From: Mr. Robert B. Tanner

To: Senate Envoronmental and Public Works Committee
Washington, DC
FAX # (202) 224-1273

I adies and Gentlemen:

Enclosed with this letter is an E-mail directed to Consulting at
Elmwood Consulting. This firm is engaged with Land Use and Transportation issues in
light of reducing transportation’s impact on Green House Gases or GHG. This frm is
working with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, and the Assoiciation of Bay Area Governments.

At their request for comments from the public, I sent them this E-mail, outlining
how present intersection design and operation has a big impact on GHG. I also made a
number of recommendations on how this situation could be improved.

I would like the staff at the Senate Environmental and Public Works to review the
letter and I would like to see if the Senate would be interested in both mandating these
changes I call for and providing a special Federal program to fund these changes to
intersection traffic operasons to reduce the generation of excess GHG due to idling
vehicles waiting too long at traffic lights.

After reviewing these materials, should you have any questions, you can contact
me in one of three ways:

By Post:
Robert B. Tanner

By Phone:

By E-mail:

I appreciate your time and interest

Sincerely,
Robert B. Tanner
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robert tanner

From: “robert tanner"

To: <bruce@elmwoodconsuiting.com>

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2008 10:14 PM

Subject: Transportation Land Use and Greenhouse Gases
Dear Sir:

I want to comment on the proposed reduction to Green House Gases in the Bay
Area of California

For the last Twenty years, I have been studying traffic congestion at
intersections. With the recent concemn over vehicular generated GHG, my
concem has only increased.

For far too long, Suburban California has insisted on building these huge,
wide intersections with multi-phased traffic lights that forces traffic,
pedestrian and bicycle as well as motor vehicles, to sit and sit for as much

as 90 seconds to a full minute at a red light. This is caused by the

insistance on 'multi-phased’ signals with wait-for-the-arrow full left-turn
control on all four directions, or one-direction-only-at a-time 'Split

Phasing'.

This type of grossly inefficient traffic management is found in Suburban
areas. (Larger cities like San Francisco and Los Angeles get along with

basic 'Two-Phase' traffic signaling that is FAR more effective for moving
traffic.)

With the need to reduce our carbon footprint, there is a need to END such
practice!

The constant lines of dead-stopped idling traffic just sitting waiting,

waiting for a green light is a big part of our GHG issue as much fuel is
burned while providing no transportation benefit. Worse than that, such long
red lights are a real disincentive to walking or bicycling. (Who wants to be
standing there, waiting in the hot sun or cold rain, pounding on a push
button?)

We can talk about 'syncronizing signals' all we want, but until we start
REDESIGNING our intersection controls, we're not going to get the reduction
in VMT or reduce our carbon footprint as much as we want.

There are five intersection controls that are much better than these
multi-phase signal lights, some of which could inhance the operation of any
sort of ITS sycronization system.

The intersection improvements are as follows:

1) ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL:

Don't laugh. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) actually
suggests this as an alternative to traffic lights in its Sec. 4b.04!

Smaller outlying communities that have inherited traffic signals from
Caltrans, when the community had a bypass put in, could, and should, get rid
ofthese 'legacy lights' and revert to Stop Signs. Many of these small towns
need to make themselves more walking and bicycling friendly and Stop Signs
are FAR friendlier to walking and bicycling over motor traffic and will
encourage these modes. Larger communities could do this to lesser used
corridors, making them more geared to wallang and bicycling.

GHG reductions comes from not operating the uneeded signals and from VMT
reductions.

ROUNDABOUTS:
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Traffic more of less keeps moving with minimum delay. The FHWA is becoming
very pro-roundabout and in encouraging these instead of signals. They can
handle more traffic than a set of stop signs. Best bet for use is in rural

or suburban areas where there is the room for the 130' (40 meter) circle.
Getting rid of isolated 'stand alone' signals will save us a ton of money

and help reduce GHG gases by not operating the signal and by reducing or
eliminating the long lines of dead stopped idling vehicles, typical at a
lengthy 'stand alone’ traffic light.

PROTECTIVE-PERMISSIVE LEFT TURN SIGNALING (PPLT):

PPLT signals allow left turns on the round green when opposing traffic
pennits but provides an arrow if necessary. There are far too many of the
outdated ‘Wait-For-The-Arrow' type left turn signals in California that
really are not needed and either should be removed, (full permissive
lefi-turn) or converted to Protected-Permissive Left-Turn (PPLT) operation.
This change will reduce GHG gases by the reducing of long lines of
dead-stopped vehicles and enhances the operation of a sycronized signal ITS
system.

INTERCHANGES:

Getting rid of signals altogether on high traffic volume 'expressways' would
get rid of the problem of high-speed traffic having to stop and then
reaccelerate to a high speed again. The idling and accelerating traffic
generate more GHG than having traffic main#ain a steady pace. Expensive,
yes. But the old 'Expressway' with both high speed and traffic signals is a
grossly outdated road design in today's carbon sensitive environment!
CONTINUAL FLOW INTERSECTION (CFI):

This intersection has the left-tumer cross the oncoming lanes about 500

feet before the intersection and come up to the intersecting road to the
LEFT of the oncoming lane. It allows more efficient two-phase operating of
the traffic signal and reduces GHG by reducing the delay over a typical
multi-phase signal with left-turn signals. Both Missouri and Louisianna are
experimenting with this concept. (Can only be used on lower traffic
volume'expressways' with access limited to cross streets.)

I realize that we need to look at all methods of GHG control that is

outlined in your report, but I strongly believe that widespread intersection
control reform as I've outlined above must be a vital part of GHG reduction.
Also, getting rid of lengthy red ligbts will have strong popular support!
You've asked for input from the public and I trust that I've been of
assistance to your report.

Thank you for this opportunity.

Sincerely,

Robert B. Tanner —_—
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter 8, Robert B. Tanner, citizen

Response 8-1: The commenter’s statements are not related to the adequacy of the
Draft EIR and no further response is required.

Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan
October 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-439





