREPARED)

(This report provides the findings of the one-year review and the recommendation
for traffic control at each of the intersections.)

R-3. Report dated August 1, 2013 from the General Manager of Infrastructure 44 - 46
Services regarding Tender for Winter Operations Snow Plowing Services
Specifying New Equipment.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(The report outlines the items considered when staff specified new snow plowing
equipment in contract ISD12-18 Tender for Winter Operations Snow Plowing
Services.)

ADDENDUM

OPERATIONS COMMITTEE (2013-08-12)



CIVIC PETITIONS

QUESTION PERIOD AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

NOTICES OF MOTION

ADJOURNMENT

BRIGITTE SOBUSH, DEPUTY CITY CLERK
FRANCA BORTOLUSSI, COUNCIL ASSISTANT
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For Information Only

Southview Drive Infrastructure Renewal Project

Recommendation

For Information Only

This presentation will provide the Southview Drive residents an
opportunity to share their concerns regarding the upcoming

infrastructure renewal initiatives scheduled for Southview Drive.
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July 5, 2013
Via e-mail: clerks @ greatersudbury.ca

Clerk’s Services

Tom Davies Square
200 Brady Street

Box 5000, Station A
Sudbury, ON P3A 5P3

Re: Southview Drive Infrastructure Renewal Project
On-going Safety / Speed Concerns

At the request and recommendation of Councillor Cimino, and on behalf of many Southview
Drive residents, piease consider this letter as an official request to present to the Operations
Committee in regards to the upcoming infrastructure renewal initiatives scheduled for
Southview Drive.

The purpose of the presentation is to present survey data and a civic petition which ultimately
aims to review, discuss and include additional traffic calming initiatives for the scheduled
renewal project. The petition identifies the need to provide a street layout that puts the safety
of vulnerable users and residents first, that will reduce traffic speeds and that will deter
aggressive driving behaviour. The petition was signed by 35 of 37 (95%) households
surveyed, as well as many members of the Sustainable Mobility Advisory Panel (SMAP). A
brief survey was also completed for a section of the street (from 1458 to 1682 Southview), with
83% expressing ongoing concems with aggressiveness, safety and traffic speed, amongst
other. The presentation would provide an overview of the survey findings.

The City has a social responsibility for the welfare of its residents. This recent survey and a
similar survey completed by the Healthy Community Initiative in 2009 identify that there are
serious concerns for the general welfare of those residing on and actively using Southview
Drive. In addition, residents living on the north side have recently lost door-to-door Canada
Post delivery services due to safety concerns by the organisation. If Canada Post deems this
road unsafe for its employees, why are there not any measures being considered for resident
safety? Both Councillor Cimino and Parliament member Glenn Thibeault were involved in this
discussion and can attest to the strong and numerous resident concerns.

In light of the upcoming infrastructure renewal project, there is an unquestionable opportunity
to review the infrastructure and implement sound features to address the unhealthy condition
of the street in a cost effective way. The measures being requested have already been
supported by City Council in the past, and similar initiatives are taking place all over North
America. For example, the Caldarelli-Cimino motion 011-260, identifies the need to consult
active transportation documents for every infrastructure renewal project.  The City has
pledged to be pedestrian friendly by 2015. There is ample documentation on “complete
straets” or one can refer to groups such as the Green Communities Canada.

Communication and dialogue is necessary to ensure this renewal project addresses current
concerns. 22 of 36 people surveyed expressed an interest in creating a Southview Drive
Resident Discussion Group to see what can be done as citizens (this large interest does not
even include residents West of 1682 Southview). A future step for the group is to
communicate with the Greater Sudbury Police Service. However, we also need City
commitment, and until recently and to the best of our knowledge, the renewal project was
simply to reinstate the street as-is.
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July 5, 2013
Southview Drive Infrastructure Renewal Project

The Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area school boards have identified 5 pillars for making
active and sustainable school transportation a priority (which can be easily linked to better,
healthier communities). With consideration to the nearby elementary school and the trend to
make children more active, Southview is the perfect City street to implement these pillars,
seeing as it is used by a large and diverse group of people. The pillars are (the first pillar
which can only be addressed by the City):

o Engineering: Creating operational and physical improvements to infrastructure in and
around schools that reduce speeds and potential conflicts with motor
vehicle traffic and establish more accessible crossings, walkways, trails
and bikeways (The Southview crossing to access Hélene-Gravel is
extremely problematic during peak hours)

o Education: Teaching children and parents about a broad range of transportation
choices; building walking and cycling safety skills; holding safety
campaigns around schools

o Enforcement: Ensuring traffic laws in school zones are obeyed; initiating crossing
guard programs

Encouragement: Promoting walking and cycling through activities and events

o Evaluation: Monitoring and documenting outcomes and trends through data
collection befare and after interventions

There is also a strong potential economic benefit to the City. By improving Southview Drive,
there is bound to be an increase in property investments and land value, consequently
increasing property taxes. This is supported by recent housing and property turnover that
have seen many young families move 1o the area.

Residents of Southview look forward to a favourable response from your office and to the
opportunity of discussing the above information with the leaders of our City.

On behalf of those surveyed, piease do not hesitate to contact the undersigned should you
have any questions.

Sincerely.

2 7 )
£ - ' .
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2

Daniel Barretie

Enclosures;

CC:  Mayor Marianne Matichuk — City of Greater Sudbury
Councilor Joe Cimino ~ Ward 1 City of Greater Sudbury
Glenn Thibeault — Parliament Member
Carol Craig — Sudbury & Distric Health Unit
Samantha Baulch — SMAP Chair
Southview residents — survey participants
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For Information Only

City of Sudbury Water Meter Replacement Study

Recommendation

For Information Only

Finance Implications

The funds for this study project will be funded from existing
approved 2013 meter replacement capital funding allocations.

Background

Current Technology:

Approximately 48,000 water meters track water consumption
throughout the City and form the basis for the billing of water and
wastewater services. Meters are read at the customer’s premises
and the collected data is converted to a water bill by GSU. The
water bill includes a charge for the cubic meters of water used, a
fixed service charge and a factor for wastewater services. The

O Sudbiiry

Presented To: Operations Committee
Presented: Monday, Aug 12, 2013
Report Date  Thursday, Aug 01, 2013

Type: Managers' Reports

Signed By

Report Prepared By
Mike Jensen

Compliance Supervisor
Digitally Signed Aug 1, 13

Division Review

Nick Benkovich

Director of Water/Wastewater Services
Digitally Signed Aug 1, 13

Recommended by the Department
Tony Cecutti

General Manager of Infrastructure
Services

Digitally Signed Aug 1, 13

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Doug Nadorozny

Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Aug 7, 13

revenue generated from this billing process provides the foundation for most of the funds required to provide

water and wastewater services.

The current meter inventory is largely comprised of older technology positive displacement meters that have
remote readers located on the outside of the structure where the meter is located. In order to determine
consumption, routine readings are taken by a meter reader at each premise.

The existing technology gives rise to the following brief summary of concerns;

The American Water Works Association (AWWA) recommends that water meter replacement
programs be based on both age and total flow through a meter. Approximately 25,000 meters active
in the system, exceed the industry standards of 20 years and should be replaced at this time. An
unknown number of additional meters should be replaced due to the volume of water that has

passed through the meter.

Meters which have exceeded their recommended design life, tend to underestimate the volume
of water that passes through the meter. Consequently, the data is less accurate and less reliable to

use for operational purposes.
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¢ The current meter technology has limited capabilities for data collection and analysis which leaves the
City susceptible to tampering and water theft for extended periods of time without detection.

¢ Accidental customer water loss such as a plumbing fixture failure can go undetected for long periods
of time, resulting in large unplanned water bills.

e A recent random investigation of 500 residences resulted in the discovery of a 9.4% tampering rate.

¢ Since the water meter data has only limited operational value it is principally only used for producing
water bills.

¢ Errors with data transfer from a water meter reading can result in billing errors, which can pass
undetected for long periods of time due to limitations in existing data analysis systems. Recently, staff
uncovered a number of these types of errors, resulting in back charging customers.

New Technology:

New water meter technology has greatly advanced in recent years and many municipalities have upgraded
their technology to mitigate associated risks and to promote fairness across their customer base. The latest
advances utilize wireless technology to transmit a signal from the water meter to a central data processing
unit on a more frequent basis. This system allows real time data to be available to billing staff and operations
staff simultaneously and almost instantaneously after the data is transferred.

New water meter technology data is typically transmitted in a similar fashion as the new ‘Smart Meter’
technology used by GSU and Hydro One. It is also possible to transmit data more frequently if required for
trouble investigation, or data analysis, or to meet some other operational needs.

New water meter technology can produce the following additional benefits:

¢ Promote more equitable billing across a customer base;

¢ Detect anomalies in customer consumption which might be representative of leaks in customer
plumbing, thus mitigating excessive charges to a customer caused by undetected plumbing issues;

¢ Detect anomalies in customer consumption which might be representative of tampering, allowing
enforcement staff to prioritize investigations and mitigate potential losses;

¢ Eliminate the need to attend at a premises to obtain manual ‘final’ meter reads for customers who
move;

¢ Reduce frequency of flow estimates where meter data is unavailable which will result in more
representative bill for each billing period;

¢ Allow staff to rely on the more discrete sampling periods and more extensive data for operational
planning and analysis. This could assist with a more accurate comparison of plant production versus
consumer usage and other related trends. It also introduces the possibility of a district metering
strategy for identifying watermain leaks, prioritizing leak detection programs, calibrating computer
simulation programs, and developing more comprehensive asset management plans;

¢ Remotely check meter status in the event of a customer concern;

¢ Monitor compliance with the water restrictions bylaw.

Proposed 2013 Project

The capital cost to implement the upgrade to a new water meter technology is significant, but relatively
simple to calculate. The financial benefits are more difficult to calculate as they should consider the cost of
managing changes in business process versus staying with the same technology.
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There are many examples of Ontario communities where new meter technology has been used. There are
a number of different styles of technology, and each one has its unique benefits and capital cost variance.
Since the existing inventory of water meters requires consideration for replacement anyway, it is
appropriate to consider an upgrade in technology as part of the replacement considerations.

Because of the complexity of this initiative, staff has decided to retain a professional firm to conduct a
business study and prepare a report with the following objectives:

e To summarize the options for implementing new water meter technology in comparison to replacing
the water meters with similar to existing technology;

¢ To summarize the business requirements of a possible technology upgrade to both the data collection
and analysis as well as impacts to the billing system;

e To summarize estimated capital costs as well as probable changes in operating and maintenance
costs;

e To summarize customer and operational benefits; and,
¢ To provide recommendations for the preferred water metering technology and business processes
including a proposed implementation approach and schedule.

The study report will provide a solid foundation for moving forward with a plan based on industry best
practices and support the objective of providing fiscally sustainable water and wastewater services.
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Request for Decision

All-Way Stop Control - One Year Review (1)
Bouchard Street at Marcel Street, Sudbury (2)
Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street, Sudbury (3)
Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue, Sudbury
(4) Madeleine Avenue at Main Street, Sudbury (5)
Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street, Sudbury

Recommendation

THAT all-way stops be removed at the following locations:

1. Bouchard Street at Marcel Street

2. Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street

3. Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue

4. Madeleine Avenue at Main Street

5. Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street, and;

THAT the procedure to remove the all-way stop signs as outlined
in the report be followed with a communications plan.

Background

At the Operations Committee meeting held on January 9, 2012,
the Committee approved the installation of all-way stops at the
following intersections:

Bouchard Street at Marcel Street
Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street
Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue
Madeleine Avenue at Main Street
Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street

aobhowbd~
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The Committee also requested “that the controls be reviewed after a period of one year after installation”.

Exhibit 'l' contains the staff report dated December 23, 2011 that presents the all-way stop analysis for each
of the above intersections. None of the intersections reviewed satisfied the minimum vehicle volumes,
pedestrian volumes and collision experience required to warrant the installation of an all-way stop under the

City's All-Way Stop Control Policy.
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The signs and pavement markings required to implement all-way stops at the subject intersections were
installed in May and June last year. As directed by City Council, staff has conducted a number of follow-up
studies to determine the impact the installation of unwarranted all-way stops has had on traffic operations in
the area. Information related to delay, compliance, fuel consumption, environmental impacts, speed, traffic
volume, safety and public feedback are presented below.

Delay and Queue Length Studies

One way to measure the impact of installing an all-way stop is to undertake delay and queue length studies
on the approaches where the new stop signs were installed. A concern with the installation of all-way stops
at intersections where the traffic volume split heavily favors the main street, is the delay that may be
introduced to residents who legitimately use the roadway.

A review of the all-way stop warrants shows that less than 10 percent of vehicles entering the intersections
of Bouchard Street at Marcel Street and Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street are coming from the side
street. Both Bouchard Street and Lansing Avenue serve as major collector roadways for their areas and are
used by residents to access their residential neigbourhoods.

City staff conducted site visits at the intersections of Bouchard Street at Marcel Street and Lansing Avenue
at Melbourne Street to record the time it took to clear the intersection from the end of the queue. At the
intersection of Bouchard Street and Marcel Street, a total of 23 vehicle runs were completed between 4:00
P.M. and 5:30 P.M., while at the intersection of Lansing Avenue and Melbourne Street, a total of 13 runs
were completed between 4:30 P.M. and 5:45 P.M. A summary of the results can be found in the following
table:

Intersection Approach Average Delay Maximum Observed Delay
(seconds) (seconds)
Bouchard Street at Eastbound 96 225
Marcel Street Westbound 23 44
Lansing Avenue at Northbound 20 27
Melbourne Street Southbound 13 17

The results from the runs were as expected. On Bouchard Street, where traffic volumes during the afternoon
peak hours exceed 1,000 vehicles per hour, significant delays were introduced, particularly in the

eastbound direction. On Lansing Avenue, where volume exceeds 500 vehicles per hour, the delay
introduced was much less. The increased delay to drivers can also be represented as an annual dollar
value by using the following formula:

Total Annual Cost = OCC*W*D*SV*AVD/3600 * Average Canadian Wage

OCC = average person occupancy rate = 1.2

W = weeks in a year = 52

D = number of weekdays in a week = 5

SV = study volume = varies per intersection and approach

AVD = average delay= varies per intersection and approach

Average Canadian Wage (June 2013 - from Statistics Canada) = $24.01
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The total annual costs for the study times observed are summarized in the following table:

Intersection Approach Average Delay Study Volume Total Annual Cost
(seconds)
Bouchard Street at Eastbound 96 814 $162,607.24
Marcel Street Westbound 23 776 $37,139.81
Lansing Avenue at Northbound 20 299 $12,443.58
Melbourne Street g4 thbound 13 533 $14,418.33

The above dollar figures represent only the annual cost associated with the delay introduced during the
period of times studied (4 PM to 5:30 PM on Bouchard Street and 4:30 P.M. to 5:45 P.M. on Lansing
Avenue). All delay experienced outside of the study times would add additional dollars to those figures.

While staff was on site at each intersection, the length of the queue of vehicles they observed was also
recorded. The observed results are summarized in the table below:

Intersection Approach Average Queue Maximum Observed Queue
Length (metres) Length (metres)
Bouchard Street at Eastbound 174 345
Marcel Street Westbound 23 66
Lansing Avenue at Northbound 31 42
Melbourne Street Southbound 15 21

From the table it is apparent that a significant number of vehicles were queued at the intersection of
Bouchard Street and Marcel Street. Within a typical queue, each car takes approximately seven metres of
space. For eastbound vehicles on Bouchard Street, the average queue length represents almost 25 vehicles
while the maximum observed queue was approximately 50 vehicles long. Additionally, the observed
eastbound queue lengths on Bouchard Street were often extended beyond the Bouchard Street at
Southview Drive intersection, which in turn created additional delays while left turning vehicles waited for
vehicles in the queue to allow them to turn in front of them.

Stop Sign Compliance

One of the ways to measure the effectiveness of a stop sign is to measure the number of drivers that
actually come to a complete stop as required by the Highway Traffic Act. Staff conducted compliance
studies at all of the five newly created all-way stop intersections as well as two control intersections where
all-way stops are warranted. The results are presented below.
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Intersection Stop Rolling Stop No Stop Total Hourly

Volume
Bouchard Street at 23% 74% 3% 930
Marcel Street
Lansing Avenue at 31% 66% 3% 509
Melbourne Street
Westmount Avenue at 35% 64% 1% 411
Hawthorne Drive
Madeleine Avenue at 28% 65% 7% 90
Main Street
Madeleine Avenue at 20% 50% 30% 53
Alexander Street
Average 27.4% 63.8% 8.8%
Intersection Stop Rolling Stop No Stop Total Hourly
Volume
Regent Street at 71% 28% 1% 1,004
Douglas Street
Mackenzie Street at 50% 48% 2% 391
Baker Street
Average 60.5% 38% 1.5%

The compliance studies were completed by setting up a video camera system at the intersection that
records all movements of traffic over the four to seven peak hours of the day, depending if the intersection is
on a major or minor collector roadway. The videos were then reviewed by staff who recorded whether each
vehicle came to a full stop, a rolling stop or did not attempt to stop.

As shown in the chart below, only about 27 percent of drivers came to a full stop at the unwarranted all-way
stop intersections compared to 60 percent at the warranted intersections. Approximately 73 percent of
drivers at the unwarranted intersections either made a rolling stop or made no attempt to stop at all. At the
intersection of Madeleine Avenue and Alexander Street, a full 30 percent of drivers did not attempt to

stop. This intersection has the lowest total traffic volume with only 53 vehicles per hour. With such low
conflicting traffic, some drivers see no reason to stop.

The high incidence of non-compliance at the unwarranted stop locations is not unexpected. Drivers and
pedestrians become less vigilant when there is onus on the other drivers to stop. This behavior can

decrease safety at the intersections, especially for young children who expect adults to obey the law. This
bad behavior can also spread to other locations where an all-way stop is warranted.

Fuel Consumption

It is estimated that the additional gasoline that is consumed by the installation of an all-way stop on a typical
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collector roadway is 125 litres per day or 45,600 litres per year. Expanding this figure for the five
intersections, results in a total of 228,000 litres of gas. At a cost of $1.30 per litre, the subject intersections
consume an extra $296,000 worth of fuel each year.

Environmental Impacts

As reported by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, at a typical all-way stop location, the following
vehicle emissions are released each year:

657 kg of hydro carbons
8,760 kg of carbon monoxide
675 kg of nitrogen oxide
65,700 kg of carbon dioxide

Expanding these figures for the five all-way stop locations under review results in the following harmful gas
emissions:

3,300 kg of hydro carbons
43,800 kg of carbon monoxide
3,300 kg of nitrogen oxide
328,500 kg of carbon dioxide

Besides increasing harmful greenhouse gas emissions, all-way stops also increase the level of noise
pollution near the intersections due to the constant braking and acceleration that occurs.

Speed

Often times, all-way stops are requested by residents to try and slow traffic down. Unfortunately, all-way
stops are not effective as speed control devices except within close proximity to the sign. To determine if the
all-way stops were effective in reducing speed, staff conducted 24 hour speed studies on Southview Drive,
Lansing Avenue and Hawthorne Drive. Southview Drive and Hawthorne Drive had speed studies that were
taken before the all-way stops were installed that can be used for comparison purposes. The results are
indicated below.

Speed Study Results

Before After Difference

Average 85th Percentile Average 85th Percentile Average Speed 85th Percentile

Location Direction Speed (km/h) Speed (km/h) Speed (km/h) Speed (km/h) (km/h) Speed (km/h)
Southview Drive — 125 Metres Eastbound 52.1 56.3 47.8 53.1 -4.3 -3.2
West of Bouchard Street Westbound 53.9 59.5 51.9 56.3 -2.0 32
Lansing Avenue — North of Northbound n/a n/a 48.7 56.3 n/a n/a
Lamothe Street Southbound n/a n/a 43.4 56.3 n/a n/a
Lansing Avenue — South of Northbound n/a n/a 47.3 54.7 n/a n/a
Kelvin Street Southbound n/a n/a 50.9 57.9 n/a n/a
Hawthorne Drive — East of Eastbound 52.9 59.5 51.0 57.9 -1.9 -1.6
Sharon Avenue Westbound 53.2 61.2 58.6 67.6 54 6.4
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The results of the speed studies show that speeding is still a problem in close proximity to the stop
signs. While speeds are lower on Southview Drive, west of Bouchard Street, the difference may be
attributed to vehicles slowing as they approach the back of the long queue of vehicles. The studies show
that speeding is still a problem on Lansing Avenue, north of Lamothe Street despite there being all-way
stops at the adjacent intersections to the north and south.

The largest change in speed occurred on Hawthorne Drive, where the 85th percentile speed for westbound
traffic has increased by more than 6 km/h. This may be due to drivers increasing their speed to make up for
lost time which is commonly reported at all-way stops.

Traffic Volumes

A common misconception about all-way stops is they will help lower traffic volumes on adjacent roadways
by discouraging cut-through traffic. As part of the follow-up review, staff completed new turning movement
counts at all five subject intersections. A review of traffic volumes at the intersections before and after the
all-way stops were installed revealed that overall traffic volumes did not change significantly. A review of the
all-way stop warrants indicates that none of the five intersections currently warrants the installation of an
all-way stop.

A closer review of the turning movement count at Bouchard Street and Marcel Street indicates that traffic
patterns are changing during the peak hours of the day. The number of left turning vehicles from Marcel
Street has increased by 23 percent from the south leg of the intersection and 17 percent from the north leg
of the intersection. As previously discussed, a significant delay has been introduced at this intersection
since the installation of the all-way stop and queue lengths in the eastbound direction often block the
intersection of Bouchard Street and Southview Drive. It is suspected that the increase in traffic on Marcel
Street is a result of these vehicles attempting to avoid the long queues and delays on Bouchard Street. The
counts show that traffic volumes on Bouchard Street have increased by 6% from the count taken in 2011. It
should also be noted that the number of pedestrians that crossed Bouchard Street at Marcel Street has not
changed from 2011 to 2013.

Safety

It is difficult to assess the impact that the all-way stops had on safety during the year they have been
installed. When reviewing safety at an intersection, it is recommended that a minimum of three years of
collision history be reviewed. This wider range of view helps identify if there is a correctable pattern to the
collisions or if a rash of collisions may be due to seasonal factors (ie. icy roads).

Typically, the installation of an all-way stop will help reduce the number of angle type collisions at an
intersection if they are prevalent. However, the installation of an all-way stop may also increase the

frequency of rear end collisions.

The collision history from 2008 to 2012 (pre all-way stop installed) and from 2012 (post all-way stop
installed) to June 30, 2013 has been summarized in the table below:
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Intersection Average Number of Collisions Difference

per Year
Before After
Bouchard Street at Marcel Street 0.75 1 +0.25
Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street 0.5 1 +0.5
Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue 2.25 1 -1.25
Madeleine Avenue at Main Street 0 0 0
Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street 0 0 0

While Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue has the highest average number of collisions before the
all-way stop was installed, a large number of the collisions occurred in 2010. In 2010, three angle type
collisions and two rear end collisions were reported. All three angle type collisions involved a northbound
vehicle on Westmount Avenue failing to stop and striking a vehicle within the intersection. In 2011, a
crosswalk and stop bar were painted on the south leg of Westmount Avenue and a stop bar was painted on
the north leg of Westmount Avenue. No additional angle type collisions have occurred since these
measures were implemented.

The table shows that none of the intersections were collision prone before the installation of the all-way
stops and the collision data does not show a significant change in the past year. In total, three collisions
were reported for all five intersections since the all-way stops were installed and all three collisions were
rear end type collisions. Additionally, no collisions involving pedestrians have been reported since 2008 at
any of the five intersections.

Public Feedback

One of the ways to measure the impact of a change to traffic control is by tracking positive and negative
comments that come into the City via email or through 3-1-1. Overall, the City did not receive a significant
volume of public feedback. The intersection of Bouchard Street and Marcel Street received the most
attention with a total of six complaints and no positive feedback. However, the Ward Councillor has
indicated that he has received positive comments from area residents.

The all-way stop at Lansing Avenue and Melbourne Street received one negative comment and the all-way
stop at Hawthorne Drive and Westmount Avenue received a single positive comment.

Recommendation

All-way stops are often requested by residents in response to concerns on their street such as vehicle
speeding, traffic volume, and safety for pedestrians, children, and cyclists. Road authorities take guidance
from the Ontario Traffic Manual when determining when and where to install stop signs. “The purpose of the
Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) is to provide information and guidance for transportation practitioners and to
promote uniformity of treatment in the design, application and operation of traffic control devices and
systems across Ontario. The objective is safe driving behaviour, achieved by a predictable roadway
environment through the consistent, appropriate application of traffic control devices. Further purposes of
the OTM are to provide a set of guidelines consistent with the intent of the Highway Traffic Act and to
provide a basis for road authorities to generate or update their own guidelines and standards.”
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The City has adopted a revised warrant for the installation of all-way stop signs, which reduces the
thresholds required to meet the requirements for all-way stop approval. The reduced warrant does not
change the purpose of a stop sign. “The purpose of the stop sign is to clearly assign right-of-way between
vehicles approaching an intersection from different directions when traffic signals are not warranted or not
yet installed and it has been determined that a yield sign is inadequate.”

In general, “all-way stops should only be considered at the intersection of two relatively equal roadways
having similar traffic volume demand and operating characteristics”.

As indicated above, the new traffic counts indicate that all-way stops are still not warranted at any of the
above intersections. The follow up studies also indicate that there have not been significant changes in any
of the concerns that are typically raised by residents, such as speed, volume, and safety. They also result in
a significant additional cost to the public in the form of additional delay and fuel consumption. Therefore,
Staff recommends that all of the all-way stops be removed.

While Staff are recommending removal of the all-way stop signs, it is recognized that these all-way stop
signs were requested for a reason, to address neighbourhood traffic concerns. In May 2010, Council
approved the City’s Traffic Calming Policy. Traffic calming represents a component of traffic management
techniques to reduce the impacts of traffic on neighbourhood communities. Communities throughout North
America have experienced significant growth in traffic due to automobile dependence and urban sprawl.
These trends in automobile travel have placed considerable strains on the road network and the ability to
safely (e.g., perceived or real collision potential) accommodate all road users within the public right-of-way.
In many cases, the lack of arterial road capacity has resulted in motorists choosing to use collector and
residential roadways to circumvent a congested turning movement, intersection or corridor.

One response to these problems is the self-enforcing option of traffic calming devices. These devices are

physical modifications to the road to address the specific issue of concern. Staff recommends that these
areas be considered for the Traffic Calming program, if they have not already been considered.

All-Way Stop Removal Procedure

The following process should be followed as prescribed by the Ontario Traffic Manual to remove any of the
all-way stops:

1) Install large warning signs stating “Crossing Traffic Does Not Stop” on the approaches where the stop
control is to remain. The sign is to be installed at least 15 days before the removal of control.

Install a “New” sign above this sign as well as a sign below indicating “After” stating the month and day
when the control on the crossing roadway will be removed.

2) On the appointed date, remove the “Stop Ahead” signs and “Stop” signs on the crossing
roadway. Crosswalk lines and stop bars must also be removed on these approaches. The “After” sign with

the starting date must also be removed at this time.

3) After an additional period of at least 15 days, the “New” sign and “Crossing Traffic Does Not Stop”
warning sign can also be removed.
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A communication plan should also be developed to advertise the change in traffic control. Police, Fire and
EMS are also to be advised of the change.
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EXHIBIT T

Presented To: Operations Committee

Request for Decision Presented: Monday, Jan 09, 2012
All-Way Stop Control - Various Intersections Report Date  Friday, Dec 23, 2011
Type: _Managers' Reports

Recommendation

SignedBy

That the current traffic control at the intersections of Bouchard
Street at Marcel Street, Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street,
Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue, Madeleine Avenue at gepﬂépfemre‘i By

. . ave Kl
Mafn S.treet and Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street be Co-ordinator of Transportation & Traffic
maintained. Engineering Services
' Digitally Signed Dec 23, 11

Division Review

Back round David Shelsted, MBA, P.Eng.
g ) Acting Director of Roads &
' Transportation
1. Bouchard Street at Marcel Street, Sudbury Digitally Signed Dec 23, 11
At the March 21, 2011 Traffic Committee meeting, Staff Recommended by the Department
presented a report regarding all-way stop control at the Greg Clausen, P.Eng.
. . _ General Manager of Infrastructure
intersection of Bouchard Street and Marcel Street (see Exhibit Services
A2). At the time, Staff reported higher than normal traffic Digitally Signed Dec 23, 11
_volumes may have bge_n a re.sult of the ongoing con§tructlon on Recommended by the C.A.O.
Regent Street. A decision to install all-way stop at this Doug Nadorozny
intersection was deferred until construction on Regent Street was Chief Administrative Officer

completed and traffic volumes could be Digitally Signed Dec 23, 11

recounted. Subsequently, traffic volumes were recounted on
October 4th 2011.

Bouchard Street at Marcel Street is a cross intersection located west of Regent Street (see Exhibit

B2). Currently this intersection is controlled with "Stop" signs facing northbound and southbound traffic on
Marcel Street. This portion of Bouchard Street was also part of the Traffic Calming Pilot Project and had a
median island instailed on the east leg of this intersection.

Applying the data from the October 4th, 2011 turning movement count to the City’s new Minimum Volume
Warrant indicates that the vehicle and pedestrian volume from the side street meets approximately 43
percent of the volume requirements. The traffic volume split is 91percent on Bouchard Street and 9
percent on Marcel Street. This is outside the ratio of 70/30 warrant for an all-way stop (see Exhibit C2).

Comparing the 2011 turning movement counts to the previous counts from 2010 and 2007, indicates that
while volumes on Marcel Street at this intersection have increased from the 2007 volumes, they have
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significantly decreased from the 2010 levels. The volumes are summarized below:

A 2007 2010 2011
Southbound Trafffic on Marcel Street 222 282 261

-Northbound Traffic o“h bM'arc':eI Street 363‘ R .738 N 399

A review of the City’s collision information from July 2008 to July 2011 revealed that there were two
collisions that may be susceptible to relief through an all-way stop during this three year period. While all
collisions are undesirable; the collision experience would not be considered high, and does not show a
pattern that could be corrected with an all-way stop. For a major collector roadway, the Collision Warrant
requires a minimum of four collisions per year over a three year period.

Councillor Cimino has also expressed concerns about the safety of pedestrians crossing Bouchard Street at
this intersection to access Marcel Park. The existing median island on the east leg of this intersection was
recommended by IBI Group during the Traffic Calming Pilot Project to “provide a pedestrian refuge that
supports a two-stage crossing when traffic volumes make crossing difficult.” During the count, we recorded
21 pedestrians crossing Bouchard Street (18 crossing the east leg and 3 crossing the west leg).

Based on the traffic volumes, pedestrian volume and collision history, installing an all-way stop at the
intersection of Bouchard Street and Marcel Street is not warranted.

2. Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street, Sudbury

Councillour Belli requested that a peak hour traffic count be conducted to determine if an all-way stop is
warranted at the intersection of Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street. The Traffic Commitiee approved the
request for a study at its meeting on June 17, 2011.

Lansing Avenue at Melbourne Street is a cross intersection located two blocks north of Lasalle Boulevard in
Ward 8 (see Exhibit D2). The east and west approaches of Melbourne Street intersect Lansing Avenue on
a skew angle of approximately 60 degrees. Currently this intersection is controlled with "Stop" signs facing
eastbound and westbound traffic on Melbourne Street.

Applying the data from the turning movement count that was conducted on September 28th 2011 to the
City’s new Minimum Volume Warrant indicates that the vehicle and pedestrian volume from Melbourne
Street meets only 20 percent of the requirements. The traffic volume split is 92 percent on Lansing Avenue
and 8 percent on Melbourne Street. This is also outside the ratio of 70/30 needed to warrant an all-way
stop (see Exhibit E2). During the count, we recorded 10 pedestrians crossing Lansing Avenue at

" Melbourne Street.

A review of collision information showed this intersection has had two reported collisions in the last 3 years
that may be susceptible to relief through an all-way stop. The all-way stop warrant for a major collector road
(Lansing Avenue) requires there be a minimum of 4 collisions per year over a 3 year period. While the
collision history does not warrant an all-way stop, review indicated that both collisions involved vehicles from
the east leg of Melbourne Street not yielding to scuthbound traffic on Lansing Avenue. There is a private
large bush in the northeast corner of the intersection which may be restricting visibility at the

intersection. Staff have asked the By-law Department to review and have it trimmed if possible. A crosswalk
and stop bar will be painted on the east leg of Melbourne Avenue. These measures will help improve safety
at the intersection by highlighting the requirement to stop.
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Based on the traffic volumes, pedestrian volume and collision history, installing an all-way stop at the
intersection of Lansing Avenue and Melbourne Street is not warranted.

3. Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue, Sudbury

Councillour Belli requested that a peak hour traffic count be conducted to determine if an all-way stop is
warranted at the intersection of Hawthorne Drive and Westmount Avenue.

Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue is a cross intersection located between Barry Downe Road and
Auger Avenue in Ward 8 (see Exhibit F2). Currently this intersection is controlled with "Stop" signs facing
northbound and southbound traffic on Westmount Avenue.

Applying the data from the turning movement count that was conducted on June 16th, 2011 to the City’s
new Minimum Volume Warrant indicates that the vehicle and pedestrian volume from Westmount Avenue
meets only 25 percent of the requirements. The traffic volume split is 88 percent on Hawthome Drive and
12 percent on Westmount Avenue. This is also outside the ratio of 70/30 needed to warrant an all-way stop
(see Exhibit G2). During the count, we recorded 17 pedestrians crossing Hawthorne Drive at Westmount
Avenue.

A review of our collision information showed this intersection has had three collisions in the last three years
that may be susceptible to relief through an all-way stop. The all-way stop warrant for a major collector
road (Hawthorne Avenue) requires there be a minimum of 4 collisions per year over a 3 year period. While
the collision history does not warrant an all-way stop, our review indicated that the collisions involved
vehicles from Westmount Avenue not yielding to traffic on Hawthorne Drive. A crosswalk and stop bar has
been painted on the south leg of Westmount Avenue and a stop bar was also painted on the north leg of
Westmount Avenue. These measures will help improve safety at the intersection by highlighting the
requirement to stop.

Based on the traffic volumes, pedestrian volume and collision history, installing an all-way stop at the
intersection of Hawthorne Drive at Westmount Avenue is not recommended.

4. Madeleine Avenue at Main Street and Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street, Sudbury

Councillour Landry-Altmann forwarded a petition dated February 16, 2011 from area residents requesting
that All-Way Stops be installed at the intersections of Madeleine Avenue at Main Street and Madeleine
Avenue at Alexander Street (see Exhibit H2) to slow traffic down.

These intersections are both T intersections located south of Lasalle Boulevard in Ward 12 (see Exhibit
12). Currently, both intersections are controlled with a stop sign facing eastbound traffic on Main Street and
Alexander Street. Also, Ecole Felix-Ricard has a pedestrian access to its school yard on the east side of the
Madeleine Avenue at Main Street entrance. Due to the proximity of the school, turning movement counts
were conducted during the school year.

Applying the data from the turning movement count conducted at the Madeleine Avenue at Main Street
intersection on June 27, 2011, to the City’s new Minimum Vehicle Volume warrant indicates that the vehicle
and pedestrian volume from the side street meets only 15 percent of the volume requirements. The traffic
volume split is 76 percent on Madeleine Avenue and 24% on Main Street. This is outside the ratio of 70/30
needed to warrant an all-way stop (see Exhibit J2). During this count, we recorded 11 pedestrians
crossing Madeleine Avenue at Main Street,
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Applying the data from the turning movement count conducted at the Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street
intersection on June 28, 2011, to the City’s new Minimum Vehicle VVolume warrant indicates that the vehicle
and pedestrian volume from the side street meets only 12 percent of the volume requirements. The traffic
volume split is 68 percent on Madeleine Avenue and 32 percent on Main Street. This is within the ratio of
70/30 needed to warrant an all-way stop (see Exhibit K2). During this count, we recorded 4 pedestrians
crossing Madeleine Avenue.

A review of collision information showed that both intersections had no reported collisions in the last three
years. The all-way stop warrant for a minor collector road requires there be a minimum of 3 collisions per

year over a 3 year period.

Based on the traffic volumes, pedestrian volume and collision history, installing an all-way stop at the
intersection of Madeleine Avenue at Main Street or Madeleine Avenue at Alexander Street is not warranted.
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EXHIBIT: A2
5 Sudbiisy

wivwgreatensudbury.ca

Presented To: Traffic Committee

Request for Decision Presented:  Monday, Mar 21, 2011
All Way Stop Control - 1) Bouchard Street at Report Date  Thursday, Mar 10, 2011
Marcel Street, Sudbury and 2} Balsam Street at Type: Managers' Reports

Garrow Road and Power Street, Copper Cliff

Recommendation

That the intersection of Balsam Street at Garrow Road at Power
Street be controlied by an all-way-stop, and;

Report Prepared By

That a by-law be passed by City Council to amend Traffic and Dave Kivi
Parking By-LLaw 2010-1 in the City of Greater Sudbury to E“?rdm?mf SOf Transportation & Traffic
) . . ngineering Services
implement the recommended change all in accordance. with the Digitally Signed Mar 10, 11
report from the General Manager of Infrastructure Services dated Division Revi
vision review
March 10, 2011. : Robert Falcioni, P.Eng.
Director of Roads and Transportation
Services
Background Digitally Signed Mar 10, 11

Recommended by the Department
Greg Clausen, P.Eng.
General Manager of infrastructure

1) Bouchard Stre Marcef Str
On August 4th, 2010, Councillor Cimino requested that a turning

. . Services
movement count be conducted to determine if an all-way stop Digitally Signed Mar 10, 11
would be warranted at the intersection of Bouchard Street and Recommended by the C.A.O.
Marcel Street. Doug Nadorozny ,
. . . Chief Administrative Officer
Bouchard Street at Marcel Street is a cross intersection located Digitally Signed Mar 10, 11

west of Regent Street (see Exhibit “A”). There is also a
playground located in the southeast corner of the
intersection. Currently this intersection is controlled with “stop”
signs facing northbound and southbound traffic on Marcel Street. This portion of Bouchard Street was also
part of the Traffic Calming Pilot Project, and had a median island installed on the east leg of this

intersection.

Applying the data from the turning movement count that was conducted on August 25th 2010 to the City's
new Minimum Volume Warrant indicates that the vehicle and pedestrian volume from the side street
meets approximately 75 percent of the volume requirements. The traffic volume split is 80 percent on
Bouchard Street and 20 percent on Marcel Street. This is outside the ratio of 70/30 needed to warrant an

"all-way” stop ( see Exhibit “B”).

Comparing the 2010 turning movement count to a previous count conduct in 2007, indicates that volumes at
this intersection may be artificially high due to the ongoing construction on Regent Street. Southbound traffic
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EXHIBIT 'I' - All-Way Stop Control Report 5/25 Page 23 of 46




from Marcel Street has increased by 27 percent (222 in 2007 vs. 282 in 2010) while northbound traffic from
Marcel Street has more than doubled (363 in 2007 vs. 738 in 2010).

A review of the City's collision information from 2008 to 2010 revealed that there were no collisions that may
be susceptible to relief through an all-way stop during this three (3) year period. For a Major Collector
roadway, the Collision Warrant requires a minimum of four (4) collisions per year over a three (3) year
period.

Councillor Cimino also expressed concerns about the safety of pedestrians while crossing Bouchard Street
at this intersection. The existing median island on the east leg of this intersection was recommended by the
IBI Group as part of the Traffic Calming Pilot Project in order to “provide a pedestrian refuge that supports a
two-stage crossing for times when traffic volumes make crossing difficult”. During the seven (7) hour count,
we recorded a total of five (5) pedestrians crossing Bouchard Street at this intersection (four (4) crossing the

east leg and one (1) crossing the west leg).

Based on the traffic volumes, pedestrian volume and collision history, staff does not recommend installing
an all-way stop at the intersection of Bouchard Street and Marcel Street. Staff will arrange to recount this
intersection once construction is completed on Regent Street to ensure that traffic volumes on Marcel Street

do not remain high.

2) Balsam Street at Garrow Road at Power Street

Councillor Barbeau requested that a turning movement count be conducted to determine if an all-way stop
is warranted at the intersection of Balsam Street at Garrow Road/Power Street.

Balsam Street at Garrow Road/Power Street is a cross intersection located in Copper Cliff (see Exhibit
“C”). The Copper CIiff Library is located on the northwest corner of the intersection and the McClelland
Arena and R.G. Dow Poal are located northeast of the intersection. Currently this intersection is controlied
with “stop” signs facing northeast bound traffic on Power Street and southwest bound traffic on Garrow

Road.

Applying the data from the turning movement count that was conducted on May 25th, 2010 to the City’s new
Minimum Volume Warrant indicates that the traffic volume at this intersection meets the minimum vehicle
volume requirements ( see Exhibit “D”). A review of the City’s collision information from 2008 to 2010
revealed that there were three (3) collisions that may be susceptible to relief through an all-way stop during
this three (3) year period. For a Minor Collector roadway, the Collision Warrant requires a minimum of three
(3) collisions per year over a three (3) year period.

Since the traffic volume meets the minimum vehicle volume warrant, staff recommends installing an all-way
stop at the intersection of Balsam Street at Garrow Road/Power Street. Also, staff recommends that
physical changes be made to the intersection to better define the approaches and to improve safety for
pedestrians. These changes will be funded from the 2011 Capital Roads budget.
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EXHIBIT: A
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EXHIBIT: B

CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY

Gredgter Grand
é ; Sudbury ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

Location: Bouchard Street at Marcel Street  Date: March 3, 2011
Date of TM Count: August 25, 2010 Analyst: JR
Type of Intersection: Cross

Roadway Type ' Arterial/Major Collector

AADT of Main Road: . 10500

All-Way S'top' Warrant Summary

Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 63.3 %
Warrant #2 Collision History 0.0 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No Y/N

All-Way Stop Warranted? [ No |YN

Warrant #1 - Minimum Vehicle Volume
 ArterialiMajor ttinor | o Vehicles | Percent
Roadway Type Collactor Collector Local per hour | Compliance
AADT  >5000 | 1000-5000 | <1000
Count Period 7 bours 4 peak hours | 4 peak hours
Total vehicle volume - o e o s v -
50:h 250, :
from all approaches is = 500ihe 350thr 250hr | ?aﬂ 18‘{?;{}%
Veh + Pedestrianvolume | aoome | ta0mr MiA 145 73.2%
from side street is 2 N »
Traffic Sglit e 730 O30 ] 7030 81715 | 83.3%
Warrant #2 - Collision History
Arterial/Major Minor Numbfer of Percent
Roadway Type Local Collisions \
Collector Collector Compliance
per year
Collisions per Year N . R .
over 3 year period . 4 3 2 0 0.0%
“IWarrant #3 Traffic Control Signals are warranted and urgently needed,
signs to be used as interim measures. No Y/N

" Only those coliisions susceptible to refief through multi-way stop control must be consider (i.e. right angle and turning types).
a [f the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the afl-way stop is recommended regardiess of the remairing warrants,

w [f the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is not recommended.

w |f the inlersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recommended.

Exhibit B - All-Way Stop Warrants 1/1
Exhibit A2 - Traffic Committee Report Dated March 21, 2011 4/6
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EXHIBIT: C
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EXHIBIT: D

CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY
ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

) Sudbiiry

Location: Balsam Street at Power Strest Date: March 3, 2011
Date of TM Count: May 25, 2010 Analyst: ~ JR
Type of Intersection: Crass
Roadway Type Minor Collector
AADT of Main Road: 3998

All-Way Stop Warrant Summary
Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 100.0 %
Warrant #2 Callision History 33.3 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No Y/N

All-Way Stop Warranted?

[ Yes [viN

[Warrant 81 - f'&it’;‘ézﬁ{sm Vehicle Yolume

| ArterialiMajor | Minor . Yehicles | Percent
Roadway Type Caollector Colisctor Local per hour | Compliance
AADT >5000 | 1000-5000 | <1000 s
Count Period ?hours | 4 peak hours | 4 peak hours
Total vehicle volume T &k, BN Su———
from all approaches is > 500/mr .35!}1.!1: 2804hr 481 100.0%
Veh + Pedestrian volume PO " . R s
from side street is 2 200mr 1 mﬁ” MiA 135 phiddia
Traffic Sglit 70/30 70730 7030 1 62;38 180.0%
Warrant #2 - Collision History
) . . Number of
Arteriai/Major Minor - Percent
Roadway Type Collector Collector Local Colisions Compliance
per year
Collisions per Year . . . o
over 3 year period 4 3 2 1 33.3%
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals are warranted and urgently needed,
signs to be used as interim measures. No Y/N

* Only those collisians susceplible to relief through multi-way stop control must be consider (i.e. right angle and turming types).
w [f the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardiess of the remaning warrants,

s if the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant #2, then the al-way stop is not recommended.

= [f the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stap is recommended.

Exhibit D - All-Way Stop Warrant 1/1

Exhibit A2 - Traffic Committee Report Dated March 21, 2011 6/6
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| EXHIE

\ Greater Grand CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY
' SUdbury ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

Location:

Bouchard Street at Marcel Street Date: Qctober 25, 2011
Date of TM Count: 10/04/2011 Analyst: JR
Type of intersection: Cross
Roadway Type Arterial/Major Collector
AADT of Main Road: 10000
Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 30.0 %
Warrant #2 Collision History 16.7 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No YN
All-Way Stop Warranted? 1Y/N
Warrant #1 - Minimum Vehicle Volume
Roadway Type | Minor Colector Local Vehicles | Percent
per hour | Compliance
AADT s 1000 - 5000 <1000 |
Count Period . Ihours | 4peakhours | 4 peak hours :
Total vehicle volume - 500/r | 350 250mr | 330 | 100.0% -
from all approaches is 2 LA - ‘ LT R
Ven + Pedestrianvolume | ooy | 140me na e | asaw
from side street is 2 e b en e el
Traffic Spiit o Toi30 ] 70830 70030 | oe1/9 b 300%
Warrant #2 - Collision History
Roadway Type Art&nailﬁﬂap:}r Minor Local r\é%?;iz;rnosf percent
¥ Ivp - Collector |  Collector Compliance
VT per year
Collisions per Year e - . S A
over 3 year period : 4 St 2 28 1~ 16'-7'4‘
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals are warranted and urgently needed,
signs to be used as interim measures. I o No l Y/N

* Only those collisions susceptible to relief through multi-way stop control must be consider (i.e. right angle and tuming types).
x If the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardiess of the remaining warrants.

r If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is not recommended.

= If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recommended.

Exhibit C2 - All-Way Stop Warrant Summary 1/1
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CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY

. Greater (_;r:m'd
' SUdbUI'y ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

LLansing Avenue at Melbourne

A

Location: Street Date: October 4, 2011
Date of TM Count: 09/28/2011 Analyst: JR
Type of Intersection: Cross
Roadway Type Arterial/Major Collector
AADT of Main Road: 7300

| AllWay Stop Warrent Summary
Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 19.6 Y%
Warrant #2 Collision History 16.7 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No YIN

All-Way Stop Warranted?

Warrant #1 - Minimum ‘sfa‘hmie Volume
Roadway Type ﬁkr&a , »,iima;m Minor Collector Losal venicles P-erc:g nt
: “ per hour | Compliance
AADT ] 1000 - 5000 < 1000
Count Period .| 4peskhours | 4 peak hours
iTc:eE'aE vehicle voiur?r?e- h | 350/ 250/
from 2l approaches 6 2 B
Vel + Pe‘ﬁgstnany‘osgme 140/hr NIA
from side shreetis = .
Traffic Split 70430 70130
Warrant #2 - Collision %ﬁsﬁar}f o
| &'é";aifﬁiiaiar Binor S Numbgr of Percent
Roadway Type : . Local Collisions :
Colector Compliance
. ger year
Collisions per Year i1 zg* L - e L e
over 3 year period e - - + 7*?213’ Gy I8T%
Warrant #3 Traffic Gor;tml Stgna s are warranted and urgeﬂﬁy needed
signs to he used as interim measures, o YN

* Only those collisions susceptible to refief through multi-way stop control must be consider (i.e. nght angle and turmng types)
u [f the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardless of the remaining wamants.

& If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant £2, then the ali-way stop is not recommended.

r Ifthe intersection daes not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recommended.

Exhibit E2 - All-Way Stop Warrant Summary 1/1
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Location:

- S i E Greater Grand

Westmount Avenue at Hawthorne

CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY
ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

Drive Date: August 9, 2011
Date of TM Count: 06/16/2011 Analyst: JR
Type of Intersection: Cross
Roadway Type Arterial/Major Collector
5600

AADT of Main Road:

o . Ai*-&ﬁiay Siﬁg}k“&’arz‘ant S[jmmary

Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 25.1 %
Warrant #2 Collision History 25.0 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No Y/N

All-Way Stop Warranted?

EXHIBIT 'I' -

Warrant #1 - %‘ﬁtmmum \fﬂfzmie \v’oi
Roadway Type : Ar{erzai&a‘;ef Misror Collactor Local vehicles . Percent
- G lor per hour | Compliancs
AADT > :séaa 70065600 < 1000 : |
Count Period  Zhours 1 4 peakhours. | 4 peaiChours
Total vehicle volume S e 250/he 250/hF
from all approaches is 2 ' aia
Veh + Pedestrian volume 140/t N/A Sﬁ:_ oL,
from side street is 2 S ey
Traffic Split 70730 70130 8812 140
Warrant #2 - Collision i-*ﬁai@ry
Artarza fi&ﬁagm Minor _ : Fiugzbgmf Percant
Roadway Type - e , Locsl Caollisions -
v Collector L Compliance
- per year
Collisions per Year ﬁ * """ 4 . RS R I PR
over 3 year period she ‘ e ”255,3;; -
|Warrant #3 Traffic Ccntml Ssgnaﬁs are warramed and urgent y needect
signs 1o be used as interim measures. YN

- Only those collisions suscept;ble to refief through multi-way stop control must be consider (i.e. nght angle and turmng types)
= If the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardiess of the remaining warrants.

z If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant #2. then the all-way stop is not recommended.

= [f the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recommended.

Exhibit G2 - All-Way Stop Warrant Summary 1/1
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iT: J2

Greater Grand CiTY OF GREATER SUDBURY
 Sudb ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

Location:

Madeleine Avenue at Main Street Date: October 3, 2011
Date of TM Count: 06/27/2011 Analyst: JR
Type of Intersection: T
Roadway Type Minor Collector
AADT of Main Road: 1500

. AllbWay Stop Warrant Summary

Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 154 %
Warrant #2 Collision History » 0.0 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No Y/N

All-Way Stop Warranted? [ No |ViN

Warrant #1 - Minimum Vehicle %f'aiumé” )
R oadway Tvoe Arterial/Major | {ocal Vehicles | Percent
yiyp Collector - per hour | Compliance
AADT ~>5000 <1000
Count Period ___7hours 4 peak hours Sl
Total vehicle volume 500/hr a50mr | 80 | 25
from all approaches is 2 RN
Veh + Pedestrian volume 200/hr CNIA o 2
from side street is = b Lo
Traffic Split v - 70730 70/30 76124 10 BO.O%
Warrant #2 - Collision History
o Ar‘ 8}:’?&;‘18}01’ i ?ﬁimﬁt » o N”Wb?r of | Percent
Roadway Type S SN Lonal Collisions .
olfector - Collector Compliance
e e per year |
Collisions per Year B . SR e
over 3 year period 4 R ) 2 0 0.0%
Warrant 23 Traffic Control S{gna 3 are wafrantﬂd and m‘genﬁy needed,
signs to be used as interim measures, ' Yisd

* Onty those collisions susceptlble to relief through multi-way stop controt must be consider (i.e. right angle and tummg types).
x If the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardless of the remaining warrants.

& [f the intersection does not meet warrant#1 and does not meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is not recommended.

u If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recommended.

Exhibit J2 - All-Way Stop Warrant Summary 1/1
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CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY

Greater Grand
Sudb] ]ry ALL-WAY STOP WARRANTS

Location: Madeleine Ave at Alexander St Date: October 3, 2011

Date of TM Count; June 28, 2011 Analyst: JR
Type of Intersection: T

Roadway Type Local

AADT of Main Road: 500

Warrant #1 Minimum Vehicle Volume 12.1 %
Warrant #2 ' Collision History 0.0 %
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Signals No Y/N

YN

All-Way Stop Warranted?

[Warrant #1 - Minimum Vehicle volume

Roadway Tvpe Arterial/Major | &’ﬁﬂiﬁ} - Local Vehicles Percent
vy iyp Collector | {Ioiieztor B per hour | Compliance
AADT | 5000 | 1000 - 5000 <1000
Count Period 7 hours 4 geak imurs 4 peak hours -

Total vehicle volume 500/hr | 35{}5& 250thr | 53 ] is;‘ﬁ% it
from all approachesis 2 | s : s
Veh + Pedestrian volume 200/hr i ’iiﬁli}fhr‘ ; N/A 12 ’i% s

from side street is 2 e , k

Traffic Split 70/30 | . 70/30 . |  70/30 “100.0%
|Warrant #2 - Collision History
ondway Tvoe ArteriaiMajor | Mimor | g’ﬁ;‘f Percent
Roadway type Collector | Collector s [T T [ Compliance
S L ner year
Coliisionsg per Year . : Lo . i e el
over 3 year period 4 o3 2 S B 00,
Warrant #3 Traffic Control Sagﬂais are warranted and urgentiy needeé _
sngns to be used as inlerim measures. YIN

* Only those collisions susceptible to relief through muiti-way stop control must be consider (i.e. right angle and tummg types)
u If the intersection meets warrant # 1, then the all-way stop is recommended regardiess of the remaining warrants.

u If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does not meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is not recommended.

&' If the intersection does not meet warrant #1 and does meet warrant #2, then the all-way stop is recomhended.

Exhibit K2 - All-Way Stop Warrant Summary 1/1
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O Sudbiiry

Presented To: Operations Committee

For Information 0n|y Presented: Monday, Aug 12, 2013
. . . Report Date  Thursday, Aug 01, 2013

Tender for Winter Operations Snow Plowing P ¥ 49

Services Specifying New Equipment Type: Managers' Reports

Recommendation

Signed By

Report Prepared By
Randy Halverson
Manager of Operations
Digitally Signed Aug 2, 13

For Information Only

Background

Staff was requested by Council to provide further
information on the requirement to provide new plows for
tender ISD12-18 Winter Operations Snow Plowing
Services. The five-year contract required the successful
Contractors to provide pricing for plowing services from

Division Review

David Shelsted

Director of Roads & Transportation
Services

Digitally Signed Aug 1, 13

November 15, 2013 through March 31, 2018 with option for
an additional two single year extensions. The contract was
split into two parts, Part A for plowing services in the South
and Southwest Sections, and Part B for plowing services in
the Northeast, Northwest and Southeast Sections. The
specifications required the successful Contractors to
purchase twenty-one (21) new plows (ten units for Part A,
eleven units for Part B). The tender closed on March 26,
2013 with Pioneer Construction Inc. and R.M. Belanger
Limited being the lowest tendered prices for Part A and Part
B respectively. On April 23, 2013, Council by resolution
CC2013-136 approved award of the contract.

Recommended by the Department
Tony Cecutti

General Manager of Infrastructure
Services

Digitally Signed Aug 1, 13

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Doug Nadorozny

Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Aug 2, 13

In preparing the contract specifications Staff used the lessons learned from past winter control
contracts, discussions with other municipalities and current best practices. In specifying new plows

consideration was given to the following factors:

Type of Equipment

Availability of Used Equipment
Reliability of Equipment
Service Delivery Risks
Technological Advancements

The previous snow plow contract started in November 2007 and expired in March 2013 was also a
five year contract with two option years. This contract also specified the purchase of twenty-one

Page 44 of 46




(21) new plows.

Type of Equipment

A plow is a very specialized piece of equipment. While its appearance may be that of a common
tandem truck, it is required to have a reinforced front axle, frame and spring system as well as
additional hydraulic capacity among other improvements. It is built with specialty attachments, and
with a box designed specifically for hauling and spreading material. These vehicles take several
months to prepare once they are ordered. It is not economically feasible to convert a common
tandem truck to a plow.

The City’s service delivery model is to have City plows on the Class 1 to 3 (arterial and collector)
roads until there is approximately 8 cm of snow accumulation. At this accumulation, City plows are
rerouted to Class 4 to 6 (local) roads, and Contractor plows are deployed on the Class 1 to 3
roads.

Plows similar to those operated by the City for plowing snow were specified for the plowing of
Class 1 to 3 roads. These are able to carry more material, which results in less time returning to
the depots to refill and more time on the road.

The contract specified the need for brine tanks on the new plows, which allows the City to reduce
the amount of material being spread resulting in operational savings. The contract also required
end dump capabilities or slide-in sanders to minimize unloading time and providing operational
efficiencies. The City’s new plows are also equipped with these capabilities.

Availability of Used Equipment

Staff had discussions with Contractors, Equipment Vendors and other Municipalities when
considering whether to specify new or used equipment for this contract. As plows are made to
order, the majority of them are purchased for a specific contract or long-term purpose. There is not
a large market of used plows less than five years old, and due to the limited availability the prices
typically are not significantly reduced from new plows.

In addition, some of the modifications to the plows that were specified by the City may not be
available on the used plows, and the operational efficiencies would not be realized.

Reliability of Equipment

Even with the specially designed and reinforced plow, the act of plowing is very hard on the
equipment. On both City and Contractor plows there is increased maintenance and breakdowns as
the plow ages. The increased maintenance and breakdowns result in the plow being unavailable
for parts of a storm or for long periods of time, depending on the nature of the mechanical issue.
Therefore, the age of the plow is directly related to the availability of the plow.

Service Delivery Risks

There are many ways to transfer service delivery risks to a Contractor, with the goal of finding the
most cost beneficial approach to the City to share the risk. The current contract allows the City to
apply a penalty if the Contractor’s plow is not available and it allows the Contractor’s driver to use a
spare City plow at the driver rate.

The penalty rate could be increase to further encourage the availability of equipment. However due
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to the harsh working conditions faced by the plow equipment it was determined that increased
penalties would result in higher bid prices. This would not be a cost effective approach.

Alternatively, the contract could have specified that the Contractor carry a fixed number of spare
plows for the duration of the contract. Again, this would have resulted in a higher bid price.

By specifying new plows to start the contract the average age of the plows will be 2.5 years for the
life of the contract, and 3.5 years if the option years are exercised. At the end of the option years
the Contractor’s fleet will be seven years old. Contractors would have to replace plows through the
life of the contract due to the number of years, and the length of the contract was chosen to provide
sufficient time for the plows to be amortized and provide a cost effective rate to the City.

Equipment breakdowns have a direct correlation with the ability to deliver plowing at current
service levels. When Contractors experience a breakdown Staff reroute a City plow from the Class
4 to 6 roads to the Contractor’s route on a Class 1 to 3 roads. This impacts the service level until
another plow can be rerouted to backfill the vacant route.

If the plows are not available, then the City risks not being able to meet the current service level.
The City’s liability increases when service levels are not met.

Technological Advancements

Staff specified that the Contractor’s fleet be equipped with spreader controllers similar to City
plows so that when integrated with the new AVL system, detailed information about application
rates will be provided. Standardized technology will lead to effective monitoring of application rates,
efficient use of material and ultimately cost savings. The information captured off of the spreader
controllers will also help demonstrate due diligence when defending liability claims.

Conclusion

The provision of snow plowing to the City is a very important service. It affects all residents, it is
readily apparent, it is heavily followed by local media, and it creates liability for the City if not done

properly.

When staff considered all the factors discussed above in combination with the costs to achieve the
service level objectives, it was concluded that the best approach was to specify new plows to
provide snow plowing services for the Class 1 to 3 roads. The new contract provides the City with
firm pricing plus fuel adjustment for the entire five year contract plus two option years.
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