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	POST YOUR COMMENT


	Black&White wrote:
Too bad. I thought this was a good idea. Pedestrians make their intentions to cross more visible by picking up and holding, or playing with the flag. As a driver I don't always see pedestrians right away, or I have to wonder what their doing. I've seen pedestrians stand at crosswalks talking to each other and I stop because their at a crosswalk, but they just stand there and keep talking. After five minutes or so, I continue on. I've stopped for that reason before, and had one of the two saunter out onto the crosswalk backwards while continuing to have a conversation with the person still on the sidewalk. It's not always straight forward just because a person is standing at a crosswalk doesn't mean they're going to cross, and other times people will just jump off the sidewalk and run across in between intersections without even looking to see if there's anything coming. 


	geo wrote:
Having been involved with traffic for a good part of my life prior to retirement I have always thought this a silly expensive idea despite all the comments that it is otherwise. Watching for, and observing the requirements for crosswalk safety is the responsibility for both drivers and pedestrians. It is part of the requirements for getting a drivers licence. Likewise it is a requirement for the pedestrian to get safely across the street. Strobe lights, bright markings, or red flags do not stop vehicles - drivers do. Don't you think it comes down to common sense and enforcement, which is already funded. (¯`·._.·ns¢ävË·._.·´¯) 


	beejay wrote:
It seems to me anything that will help keep people safe only makes common sense and should continue to be used. When governments get involved and do studies it gets misconstrued and of course the bureaucrats are always right, just ask them. How can something as simple as a flag get so complicated ? I say forget the government and continue to use them for their arguments are just plain dumb. 


	Taxi Man wrote:
I travel the Waverly Road often, and have seldom seen anyone using those flags, people simply use the crosswalk without them, or don't use the crosswalks anyway, like a guy casually walking his dog across not twenty feet from a crosswalk with flags. The last and I think second time I saw them used was kinda cute, with three children each with a flag, following a non-flag bearing adult. However as they present no hindrance or danger (aside from the false sense of security, which possible with any crosswalk) the group should be allowed to keep them up as long as they are willing to maintain them. 


	Tammy J. wrote:
The flags do work & I hope Norm and the Waverley team continue to fight for them! Having a driver's licence is a privilege, not permission to drive with disregard of everyone around us. Seeing the flags as you drive Waverley Road, I believe reminds drivers of that! 


	Antonious wrote:
Hmmmmm, let's see, cost effective, generally effective, community supported, but there is arbitrary opposition by local government and a recognized national authority, so naturally let's get rid of it. Remember local government, the community that likes this also votes! 


	gavash wrote:
A driver who hits someone who is legally using a crosswalk is going to be liable anyway for failing to yield to a pedestrian regardless of whether there is sufficient lighting, signage or carrying a flag. (By legally I mean someone who doesn't jump out into traffic at the last minute without regard for traffic that is unlikely to be able to stop in time to prevent a collision.) Therefore it is only reasonable that the employment of any device that is going to make a driver more aware of pedestrian traffic that is in or entering a crosswalk can only be a good thing. Personally I think someone waving a bright colored flag is going to draw a driver's attention much more quickly than overhead signage or lighting which just mundanely blends in with all the other signage and is merely stating that there "may" be pedestrian traffic. Another option, although certainly not as cost effective and likely no more safety effective as the flagging, would be to install light standards with a flashing orange light which could be activated by pedestrians using a button. All this being said, in the end it is incumbent on both drivers and pedestrians to be vigilant at all times. 


	CanadianMegan wrote:
As a regular motorist on the Waverly road I feel that this program is IMPERATIVE. It ensures that drivers actually see pedestrians as they are crossing. The difference it makes is very great. I don't understand how anyone who cares about the well-being of pedestrians could cancel this program. 


	roy rogers wrote:
The Traffic Advisory Committee is all about TRAFFIC. Pedestrians are just a nuisance for Traffic Engineers. I thought this was a very simple idea and when on the road the flag holders and the flags are so bright that they draw attention. The existing system is very poor as the lit crosswalks have lights that are too high and drivers need clearly lit signal areas especially at night in poor weather conditions. Any time you ask for a legal opinion you can count on a good idea being demolished. Just ignore TAC and keep and expand the flag idea to more parts of urban HRM. 


	novascroller wrote:
maybe using bricks would be a better idea. if a car doesn't stop, drive the brick at them! 


	sgorveatte wrote:
I am really sad to hear the program will be cancelled. The flags allowed another form of visibility for my children as we crossed the roads. The flags helped my children to be seen, it mitigated risk to the inattentive driver by providing another visual stimulus as they crossed over the crosswalks. The HRM and province of Nova Scotia will have to wait until there are more deaths at crosswalks, more grieving parents, and more I TOLD YOU SOs from the public. This is a disappointment, I commend you for your efforts and please do not stop trying to make our community safe for our children


