ITEM D-1

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

Date:
January 11, 2002
Subject:
Petition No. 400-01-09 –  City Transportation Division and Hollywood Avenue Traffic Committee -  request to close a portion of McClelland Street at approximately 2010 South McClelland Street

Staff Report By:
Janice Jardine, Land Use and Policy Analyst
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	Ordinance


	The Administration’s transmittal notes the cost to purchase and install the proposed gate is approximately $13,000 from the Traffic Management Program budget.
	The proposal is presented as a new ordinance.
	The Administration has clearly stated the positive aspects of the proposal.


The Council received a briefing regarding this item on November 27, 2001.  Please see the attached draft minutes for details.

The following information was provided for the Council Work Session on November 27, 2001.

Options and Motions:

1. [“I move that the Council”]  Adopt an ordinance closing a portion of McClelland Street (1040 East) at approximately 2010 South.

2. [“I move that the Council”]  Not adopt an ordinance closing a portion of McClelland Street (1040 East) at approximately 2010 South.

Key Elements


The Administration’s transmittal provides a detailed discussion of the proposed street closure request.  Major points are summarized below.  Please refer to the Administration’s transmittal, Planning Commission minutes and Planning staff report for details.

A. This action would facilitate installation of a gate that would restrict through traffic on McClelland Street.  The closure would only include a portion of McClelland Street to the extent necessary to install a gate prohibiting through traffic. The City would maintain ownership of the underlying property.  Installation of the gate is part of an overall traffic calming management plan developed to minimize non-local traffic on residential streets to the north of the Sugar House Business District.  The Transportation Division is recommending an electronic gate that can be activated by emergency vehicle sirens.  In addition, Public Service personnel and adjacent property owners will be provided with remote control access.  Additional traffic calming improvements identified in the management plan are currently under construction. Please refer to the attached map for details.  Traffic calming improvements include:

· a traffic island on Hollywood Avenue at 900 East

· a traffic circle in the intersection of Hollywood Avenue and 1000 East

· curb extensions at the intersection of Hollywood Avenue and McClelland Street

· installation of a gate and closure of McClelland Street at approximately 2010 South McClelland

B. The Planning Commission voted to recommend that the City Council deny the proposed street closure request.  They expressed concern about gating the street.  Please refer to the Planning Commission minutes for details. The Planning Commission’s motion included: 

· A strong recommendation to the Administration that traffic calming measures be implemented in the neighborhood as soon as possible. 

· A request that alternative measures be studied, such as speed bumps placed on McClelland Street to divert traffic.

· A request that the Engineering Division report back to the Planning Commission regarding a time frame for the project.

C. Discussion at the Planning Commission meeting focused on:

1. Concerns identified by City Departments including maintenance and the cost of installation of the proposed gate and issues identified by Police and Fire relating to emergency vehicle access.  

2. Alternative options to the use of a gate such as a traffic signal at Hollywood Avenue and 1100 East and on 2100 South at 1000 or 1100 East, speed bumps, a residential parking permit program, widening 2100 South to accommodate additional traffic, etc.

3. Issues and concerns identified by residents, business owners and property owners including:

a. increased non-local traffic on the adjacent residential streets

b. shifting traffic impacts from McClelland Street to adjacent streets

c. parking and options to address parking consolidation in the business district

d. options to address emergency access, garbage and snow removal services and deliveries to affected businesses

e. speeding in the residential neighborhoods

f. options to address vehicles driving around the gate onto private property

g. the validity of the traffic study performed by the City transportation Division due to the short time frame and reconstruction of a driveway on 1000 East by Lifestyle 2000.  

D. For the past several years, residents from the Westminster neighborhood north of the Sugar House business district have consistently contacted the Administration, Council Members and the Council office expressing the need to address impacts created in the adjoining residential neighborhood by commercial traffic from the business district.   

E. From September 25 to December 4, 2000, the Transportation Division conducted a test of the proposed traffic calming measures.  Traffic counts indicated that vehicle trips along Hollywood Avenue and McClelland Street were reduced significantly, while the volume of vehicles on 1000 East only slightly increased.  On October 25, 2000, the Transportation Division sent a survey to property owners requesting an evaluation of the traffic calming measures.  Out of the total responses received, 75% voted in favor of closing McClelland Street to through traffic.

F. In the recent past, the City Council has approved similar street closure requests and the installation of barriers on Federal Way in the vicinity of the University of Utah and Blaine Avenue near Westminster College.   The street closures and barriers were utilized to alleviate non-local traffic impacts on the residential neighborhoods. 

Matters at Issue /Potential Questions for Administration:

· As noted in the Planning staff report, the City Council approved similar street closure requests and the installation of barriers on Federal Way in the vicinity of the University of Utah and Blaine Avenue near Westminster College.   The street closures and barriers were utilized to alleviate non-local traffic impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhoods.  As part of the street closure review process, adjacent property owners and City staff worked together to develop an overall site design that included signage, landscaping and solutions to eliminate traffic going around the gates or barriers onto private property.  Council Members may wish to request that the Administration work with residents and business owners to develop an overall design concept that would address at a minimum signage, landscaping and solutions to eliminate traffic going around the gate.

· In the recent past, residents and business owners in the Sugar House area have identified the need for a traffic assessment or impact study that would provide a model to evaluate traffic impacts of future developments in the business district and identify traffic calming and circulation improvements in the business district and surrounding residential areas.  The recently adopted Sugar House Community Master Plan includes similar implementation strategies to evaluate current conditions and identify options that would address current and future transportation and parking impacts. During the Redevelopment Agency’s 2000-2001 budget process, the Board discussed a proposal to hire a consultant to perform a traffic/parking study for the Sugar House Business District.  This project was not funded by the Redevelopment Agency.  Council Members and the Administration expressed concern relating to funding outside consultants as opposed to using city staff with similar expertise. There was some discussion of having this completed in-house by the City Transportation Division.  Council Members may wish to request that the Administration identify what resources may be needed or options available to provide this information, or may wish to request an estimate of the time line for completing the project with existing resources.  

· Planning staff has indicated to Council staff that the current street closure procedure does not require Community Council notification and review.  Currently, the Planning Commission agenda is mailed to Community Council Chairs.  A Planning Commission hearing notice is mailed to property owners within a 300-foot radius of a proposed street closure.  During the Council’s recent alley policy discussions, Council Members expressed support for including neighborhood and community council review and comment as part of the public process prior to the Administration formalizing their recommendation to the City Council.  Council Members may wish to consider adjusting the Council’s street closure policy to ensure a consistent policy direction.   (Please refer to the next section for the Council’s street closure policy.)

Master Plan and Policy Considerations:
The recently adopted Sugar House Community Master Plan Update supports policies in the City’s Transportation Master Plan and identifies polices that support:

· Moving people conveniently and efficiently as opposed to moving vehicles.

· Considering impacts on neighborhoods on an equal basis with impacts on transportation systems.

· Providing multi-modal transportation options and improved public streets to facilitate better mobility, access and reduced traffic hazards.

· Ensuring that new development is managed and designed with multi-modal options to alleviate the dependence upon the automobile.

· Strongly encourages coordinated or shared parking the business district and evaluating the feasibility of creating a parking district.

   
This portion of McClelland Street is included within the Westminster Neighborhood Small Area Plan boundaries identified in the Sugar House Community Master Plan Update.  Earlier this year, the Council appropriated $30,000 in CDBG funding for preparation of the small area plan.  The Sugar House Plan notes:

a. The planning area is just north and west of the commercialized area along 2100 South and 1100 East. 

b. The area is significantly impacted by parking and traffic generated by the nearby businesses. 

c. There are several policies and implementation measures that would help this neighborhood maintain its residential character and reduce the impacts from the commercial area. 

d. A small area plan should be developed for this neighborhood to preserve the residential nature of the area and mitigate negative impacts associated with the adjacency to non-residential uses. 

e. Funds have been allocated to create the plan (FY 2001-2002) so initiation of this project should be a priority.

Policies

1. Develop a small area master plan for the Westminster Neighborhood.

2. Provide organized, off-street parking with an internal circulation system to serve the businesses fronting on 2100 South and 1100 East. Access to this parking shall be from 2100 South via McClelland Street, 1000 East and 1100 East.

3. Provide a traffic diverter on McClelland Street to limit commercial traffic into the residential area to the north.

4. Provide a landscaped berm between the residential land use and parking areas.

5. Encourage rear façade improvements and rear entrances to businesses on 2100 South.

6. Provide traffic calming features on the streets as appropriate, including traffic diverters, cul-de-sacs, landscaping islands, etc.

This portion of McClelland Street is identified in the Open Space Master Plan as part of the Canal/McClelland Corridor.  Policies and goals in the Open Space Plan focus on open space conservation, education and creation of citywide pedestrian/non-motorized vehicle corridors.  With the recent adoption of the updated Sugar House Community Master Plan, the Council also initiated a Legislative Action requesting a comprehensive update of the Open Space Master Plan.  The Council’s motion also included the addition of the following language: “Public property alternatives shall be fully explored and exhausted prior to any consideration of private property encroachment for trail alignments, particularly in the areas of the Canal/McClelland and Emigration Creek Corridors located in the Sugar House Master Plan Community.  This would not preclude voluntary donations or conservation easements provided by private property owners.”   (Reference: “Final Recommendation to the City Council” draft, Open Space Master Plan section, add to end of second paragraph, pg. 39)

The Council’s street closure policy includes the following:

a. It is Council policy to close public streets and sell the underlying property.  The Council does not close streets when that action would deny all access to other property.

b. The general policy when closing a street is to obtain fair market value for the land, whether the abutting property is residential or commercial.

c. There are instances where the City has negotiated with private parties to allow the parties to make public improvements in lieu of a cash payment.  The Council and the Administration consider these issues on a case-by-case basis.

d. There should be sufficient public policy reasons that justify the sale and/or closure of a public street, and it should be sufficiently demonstrated by the petitioner that the sale and/or closure of the street would accomplish the stated public policy reasons. 

e. The City Council should determine whether the stated public policy reasons outweigh alternatives to the sale or closure of the street. 


Related Council policy statements contained in the City’s Transportation Master Plan are summarized below:

a. Focus on ways to transport people, not on moving vehicles at the expense of neighborhoods.

b. Support transportation decisions that increase the quality of life, not necessarily the quantity of development.

c. Support the creation of linkages (provisions and incentives) to foster appropriate growth in currently defined growth centers.

d. Support considering impacts on neighborhoods on an equal basis with impacts on transportation systems.

e. Support giving all neighborhoods equal consideration in transportation decisions.

During the Council’s recent discussions relating to growth, annexations and housing policy, Council Members have expressed support for developments that promote livable community concepts such as:

a. Pedestrian and bicycle friendly environments

b. Compact, transit and pedestrian oriented developments

c. Neighborhood anchor areas or commercial and/or business uses that are necessary to the function of residential neighborhoods or are compatible with residential activity

d. Local services that are conveniently available or can be provided and are accessible on foot.

The City’s Strategic Plan and the Futures Commission Report express concepts such as maintaining a prominent sustainable city, ensuring the City is designed to the highest aesthetic standards and is pedestrian friendly, convenient, and inviting, but not at the expense of minimizing environmental stewardship or neighborhood vitality.  The documents contain statements that support policies in the Transportation Master Plan that focus on an integrated transportation system and urban design concepts that focus on people rather than the automobile.

Chronology:


The Administration’s transmittal provides a chronology of events relating to the proposed street closure.  Key meeting dates are listed below.  Please refer to the Administration’s transmittal letter and chronology for details.

· February 2001 – Sugar House Community Council meeting

· March 5, 2001 – Transportation Advisory Board meeting 

· July 19, 2001 – Planning Commission public hearing

cc:
Rocky Fluhart, Jay Magure, Roger Cutler, Lynn Pace, David Dobbins, Linda Cordorva, Tim Harpst, Craig Timothy,  Craig, Timothy, Scott Vaterlaus, Stephen Goldsmith, Brent Wilde, Cheri Coffey, Wayne Mills, Jan Nielson, Barry Esham

File Location:  Community and Economic Development Dept., Planning Division, Street Closures – McClelland Street (1040 East at approximately 2010 South)
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