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Meeting Participants’          
-     A total of 159 people attended the public meeting.
Demographics

-     Of those 159 participants, approx. 95 were male.

· Of those 159 participants, approx. 64 were female.

· 149 participants were representing themselves as businesses, property/homeowners, interested citizens or citizen groups.

· 1 participant was from the Idaho State Legislature. 

· 8 participants were from local, state and federal agencies.

· 1 participant was from the media.

Public Meeting Schedule

March 26, 2003
Newspaper Ad appears in the Messenger Index

March 28, 2003
News Release distributed to local media

April 1, 2003
Newspaper Ad appears in the Idaho Statesman

April 1, 2003
Project brochure mailed to public (see stakeholders list below)

April 2, 2003
Newspaper Ad appears in the Messenger Index

April 6, 2003
Newspaper Ad appears in Idaho Statesman

April 7, 2003
Newspaper Ad appears in Idaho Statesman

April 8, 2003

Public Meeting held


Stakeholder List

Group







Approx. # persons/groups

Project Team (Consultants Team)




009

ITD Officials







021

Agencies (USCOE, USF&W, EPA, etc.)




010

County Officials (District Commissioners, Sheriff, Assessor, etc.)
023

City Officials (Mayor, Council Members, City Clerk, etc.)

031

State Officials (Senators, Representatives)



010

Business/Property Owners





244

Emmett Public







240

Non-Emmett Public






045

Media








015














Total

648

All mailings were sent to addresses within the project area that includes Emmett, Eagle and Star through a zip code mail drop that reached 8,596 addresses.  In addition, a mailing list was developed from the stakeholder list that includes property owners, city, county and state officials, ITD personnel, media, and residents out the project area that are interested in the project.  That list included 379 addresses.  






Total Mailing Reach

8,975



Summary of Written Comments

Comments were collected from April 8, 2003 through May 2, 2003 regarding the Idaho 16 Improvement Study.  Meeting participants, home/business-owners, citizen groups, elected officials and interested citizens provided the Idaho Transportation Department with fifty-three (53) written comments.  Numerous issues and concerns regarding the SH-16 projects were expressed in each comment form.  The following bullet points highlight the public’s various issues and concerns.

Non-project Specific Comments

· Rather than having funding delay the whole thing the environmental study seems ridiculous without a cost analysis to coincide.  How can we compare 4 alternatives without knowing any analysis between the choices?
· What rational are you using to suggest a 50+ year old building or some wet piece of ground has more importance than safely moving large numbers of people to and from work/recreation?
· The project puts us in limbo and ties us up from doing anything with our property as long as it is being considered. 
· Loss of business:  By bypassing my property on back.
· Widening Chinden around HP is an idea that is way over due!
· Widen Idaho 44 to four-lanes to then be able to accommodate changes to Idaho 16
· Why not fix the intersection with Eagle Road, also?
· We need a meeting where we can talk and give our input on this as it effects all the people in this area who have not had any information until this plan was put forth.
· Widening Idaho 16 will speed development and growth in the Emmett area increasing traffic and noise in residential areas consider noise reduction barriers.

· Look into the future traffic patterns, the population of the Emmett valley is increasing, don’t build a highway that will be inadequate in a few years.

· Better road facilities for the valley opens the ability for future commerce and resources to Gem and Ada County.

· Get this project done as soon as possible, traffic and the number of accidents is going to continue to rise.

· As far as cost is concerned we might as well do it now and right the first time.

Idaho 16 Improvement Study

· Connect the frontage access road to Equest Lane to allow Gulch Ranch Estates and Greene Veterinary Clinic to access at Equest Lane.  The Clinic has lots of horse trailers and traffic that would be better to have direct access to the frontage road and not redirect it through the subdivision on private lanes.  Current homeowners could continue to use Equest for access and not have to redirect to new road.
· Consider Pollard and Palmer as frontage and backage roads. 
· Widen frontage road along Broadwood Ln. to the west.  My property (east side of frontage road) has underground sprinklers and other developments that would be extremely affected if this existing road is widened at all to the east.
· Would suggest moving Hwy in this area (across from Hillsdale) to the West 100ft or so, which would allow room for frontage road right along highway because the terrain is steep.
· Add slow vehicle turnouts, slow autos are causing problems with passing.
· Expand the existing road and do not do anything with access roads.
· Widen the existing road to four-lanes with a center turn lane.
· Widen the highway to 5-lanes and add sound barriers for residents.

· Improve to four-lanes plus turn lanes as soon as possible.
· What is the point of making 4-5 lanes on Idaho 16 to have them feed into a two-lane road at Idaho 44?
· Concerned about the increased noise level due to traffic moving closer to homes, consider sound walls.
· Even while going through the decision making process, put in temporary passing lanes to ease traffic held up by slow drivers.
· Ticket slow drivers holding up more than 3 vehicles.
· Frontage road crossings every one-mile would be a nightmare for through traffic and deadly for those trying to cross the highway, traffic lights at the intersections will cause bumper-to-bumper traffic, however by not installing lights people will have the same problems as Eagle Road and crashes and fatalities will result.
· Keep Idaho 16 traffic flowing at 65mph without interruption, spread the frontage road accesses out to 10 or 15 miles, put in overpasses rather than ground-level crossings, keep the frontage roads straight for better traffic flow.
· Need much longer turning lanes at Chaparral Rd., Jackass Gulch Rd., Bacon Light and Floating Feather, both left and right lanes.

· Consider frontage roads entering Idaho 16 to and from Firebird Raceway.
· School buses from Star and Eagle use our driveway to turn around to pick up children.  Racers and truckers use our driveway to turn around for access to Firebird Raceway.

No Alternatives

· All the proposed routes go through my house, my family’s new golf course, winery and our new subdivision.  It will cost the County Highway (ITD) too much money to purchase my land.
· Did not like either of the alternatives.
· We are putting in an RV Park and would be denied access to my property and business with both plans.
· The Church of Vineyards is looking to by property but would not want it if a highway in the back of it spoiled the view.
· Consider a new route from SE Emmett across the hills to Idaho 55 so less housing and productive land is destroyed; leave Idaho 16 the way it is.
· The highway should stay the same and save millions of dollars, Emmett people will have to just leave sooner to get to work.
· Widen the existing highway, provide a left turn lane and possibly a light at Beacon Light, it is too expensive to use any of the four proposed plans.
Alternative 1 (A & B)

· I definitely like Alternative 1 – Option A.  Why change Hwy 16 when current homeowners have either purchased or are holding Real Estate based upon current roads.
· Consider Alternative 1’s options, don’t move the existing highway to the west the houses and property were purchased because they are not near the highway, the people that live next to the highway now made that choice.
· Alternative 1 – Option A seems to be most feasible, the established route is less expensive and more practical.
· Alternative 1 – Option A would have less impact on other people’s property and give better access to Hwy 44.
· Alternative 1 would go through our property our home is 90ft from the highway; Alternative 2 would be a better option for us.
Alternative 2 (A & B)

· I prefer Alternative 2 – Option A, which uses the existing Hwy 16 as the frontage road.

· The best route is Alternative 2 Option A with the Cherry Lane Interchange.

· Alternative 2:  It seems to make sense to extend the current Hwy 16 frontage north to directly intersect Equest Lane.
· Alternative 2 either option seems the most appropriate, the other alternative destroys so many properties.  
· Alternative 2 – Option B is the best option.
· Alternative 2 – Option B because the backage roads will be preferable for long term development that will certainly continue and they seem safer for daily travelers, they are less of a distraction for drivers on the main highway.
· I like Alternative 2 option B plan with the Freezeout interchange idea.

· Alternative 2 would destroy property values; even their homes would be gone.

Traffic/Speed Limit/Safety 

· I feel the real danger increased when the speed limit was increased to 65.  The reasonable solution would be to use the existing right of way, widen the existing Highway, provide a left turn lane and possible put a light at Beacon Light.  

· In the meantime until it is possible to stay in a right lane and go 55 mph, the speed limit should be 55, so that people wanting to conserve fuel could do so.
· The 65 mph speed limit should be reduced immediately before the traffic reaches the Race Track.  There will continue to be accidents on this stretch of Highway, with the speed limit at 65, people will drive 70.
· The road needs to be widened for the safety of the communities of the Gem Valley.
· ISP and other official vehicles should have their headlights on.
· Sign should say “Headlights” on, not just lights.
· Need big speed signs on both ends of the highway from Floating Feather to State St.
· Consider the bottleneck possibility if made 5-lanes.
· Cars are passing at double yellow lines at turn lanes.
 Freezeout Hill Passing Lanes

· The intersection at Idaho 16 and Cherry Lane does not allow access across the highway and cuts off our farmland; an overpass would allow our farm traffic to pass safely over the highway.

· The interchange overpass is a good idea because it addresses all problems (now and later).  
· Why not build the full interchange now rather than do the stopgap “right – in right – out” measure and then have to buy additional homes later.
· The Freezeout Hill right – in right – out option will cause increased traffic and safety hazards to the residents living near Substation Rd. due to traffic from the cycle park being forced to access Idaho 16 at Substation Rd.
· Put an overpass across Idaho 16 at Sandhollow Rd. rather than a median barrier or ground-level crossing, include turn lanes that allow traffic to get up to speed (65mph) and merge with traffic on Idaho 16.
· We would like to see adequate signage and turn-offs to access the Freezeout Hill Scenic Overlook and Memorial.
· Add a rest stop on the flat area below the current scenic overlook with kiosks.
Substation Light

· The light will cause an increase in noise do to trucks accelerating up the hill and using “jake brakes” down the hill, consider putting in “No Engine Brake” signs.  
· Do not put in a light large trucks will cause traffic jams trying to go up the hill starting at Substation Rd.
· We desire to see the traffic light at Substation Rd. fully operational.

The bullet points above outline a few of the many issues and concerns addressed by the public through written comments.  We encourage project team officials to review and weigh each individual comment form with equal attention.
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