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Date: August 14, 2026

To: Darrel Pyle, City Manager
Shannon Stevenson, Assistant City Manager
Rick Knighton, City Attorney
Scott Sturtz, Public Works Director

From: David Riesland, City Transportation Engineerﬁfz’ 1?/K
Awet Frezgi, City Traffic Engineer AF

Subject: Robin Hill School
Pedestrian Crossing Request and Results

BACKGROUND:

Robin Hills School Administration reached out to staff via a telephone call and follow-
up e-mail on May 22, 2026. The purpose of the outreach was to request rumble strips
for Franklin Road near the school to warn motorists of a situation where pedestrians
could be crossing Franklin Road from the church (south side of Franklin Road) to the
school (north side of Franklin Road) or vice versa.

Given the high operating speeds on Franklin Road (posted at 50 mph and with an 85%
percentile speed likely much higher), staff did not feel that the installation of rumble
strips was an appropriate solution. In the past, the installation of rumble strips has
created a number of citizen complaints due to the noise these devices cause. As an
alternative, the school requested a crosswalk. At that point, staff offered to evaluate all
alternatives and report back to the school. School administration also offered some
frustration with the visibility of the STOP condition at the intersection of Franklin Road
with 48" Avenue NE. They suggested that vehicles waiting to pick up students after
school were blocking visibility of the STOP sign.

With the beginning of the school year approaching, the school reached back to staff on
July 30, 2026, to get an update on the evaluation. Staff offered to meet with the school
on Friday, July 31, 2026, or Tuesday, August 4, 2026. The school opted for the August
4 meeting.

From the Traffic Division, Mr. Awet Frezgi and Mr. Dennis Davis met with the school
administration, including their school safety officer, to discuss the situation. Discussion
began with an attempt to understand the nature of the complaint to better formulate a
solution. School administration seemed frustrated by this approach and angrily left the
meeting. Discussions between staff and the school safety officer continued until a plan
for implementation was agreed upon. This plan would involve the installation of
pedestrian crossing signs at the point of crossing, installation of stop lines on the
Franklin Road approaches to the all-way STOP at 48" Avenue NE, and a plan to place
traffic cones strategically to mimic where a marked crosswalk may be located. The
location of the cones was chosen as the best locations for pedestrians to cross without



actually striping a crosswalk that could give pedestrians a false sense of security that it
is safe to cross this area. The “temporary” crosswalk was thought to be in place during
times when the school beacons would be flashing to provide an extra measure of
security to these pedestrians. In addition, there was agreement that the school would
monitor the crossing from their standpoint and that staff would also continue to monitor
the location. Finally, it was discussed that police presence might be the ultimate
solution to the problems that may be occurring. In the absence of police presence, the
ultimate solution may be to provide an ADA compliant crossing at the all-way STOP
with connections to both the school and the church. Upon agreement with this plan of
action, staff and the security officer returned to Administration to discuss the plan in
detail, and it seemed to meet with approval. A location map of the area is provided.
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DISCUSSION:

Following the August 4 visit with the Robin Hill School Administration, an e-mail was
sent from Council Member Kirby to the City Manager as well as to a member of the
team that visited with the school. This e-mail led to further communications from
Council Member Kirby either directly to staff or in various Facebook posts suggesting
that the crosswalk was needed and he could raise the money needed for installation if
that was causing staff to recommend against its installation

National guidelines suggest that the installation of an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing
on a 50 mph roadway is inappropriate. The following figure depicts the risk of death
of a pedestrian involved in a collision with a vehicle in a crosswalk at various speeds.
As this graphic demonstrates, a pedestrian crossing a 50 mph roadway has a 75% risk
of death when struck by a vehicle.
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The following figure depicts how a driver’s field of vision is reduced with higher
operating speeds. As this graphic demonstrates, a motorist traveling at 50 mph has their
field of view reduced between 25 to 55 percent of the field of view when travelling at
25 mph. In other words, the angle of the field of view from 25 to 50 mph reduces from
100° to between 75° and 45°.

—— VISUAL FIELD NARROWING —

Staff has a Public Works Procedure, PW3.020 (Procedure for Designating and Marking
Pedestrian Crosswalks in the City of Norman) that specifically states that a pedestrian
traffic study must be completed that shows a minimum of 20 pedestrians crossing in a
given hour. In addition, this Procedure explicitly states that crosswalks are not to be
installed on roadways with 85" percentile speeds of greater than or equal to 40 mph. A
copy of that Procedure is attached.



Public Works Procedure 3-020

FROCEDURE FOR DESICNATING AND MARKTING PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALKS
CITY OF NORMAN

The City wof Normae utlizes white or white wita contrasticn black vilice and contieetal-style
rathings for ils wrogswa’ss in accordance with the current ecition of tae Mawcad on Lniforu
Trugfa: Conirol Devives (MUTCTH, To general. stop lines zee located four 23¢7 achicd the edee
of the crocawe’X nearest the driver approaching the crosswalk Pedeshian emsswnlks will ke
pravided at sighal.zed irteisections where pedestriun access is proveiiled e’ uding silewalks 2nd
cwb ramps.  Occasionaly. sl mecuives requests lor nurked pedestfun crosswalks al
uncontrolle nlerseelions or at mid-block lecations. (Onee the requast iz received, sttt wiil
conduet an enginezring shaly o delerraing of the installzcion o7 a markes pedostrian sressicp can
ke supported. As purt of the enginecri=g sandy, the instellstion of a marked pedestrian crossing
A nursigradiond intesection keatimns st meet e ollovdng erkery;

s A volume af pedestrians muse bs present 20 warrase the crosswzk. This srould be cither
20 peslestrizny crpsying during (e pek o of 15 pedestians crossing during cach of
Four hours fur a total of 61 pedestriums erossing during g Tor hour period ),

o 85" percentile specds on the steeets where the proposedd crosswalks are 0 ke hicated
should by less han 10 mph.

o ke averaue daily rellic volume im the sizeel where e proposad crosswalk i3 to be
locatod is less than 3 2KK! vehicles per day.

s Mowmsis appogchicg oo potential crosswalk trom either divection should have
uncrbsructed view al the eonsswalk for g distanee sxeceding 200 Eeer.

* The proposed crosswall site must kave acequate streed lighting sear he crssswelk ar b
scheduled for installation ot such lightio,

»  The preposed erosswalk 13 located 30 feet or move from azocher cressing losation oz a
cinlrolled crossiry Ioeation,

& Inthe case of a proposed midblocx erosswalk, diis lusation elso mst he 100 Teet ar misre
from side stzeets or criveways cantrolled by a 51O er YIELL sian.

o Speviz] cinormslancas may aovessiale te perfermasee of o gan study 1o derermine i
adequate gaps ure availoble ir the strest e ke crossad witk <he proposeil srassing,
spocifies of'a gap sty are provided within the curenl sdition o ke MUTCD.
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Based upon the above information, the provision of a permanent crosswalk at this
location could not be recommended. The image below shows the installation of the
crosswalk signs that staff installed following the August 4 meeting with Robin Hill
School Administration.

Later, staff determined, roughly a week following the initial field meeting with Robin
Hill School Administration, that a crosswalk was installed by someone at this with no
approval or concurrence from staff that this was appropriate. An image of that
crosswalk is provided below.



The day following the discovery that a crosswalk had been installed, Council Member
Kirby delivered to Public Works a roll with student and teacher signatures begging for
the installation of a crosswalk for their safety. This has never been considered in any
prior requests for any new traffic device.

RECOMMENDATION:

The location of this illegal crosswalk, in addition to being a tremendous safety hazard,
is such that it conflicts with the school pick-up and drop-off lines. There is a significant
chance of a pedestrian in this crosswalk being hit by a vehicle moving into or out of the
pick-up/drop-off line. As it currently exists, this illegal crosswalk terminates on the
north in a parking lot and on the south in a driveway. Neither is appropriate for the
location of pedestrian crosswalk as it adds confusion to the intended path of the
pedestrian and unnecessarily forces the pedestrians to mix with vehicular traffic.

This illegal crosswalk should be removed immediately. If Robin Hill School
Administration remains adamant that a crosswalk be provided, then provisions for an
ADA accessible crossing at the all-way STOP with connections to both the school and
to the church should be investigated further. In the meantime, the crosswalk location
should revert to the original plans to place traffic cones to mimic where the crosswalk
would be located and removed when not in use. This crossing should be attended by a
crossing guard with STOP paddle to assist with those pedestrians crossing Franklin
Road.



Failure to remove this crosswalk places unnecessary liability on the City as there will
be those who think the City either installed or approved installation of the crosswalk.
Any attempt to transfer this liability to the installer is complicated by the fact that staff
does not know who installed the crosswalk.



