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I ntroduction

The purpose of this technicad memorandum is to document the process of adopting the CMPO
2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (CMPO 2025 LRP). Thistechnical memorandum covers
fromthe end of Technica Memorandum #4 (March 2000) to the completion and adoption of the
CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (June 2000).

Public Review Period

In accordance with CMPO policy, a45 day public review period was held from April 10 to May
26, 2000 to alow the public to review and comment on the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP. Newspaper
articles and radio advertisements were used to inform the public that the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP
was available for review. Copies of the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP were made available on April
10 to the public at the following locations:

City Offices Libraries

Smithfidd Logan

Hyde Park North Logan

North Logan Smithfidd

Logan Providence

River Heights Utah State University
Providence

Millville Other

Nibley Cache County office
Hyrum CMPO office

Richmond Kinko's (Logan)

In addition to the locations listed above, each member of the CMPO Executive Council and
workshop group had a copy of the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP.

A public hearing was held on May 9, 2000 at Mount Logan Middle School. The public hearing
was from 7:30 to 9:00 pm. There was an open house from 6:00 to 7:30 pm where the public had
opportunity to review and discuss the Draft CMPO 2025 L RP with project team members and
local government officids

21  Official Public Hearing Transcripts and Written Comments

Court recorders were used to record comments made at the public hearing on May 9,
2000. During the 45 day review period written comments were received from the public.
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A summary of the Officid Public Hearing Transcripts and written comments are provided
in Appendix A. The complete transcript and origina written comments are available for
review at the CMPO office.

2.2 Public Comments and Responses

The transcripts from the public hearing and the written comments received during the 45
day public review period were summarized at the end of the public review period. The
Project Team discussed the public comments and decided how to respond to the
comments and what changes should be made to the CMPO 2025 LRP based on public
comments. A summary of the public comments and responses from the Project Team is
givenin “Public Comments and Responses’ in Appendix A.

M eetings

Regularly scheduled project team meetings, workshops, public meetings, and Executive Council
mestings were held throughout the development of the CMPO 2025 LRP. These meetings and
workshopswere used to review thework of the consultant, inform the public and seek publicinput,
and make decisions concerning the progress of the CMPO 2025 LRP Key discussion itemsfrom
each meeting held after February 10, 2000, are given below. Meetings held before February 10,
2000, are discussed in Technica Memorandum #4 (Appendix D of the CMPO 2025 LRP).
Mesetings summaries for each of the meetings listed below are provided in Appendix B.

31 CMPO Workshop Group

April 3, 2000 - Workshop #6
* Project sponsorship discussion
* Changes to the Financidly Constrained Plan (FCP)
* Modifications to the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP
* 45 day public review period

3.2 Project Team

April 4, 2000 - Workshop #6 Follow-up
* Workshop #6 follow-up
* Didribution of the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP for public review
* Public hearing on May 9, 2000

May 2, 2000 - Public Hearing Preparation
* Project awards




* Project budget issues

* Preparation for the May 9 Public Hearing

* Modifications to the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP
* Future meetings

May 24, 2000 - Public Comments and Responses
* Project information packages
* Trangt mode split modd information
* CMPO Executive Council coordination
* Reproduction of the Fina CMPO 2025 LRP document
* Additiond traffic modd data
* Public comments and responses

3.3 Public

May 9, 2000 - Public Hearing
* Open House - Information about the project was on display and attendees had
opportunity to discuss the CMPO 2025 L RP with project representatives.
* Public Hearing - Attendees had opportunity to comment on the CMPO 2025
LRPin front of the CMPO Executive Council.

Note: A summary of theofficial public hearing transcripts and commentsreceived during
the public review period are provided in Appendix A. The complete official public
hearing transcripts and original written public comments are availablefor review at
the CMPO office.

34 CM PO Executive Council

June 5, 2000 - Adoption of CMPO 2025 LRP
* Adoption of the CMPO 2025 LRP
* CMPO future planning consderations

Summary of Changesto the CM PO 2025 L RP Document

M odifications were made to the Draft CMPO 2025 LRP document after it was reviewed by the
CMPO Executive Council and workshop group. A mgority of the modifications were wording
clarifications, format, or spelling. Technica modificationsmadeto the CMPO 2025 LRParelisted
below.



Sponsorship Changes

River Heights changed its sponsorship of 100 East (700 South to 450 South) from “No” to“Yes'.
This segment was removed from the Unconstrained Project List (UPL) and added to the
Financidly Congrained Plan (FCP).

Prgject Limit Changes
The project limits for 200 East (north) were changed. The Smithfidd segment is now from 600
South to 400 South. Previoudy, the limits extended to 100 North in Smithfield.

Trangt Projects
The trangt projects were moved from the Financially Constrained Plan (FCP) and added to the

Uncongtrained Project List (UPL).

Cog Estimates and Ranking Scores

The sponsorship change on 100 East by River Heights and the change in project limitson 200 East
(north) by Smithfield caused the cost estimates and project ranking scores to change. Updated
cost estimates and ranking scores are given in Appendix C.

Supplemental Traffic Model Data

UDOT and the CM PO requested that supplementd traffic model datathat is not contained in the
CMPO 2025 LRP be included in this technicad memorandum. The supplementd data (refer to
Appendix D) includes the following:

2020 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratios

The ADT and V/C ratio is provided for four scenarios for various roads inthe CMPO. Thefour
scenarios are 1) 1995 Basdline, 2) 2020 No Build, 3) 2020 Funded Projects (or FCP projects),
and 4) 2020 Top 10 Projects.

Purpose and Need Statement
A short purpose and need statement was prepared for each project. The purpose and need
satements are based on results from the traffic modd.

Conclusion

On June 5, 2000, the CMPO Executive Council adopted the CMPO 2025 Long Range
Transportation Plan. Adoption of the CMPO 2025 LRP concludes the study. As mandated by
federd regulations, the CMPO 2025 LRP will be updated in 3-5 years.
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

Public Comment and Response Summary

A summary of the officid public hearing transcripts and written public commentsis provided in this
section. The complete officiad public hearing transcripts and origind written public comments are
available for review at the CMPO office.

Description of the Planning Process

The process of developing the CMPO 2025 Long Range Trangportation Plan took nearly 18 months to
complete. It began with alist of 122 possible projects that was narrowed down to 25 projects. These
25 projects were then ranked against each other based on mobility, socio-economic, environmental,
cogt effectiveness, and engineering factors. A preiminary planning design and cost estimate were done
for each project. Also, The Top 10 projects were broken into segments based on community limits
and traffic modeling results. The Top 10 segments were then screened based on community support
and other funding sources to develop a Financidly Congrained Project list. The Financialy
Congtrained Project list is planned to be funded with CMPO funds over the next 25 years.

Public Involvement

Public involvement has been amgor part of the planning effort. Four public meetings and one public
hearing was held to inform the public and to recelve comments concerning the planning process. A
forma public review period was held from April 10 to May 26, with a public hearing on May 9. Public
comments received during the public review period are summarized and responses are given below.

GENERAL ISSUESTOPICS

Neighborhood I mpacts
- Increased Traffic
Thiswill happen anyway. The Plan atempts to minimize the impacts sytem-wide.
- Devaluation of homes
Many variables affect the vaue of homes. Road improvements could increase the value of a
home.
- Safety for kids and schools
Find project desgn will consider the safety of pedesirians and school kids.
- Increased crime and drug use (close to freeway)
Thisis an unsubstantiated dlaim.
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

- Noise and Air quality (Natural Gas Buses)
The LTD has investigated natura gas buses, but found them to be unproven at this point. Noise
impacts will be considered during the environmenta and find design stages of the project.

CM PO Planning Process
- Poor meeting notification
The CMPO went beyond its own policy regarding notification of public meetings.
- Traffic Engineering bias - should include architects, urban planners and social scientists
The Plan was not based on traffic engineering bias.
- Evaluation Criteria - weighting factors are wrong
Representatives from each community helped determine what the weighting factors should be.
- No community vision, only roads
Each community within the CMPO was involved in the planning process.
- Should have considered alternate routes for roads
The planning effort began with alist of 122 possible projects. Alternate routes were
considered.
- Biggest problemis driver behavior not traffic volume
We agreel
- What changes are being made based on public input
Additiond traffic modd runs were made, the scope and limits of severd projects were
modified, and additiona public meetings were held.
- Want written Responses to public comments
Written responses to public comments will be included in the CMPO 2025 LRP (Appendix
M). Thiswill be available for review a the CMPO office.
- Spend money only because we have it
The 2025 congestion map shows that there is a purpose and need for the projectsincluded in
the CMPO 2025 LRP.
- Auto use won'’t match population growth (driving habitsin 25 years - gas prices)
It is unknown if this assumption will bethe casein 25 years.
- Manipulation of process by Logan to get its projects on the list
Thisis an unfounded accusation.

Alter native M odes

- Natural gas buses
The LTD hasinvestigated naturd gas buses, but found them to be unproven at this point.

- More emphasis on bikes, walking, and public transportation (every project)
We agree! Travel behavior changes needs to happen at the community leve, not the regiond
(CMPO) levd.

- More walkable communities, don’t segregate land uses
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

Land useis determined by each community, not region-wide (CMPO).
- Show wide curb lanes in cross sections
The roadway cross-sections will be modified to show “wide curb lanes’ ingtead of “shoulders’.

Other Projects
- Bypass options
A viable purpose and need can not be demonstrated for a bypass.
- US91 Smithfield to Richmond
Thisis outsde the CMPO areg, but this project isin the planning stage.
- 200 W/ 300 W
This project was dropped by the workshop group.
- Valley View Expressway
A purpose and need can not be demonstrated within the next 25 years for this project.
- Eastside bench
This project is too costly and a purpose and need can not be demonstrated.

PROJECT SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Bypass
Theinitid purpose of this planning effort was to determineif a bypass would be effective and if

it wasfeasble. The traffic modd showed that a bypass would not be effective at reducing
congestion within the CMPO.

- Bypass - move airport

- Reconsider a west route bypass.

- Use 10" west as a bypass

- Bypass Main Street

- 6" or 10" West bypass would be cheaper and avoid neighborhoods.

- Second East route is unsafe and disruptive. Use a west route.

- Preserve the small town atmosphere use a 10" west bypass.

200/400
ThisisaUDOT project. Comments concerning this project will be forwarded to UDOT and
will be considered during the environmenta and find design stage of the project.

- 200/400 North - wrong

- 400 N. from Valley View Highway will cost too much and destroy neighborhoods

- Moretraffic on 400 North will cause congestion on Main Street at 400 North

- Keep Valley View traffic on 200 North
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

- Alignment of Highway 30 will destroy neighborhood

- Changing Highway 30 to 4™ North involves excessive cost and problems with schools and
neighborhoods

- Sue Sorensen and Sue Anne Thompson are contacts for 400 North neighborhood

- 400 North becoming Highway 30 costs too much, and causes safety issues for school

- 400 North West encourages sprawl, disrupts neighborhoods, wetlands, and wastes funds.

- Put a signal with a turn light for traffic on 2" North

- Realignment of Highway 30 with 89 and 400 North is most common sense.

- Install stop lights at 400 North and 600 West.

- Suggested alternative for 400 North and Main Street - See attached map (2 pages)

- 4" North is a bad project - traffic, wetlands, |ow income housing.

- 400 North-elementary school, retirement homes, increase in crime, house prices will decline.
- Fourth North - Traffic, School Children

- Build a park on Fourth North

- Fourth North - Alternative routes, make 200 North and 400 North one way to preserve area
- Fourth North is an excuse to get money from the state.

- Second East and Fourth North will impose upon residents in the area.

- Fourth North plans would be very disruptive to the neighborhood.

200 East
These comments will be consdered during the environmenta and find design stage of the
project.

- TSM projects are a last-resort, do 200 East

- Focus on 200 East, forget 100 E and 400 E

- The plan is deceiving 200 East residents because the intent is to construct 200 E at a later date

- We must impact a few blocks on the south end of the 200 East for the good of the community

asawhole

- 200 East expansion adversely impacts schools and neighborhoods.

- Smithfield petition - 56 signatures

- 200 East will devalue homes

- Decrease in property values,

- Two major streets two blocks apart will cause an “ Inner City” problem

- Dangerous for Cedar Ridge School and Sy View High School

- Aroad on the west would be better, it would be safer, benefit communities to the west and

have less impact on residents of Logan and Smithfield.

- Focus should be on the road between Smithfield and Richmond

- safety of school children, already congested in front of Sky View High School

- If 200 East is selected put stop signs at every inter section - safety

- If Hyde Park is bypassed the main road should end on the south edge of Smithfield

- 200 East in Smithfield will disrupt residential areas and schools. Use west bypass.
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

- Second east improvement will add more traffic.

- 200 East causes children to cross more busy streets.

- Increased traffic due to 2" East project in Smithfield

- Bypassroad for Main street

- Second East - traffic, depreciation of property and quality of life

- Second East - Safety for school children, vehicle speed, pollution (air and noise), property
values.

- Second East - “ huge, monstrous, antipeople, antibicycle intersection”

- Theroad will eventually go through 400 South - Increase in traffic decrease in safety
- Second East route is unsafe and disruptive. Use a west route.

- 200 East isa good idea. Someone must be adversely impacted.

Main Street Replace Parking
Logan City hosted a meeting with business owners on May 16, 2000, to discuss this project.
Mitigation for the loss of parking on Main Street is planned.
- No parking replacement project, preserve pedestrian friendly downtown
- No alternative parking available.
- Both businesses and consumers will experience negative impact
- Dangerous for traffic entering Main Street from off-street parking
- No proposal for dealing with 100 S. to 300 N.
- Improved traffic from 400 N. to 1400 N. will not improve traffic flow through Logan City asa
whole.
- Leave parking from 400 North to 1400 North alone.
- Main Street Parking. No alternative parking for customers.
- We will go out of business if parking on Main Street is taken away.
- We don’'t have a too many car problem we have a driver problem.
- Eliminating parking on Main Sreet will cause a larger problem between 1% South and 4™ North
- Fear that being the only property impacted on the east side of the 500 block concerns will not
be heard.
- Need parking for customers or they will loose tenants. Local official should help secure a deal
for more parking.
- Sart the non curb parking at 600 North instead of 400 North, traffic doesn’t 600 or 700 North
- map attached
- Sart to remove Main Street parking at city entrance and find alternative parking.

Signal Coordination
- Sgnal Coordination should be a last resort, it provides little benefit
This project does provide benefit to the overdl transportation system.
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CMPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan - Public Review comments

Main Street | nter section | mprovements
- 1400 N/400 N Inter section Improvements- Impossible for pedestrians to cross, don't tear it up
and start again.
The intersection will have pedestrian operations. Pedestrian safety will be given further
condderaion during final design.

Main Street Access M anagement
- Access Management is a worthy project. Do it over time with new devel opment or
redevel opment.

Weagree! Thisis one gpproach to implementing the project that will be consdered.

400 West

- Remove 400 West from the funded list
The traffic mode showed that 400 West will reduce congestion. It has a purpose and need that
can be demonstrated.

400 East
- 400 E/Dugway - Logan manipulated process to get in on the funded list
The traffic mode showed that this project is needed. Also, this project will improve the safety
in the dugway area.
- 400 East - safety of school children, however it would be a better alternative.
The safety of pedestrians and school children will be considered during the environmentd
and find design stages of the project.
- 400 East will start at LOSF
Evenif thisistrue, it will sill improve congestion.

100 East
- Use First East instead of Second East from Smithfield to Providence

100 East has sgnificantly greater negative impacts than the 200 East project.
- 100 East will start at LOSF

Evenif thisistrue, it will il improve congestion.
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Appendix B
Meeting Summaries

April 3, 2000 - Workshop #6

April 4, 2000 - Project Team Meeting, Workshop #6 Follow-up

May 2, 2000 - Project Team Meeting, Public Hearing Preparation

May 24, 2000 - Project Team Meeting, Public Comments and Responses
May 9, 2000 - Public Hearing (refer to Appendix A)

June 5, 2000 - CMPO Executive Council, Adoption of CMPO 2025 LRP



Workshop Summary

PROJECT NAME: Cache Vdley Corridor Study - Phase 2

CMPO Long Range Plan
PROJECT NUMBER: UDOT Project No. HPP-LCO05(7) MKC # 1957.27
DATE/TIME: Monday, April 03,2000 5:45PM
LOCATION: North Logan Library
TOPIC: Workshop #6, Draft LRP and Project Sponsorship Changes
ATTENDEES. Workshop Participants - see attached Sign-In sheet

This document provides a summation of key discussion items from the workshop. 1t will be
distributed to project attendees. Comments and notification of errors or changes should be
directed to Skip Hudson at 800-266-6205 (Ext. 258)

The Draft CMPO Long Range Plan (LRP) was sent to Workshop Participants prior to the
mesting. Workshop Participants were asked to read the Draft LRP and provide feedback on its
content and readability. The purpose of the workshop was to discuss the Draft LRP and prepare
it for public review.

1.

a)

[ ntroduction:

Tom Fisher, CMPO, welcomed and thanked the group for attending the workshop.

b) The agenda was reviewed by Skip Hudson, MK Centennidl.

Project Sponsorship Discussion:

a) North Logan changed their sponsorship of 200 East (1400 North-2500 North)
from“No” to“Yes'.

b) Prior to the meeting, North Logan discussed their sponsorship change with

Providence and they agreed to change their sponsorship of 400 East (300 South
(P)-700 South) from “Yes’ to “No”.

Changes to the Financidly Congtrained Plan (FCP):

a)
b)

<)
d)

Projects added to the FCP: 200 East (1400 North-2500 North)

Projects removed from the FCP: 400 East (300 South (P)-700 South)

The changes listed in aand b were made based on project sponsorship changes
listed in section 2.

Harlan Miller (FHWA) agreed that $3 million in Federd revenue could be
reasonably alowed in the revenue forecast because of the CMPO's history of
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obtaining discretionary funding.

The workshop group agreed that the Financid Plan should include approximately
$2 million dollars more than needed for the funded project list. Contingency
funds may be needed to cover additiona costs of existing projects.

4. Long Range Plan Document (LRP):

a)
b)

c)

d)
€)
f)

o)
h)

Modifications to the L RP were discussed.

Parking should not be shown on the roadway cross-section diagrams shown in
Section 3.

The Environmenta Section (6.E.2) needs to state in more detail how thisLRP
addresses the federd Environmenta Justice requirement.

Graphics showing land use need to be included in the LRP document.

A sgnature page should be added to the LRP document.

The cover page graphic will stay the same.

All other modifications were grammar, pelling, or format related.

Some people left their mark-ups (of the LRP document) for team use and
document modification.

5. Public Involvement:

a) The public will have gpproximately 45 daysto review the Draft LRP, in
accordance with CM PO procedure.

b) A public hearing will be held on May 9, 2000.

) Technica Memorandum #5 will document find study activity, including: the
preparation of the LRP, the public review period, and adoption of the LRP. It will
be included as an Appendix in the LRP.

6. Next Steps.

a) The modifications listed above will be made and then the Draft LRP will be
digtributed to city offices, libraries, and the CMPO. The public review period
gtarts on Monday, April 10, 2000.

b) Preparation for the Public Hearing on May 9,2000, will be coordinated by the
CMPO.

Didribution
Attendees

Project Technicd Committee



Meeting Summary

PROJECT NAME: Cache Vdley Corridor Study - Phase 2
CMPO Long Range Plan

PROJECT NUMBER: UDOT Project No. HPP-LCO5(7)  MKC # 1957.27

DATE/TIME: Tuesday, April 4, 2000 10:00 AM

LOCATION: LTD Maintenance Bldg.
754 W 600 N, Logan

TOPIC: Workshop #6 follow-up

ATTENDEES. Tom Fisher, CMPO Skip Hudson, MK Centennia
Greg Punske, FHWA Mark Bunndl, MK Centennid
Tom Allen, FHWA Mark Teuscher, CPDO

Geoff Straw, LTD

This is a summary of key discusson items from the meeting. This summary is being ditributed to
mesting attendees and the Project Technica Committee.  Comments and notification of errors or
changes should be directed to Skip Hudson at 800-266-6205 (Ext. 258)

1. Workshop #6 Follow-up:

a)
b)

c)

d)
€)

The modifications to the Draft CMPO Long Range Plan (LRP) were discussed.

The modifications to the Environmenta Section (Section 6.E.2) were discussed.

Tom Fisher, CMPO, will prepare a cover letter for distribution of the Draft LRP for
public review.

Mark Teuscher, CWPD, will email land-use graphics to the consultant.

The remaining project schedule was discussed.

2. Digribution of the Draft LRP for Public Review:

a)

b)
c)

d)

The Draft LRP (body and appendix) will be digtributed to dl city offices in the
CMPO plus Richmond and Hyrum. The following libraries will aso receive a copy
of the Draft LRP (body and appendix): North Logan, Logan, Smithfield, Providence,
and Utah State University.

The Workshop group will receive a copy of the Draft LRP (body only).

The Draft LRP (body and gppendix) will be available a Kinko's in Logan if someone
wishes to make a copy.

The CMPO will recelve a hard copy of the Draft LRP (body and appendix) and an
electronic copy in PDF format on CD.

The body of the Draft LRP will be posted on the CMPO’ s website.



3. Public Heaxing:

a)
b)
c)
d)
€)
f)

9)
h)

Tom Fisher, CMPO, will arrange the facility.

Lorraine Richards, Entranco, will arrange event and support items.

Tom Fisher, CMPO, will compile and respond to comments.

Open house (without presentation or Q/A) from 6:00-7:30 pm.

Public Hearing (public comment only) from 7:30-9:00 pm.

Master of Ceremonies - Mayor Daine.

Front pand - dl executive council.

Brief presentation - Skip Hudson, MK Centennid, and Tom Fisher, CMPO.

4. Plan Adoption
A specid CMPO Executive Council meeting will be needed as part of the adoption process.
One mesting is needed for the decison regarding plan changes based on public comment.
Document changes will be made and another meeting is needed to adopt the find plan. One
of these meetings can occur a the regular CMPO Executive Council meeting.

Didribution

Attendees Tom Fisher, CMPO

Dee Hadfield, Logan City Harlan Miller, FHWA

Mark Teuscher, CPDO Ron Holmes, WSA

Jm Gass, CMPO Jose Farran, WSA

Geoff Straw, LTD Lorraine Richards, Entranco
wadt Steinvorth, UDOT Mayor Thompson, Logan

Rod Terry, UDOT R1 Mayor Leonhardt, Providence

Kevin Hansen, Logan City



PROJECT NAME:

Meeting Summary

Cache Vdley Corridor Study - Phase 2
CMPO Long Range Plan

PROJECT NUMBER: UDOT Project No. HPP-LC05(7)  MKC # 1957.27
DATE/TIME: Tuesday, May 2, 2000 1:30 PM
LOCATION: Phone Conference: Logan - CMPO office
SAt Lake City - MK Centennid office

TOPIC: Public Hearing (May 09) Preparation
ATTENDEES. Logan Sdt Lake City

Tom Fisher, CMPO Wadt Steinvorth, UDOT

Jm Gass, CMPO Skip Hudson, MK Centennial

Geoff Straw, LTD Mark Bunndl, MK Centennid

Lorraine Richards, Entranco

This is a summary of key discussion items from the meeting. This summary is being distributed to
meeting attendees and the Project Technical Committee.  Comments and notification of errors or

changes should be directed to Skip Hudson at 800-266-6205 (Ext. 258)

1. Project Awards

a) EPA award - This project does not meet the EPA award criteria so we will not submit
an goplication.
b) Utah APA - MK Centennid (MKC) will put together 10 dides that overview the

project. They will be sent to the CMPO for submittal to APA.

2. Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) Budoet |ssues

a) WSA has gpproximately $15,000 left in their budget. $2,000 of that will be used to

redo the “funded” moded run and congestion map.

b) Because Tom Fisher is leaving the CMPO, training by WSA on the modd will not

be conducted at thistime. The project will be closed in June. If the CMPO wishes
to receive the modd training a a later date, the CMPO will use money from their
funding match to pay for the training as a separate project.

C) Geoff Straw wants mode split information from the moddl. He will put together a
one-page request detailing the information he needs. WSA will be asked to give a
proposal on the cost of providing the requested mode spilt information. A portion
on the remaining $13,000 will be used to pay for this.



End of Project Celebration:

a)
b)

c)

A celebration will be held on June 2, 2000, from 4-7 PM at the Smithfield Senior
Citizen Center (375 Canyon Road).

The workshop group and consultants (and families) will be invited. MKC will put
together the invitation and mail it by May 12.

The CMPO will arrange the facility and provide the refreshments.

Public Hearing on May 9:

a) The format for the Public Hearing on May 9 is.
Open House from 6:00-7:30 PM
Public Hearing from 7:30-9:00 PM

b) The Public Hearing will be announced in the newspaper, radio, and on LTD buses.

) The presentation boards from the last meeting will be used with minor changes. The
project lig will be separated into financidly condraned and financidly
uncongrained. One board showing newspaper articles about the project will aso be
shown. The congestion maps shown in the plan will be the same ones shown at the
Public Hearing. Only one set of boards are needed for the mesting.

d) MKC will prepare a hand-out for the Public Hearing. It will condst of an
introduction page (statement about the project process and where to send comments),
the financialy constrained and uncongtrained project lists, and the 2025 basdine and
funded congestion maps.

e) Two copies of the plan will be available for review a the Public Hearing. 20 copies
of the CMPO LRP Executive Summary will be available for project team members
and the CMPO Executive Council.

f) Duties a the Public Hearing: Brief Introduction - Tom Fisher

Opervclose the meeting - Mayor Daines
Timer - Lorraine Richards

0 Lorrane Richards will arrange for two court reporters to record verba comments a
the meeting. Shewill dso take care of refreshments for the meseting.

CMPO L RP Document

a) The trangt projects will be moved from the funded to unfunded section.

b) A oneparagraph summary of the TSM-only mode run will be added to the
document.

) “modded” will be added to the list of acronyms.

d) “Basding’ will be changed to “No-Build’

e) “Hnanddly Condrained” or “Fnancidly Uncondraned” will be used in 4l
referencesto project lists.

f) Operationd codgs for trangt will be left in the document.

0 More detail will be added to Table 1-1 (seven planning factors).

h) Graphics - put sources on the graphics. Borders are not needed on the graphics.

i) The CMPO Executive Council does not need to see the document again after minor

wording changes are made.



6. Future Mestings

a) May 24 (1:30 PM at LTD facility) - Public comments will be discussed and decisions
regarding Plan modification will be made.
b) June 05 (4:00 PM at Logan City office) - The find CMPO 2025 LRP will be adopted

by the CMPO Executive Council.

Digtribution

Attendees

Dee Hadfield, Logan City
Mark Teuscher, CPDO
Jm Gass, CMPO

Geoff Straw, LTD

Walt Seinvorth, UDOT
Rod Terry, UDOT R1
Kevin Hansen, Logan City

Tom Fisher, CMPO

Harlan Miller, FHWA

Ron Holmes, WSA

Jose Farran, WSA

Lorraine Richards, Entranco
Mayor Thompson, Logan
Mayor Leonhardt, Providence



PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT NUMBER:

DATE/TIME:

LOCATION:

TOPIC:

ATTENDEES

ATTACHED:

Meeting Summary

Cache Vdley Corridor Study - Phase 2
CMPO Long Range Plan

UDOT Project No. HPP-LCO05(7) MKC # 1957.27
Wednesday, May 24,2000 1:30 PM

LTD Maintenance Facility, Logan, Utah

Public Comments and Responses

See attached sign-in sheet

Sign-In Sheet
“Public Comments and Responses’

This is a summary of key discusson items from the meeting. This summary is being distributed to
meeting attendees and the Project Technicd Committee.  Comments and notification of errors or

changes should be directed to Skip Hudson at 800-266-6205 (Ext. 258)

1. Project Information Package

a MK Centennia (MKC) will put together a package for each of the Top 10 projects.
The package will include al information used in the preliminary design and planning
level cost estimate. One set will be given to the CMPO and another set will go to

Rod Terry, UDOT Region One.

2. Trandgt Mode Split Information

a) Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) gave a verba that the transit mode split information
requested by Geoff Straw, LTD, could be obtained and complied for $3700. This
task could be completed by June 30, 2000. UDQOT authorized the work for that
amount.

b) The contract and hilling dates will be extended so that the task can be completed

within the contract dates.

3. Executive Council Coordination

a) Tom Fisher, CMPO, will meet with each member of the CMPO Executive Council
to discuss the comments received during the Public Review period and the adoption

of the CMPO 2025 LRP.
b) These meetings will take place before the adoption meeting on June 5.



CMPO 2025 LRP Reproduction

a) The following will receive copies of the CMPO 2025 LRP-
C CMPO - 1 hard copy (3-ring binder), 1 CD, 1 origind, electronic files
C UDOT Region One (Rod Terry) - 1 hard copy (3-ring binder), 1 CD
C UDQOT Panning (Wdt Steinvorth) - 1 hard copy (3-ring binder), 1 CD
C Kinko's (Logan) - 1 unbound hard copy
C Other - 12 CDs will be given to the CMPO to distribute to libraries and city
offices
End of the Project Celebration

All arrangements are set and the CM PO will handle any further necessary preparation.

Traffic Modd

a)

b)

c)

d)

The CMPO wants data on traffic volume and volume to capacity (V/C) for selected
links. WSA will obtain this information from the traffic model and provide it in table
format.

WSA will dso provide a short purpose and need statement from a modeing
perspective for each of the Top 10 projects.

WSA will set-up the traffic model at the CMPO on June 2, 2000. Jose' Farran will
coordinate with UDOT Planning so that they have a working verson of the CMPO
traffic modd.

The CMPO needs to establish a “mode policy”. The modd policy should state who
can get copies of the modd, who runs the model what-ifs, and who is responsible for
updating the modd!.

Public Comments and Responses

a)
b)

The project team discussed the public comments and decided how they would
respond to each issue. Refer to the attached * Public Comments and Responses’.

Bob Bayn’'s comments about wide curb lanes (bike lanes) are the only recommended
changes to the CMPO 2025 LRP.

The “Public Comments and Responses’, dong with the officid Public Hearing
transcripts, will be mailed to the CMPO Executive Council and Project Team on May
30, 2000.

Digtribution

Attendees

Dee Hadfield, Logan City
Mark Teuscher, CPDO
Jm Gass, CMPO

Geoff Straw, LTD

Walt Seinvorth, UDOT
Rod Terry, UDOT R1
Kevin Hansen, Logan City

Tom Fisher, CMPO

Harlan Miller, FHWA

Ron Holmes, WSA

Jose Farran, WSA

Lorraine Richards, Entranco
Mayor Thompson, Logan
Mayor Leonhardt, Providence



o

CMPO Executive Council
Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization
Logan City Offices-Northeast Conference Room
June 5, 2000

Members Present: Mayor Daines, Tom Fisher, Mayor Ward, Todd Weston,

Mayor Thompson, Tom Kerr, Alma Leonhardt,
Stephen Bodily, Geoff Straw and Jim Gass.

Mayor Daines called this meeting to order.

Approval of the Minutes: May 1, 2000 meeting

A motion to approve the amended minutes was made by Mayor Ward and
seconded by Tom Kerr. The Executive Council voted unanimously in
favor of the motion.

Approval of the Bills:
A motion to approve the bills was made by Geoff Straw and seconded by
Alma Leonhardt. The Executive Council voted unanimously in favor of the

motion.

Unified Planning Work Program:

Jim Gass inquired if this uses all the Section 5303 money? Tom Fisher
answered “correct”.

A motion to approve Resolution No. 2000-09, "Unified Planning Work
Program” was made by Mayor Leonhardt and seconded by Stephen Bodily.
The Executive Council voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Transportation Improvement Program - Center Street Project:

Geoff Straw suggested scheduling a meeting with the Transportation
Commission. Tom Fisher discussed raising the Federal funds that are available
and stated that it is not a formal or a complicated process to get this through the
Commission.

A motion was made by Mayor Ward to approve the resolution amending
the FY 2000 Transportation Improvement Program - Center Street Project.
The motion was seconded by Mayor Leonhardt. The Executive Council
voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Long Range Transportation Plan:
Tom Fisher referred to staff response and written comments in regards
to alternative forms of transportation. Suggested more amenities for

alternative modes of transportation.
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Three areas of concern: (1) include language consistent with Bicycle/
Pedestrian Plan. (2) River Heights - would like 100 East to be a funded
project. Had been previously unfunded. (3) Smithfield City requested

a change in limits - requested the road stop at 400 South.

There was a question if the River Heights change affected the budget. The
answer was no-the amounts pretty much wash out.

Once a project is on a TIP-it involves a different public process. A TIP
is the 1° step to implementing a program. Tom Fisher stated it provides
a mechanism for Federal Funding to become available.

Skip Hudson indicated that if there is a strong enough purpose or need - this
plan can be changed.

Jim Gass reminded the members the plan will be reviewed in 3 to 5 years.

Mr. Hudson referred to the 4" and 14" North intersections and stated that
the wording in the Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan is very important.

Tom Fisher indicated the plan should be consistent in wording. He mentioned
by increasing the amount of turn lanes it makes it tougher to the cross the street.

It is necessary to be very detailed in the plan.

Skip Hudson stated the plan is supposed to accommodate all modes of
transportation. Mr. Hudson also discussed pedestrian refuge areas and cost
factors.

Todd Weston referred to the parking issue on 400 North. He was impressed
with the number of signatures that were gathered and that they were not all
from that area. He felt that it sends a message to take a better look at the
project.

Kevin Hansen referred to the individual who circulated those petitions and

the Business owners helping identify options as being valuable in helping
understand the process involved. He felt it was a very positive and productive
meeting.

Walt Steinworth, UDOT, referred to tech analysis as giving a purpose and
need to a project. ie; thought you needed a by-pass, tech analysis indicated
it was not the right answer.

Tom Fisher feels this plan reflects City & County comprehensive plans.
The Regional Plan should change appropriately and at this moment in
time, it reflects what the Cities and County want.
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John Barnes, Smithfield City Resident, feels this plan does not represent
the Smithfield City Master Plan in regards to 200 East. He indicated the
City Council was in favor of a westerly route.

Skip Hudson stated it is a Regional Transportation Plan and it allows you
to go back to individual plans and address those needs.

A motion was made by Mayor Leonhardt to adopt Resolution No. 2000-10
and seconded by Mayor Thompson. The Executive Council voted
unanimously in favor of the motion

Award presentation:
Mayor Daines, on behalf of the CMPO, honored Tom Fisher for his
Outstanding service to the CMPO for the years 1998-2000.

Mayor Daines, on behalf of the CMPO, honored Geoff Straw for his
Outstanding service to the CMPO for the years 1995-2000.

CMPO Future Planning Considerations - Tom Fisher:
Tom Fisher stated he had planned on having a formal plan but due to time
constraints he will be mailing those plans back to the CMPO members.

Mr. Fisher stated MPO'’s can be mired in Politics, they can be larger and more

complex. He stated this group works well together. There is growing concern
about growth in this valley and the Communities will need to deal with it in time.
There is a need to convince Cities to be more progressive. This current plan
has got people talking about transportation issues —it is the legacy of this plan.
He also felt that public response could be a lot better.

Geoff Straw stated that roads are not the answer to everything—make transit
a viable alternative. Leaders need to support this plan.

Mayor Thompson stated his appreciation for the extraordinary work both
Tom Fisher and Geoff Straw have done.

Stephen Bodily announced a meeting of the Transportation Commission
in Tremonton on June 23, 2000. He urged members to attend the portion
that is open for public comment. There was a suggestion of having a bus

to transport the Commissioners through our Valley in order to discuss
transportation needs.

Next meeting:
The next CMPO meeting will be held on August 7, 2000 at 5:00 pm in the
Cache County Council Chambers.

Adjournment:



107 A motion was made by Mayor Ward to adjourn at 5:05 pm and was
108 seconded by Tom Kerr. The Executive Council voted unanimously in
109 favor of the motion.



Appendix C
Updated Cost Estimates and Ranking Scores



CVC PHASE 2 - COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
MAIN STREET TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT (TSM) PROJECTS

. Re-striping Signage Curb Painting | Parking Mitigation | Total (1000's)
1| Replace Parking 514 $10 $42 $200 $266
Intersection Name | ROW + Relocati Constructi Traffic Signal PEICE (20%), | Mobilization (10%e) | T7M¢ Control 1 ol (1000's)
X Intersection elocation | Lonstruction | 4 jications ‘ (10%) o &
Improvements 400 N/Main St $121 $97 $120 $68 $34 $34 $473
1400 N/Main St $504 $155 $120 $156 $78 $78 $1,091
$1,564
S Signal Upgrad Inflation
Traffic Signal gna Upgrade = Communications PE/CE Total (1000's)
3 Coordination Utilities Increase, 3%
‘hati $349 $315 $306 $29 $999
Segments 800 S-450 S 450 S-50 S 50 S- 450 N 450 N - 850 N 850 N 1800 N Total (1000's)
Construction $180 $222 $232 $218 $658 $1,510
Signal Mod's $0 $0 $0 $300 $200 $500
Median Drainage (5%) $9 $11 $12 $26 $43 $101
Medians PE & CE (20%) $38 $47 $49 $109 $180 $422
Mobilization (10%) $19 $23 $24 $54 $90 $211
Traffic Control (10%) $19 $23 $24 $54 $90 $211
Subtotal (Medians) $265 $326 $341 $761 $1,261 $2,955
4 JAccess Management Drives on West Side 4 5 2 4 7 22
Drives on East Side 0 4 1 6 16 27
Construction $40 $90 $30 $100 $230 $490
Driveways to Compensation $45 $170 $65 $190 $640 $1,110
be closed PE & CE (20%) $8 $18 $6 $20 $46 $98
Mobilization (10%) $4 $9 $3 $10 $23 $49
Traffic Control (5%) $2 $5 $2 $5 $12 $25
Subtotal (Drives) $99 $292 $106 $325 $951 $1,772
Total Access Management (1000's) $364 $618 $447 $1,086 $2,212 $4,726
I Total of TSM Improvements (four projects) on Main Street (1000's) I $7,555

MKC - 02 June 00




CVC PHASE 2 - COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Project - 100 EAST

Jurisdiction

Providence

River Heigths

Logan

Logan

. TOTAL
Segment Limits| 100N (P)-700s 700S-450 S 450 S - Center St | Center St- 400N (1,000s)
ltem All costs shown are in 1,000s
CONSTRUCTION
Roadway $686 $255 $732 $641 $2,314
Drainage $145 $54 $116 $155 $470
Structures $0 $0 $704 $290 $994
New Traffic Signals $150 $0 $300 $150 $600
Retaining Wall Excavation $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Excavation and Imported Borrow $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retaining Walls $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Mitigation $100 $146 $33 $10 $289
Subtotal|$1,081 $455 $1,885 $1,246 $4,667
Mobilization (8% of subtotal) $86 $36 $151 $100 $373
Traffic Control (8% of subtotal) $86 $36 $151 $100 $373
Construction Total $1,254 $528 $2,187 $1,445 $5,414
PRE-CONSTRUCTION
Engineering/Environmental (8% of construction total) $100 $42 $175 $116 $433
Additional Environmental $0 $0 $10 $10 $20
Pre-Construction Total $100 $42 $185 $126 $453
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING
Construction Engineering (8% of construction total) $100 | $42 | $175 | $116 | $433
RIGHT-OF-WAY
Right-of-way | $419 | $300 | $695 | $20 | $1,434
TOTAL COST| $1,874 $912 $3,241 $1,707 $7,734

MKC - 02 June 00




CVC PHASE 2 - COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Project - 200 EAST (South)

Jur|sd|(-:t|.on Millville Providence Providence River Heigths Logan TOTAL
Segment LimitS| 200s () -500n ) | 500N (M)-300S (P) | 300 (P)-700'S 700S-350S R (1,000s)
ltem All costs shown are in 1,000s
CONSTRUCTION
Roadway $1,067 $876 $1,264 $405 $1,345 $4,957
Drainage $205 $242 $358 $118 $184 $1,107
Structures $0 $0 $290 $590 $88 $968
New Traffic Signals $0 $0 $150 $0 $900 $1,050
Retaining Wall Excavation $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Excavation and Imported Borrow $0 $0 $0 $0 $61 $61
Retaining Walls $0 $0 $0 $0 $272 $272
Mitigation $166 $50 $70 $106 $122 $514
Subtotal|$1,438 $1,168 $2,132 $1,219 $2,972 $8,929
Mobilization (8% of subtotal) $115 $93 $171 $98 $238 $714
Traffic Control (8% of subtotal) $115 $93 $171 $98 $238 $714
Construction Total $1,668 $1,355 $2,473 $1,414 $3,448 $10,358
PRE-CONSTRUCTION
Engineering/Environmental (8% of construction total) $133 $108 $198 $113 $276 $829
Additional Environmental $0 $0 $5 $10 $20 $35
Pre-Construction Total $133 $108 $203 $123 $296 $864
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING
Construction Engineering (8% of construction total) | $133 | $108 | $198 | $113 | $276 | $829
RIGHT-OF-WAY
Right-of-way | $707 | $864 | $804 | $452 | $1,254 | $4,081
TOTAL COST| $2,642 $2,436 $3,678 $2,102 $5,273 | $16,131

MKC - 02 June 00




