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Meeting Participants          


· A total of 82 people participated in the meeting workgroups.
Public Meeting Schedule

April 17, 2003
Mailed letter to 273 property owners and interested citizens inviting them to the meeting

May 6, 2003
Task Force Meeting held 

June 6, 2003 
Comment period ended

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 third Task Force meeting was held on May 6, 2003 from 6–8 p.m. at the Eagle Christian Church in Eagle, Idaho.  At the Idaho 16 Improvement Study public meeting held April 8, we learned we had not received input from some of the public mostly near the southern end of the project area that were interested in the improvement study.  The meeting was held near the southern end of the project area to encourage attendance from the public in that area and provide ITD with input and comments on the project.  The Task Force members participated in group exercises to help identify issues and develop options for the project.  The Task Force members were split into seven groups where they were asked to identify issues or concerns with the project.  After the issues were identified they were grouped into “like” categories.  The categories were ranked to identify the issues that each group felt were higher priorities.  The groups were then provided aerial maps of the project area and asked to help identify some options or alternatives that should be investigated further.  The facilitator from each group was asked to provide an analysis of the group’s issues and comments.

Facilitator Analysis’s  

Group One

Group One included 13 people.  Group members:  Kim and Jay Green, Ray Barfuss, George and Amelia Gillis, Tony and Brenda O’Neil, Mike Marchesini, Zane and Kathy Beach, Ronnie Scott, Mike Bowler and Senator Hal Bunderson.  All group members except Senator Bunderson are property owners.

The following issue lists were generated and prioritized:

Use Existing Roadbeds 

· Widen road to four lanes and forget access roads.

· Use Star Road as a connector to Emmett.

· Widen to four lanes and have access roads right next to the Highway on existing roadbed.

· No re-alignment.

Safety 

· Reduce speed.

· Increase law enforcement.

· Straighten curves where Pollard comes off 16.

· Speed limit is too high on Idaho 16 – should be 45 – 55 mph.

· The 13 miles to Emmett could have different speed limits.

Impacts to Individual Property 

· What measurements for widening are required for frontage roads and Idaho 16?

· I want to improve my property.  I need to know how much right-of-way you are going to take.

Agency Coordination 

· Residents need to know the complete, exact changes to be made to Idaho 16 and exactly when they will be made.

Character of the highway 

· Horse trails under bridge or along the highway.

· Bike lanes.

· Sound walls.

Extend to Freeway 

· Use money saved by using sensible plan to extend Idaho 16 south to the freeway.

· Consider the bottleneck at State Street.

Commercial Development 

· What controls for “contractor/developers” on frontage/backage roads?

· County will not change my property to commercial property.

Comments from maps:

· (Area around Big Gulch is circled) “We would prefer Idaho 16 to be widened on the west side of existing roadbed in the Big Gulch drainage and have an access at Equestrian Lane which would have the least impact on Veterinary Drive.”  

· “Widen existing road, use existing road bed and use turn lanes.  Change laws if necessary.”  

· (Marked map from State Street to the Ada/Gem County line) “I do not care if the roadbed remains or is straightened.  It should be four lanes (two opposing) with a fifth turn lane center.  NO frontage/backage roads.” 

· (Map marked north of Firebird/east of Idaho 16) “Horse trail.” 

· (Map marked near Floating Feather) “Widen existing road – use existing road bed and use turn lanes.”

· (Map marked from Idaho 44 to Beacon Light) “Widen the existing road with turn lane.” 

· (Map marked from Idaho 44 to Beacon Light) “Widen existing road, no access roads, turn lanes only.”

Other Questions/Comments:

· Have environmental studies encompassed all of the south side of Emmett highway?

· Are you aware that the Meridian School District has bought land for a high school south of the Star cemetery?  Nearest entrance is Floating Feather and Idaho 16 or Idaho 44 & Plummer Street.

· Make Linder Road a major access to Idaho 44.

· Enforce Traffic Laws; slow down – lower speed limit to 55 like Idaho 44 is.

The following indicated interest in serving on a taskforce:

Kim Green



Zane Beach


Tony O’Neil

Jay Green



Kathy Beach


Brenda O’Neil

George Gillis



Ronnie Scott


Mike Marchesini

Amelia Gillis



Mike Bowler

Group Two

The group included nine (9) people – seven (7) property owners and two (2) members of the Citizens for a Safer Highway 16.  Group members:  Wayne Johnson, Clarence Johnson, Dani Williams, Judi Williams, Dee Joseph, Ron Schreiner, Olive Chenowith, Dana Higgison and Chris Erlebach.  

Safety 

· Scary because of traffic.

· Lower speed.

Location or Other Alternatives

· Put it somewhere else.

· Scrap the current alternatives and start over.

· Create an alternative that widens the current Idaho 16 and uses Palmer on east and Pollard on west as frontage roads.

· Will it connect to the freeway?

· Consider Star Road.

Property

· Property value has already been decreased. Need to get resolved quickly.

· Widening and doing frontage roads consumes my property on two sides – would like to just see widening or moved.

· Idea seems radical – not in Kansas anymore.

Do it Right the First Time

· Do it right the first time.

Growth

· Growth will overpower (out pace) project.

· Plan ahead – use overpasses and flyovers.

· Idea seems radical – not in Kansas anymore.

· Do it right the first time.

Following the ranking, participants were asked to mark suggestions on the supplied map.  This group did not draw their suggestions on the map.  I took it upon myself as the facilitator to mark the specific suggestions regarding using Star Road and using Palmer and Pollard as frontage roads.

The group also stated that they were concerned that the property owners were not included earlier in the project.  There were also several questions regarding the answers to the Star Citizen Action Committee letter, specifically regarding the timing of the Idaho 44 study and the Idaho 16 interstate connection.  

Two of the participants wanted to continue to work on the task force they are:

Dani Williams and Judi Williams

Group Three

Group three included fourteen (14) people – twelve (12) property owners, one (1) state representative and one (1) member of the Citizens for a Safer Highway 16.  Group members:  Tom Wilson, Sharon Wilson, Maxine Schaneveldt, Jed Baker, Zina Worsley, Dave Worsley, Representative Henry Kulczyk, Gunner Howarth, Chuck Howarth, John Hammer, Logan Schirmer, Mark Butler, Stu Welton and Raeleen Welton.  

Future Projects/Planning 

· Extend Idaho 16 across the river to the freeway. 

· Widen Idaho 44 to the freeway first. 

· Start the improvement at the freeway. 

· Fix Idaho 44 to accommodate the traffic before Idaho 16.

· Why not at Star Road or Linder Road? 

Land Owner/Property Owner Impacts

· Impacts on land owners. 

· What happens to land value? 

· Why move Idaho 16 between State Street & Pollard Lane?  The existing highway could be widened. 

· Access to my property. 

Safety

· Lower the speed limit to 55 mph.  Whose idea was it to raise it to 65 mph? 

· Passing lanes.

· Get rid of reverse curve. 

· Why improve Idaho 16 to four lanes when it ties into a two-lane road?

Design

· Improve/install passing lanes on Highway 16 where needed, put major focus on accessing I-84 down Idaho 44 or Eagle Road.

· How much space must separate main road and frontage road? 

· Passing lanes and turn lanes at intersections, not four lanes.

New Alternative 

· Develop Dry Creek Road to Eagle Road. 

Funding

· Is money available for this project? 

· Less expensive to widen an existing highway than to build a brand new one

      for two to four miles. 

Following the ranking, participants were asked to mark suggestions on the supplied map.  Two (2) participants drew on the maps.  

· Participant’s map shows a route connecting Linder Rd. to Idaho 16 near the Ada/Gem County lines.

· Participant’s map shows first curve near the southern end of Idaho 16 outlined.  With a comment written to “widen and put in passing lanes and lights, do not relocate.” 

Other Questions:

· What is driving the change? 

· When will the final decision be made?

· How long has the project been going on?

· What percentage of the general public’s voice is heard and carried out?

· Who establishes priorities on different projects?

· Have you developed cost estimates for the various options?

· What option is the favorite at this time?

· What growth benefits are they expecting to get out of this project?  And when?

· Would it benefit property owners to have an appraisal done now to obtain a true and fair market value?

· What put this project before others?

· When the project was first thought up did you immediately contact residents living near the highway?

Six (6) of the participants wanted to continue to work on the task force they are:

Zina Worsley

Dave Worsley

Maxine Schvaneveldt

Jed Baker

Gunner Howarth

Chuck Howarth

Group Four

Group Four included 13 people (two (2) forgot to sign in and one (1) didn’t sign in and left early).  There were six (6) homeowners from Emmett, two (2) property owner from along Idaho 16, one (1) developer, and three (3) property owners from the southern portion of the project.  Group members:  Pete Clements, Larraine Clements, Jack Jones, Joan Jones, Clifford Johnson, Susan Philan, Nancy Fuller, Bruce Bente, Joyce Bente and Lary Loraway.
Property Issues

· Loss of property.

· Why would you want to ruin a golf course, the only really nice thing in Star? 

· Retain access across Idaho 16 and Cherry Lane. 

· Public access across property to BLM.

· Road on lower side Freezeout Road need new access.

· Loss of value access to my home if highway moved ½ mile west. 

· Why is there a need for the road in new Highplains Estates subdivisions to go across my property to my private entrance?

· Runoff from Freezeout Hill is diverted on our property. 

· Stoplight (Substation) would mean loss of driveway and shrubs.

Safety Issues

· Why don’t you lower the speed limit? 

· Accident rate on Substation and highway, two accidents this week.

· School bus left turns are unsafe, even worse for cars illegally passing.

· Slow farm equipment crossing highway.

· I have to wait for cars near top of hill to north and other side of next house to the south of me to cross safely for mail.

· Bicycle riders use both Idaho 16 and Floating Feather a lot crossing both ways.

· Turning left into our driveway is unsafe.

· If a concern is the congestion on Idaho 16, there is no congestion on Idaho 16.

· Do not see a huge benefit for Emmett traffic solution with alternative plans.

Access 

· Retain access across Idaho 16 and Cherry Lane.  

· Public access across property to BLM. 

· Road on lower side Freezeout Road need new access. 

Cost
· Who bears the cost of each backage road, and do I have to pay for it? 

Land Use
· Improved traffic flow will increase development along the highway and in Emmett; congestion will be out of control without improvement of Idaho 44. 

Misc. 

· Plan is to broken up and will cause large problems with mail delivery. 

· Wouldn’t fewer homes be affected if you went east maybe to Linder Road?

Group Five

Group Five included eight (8) people.  Seven (7) were property owners.  One (1) lived in Emmett.  There were two (2) couples among them, so only one (1) of each voted (their choice) and signed the roster.  Group members that signed in:  Patrick Ballard, Lori Ballard, Beverly Contreras, Michael Prenn and Mary Taylor.  

Safety

· Reducing the speed.

· Not reducing the speed.

· Enforcement of speeding and passing.

· Access.

· Straightening out the curves. 

· Add no passing double yellow lines at intersections.

Beacon Light Road Traffic Light

· Add a traffic light at Beacon Light.

· Left turn lanes at Floating Feather.

Property Values

· Why move the road?

· Impact of moving road.

· Loss of family farms.

Other Roads First

· Idaho 44.

· Idaho 16 to I-84.
No Light at Substation

· Too hard for truckers.

· Cherry Lane & Idaho 16 needs an intersection.

Other Comments:

· One (1) group member saw no need for frontage roads, as I-84 had no frontage roads in his opinion.  While others saw the advantage of relocating Idaho 55 to where access could be managed, and how the Eagle bypass has become the Eagle Alternative because of the extra access demanded on it.  

· One (1) member suggested separate meetings for Emmett residents and those who live along the road.

Group 6

There were 14 people in group six.  Two (2) from the Citizens for a Safer Highway 16 and eight (8) from the Star Citizen Action Committee.  Twelve (12) were landowners, of the landowners, four (4) identified as working agricultural businesses.  Group members:  Becky Shull, Jack Shull, Lilas McColm–Traska, John and Helen Webb, Bill and June Flack, Janet Monti, Mark Butler, Mike Dixon, Kari and Sam Rosti.

Property Values

· The negative effect on property values.

· What becomes of the property that lies between the main road and the backage road? 

· Frontage roads & backage roads are a 25-year land grab pipedream for a perfect world.

· No access is not an option, our operation won’t work.

· My property values would be trashed with these four plans.

· Property value.

Speed/Safety

· Speed.

· Safety: no safe passing lanes.

· Unsafe shoulders.

· Need passing lanes stop signs & turn lanes on Beacon Light & Floating Feather.

· Speed limit is too fast from Idaho 44 to Hillsdale.

· Speed limit too high.

· Too much traffic for the road to handle.

· Four of five Safety Corridor facts are people problems.

· Bring shoulders to current standard.

· Drivers already go too fast.

· Slow the speed down to 50 mph from the bend to Idaho 44.

· Too much high-speed traffic on Idaho 16. Need a turn-in on Floating Feather Rd.

Design Concerns 

· How many feet are you really talking about? Is it 660ft?

· Is 660 feet from Idaho 16 a real number? Will there be noise barriers of any type?

· Beacon Light & Fl. Feather Road.

· Get traffic to Chinden & the freeway with another bridge or widening Idaho 16 is a mute point.

· Existing roads for frontage & backage.

· Impact on property owners.

· Widen Highway 16 & will need access for all farm implements & other vehicles on 

· Bottleneck at State St.

· Working actively w/local P & Z on correct zoning.

· Build neighborhood friendly five lane road with low-speed to Hillsdale – landscape island – center turn lane like Broadway – 45 mph to Hillsdale.

· Does Firebird get impacted? In not why not? 

Quality of Life

· The length of time that this process will go on without definitive answers.

· Quality of country living.

· Quality of life. Noise from 7 a.m. – 12 a.m. during races & safety.

Following the ranking, participants were asked to mark suggestions on the supplied map.  Three (3) maps were turned in. When group was polled they all agreed that these drawings were representative of what they would all like to see happen on Idaho 16. 

· Comments: Widen existing Idaho 16 & use Palmer, Plummer & Pollard as backage/frontage roads.

· Comments: Widen existing Idaho 16 & use Palmer, Plummer & Pollard as frontage/backage roads & increase State St. to four lanes where Idaho 16 meets.

· Comments: Widen the old Highway 16 to 4 lanes with turn-ins at Beacon Light & Floating Feather. Make access for all farm equipment. Widen back roads! Four-lane Highway 68ft wide.

The following Individuals identified themselves as being interesting in participating in further task force activity.

Lilas McColm-Traska

Janet Monti

Mark Butler 

Group 7

The 11 member small group at table seven consisted of four (4) married couples, one (1) married woman with two (2) small children and a father and son duo.  All present were property owners along the Idaho 16 corridor, who use the highway to commute to work, gaining access at Floating Feather, Pollard, Equestrian Lane and near Firebird, while five (5) members represented business concerns—a winery, golf course and a raceway; a Star couple representing (20-year-old) family farmland interest were also in attendance.  Group members:  Bob and Connie Davis, Bob and Darla Birch, Mike and Joy Kauffman, Joel and Kapi Ranva, Bill New, Scott New, Tom Cornell and Vickie Cornell.

Speed Limit/Enforcement
This category answered to sentiments that the “existing highway remain with improvements as necessary,” such as “moving in the direction of a four-lane highway,” and toward “increasing safety” by “lowering speed limits” that are “more stringently enforced.”  A number of persistent violations were cited including “too many 1G license plates (Gem County) going too fast,” and one homeowner’s report of motorists “running . . . the school bus stop sign,” endangering her child’s safety in route to and from school.  Another property owner noted conditions warrant “creating special enforcement zones” and assessing “triple fines” against violators.

Frontage Encroachment 

Concerns in this category ranged from dissatisfaction that the proposed realignment(s) give preference to “Gem County commuters,” which virtually amounts to authorization “to go faster,” adding to current “property owners’ grief” associated with “increased traffic” and the “decreased property values” that will result from frontage concessions.                 

Project Priority

These issues noted the importance of good “management of increased traffic flow” in concert with a “plan for growth,” but questioned that “Idaho 44 and access to I-84 needs to be addressed before Idaho 16 is widened.”  The “Idaho 44 from the Eagle bypass needs to be widened” in the opinion of two participants to “four lanes,” and that project “should be on the table now” in the opinion of two others in the group.  In the opinion of yet another member, subsequent to the above action the plan should consider “taking Idaho 16 and run it straight through to I-84 to improve congestion and traffic flow at Idaho 44 and Idaho 16.”  

Ineffective Meeting Process 

This category addressed concern “with having more meetings with more people hired to appease the people affected, with no [resulting] action,” and that more generally the “meetings aren’t helping.”  The issue that is perceived unresolved is that “Gem County commuters want a faster way to get to work through our places without considering our livelihoods, that the route runs through our businesses.”  Concerted voice was given to the need for “sensible and reasonable spending of tax dollars,” this especially in regard to meeting time and expense perceived to be wasted on foregone determinations.  

In sum, three (3) themes emerged for which there was expressed consensus in reference to recommended improvements:

· Widen existing roadway with turn lanes.

· Lower speed limit.

· Enact stringent enforcement.

Ten (10) of the participants wanted to continue to work on the task force they are:

Bob & Connie Davis


Bob & Darla Birch

Mike & Joy Kauffman

Joel & Kapi Ranva


Tom Cornell


Vickie Cornell

Additional Comments Received After the Task Force Meeting

A summary of additional comments received by ITD after the May 6, 2003 task force meeting are listed below:

Substation Road

· Can the stop light at the intersection of Substation Rd. and Idaho 16 be a blinking yellow light for highway traffic and a red stop light for Substation traffic?  Then at peak traffic times switch to a regular stop light?  There are only certain times of the day this spot is dangerous.

· Do not install a traffic light at Substation Road.

· Since there is going to be stoplights at the new Albertson’s, there wouldn’t be a need for a stop light at Substation Road.

· Impose a prohibition of “compression braking noise” by trucks coming down the grade into Emmett.
· Install “sound walls” on both side of Idaho 16 between Cherry Lane and Substation Road for noise abatement and safety/security reasons.

· Build a soundwall or fast growing vegetation for the residents living in Windfall subdivision.  Also we need a “no compression (Jake) brake” ordinance.
· Change the speed limit to 50 mph down Freezeout Hill past Substation Road, then lower it to 45 mph near the new Albertson’s store.

Frontage and Backage Roads

· If a plan with frontage roads is used, will property owners have to pay for the costs on their property frontage?

· What are frontage/backage roads?  Are they permanent or temporary until the project is completed?  
· There is a mention that the developers would carry some or all of the costs for frontage/backage roads.  What if you are in an established subdivision, who would pick up the costs?
· Is there any consideration for a backage road out of the Hillsdale subdivision, which would allow us to use alternate roads like Beacon Light?

Idaho 16 Improvement Study Alternatives, Routes and Options

· West Boise should be higher on the priority list, with subdivisions going in along Chinden and State Street, that’s where the bottleneck really is.
· Extend Idaho 16 to the freeway.
· Develop an east-west route on Dry Creek on Chaparral to north of Eagle Road.
· Need to widen Idaho 44 from Eagle to the freeway before widening Idaho 16.
· Our vote for improvements to Idaho 16 would be “Alternative 1 – Option A.”
· Widen Idaho 16 to four-lanes with a center turn lane and use each outside lane solely for slower traffic and turning.
· Improve Idaho 44 first.
· Moving the highway from Idaho 44 to the S-curve makes no sense.  Building a whole new highway is more expensive than widening the existing road.
· Straighten the S-curve instead of moving the road.
Property Impacts

· I think existing roadway can be widened to accommodate traffic. Use existing access roads. Widen Highway an equal distance each way so all property contributes equally, using a back set of 660 feet would unfairly confiscate and reduce usefulness of existing property, henceforth would also reduce property values along highway. NO! NO! NO! on 660 ft.

· My house is about 40 feet from Idaho 16, I would like to know how each of the current alternatives and options would affect my property.  General information and timelines would be helpful.

· How much money is projected to be allotted for the project to be paid out to property owners?
· There are so many other highways that need to be widened before Idaho 16.  The proposed plans will impact too many landowners.  Lower the speed limit and widen the existing highway with turn lanes.
· Take this project to Linder Road.  It already crosses the river and doesn’t impact as many homes.

· The option to move the highway ¼ mile west is no longer cost effective.  The cost of buying the new golf course and home sites must be enormously more than buying out the few houses and bare ground which fronts the current highway.

General Comments

· How many commuter buses currently run out of Emmett?

· How soon before the project is started?
· Study the disposal of runoff water more thoroughly.
· Police enforcement needs to be increased including slower speeds.
· Lower the speed limit to 55 mph.
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