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Ramirez, Angelica

From: Jerome Wiedmann <jeromewiedmann®@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 3:44 PM

To: sbcob; Hart, Gregg

Subject: Time to get ahead of the curve on Delta COVID-19

Caution: This email originated from a source outside of the County of Santa Barbara. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.

There are lots of news items about this.

My primary background is in biochemistry and molecular biology with an emphasis on pharmacology. Viruses do not
care, they just constantly evolve. The more people that are vaccinated, the less we are at risk for extending our time of
risk.

While Greg, my supervisor, is very responsive, just take this as a nudge. I'd rather that the board get educated than
waste their time responding.

Read the papers, this is serious.

We are at risk even though we live in California where are the population is more responsive then other states that
choose to live in La La Land.

From my iPhone with apologies for typos and wordos



Ramirez, Angelica
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From: Paulina Conn <pconnt43@cox.net>

Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 5:14 PM

To: Entire City Council; sbcob

Subject: Please write to Assembly member Steve Bennett and Senator Monique Limon, RE:
Support AB 43 - Traffic Safety bill

Attachments: LATIMES OpinionSlowSpeedsDown7-26-21.docx; ATT00001.htm

Caution: This email originated from a source outside of the County of Santa Barbara. Do not
click links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Santa Barbara Mayor and City Council, Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors, City Transportation
Department, and County Transportation Department,

Please will you as individuals or you as groups or both ask Senator Monique Limén and Assembly Member Steve
Bennett, to Vote “YES” on AB 43, Traffic Safety (2021-2022).

(Kindly forward to City and CountyTransportation Departments. | seem not to have an email address).

AB 43 allows local jurisdictions to lower the official speed limit if warranted for the safety of vulnerable populations
such as bicyclists, pedestrians, children, seniors etc.
The 85th percentile of speed surveys "prima facie” speed limit could be lowered.

| believe each one of you can think of a place that would benefit from the ability to have a lower official speed limit.

| personally know that AB 43 would be beneficial in Santa Barbara for Cliff Drive and for the 600 and 700 blocks of
Mission Canyon Road.

There have been numerous fatalities and injuries on Cliff Drive by speeders.

Mission Canyon Road is technically too short (less than 1/2 mile long), the way | interpret the law, to warrant a speed
survey but the County Transportation Department seems mandated to do one anyway.

Although Mission Canyon Road has only minor accidents they result in power outages due to southbound speeders (20
MPH advisory curve speed on straight, about a 1000 feet long 35 MPH “prima facie” speed) going into phone poles
especially during the rain.

Whether AB 43 would be of any use to Mission Canyon Road remains to be seen but at least the new Vehicle Code laws
would allow some local thought for local situations.

The Los Angeles Times Editorial Staff recently wrote that passage of AB 43 would be beneficial for many locations in Los
Angeles too.



{Los Angeles Cimes

OPINION
By The Times Editorial Board
July 26,2021 3 AM PT

Editorial: Speed kills. It’s time for California to slow down cars

The Los Angeles City Council was recently forced to raise speed limits on sections of Olympic and
Overland boulevards in West L.A. — where a woman was killed this year by a recklessly speeding driver.

Why? Because an outdated and absurd law essentially requires cities to set street limits based on how fast
people are already driving on a stretch of road — not whether that speed is safe.

This law is based on a flawed methodology, according to a report released last year. It relies on the overly
optimistic assumption that most drivers will drive at a safe and reasonable speed, and that it’s safer to set
speed limits that reflect the “natural” flow of traffic.

But as anyone who’s observed public streets during the pandemic can attest to, drivers do not “naturally”

drive at a safe and reasonable speed. While people drove 13% fewer miles in 2020, the mileage death rate
went up 24%, the highest estimated year-over-year increase in 96 years, according to the National Safety

Council.

In short, more pedestrians and cyclists are getting killed in crashes involving motor vehicles, and existing
speed limit rules are doing nothing to stop that trend.

Research suggests that drivers frequently underestimate how fast they’re driving by 10% to 30%. The
National Transportation Safety Board has said there is no convincing evidence that pegging speed limits to
traffic flow results in safer streets.

For the last several years, Assemblywoman Laura Friedman (D-Glendale) has been trying to convince her
fellow lawmakers to revise the state’s woefully out-of-date speed limit laws. But in California, too many
leaders (and their constituents) look at the world through a windshield, and so efforts to make streets safer
and slower have faced uphill battles.

Friedman is back this year with Assembly Bill 43, an entirely reasonable bill that would let cities lower
speed limits by 5 miles per hour on streets with high rates of injuries, or routes well used by pedestrians and
bicyclists. In essence, the bill would let cities fulfill their basic responsibility to make the streets safer for
everyone.

At issue is the so-called 85th percentile rule. In order for police to use radar guns or other electronic
devices to help enforce speed limits on a particular street, cities have to conduct regular surveys of traffic
there. The limit must then be set at a speed exceeded by only 15% of the vehicles surveyed, rounded to the
nearest 5 mph. The law was adopted more than 60 years ago to prevent cities from setting so-called speed
traps — arbitrarily low speed limits aimed at sticking drivers with pricey tickets.



The mandate means that if cities want to enforce the speed limit on a street where drivers routinely put the
pedal to the metal, they often have to raise it to a level where most of that behavior would be legal. The
result is speed creep. Higher speed limits encourage motorists to drive faster, which in turn prompts higher
speed limits. That’s why L.A. has had to raise speed limits, sometimes repeatedly, despite community
concerns about dangerous driving.

Critics of AB 43 argue that speed limits have little effect on speeding. Rather, drivers’ speed matches the
design of the road. That’s mostly true, and it’s why we wholeheartedly support redesigning streets to slow
down traffic and make them safer for pedestrians and bicyclists. But roadway redesigns take study, money
and public buy-in. Communities could be left waiting years for safer street design, while the death toll from
speeding continues to rise.

Lowering the speed limit can help save lives now. Speed limits do have some effect on driver behavior; the
threat of a speeding ticket can be a powerful tool to slow down drivers. And even small reductions in speed
can mean the difference between life and death. A pedestrian or cyclist hit by a vehicle traveling 35 mph
has a 68% chance of survival. A person hit by vehicle traveling at 40 mph has only a 35% chance of
survival.

Skeptics of the bill suggest that lowering speed limits could disproportionately affect low-incorne
communities of color, particularly if police ramp up enforcement. There’s a long history of discriminatory
traffic enforcement, with a disproportionate effect on Black and Latino drivers. And the steep cost of a
speeding ticket — more than $200 for going up to 15 mph over the speed limit — can be devastating for a
person living paycheck to paycheck.

Yet it’s clear that speeding also disproportionately affects low-income communities of color, where there
are greater numbers of pedestrians and bicyclists because residents cannot afford the cost of owning a car.
In Los Angeles, a majority of the high-injury streets are in those very communities.

That’s one reason the city’s Department of Transportation supported Assembly Bill 550 to test automated
speed enforcement in L.A. and several other cities. The bill by Assemblyman David Chiu (D-San
Francisco) was an attempt to let cities use speed cameras and lower-cost infractions as another tool to
combat dangerous driving, rather than relying on police and pricey tickets. But the bill was abruptly
shelved by Assembly leaders in the spring, and it’s unclear whether Chiu will try again.

California can’t keep clinging to outdated laws and policies that favor motorists. Speed kills. it’s time for
state leaders to slow down and save lives.

The Los Angeles Times’ editorial board determines the editorial positions of the organization. The editorial
board opines on the important issues of the day — exhorting, explaining, deploring, mourning, applauding or
championing, as the case may be. The board, which operates separately from the newsroom, proceeds on
the presumption that serious, non-partisan, intellectually honest engagement with the world is a
requirement of good citizenship. You can read more about the board’s mission and its members at the
About The Times Editorial Board page.




