172nd / 190th

Corridor Plan

MEMORANDUM

Summary of Feedback Received — Corridor Alignments and Cross-Sections

Date: December 14, 2010 Project #: 10213

Prepared by:  Marc Butorac, P.E., P.T.O.E; Eric Hathaway, P.E.; Wade Scarbrough, P.E. -
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

This technical memorandum summarizes the feedback received at Project Advisory Committee
(PAC) Meeting #3 on December 1% and Public Workshop #3 on December 8" regarding the
Corridor Alignments and Cross-Sections described in Technical Memorandum 6.2 — Initial Design
Concepts. Based on our review of the feedback received, we have modified some of the
preliminary suggestions listed in Technical Memorandum 6.2 for the Corridor Alignment
concepts; however the Roadway Cross-Sectional alignments suggestions remain unchanged. The
remainder of this technical memorandum summarizes the feedback received and recommends
the concepts that should be carried forward for further investigation.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK PROCESS

Attendees at PAC Meeting #3 and Public Workshop #3 the workshop were requested to review
the 18 alignment and 18 cross-section concepts developed by the project team from the sketches
and cross-section alignments created at Public Workshop #2 on October 8%. These concepts were
summarized in Technical Memorandum 6.2 along with preliminary recommendations regarding
which concepts should be carried forward for further analysis.

Attendees at PAC Meeting #3 and Public Workshop #3 were provided all 18 corridor and
streetscape concepts along with the preliminary recommendations on which should be eliminated
or carried forward. Participants were then asked to note on a score card whether they agreed
with the project team recommendations. The intent of the exercise was to have each participant
recommend 5-8 alignment concepts be carried forward for further evaluation. Those not able to
attend either the PAC Meeting or Public Workshop meeting could provide feedback on the
Corridor Concepts through the Virtual Open Workshop, which was available from December 5
through December 13t

The feedback received from the PAC meeting was summarized separately from the virtual
workshop and public workshop comments. The number or positive versus negative votes for
each concept were totaled separately for PAC and public feedback in tabular form to rank the
concepts. A third table was created averaging the scores from the PAC and public. It should be
noted that since the number of PAC members is significantly less than public participants the
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total score was not calculated with a weighted average. The summary tables can be found in the
attachments to this memorandum.

STREETSCAPE CONCEPT EVALUATION

Based on the feedback received from the PAC and Public Meetings the preliminary streetscape
concept recommendations in Technical Memorandum 6.2 were affirmed and are; therefore,
unchanged as shown in Table 1. The recommended concepts and summary of feedback can be
found in Appendix A.

Table 1 Initial Project Team Streetscape Concept Recommendations
Initial Project Team Recommendations Streetscape Alignment Concepts
Recommended for Further Review S2A, S3A, S3B, S4A, S5A, S5B, S5C, S5D, S5E, S5F,
S5H
Recommended for NO Further Review SO2A, SO3A, SO4A, SO5A, SO5B, S5G and SO5C

CORRIDOR CONCEPT EVALUATION

Based on feedback received at PAC Meeting #2, Public Workshop #3 and Virtual Public
Workshop #3, the preliminary recommendations have been modified and are summarized in
Appendix B. As shown in Appendix B, the project consultant team identified the top eight
scoring concepts (AS10A, AT6, AS9, AT2, AT7, AT5, AS4 and AT4) between the PAC and public
responses and focused the evaluation on these concepts. Concept AS10A was chosen to replace
Concept AS10, described in Technical Memorandum 6.2, to avoid the existing buttes and
associated grading to the east. Upon review of the concepts, the design team noted that Concepts
AS9 and AT2 have a similar diagonal connection between 172" Avenue and 190* Drive and
could be carried forward as one concept. Similarly, Concepts AT 7 and AT 5 can be combined into
one concept with and northern and southern alignment variations for the east-west connection.
The team also found that Concept AS4 has significant environmental impacts and does not
conform with Pleasant Valley’s future roadway plans. For this reason, the team is recommending
Concept AS4 be eliminated. With these modifications, the consultant team recommends that a
total of 5 concepts be considered in the next round of evaluation:

e ASI0A
o AT6

e AS9-AT2 hybrid
e AT7-AT5 hybrid

o AT4
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NEXT STEPS

In the next steps, the five remaining concepts will be further developed and analyzed with
double-line sketches to more directly evaluate environmental, right-or-way and operational
impacts. From this next evaluation phase, the three most promising corridor alignment and
streetscape concepts will be selected and advanced at a conceptual design level.
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High Ranking Streetscape Concepts
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