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Meeting Participants’          
-     A total of 12 people attended the meeting.
Demographics

-     Of those 12 participants, 2 were male.

· Of those 12 participants, 10 were female.

· 4 participants represented “Citizens for a safer Highway 16”.

· 1 participant was from the media.

Meeting Overview
     The transportation department is meeting with a group of citizens who volunteered to participate in a Task Force throughout the Idaho 16 Improvement Study’s environmental process.  The Task Force is a group of citizens that meet periodically to discuss project related issues.  The citizen’s comments and points of view are recorded and used by the transportation department to help guide project decisions.   

The Idaho 16 Improvement Study Task Force meetings serve several purposes.  First, they help the transportation department understand project issues.  Second, the meetings allow participants to make recommendations on the alternatives to be evaluated in the environmental document.  Third, the meetings inform the public about regulations and policies that affect the project.  Finally, the meetings help keep interested citizens updated on the project’s progress.  

The second Task Force meeting was held February 20, 2003 at Emmett High School.  The Task Force members participated in a group exercise to provide input on four proposed alternatives for the highway corridor including both frontage and backage roads.  The Task Force members were split into three groups where they were shown the alternatives with both frontage and backage roads.  The groups then discussed issues and concerns associated with the alternatives including environmental, traffic, design and growth issues.  After the issues were discussed, each group summarized the elements of the alternatives they liked or disliked.  A summary of each group’s discussions is listed below.

Group 1

The group discussed several environmental, traffic and growth issues associated with the alternatives.  They asked the project team lots of questions about the impacts that had to be addressed as part of the environmental studies including property owners, historical structures, different terrain types, and threatened or endangered species.  Some of the questions included:

· Can frontage and backage roads be used artillery roads to reduce congestion?

· Are backage roads more expensive?

· Do backage roads take longer to build than frontage roads?

· Are there more environmental issues associated with backage roads?

· How are future accesses and growth addressed by both frontage and backage roads?

The group concluded that they would like to see an alternative that straightens Idaho 16 near Highway 44.  They would like to see backage roads wherever possible but they understand there may be sections where frontage roads will be necessary do to some of the environmental issues that were discussed.

Group 2

After going through the various alternatives, it was very clear what the group wanted.  Their first priority was the alternative that straightened the curve before Highway 44 (State Street).
Their second priority was to go for an option that allowed the backage roads.   They felt this would allow for future development, and still accommodate traffic needs in the area for subdivisions, future growth and businesses.
Group 3

For the most part the response from this group was very positive.  Their preferences, however, varied.  One participant said that both frontage roads and backage roads were good and should be compared based on cost.  Two members said that the choice depends on the area, but frontage roads would work for the most part.  Another participant liked figure 4.  There was also a suggestion to have additional access to Firebird – possibly a west access or a one-way in, one-way out.
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