NoVi Trail Advisory Committee Meeting Summary
Sept. 13, 2006

Before the meeting was officially convened, one member voiced concern that a fence near her property which had been erected in 1942 had been cited in the report as a potential safety threat as regards to its location.  She stated that her family had granted a public right-of-way only as a way to redefine property lines and that accidents aren’t caused by the fence, but that cars in the process of a collision on Beulah Road end up hitting the fence which in turn prevents cars from entering the property. 
To officially begin the meeting, NTAC Co-Chairs reviewed a one-page summary of the study’s goals, objectives and major findings, as well as the trail alternatives which were evaluated in the report (See page 3). They explained that a Minor Paved pedestrian trail with on-road bicycle accommodations has been put forth as the recommended alternative because it is best supported by the findings.  
A discussion ensued regarding recommending more strongly that speed be lowered on Beulah Road.  Talks with bicycling advocates indicate that cyclists prefer to ride with traffic in the street, but they feel safe only when cars are moving at speeds 25 mph or lower.   A member pointed out a recent article in the Connection newspaper which  concluded that slower traffic means fewer pedestrian deaths.  The article cited statistics showing that, when the speed limit is 25 mph, a pedestrian has a 95% likelihood of surviving a collision.  At 35 mph, the pedestrian has a 60% chance of survival, and at 40 mph, pedestrians have only a one in five survival rate.  One member said she was pleased that the report did not buy “the company line” from the police department which said the current speed was appropriate for a road like Beulah.  She pointed out that the quick stops and starts at the Four Corners intersection are a problem that should be addressed by safety engineers.   
Fairfax County’s Ahmed Rayyan said that the speed limit is not a typical consideration in trail projects, but saw no problem with including the issue in the report recommendations.  It was generally agreed that report language dealing with the speed issue should be enhanced to include the above statistics and that the recommendations be strengthened to urge safety engineers to consider evaluating current speed limits through the Study Area with all users in mind:  pedestrians, cyclists and drivers, as opposed to drivers only.   Another member reiterated the importance of the recommendation of reviewing the multiple speed limit changes within the Study Area and their impact on safety.

A question was raised about property owner liability and snow removal.  It was pointed out that both issues are addressed in the Community Concerns appendix.  The report also cites Virginia statutes that property owners are not liable for accidents which happen on a trail on or adjacent to their property.  Fairfax County does not expect or require property owners to remove snow.  
Another question was raised concerning whether somehow in the end, a 10’ trail would be installed after the committee recommends a Minor Paved trail (6’).   Federal vs. County trail regulations were then discussed.  Ahmed suggested that the 10’ proposed trail would have to be redefined as a Minor Paved.  But if it is successfully redefined, federal funding can be used for construction without fear of a 10’ trail being built.  It was pointed out that funds which are provided by Fairfax County would not have to undergo the same kind of scrutiny and review as funding from federal sources.
One member had technical comments about the layout of the report.  She said that the criteria used to create the arbitrary segments of the trail (Segments A-D) may not be the most effective way to subdivide the alignment.  She believes Segment A should extend from Abbotsford Road to the end of the sidewalk near Chestnut Farm Drive, and not past  the crosswalk of Clarks Crossing Road.  It was agreed that a caveat be added to the report language which stating that, for the purposes of the feasibility report, the alignment was subdivided in accordance with federal stipulations.  That is, because each segment was required to have the ability to be built independently, each needed to have logical terminii.  In other words, they had to connect to something, such as an existing sidewalk.  In Segment A, for instance, one terminus would be at the end of the existing sidewalk near Abbotsford and the other terminus would be the future path along Clarks Crossing Road.   The new caveat will state, when funding is located and design begins, the trail should be looked at as a whole and studied for subdivision according to current needs. 
The member also pointed out that changes in the report layout could make it easier to read and understand. She suggested, for instance, that the layers be adjusted in the maps so that the text is easier to read.  Ahmed said he would check with his graphics and GPS people to see if that could be done.  She said any maps should show the location of the NoVi Trail Network, such as on the Cross County Trail map.  
On another subject, the member pointed out it should be noted in the report that one property owner who owns private property on the alignment uses his trees to proudly display a large star made of twinkle lights which is well-known to local residents.  
Because there were no apparent comments from committee members who could not attend the meeting, it was agreed among committee members present that there is concurrence with the feasibility report and its recommendations and that a final report should be printed and presented to Supervisor Hudgins. 
NTAC Feasibility Study Meeting:  Presentation and Recommendations

                                             September 13, 2006

NTAC goals completed:


Obtain community opinion


Assess current and future pedestrian and bike usage


Create public awareness


Guide and develop feasibility study
Study goal and objective:  
Determine the feasibility of constructing a trail as designated on the Fairfax County Countywide Trails Plan.

Findings:  

Safety is the top priority of the community.

People are safer with trails than without them.

There is widespread public support for the project.

Studies show pedestrians and cyclists prefer separate facilities.
Benefits range from safety and health to economic and environmental.

There are few physical obstacles to the construction of a trail.

There is relatively little land acquisition needed for trail construction.

Funding is available from Federal, State and local sources.

Trail Alternatives:
· Major Paved multi-purpose trail, 10 feet wide as per Countywide Trail Plan:  

Less public and homeowner support; less compatible with neighborhood, or environment.

· No trail:  

Not supported by public; maintains current dangerous conditions for pedestrians & cyclists.
· Locate trail on opposite side of roadway: 

Requires change to County Comprehensive Plan, conflicts with utilities, requires dangerous “mid-block” street crossings.
· Minor Paved pedestrian trail with on-road accommodations for cyclists:  

Supported by public; more compatible with neighborhood, existing trails and environment.  This alternative is feasible for construction and is recommended because it is best supported by the findings.   
