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SR 58 Corridor Study

Kick-off Meeting
Amherst Township Trustees
September 26, 2006

HNTB PM
Mary Cierebiej
Transportation Planning Environmental Preliminary Engineering
Jodi Heflin Steve Lane Rhett Wegehaupt
Land Use/Econ. Dev. Public Involvement Traffic Roadway
David Hartt Mary Cierebiej Nichole English Jon Lorincz
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Project Stakeholders

Lorain County

Residents, business owners, and Trustees
— Amherst Township

— Village of South Amherst

— City of Amherst

NOACA

Ohio Turnpike Commission (OTC)

Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)

Study Area

Northern boundary

» Middle Ridge Rd
Western boundary

* Pyle South Amherst
Southern boundary

* SR 113
Eastern boundary

* SR 58




SR 58 Corridor Study September 26, 2007

Project Schedule

Task SEP |OCT |NOV

Analysis of Existing
Conditions

Data Gathering &
Technical Studies

Recommendations/Final
Report

Corridor Analysis

Coordinate with DB Hartt

Evaluate access options previously identified
— SR 58

— Pyle South Amherst

Determine best fit for future development
Identify potential “red flags”

Evaluation of alternatives
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Data Collection

Middle Ridge Rd

Pyle South Amherst Rd

Traffic Counts

Tube Counts

Purpose and Need

» Reduce future traffic on existing roadways

» Provide access for future development
adjacent to SR 58

* Recommend best location for new roadway




SR 58 Corridor Study

Goals & Objectives

* Why are we doing this study?
* What do we hope to accomplish?

* We need your input...you are part of the
solution

Next Steps

Traffic Counts

Field Work

Data Collection

Purpose and Need

Identify Red Flags

Stakeholder Meeting # 1 — early November

September 26, 2007
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Thank You

e Comments / Questions ?

Project Contact Information

Ron Twining
Lorain County Community Development
440.329.5000

rtwining@Iorcnty.com

September 26, 2007



We Need Your Input !

You are invited to the first

SR 58 Corridor Study
Stakeholder Meeting

When
Tuesday, October 24th
7:00 pm

Where

Ambherst Township Hall
7530 Oberlin Road
Elyria, Ohio 44035

Project Contact Information:

Ron Twining, Lorain County

440.328.2322 or rtwining@lorcnty.com
Or

Mary Cierebiej, HNTB
216.377.5832 or mcierebiej@hntb.com

The SR 58 Corridor Study
is examining alternatives to
provide access for future
development adjacent to
SR 58 by providing a new
connection between SR 58
and Pyle South Ambherst.

Your opinion matters...
This is the first stakeholder
meeting. We will look at
the details of project and
begin the development of
conceptual alternatives
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SR 58 Corridor Study

Stakeholder Meeting #1
Amherst Township Town Hall
October 24, 2006

Where we have been...

* Previous Study with David Hartt
— Visioning process
— Zoning Changes
— Setting the stage for future development
— New travel route recommendations

October 24, 2006
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Where we are going...

e Current Study
— Technical analysis
— Public input
— State and Federal requirements
— Conceptual alternatives & cost estimates
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Study Area

Northern boundary

» Middle Ridge Rd
Western boundary

* Pyle South Amherst
Southern boundary

* SR 113
Eastern boundary

* SR 58

HNTB’s Role

Continued coordination with DB Hartt
Evaluate access options previously identified
Determine best fit for future development
Identify potential “red flags”

Estimate future traffic

Recommend feasible alternative

October 24, 2006
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Project Stakeholders

Lorain County

NOACA

Ohio Turnpike Commission (OTC)

Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Residents, business owners, and Trustees
— Amherst Township

— Village of South Amherst

— City of Amherst

Estimated Project Schedule

Task

Analysis of Existing
Conditions

Data Gathering &
Technical Studies

Recommendations/Final +
Report

Stakeholder Meeting

+ Public Meeting




SR 58 Corridor Study October 24, 2006

Purpose and Need

e To document the conditions of the
existing transportation system, and
recommend improvements that address
future land use and potential
development in the corridor.

Goals & Objectives

» Reduce future traffic on existing roadways

* Improve safety for motorists and minimize
driver confusion

* Provide safe and efficient access for future
development adjacent to SR 58
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LOS is a quality measure
describing traffic operations at
an intersection. It characterizes
a motorist’'s perception of traffic
conditions by evaluating:

— Average speed

— Travel time

— Vehicle Maneuverability

— Traveler comfort
— Travel convenience

October 24, 2006

® Turning Movement

Counts:

AM Period

6:00 am — 9:00 am
PM Period

3:00 pm — 6:00 pm

Tube Counts:
*SR 113
Middle Ridge
*24 hour counts

3 days

What is Level of Service (LOS)?
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SR 58 Corridor Study

Traffic Analysis

» All intersections counted are operating at
LOS “C” or better, for am and pm peak
periods, which is an acceptable level

» Engineers typically design to LOS “D” in
urban areas

Traffic Analysis

» Mainline Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

— Middle Ridge between SR 58 & Elyria Ave.
* 9,976

— Middle Ridge between Elyria Ave. & Westchester
* 4,060

— Middle Ridge between Westchester & Pyle S. Amherst
* 2,623

October 24, 2006
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Traffic Analysis

» Mainline Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
— Pyle S. Amherst — northern end
* 3,370
— Pyle S. Amherst — southern end
* 3,715
— SR 113 — western end
* 6,782
— SR 113 — eastern end
* 6,689

Traffic Analysis

* Mainline Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

— SR 58 — northern end
* 16,442

— SR 58 — north of the Turnpike interchange
* 16,076

— SR 58 - south of the Turnpike interchange
» 14,353

— SR 58 — southern end
e 12,717

October 24, 2006
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Traffic Analysis

* Some turn lane lengths are shorter than what
ODOT recommends, but are adequate for
current traffic volumes

— No problems identified during counts

— Will be further evaluated when developing
future traffic

Traffic Analysis

* Next Steps

— Estimate future traffic based on proposed
land use and NOACA's regional travel
demand model

— Analyze existing intersections with future
traffic

— Analyze alternatives with future traffic

October 24, 2006
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Potential Red Flags

* What in the project area do we need to
avoid?

 If avoidance is not possible, what can we
do to minimize impacts?

* What have we found at this point?

Potential Red Flags

Wetlands

— Impacts require mitigation, Federal agency
involvement and permits

100 year floodplain

— May require bridge structure

Utilities

— Relocations can be costly

Further evaluation in next phase of study

October 24, 2006
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SR 58 Corridor Study

Conceptual Alternatives

» Development of 2 alternatives
— Compatible with future land use
— Meet future traffic demands
— Connect SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst

— Minimize impacts to utilities, property, and
natural resources

Next Steps

Develop & Evaluate Conceptual Alternatives
Purpose and Need Statement

Stakeholder Meeting #2 — January 2007
Public Meeting — March 2007

Conceptual Alternatives Technical Memo

October 24, 2006
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SR 58 Corridor Study

Thank You

This traffic study has been provided through the
Cooperation of Amherst Township and the
Lorain County Community Development
Department

Funds have been provided through the Ohio
Department of Transportation District 3, NOACA,
and the Board of County Commissioners for
Lorain County, Ohio.

Comments / Questions ?

Project Contact Information

Ron Twining
Lorain County Community Development
440.328.2322

rtwining@lorcnty.com

Mary Cierebiej
HNTB
216.377.5832

mcierebiej@hntb.com

October 24, 2006
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Vou Are Invited...

SR 58 Corridor Study
Stakeholder Meeting #2

When

Tuesday, January 23rd
7:00 pm

Where

Ambherst Township Hall
7530 Oberlin Road
Elyria, Ohio 44035

Project Contact Information:

Ron Twining, Lorain County

440.328.2322 or rtwining@lorcnty.com
Or

Mary Cierebiej, HNTB
216.377.5832 or mcierebiej@hntb.com

The SR 58 Corridor Study
is developing conceptual
alternatives that will
provide access for future
development in the SR 58
Corridor. At this meeting
we will be reviewing the
conceptual alternatives
and requesting your
input.

Your opinion matters...
We look forward to seeing
you at the meeting.




SR 58 Corridor Study

January 23, 2007

SR 58 Corridor Study

Stakeholder Meeting #2
Amherst Township Town Hall
January 23, 2007

Agenda

Review
Present 3 conceptual alternatives

Evaluate alternatives and recommend
top 2 for further study

Future traffic discussion




SR 58 Corridor Study

January 23, 2007

Study Area

Northern boundary

» Middle Ridge Rd
Western boundary
* Pyle South Amherst

Southern boundary

* SR 113
Eastern boundary
* SR 58

Estimated Project Schedule

Report

2006 2007
Task SEP |OCT |NOV |DEC |JAN |FEB MAR
Analysis of Existing
Conditions <$>
Data Gathering &
Technical Studies
Recommendations/Final @ +

%>> Stakeholder Meeting
{>> Public Meeting
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January 23, 2007

Purpose and Need

* To document the conditions of the
existing transportation system, and
recommend improvements that address
future land use and potential
development in the corridor.

Goals & Objectives

* Reduce future traffic on existing
roadways

* Improve safety for motorists and
minimize driver confusion

* Provide safe and efficient access for
future development adjacent to SR 58
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Conceptual Alternatives

Conceptual Alternatives

» All alternatives originate at the 1-80 / SR 58
intersection

» All alternatives terminate at Pyle S. Amherst

» Alt. #2 intersects with Pyle S. Amherst north
of Alts. #1 and #3

» Conservative right-of-way shown for all Alts.
— includes sidewalks, median, and setbacks
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January 23, 2007

Typical Section

Alternatives Evaluation

» Evaluation Matrix
— Advantages
— Disadvantages
— Additional information to consider
— Rank alternatives
— Top 2 alternatives will be carried forward
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Future
Quarries
Extension

Future Traffic Analysis

» Collected existing traffic data
» Evaluated existing operation

» Estimated future “trips” based on new zoning for

AM and PM Peak Periods
— Office/Industrial (Business Park)
— Retail (Shopping Center)
— Residential (Single-Family Detached)

* Distribute trips on roadway network
» Evaluate future traffic operation
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Future Trip Estimates
Weekday Trips
AM PM

Enter Exit Enter Exit
1/4 Build-Out 1,502 561 1,008 1,861
1/2 Build-Out 2,868 1,008 1,793 3,363
2/3 Build-Out 3,757 1,290 2,274 4,302
Full Build-Out 5,095 1,763 3,178 6,068
Next Steps

Submit Draft Statement of P&N
Refinement of 2 alternatives

Develop cost estimates
Evaluate future traffic
Public Meeting — March 2007

Conceptual Alternatives Tech Memo
— Including Final Statement of P&N
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January 23, 2007

Questions?

Thank you!

*Please be sure you have signed-in so
you will receive information about the
public meeting.

Project Contact Information

Ron Twining

Lorain County Community Development
440.328.2322

rtwining@lorcnty.com

Mary Cierebiej
HNTB

216.377.5832
mcierebiej@hntb.com
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Advantages

Disadvantages

@  Meets 40 mph design criteria
5
Q
(=
=)
=
w
Minimal Utility Impacts
2
g
£ Minimal Blue Line Stream Impacts
— . . .
o o Enables internal loop road connecting E-W thoroughfare with N-S roads
> 173
% D
e}
c g
— =
(7}
B
<
% Better enables location of future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3
E  Overlay District as recommended in Corridor Plan
3
]
% Provides largest potential area for development in MU-3 Overlay District
5
5
w
Provides for shortest E-W roadway
[}
=
l¢]

One residential structure impact

Minimal Wetland Impacts

Creates moderate undevelopable land fragments (5.0 acres)

Longest future connection to SR 113

Drainage issues at Pyle S. Amherst (15" tile)

HNTB 1of3

3/15/2007
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Advantages Disadvantages

@  Meets 40 mph design criteria Moderate Blue Line Stream Impacts

b

2

gs Future extension to Quarries will require an additional culvert

w

Minimal Utility Impacts Minimal Wetland Impacts

&

2

£ One residential structure impact

Creates major undevelopable land fragments (11.5 acres)

N
g 2 Restricts flexibility for internal loop roads within Overlay District connecting
-% > E-W thoroughfare with N-S roads

=}

c
g s Location of western terminus would require much longer future direct
= connection to the Quarries
<

5

E Leaves smaller area for development in MU-3 Overlay District

o

% Does not enable future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3 Overlay

g District as recommended in the Corridor Plan

5

5

w

Requires the longest E-W roadway

[}

£

o

H"TB 20f3 3/15/2007



HNTB

SR 58 Corridor Study

Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

™
)
>
@
=
=
)
=
<

Advantages

Disadvantages

Engineering

Impacts

Land Use

Future Development

Other

Meets 40 mph design criteria

Wetland Impacts Unlikely

Provides for vehicular and pedestrian access

Minimal Blue Line Stream Impacts

Creates minimal undevelopable land fragments (.5 acres)

Provides for shortest future connection to SR 113

Moderate Utility Impacts

Restricts flexibility for internal loop roads within Overlay District connecting
E-W thoroughfare with N-S roads

Does not enable future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3 Overlay
District as recommended in the Corridor Plan

Leaves smaller area for development in MU-3 Overlay District

One residential structure impact

Provides for a longer E-W roadway than Alt. 1

Drainage issues at Pyle S. Amherst (15" tile)

30f3

3/15/2007



Public Input




SR 58 Corridor Study

Conceptual Atternatives Evaluation Matrix

{
!

Ranking Recommended
Advantages Disadvantages 110 3 with 1 baing for Further Study
the hest YesiNo
e
Mewts 40 mph design criteria
Frovides for vehisular and pedestrian ac0esSs
i SRR FEARR AR SRS SR AN B B

Alternative 1

Lo ; 5 R

‘Better enabies location of future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3
Overiay District as recommended in Corrider Plan

Provides largest potential area for development in MU-3 Qverlay District

Future Development

Provides for shortest E-W roadway

MNTB

Miner residential structurs impacts

. Minimat Wetland Impacts

One residential structure impacts

Creates moderate undevelopabie land fragments (5.0 acres)

R = G SRR Nt R
R s SRR

Longest future connection to SR 113

tnfd

WY
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Concepiual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Ranking Recommended
Advantages Disadvantages 1t 3 witts 1 being for Further Study
the bast YesiNe
e Moderate Bive Line Stream Impacts !
£
H
o Future extension to Quarmies will require an additional culve
W
e SR S S AR S
Minimasi Utility bmpacts e ST Minimal Wetland Impacts |
£
2 . _
£ . Gne residential stucture impacts
e B ALY QB AR Gl s SR = G
Creates major undevelopable land fragments (11.5 acres)
o Restricts flexibility for internal loop reads within Overlay District
11'; connecting E£-W thoroughfare with N-G roads
=
- Location of western terminus would require much fonger future direct
.......... .Gonnection to the Quarries
- o
e e Sk R R o RN SR S S S e e
=
@
gz. Leaves smailer area for development in MU-3 Overay District
2 ‘
S Does not enable future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3 Overay
2 District as recommended in the Comdor Plan
2
=]
'S
e Eat P SRR Gl e S &
Requires the longest E-W roadway
o il J Vo
]
3 R S S Al e 7%

MHTB BulE Ar2E200T




SR 58 Corridor Study

Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Ranking Recommended
Advantages Disadvantages 1to 3 with 1 being for Further Study
the best Yes/iNo
g MeetsdGmphdesigneriteria
g o
B Provides for vehioular and pedestian aoeess 4
&
}.}g. R ./w\wm«a.um N i it b
Wetland Impacts Uinlikely Moderale Uty Impacts
Frovides fur vehicular and pedestrian access
Minimal Blue Line Stream Impacty
SRR 4 SRR S R R

Creates minkmal undevelopable land fragments (.5 acres)

|
=

Future Developmant

HNTB

Restricts flexibiiity for internal loop roads within Overtay District
connecting E-W thoroughfare with N-$ roads

{oes not enable future connection to SR 113 fo abut the MU-3 Qveriay

District as recommended in the Corridor Plan

KR

HRARIOT
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Conceptuat Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

-
o
i
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e
T

2
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HMTE

for2A K
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52 ~

3 A

W@;?/f«g //574

/5067

4

Advantages

Disadvantages

1tod

Rarking

wiih 1 being

the best

Recommended
for Further Study
Yes/to

Future Development Land Use fmpacts Engineering

Cther

Meets 40 mph design criteria

Minirnal Litiity Impacts

Mirimal Blue Ling Stream Impacts

Enables internal luop road connecting E-W thoroughfare with N-S roads

Better enabios focation of future connection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3
Overlay District as recommended in Corridor Plan

Provides targest potertial area for development in MU-3 Overlay District

Provides for shortest E-W roadway

Minor residential structure impacts

Minimal Wetland impacts

One residential structure impacts

Creates moderate undevelopable land fragments (3.0 acres)

Longest future connection to SR 113

s Y fr w b
Kt (0 g&{é{»m% - /&

103




SR 58 Corridor Study

Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

HMNTE

Advantages

Disadvantages

Ranking
1t 3 with 1 heing
the hest

Recommended
for Further Study
YesiNo

Engineering

Land Use Impacis

Future Development

Other

‘Meets 40 miphe design oriteria

Provides for vehicular and pedestrian aceess

Minirmatl Uitility impacts

Moderate Blue Line Stream Impacts

Future extension to Quarries will require an additional culvert

Minimal Wetland Impacts

One residential structure impacts

Creates major undevetopable land fragments {(11.5 acres)

Restricts flexibility for internal loop roads within Overlay Distriet
connecting £-W thoroughfare with N-5 roads

Location of western terminus would require much longer future direct
connection to the Quarries

Leaves smaller area for development in MU-3 Overlay District

Does not enable future connaction to SR 113 to abut the MU-3 Overlay
District as recommended in the Corridor Plan

Requires the longest E-W roadway

2w 3
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

HHTE

Ranking Recommended
Advantages Disadvantages 110 3 with 1 baing for Further Study

the best Yes/No
F4 Meats 40 mph design criteria
¢
g
‘g, Provides for vehicular and pedestrian access
()

J——
4 -

Impacts

Land Use

Future Development

(ther

‘Wetland impacts Uniikely

¢

Py

> a3 S i
(i fof voticdlar aid pedeSlian Sodase™

Mirimal Blue Line Stream Impacts

Creates minimat undevelopable land fragments {5 acres)

Provides for shortest future connection to SR 113

Moderate Utllity Impacts

Restricts flexibility for internal loop roads within Overlay District
connecting E-W thoroughfare with N-S roads

Does not enable future cornection to SR 113 to abut the MU-3 Overlay
District as recommended in the Corridor Plan

Leaves smaller area for development in MU-3 Overlay District

Provides for a longer E-W roadway than Alt. 1
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Vou Are Invited,..

SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting #1

When
Tuesday, March 27t
6:30 pm

The SR 58 Corridor Study
has developed
transportation alternatives

Where that will provide access
Ambherst Township Hall |08 abiatizereSvaleyersicaisii
7530 Oberlin Road the SR 58 Corridor.

Elyria, Ohio 44035 At this meeting we will be
reviewing the alternatives

Public Meeting Format: and requesting your input
Open House

6:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m. in the selection of the

Township Trustees Meeting preferred alternative.
7:00 p.m. - 7:30 p.m.
Formal Presentation Your opinion matters...

7:30 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. We look forward to seeing
Open House

8:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. you at the meeting'

Project Contact Information: Ron Twining, Lorain County 440.328.2322 or rtwining@lorcnty.com
Or Mary Cierebiej, HNTB 216.377.5832 or mcierebiej@hntb.com




Media Advisory

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
XXX XX, 2007

Lorain County Public Meeting:
State Route 58 Corridor Study

Who:  Lorain County Commissioners, Lorain County Community
Development, NOACA, D.B. Hartt, and HNTB Ohio, Inc.

What: State Route 58 Corridor Study Public Meeting #1

Where: Amherst Township Town Hall
7530 Oberlin Road, Elyria

When: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
6:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Open House
7:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Amherst Township Trustees Meeting
7:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Formal Presentation
8:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. Open House

Why:  Lorain County and HNTB are presenting the feasible alternatives for a
new roadway between SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst in Amherst
Township. These alternatives were developed during by the SR-58
corridor study. Based on public input at this meeting, and comments
received after this meeting, a recommendation will be made for a
preferred alternative. Representatives from Lorain County and HNTB
will make a formal presentation at 7:30 p.m. following the General
Business portion of the Amherst Township Trustees Meeting. Project
staff will be on hand to answer questions.

This meeting is open to public officials, affected property owners, and interested
citizens in the Lorain County region.

For Further Information, Contact:
Ron Twining, Lorain County Community Development - Director
440-328-2322 or rtwining@lorcnty.com



mailto:rtwining@lorcnty.com

Resolution NO. 07-

In the matter of Instructing the Clerk to advertise )
Notice for a Public Hearing on the State Route 58 ) February 22, 2007
Corridor project in accordance with ORC 5511.01 )

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Lorain County Board of Commissioners that we hereby instruct the Clerk to
advertise Notice for a Public Hearing on the State Route 58 Corridor project to be held on Tuesday, March
27, 2007. The cost of this ad is a local match amount for the TLCI Grant provided to the County through
NOACA and will be paid from account: 1000.0000.100.118.01.7220.0000, Advertising and Printing.

Said Notice will be published in The Chronicle Telegram on Tuesday, March 6, 2007 and Monday 13,
2007 as follows:

Lorain County Commissioners Notice of Public Meeting

The Lorain County Community Development Department in cooperation with NOACA and
Ambherst Township, with the approval of the Lorain County Commissioners, will hold a public
meeting for the SR 58 Corridor Study at 6:30 p.m., EST, Tuesday, March 27, 2007 at the Amherst
Township Town Hall, 7530 Oberlin Road, Elyria, Ohio. The purpose of this public meeting is to
present two feasible alternatives for the development of a proposed East-West roadway, between
SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst Road, in Amherst Township. Public input received at this
meeting, or by way of written comments, will be considered in the recommendation of the
preferred alternative. Written comments regarding this project should be submitted to Lorain
County Community Development Department, Mr. David Kell, 226 Middle Avenue, Elyria, Ohio
44035-5641. Comments may also be submitted via e-mail to dkell@lorcnty.com. All comments
must be received by April 9, 2007 to be considered. Additional project information can be found
on the Amherst Township website http://amhersttownship.us/. This ad is being placed in
accordance with Ohio Revised Code, section 5511.01.

Motion by , seconded by to adopt Resolution. Ayes: Nays:
Motion Carried.

I, Theresa Upton, Acting Clerk to the Lorain County Board of Commissioners do hereby certify that the
above Resolution No. 07- is a true copy as it appears in Journal No. 07 on date of March 22, 2007.

Theresa Upton, Clerk


mailto:dkell@lorcnty.com
http://amhersttownship.us/

Lorain County Commissioners Notice of Public Meeting

The Lorain County Community Development Department in cooperation with
NOACA and Amherst Township, with the approval of the Lorain County
Commissioners, will hold a public meeting for the SR 58 Corridor Study at 6:30
p.m., EST, Tuesday, March 27, 2007 at the Amherst Township Town Hall, 7530
Oberlin Road, Elyria, Ohio. The purpose of this public meeting is to present two
feasible alternatives for the development of a proposed East-West roadway,
between SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst Road, in Amherst Township. Public
input received at this meeting, or by way of written comments, will be considered
in the recommendation of the preferred alternative. Written comments regarding
this project should be submitted to Lorain County Community Development
Department, Mr. David Kell, 226 Middle Avenue, Elyria, Ohio 44035-5641.
Comments may also be submitted via e-mail to dkell@lorcnty.com. All
comments must be received by April 9, 2007 to be considered. Additional project
information can be found on the Amherst Township website
http://amhersttownship.us/. This ad is being placed in accordance with Ohio
Revised Code, section 5511.01.
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SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

SR 58 Corridor Study

Public Meeting #1
Amherst Township Town Hall
March 27, 2007

Study Area

Northern boundary

» Middle Ridge Rd
Western boundary

* Pyle South Amherst
Southern boundary

* SR 113
Eastern boundary

* SR 58




SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Purpose and Need

* To document the conditions of the
existing transportation system, and
recommend improvements that address
future land use and potential
development in the corridor.

Goals & Objectives

* Reduce future traffic on existing
roadways

* Improve safety for motorists and
minimize driver confusion

* Provide safe and efficient access for
future development adjacent to SR 58




SR 58 Corridor Study March 27, 2007
Public Meeting

Tasks Completed

AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic Counts
Tube Counts

|dentification of Red Flags

— Utilities

— Floodplains/wetlands

— Hazardous materials

Draft Purpose & Need submitted

Conceptual Alternatives

» All alternatives originate at the 1-80 / SR 58
intersection

» All alternatives terminate at Pyle S. Amherst

» Alt. #2 intersects with Pyle S. Amherst north
of Alts. #1 and #3

» Conservative right-of-way shown for all Alts.
— includes sidewalks, median, and setbacks




SR 58 Corridor Study March 27, 2007
Public Meeting

Conceptual Alternatives

Proposed Typical Section




SR 58 Corridor Study March 27, 2007
Public Meeting

Alternatives Evaluation

» Evaluation Matrix
— Advantages
— Disadvantages
— Additional information to consider
— Rank alternatives
— Top 2 alternatives will be carried forward

Evaluation Results

Alternatives very similar

All three alternatives impacted one
residential structure at SR 58

Favor alternatives that minimize:
— undevelopable land fragments
— blue line stream & wetland impacts

Alternatives refined with best attributes
combined into 2 feasible alternatives




SR 58 Corridor Study March 27, 2007
Public Meeting

Feasible Alternatives

» Both alternatives originate at the 1-80 / SR 58
intersection

» Both alternatives terminate at Pyle South
Amherst

» Alt. #2 intersects with Pyle South Amherst
north of Alt. #1

» Conservative right-of-way for both Alts.
— includes sidewalks, median, and setbacks

Feasible Alternatives




SR 58 Corridor Study March 27, 2007
Public Meeting

Newly Adopted Zoning

» Character of study area will change in the
future due to new zoning regulations

» Both alternatives are compatible with future
land use plans, and maximize potential area
of development in overlay districts

» Both alternatives enable a future N-S
connection to abut the overlay district

» Both alternatives allow for internal loop road

Newly Adopted Zoning




SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Feasible Alternatives

» Estimate length ~ 9,000 ft. (~2 miles)

* Assumes 3 full internal intersections —
non-signalized

e 2 lanes each direction with turn lanes at
intersections

» Sidewalks on both sides
» Landscaped median (not at intersections)

Future Traffic Estimates

Projections based on new zoning
HNTB estimated two build scenarios

— 1/4 Build-out and 2/3 build-out
Estimates higher than NOACA'’s model

Existing system improvements required
by 25% build-out at local intersections,
but no mainline widening




SR 58 Corridor Study

Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Future Traffic Estimates

e 1/4 Build-out
— AM Peak Hour ~ 2,000 trips
— PM Peak Hour ~ 2,870 trips
» 2/3 Build-out
— AM Peak Hour ~ 5,050 trips
— PM Peak Hour ~ 6,580 trips

Future
Improvements

Required
Opening Day
-

(N

N\ 7




SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Preliminary Cost Estimates

Estimated cost ~ $20-25 million

Estimates based on ODOT Office of Estimating
procedures

Assumes 2010 Construction

Includes:

— 150 foot Right-of-Way

— ODOT's inflation rate (22%)

— Contingency (35%)

— Preliminary Engineering (PE), and Construction
Engineering and Inspection (CEI)

Preliminary Cost Estimates

e Assumptions:

— buried utilities; drainage; ROW; traffic control;
curb ramps; upgraded street lighting,
landscaping, and sidewalks

» Cost estimates vary depending on
upgrades and materials used

» Cost/Benefit analysis may reduce costs
— Needs vs. Wants

10



SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Preliminary Cost Estimates

Alternatives 1 & 2

Category Estimated Cost
Roadway, Pavement & Intersections $5.0 million [
Drainage, Erosion Control & Culverts $2.8 million
Traffic Controls & Utilities $3.5 million
Landscaping & Environmental $107-140,000
Sub-Total $11.0 million
ROW & Miscellaneous Costs $2.4 million
Contingency (35%) $3.8 million
Total 2006 $17.2 million
Inflation (22%) $3.8 million
Total 2010 $21.0 million
Estimated Preliminary Engineering (PE) $1.7 million
Estimated Construction Engineering & Inspection (CEI) $2.1 million
Total (Including PE, CEI) ~ $25 million

Note: The costs shown in this estimate represent an estimate of probable construction costs prepared in good faith and with reasonable

— care. HNTB has no control over the costs of construction labor, materials, or

methods and does not make any commitment or assume any duty to assure that bids or negotiated prices will not vary from this estimate.

bidding or

Preliminary Cost Estimates
Future Existing System Improvements

Category Estimated Cost | |
Roadway & Pavement $380,000
Drainage & Erosion Control $410,000
Traffic Controls $212,000
Sub-Total $1.0 million
ROW & Miscellaneous Costs $104,000
Contingency (35%) $315,000
Total 2006 $1.4 million
Inflation (22%) $290,000
Total 2010 $1.6 million
Estimated Preliminary Engineering (PE) $145,000
Estimated Construction Engineering & Inspection (CEI) $178,000
Total (Including PE, CEI) ~$2.1 million

Note: The costs shown in this estimate represent an estimate of probable construction costs prepared in good faith and with reasonable

care. HNTB has no control over the costs of construction labor, materials, or

nor over
methods and does not make any commitment or assume any duty to assure that bids or negotiated prices will not vary from this estimate.

bidding or

11



SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Existing System Estimates

* Opening Day Improvements
— SR 58/Turnpike & Development ~ $890,000

* Future Upgrades
— SR 58/Middle Ridge ~ $1.0 million
— Middle Ridge/Pyle South ~ $206,000

Next Steps

» Refinement of Preferred Alternative
» Update Cost Estimates as Needed
» Conceptual Alternatives Tech Memo
— Including Final Statement of P&N
— Study Recommendations

12



SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Future Steps

* |ldentify funding:
— Preliminary Engineering
* ~ $1.7 million (estimate)
— Construction Engineering & Inspection
* ~ $2.1 million (estimate)
 Traffic impact study
— Requirement of developers

Questions?

Thank you!

13



SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting

March 27, 2007

Project Contact Information

Ron Twining

Lorain County Community Development
440.328.2322

rtwining@]lorcnty.com

Mary Cierebiej
HNTB

216.377.5832
mcierebiej@hntb.com

14



What are the study goals?

The study stakeholders identified the following
goals for the study:

Consolidate access to new development in
order to maintain traffic flow, reduce
conflict points on SR 58, and provide safe
and efficient access for  future
development.

Provide for a through connection between
SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst.

Conceptual Alternatives

Consistent with the goals of the Township
Comprehensive Plan, SR 58 Corridor Plan,

and the
stakeholders,

recommendations of the study
HNTB  developed three

conceptual alternatives connecting SR 58 with

Pyle South Amherst.  All

three of the

alternatives began at SR 58 and the Turnpike

interchange.

Based on the evaluation,

impacts, and ranking by project stakeholders,
the top two conceptual alternatives were
further refined and analyzed and are being
presented as feasible alternatives.

Feasible Alternatives

The feasible alternatives are very similar in

cost,
requirements.

length, impacts and infrastructure

Assumptions were made that

this proposed roadway would be a boulevard
including a landscaped median, tree lawns,
and meandering sidewalks, that connected
Pyle South Amherst and SR 58, as well as
serving the future potential development in

between.

The total cost of the proposed

roadway, including Preliminary Engineering

(PE),

and Construction Engineering and

Inspection (CEl), is estimated to cost $20-25
million.

\Feasible Alternatives

150 foot Right-of-Way

Two travel lanes in each direction
Estimated length ~ 9,000 ft. (~2 miles)
Landscaped median

Sidewalks on both sides with lighting
Curb ramps

Buried utilities

What's Nexi?

Based on the input gathered at tonight's
meeting, and the input received during the
comment period, the study team will refine the
alternatives and identify a recommended
preferred alternative.

The study team will publish a Conceptual
Alternatives Technical Memorandum to serve
as the final report for this project. This report
will summarize the purpose and need of the
project, the analysis, evaluation, and public
involvement that was done as part of this

study. In addition, it will include the final
recommendations. Lorain County will include
these recommendations in the County

Thoroughfare Plan.

Funding for the next steps will need to be
identified in order for this project to move
forward. In addition, continued cooperation
between Lorain County, Amherst Township,
ODOT, OTC, and NOACA is needed in order to
meet the goals of the  Township
Comprehensive Plan, one of which is a new
east-west roadway in this corridor.

How can | submit a comment?

You may comment on the study by filling out
the included comment sheet and dropping it in
the comment box at tonight's meeting. All
comments will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative.
Or, you may mail your comments to:

HNTB Ohio, Inc.
Attn: Mary Cierebiej
1100 Superior Ave., Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

Please send comments by April 11, 2007.

State Route 58 Corridor Study

Public Involvement Meeting
Tuesday, March 27, 2007

Welcome

Welcome to the first public meeting for the State
Route 58 Corridor Study. This handout provides an
overview of the corridor study. We have received
valuable insight from both the Project Stakeholders
and the public.  This input has been a key
component in developing, refining and evaluating the
alternatives presented tonight.

Thank you for your interest and participation in this
important study. We look forward to your continued
involvement.

Sincerely,

The Lorain County Board of Commissioners and
the Amherst Township Trustees

Who are the project stakeholders?

e Lorain County Community
Development

e Ambherst Township
e City of Amherst
e Village of South Amherst

e Northeast Areawide Coordinating
Agency (NOACA)

e The Ohio Turnpike Commission (OTC)

e Ohio Department of Transportation
(ODOT)

e Lorain County Engineer
e Lake Shore Railway Association

Why have we been studying SR 587

The traffic study being conducted for the SR
58 Corridor was a recommended next step of

the Amherst Township Comprehensive Plan
and SR 58 Corridor Plan, completed by D.B.

Hartt, Inc. The plans recommended a new
future east—west road between 1-80 and SR
113, and SR 58 and Pyle South Amherst

Road.

development and determine the

In order to proactively plan for future
most

feasible location for this proposed roadway,
a traffic study was required.

ODOT and OTC are supportive of this
study. They have advised that if a new
road was to be constructed, and the limited
access that currently exists on SR 58 at the
Turnpike interchange was to be broken, the
proposed roadway must connect SR 58 and
Pyle South Amherst. It cannot only serve
the future development, but must be a
thoroughfare.

Based on the revised zoning, and the
acreage available for redevelopment, this
future development will generate increased
traffic. Understanding that the development
will not happen all at once, the following
estimates were generated for 25% build-out
and 67% build-out.

Future Traffic Estimates

e 1/4 Build-out generates
= ~2,000 trips (AM Peak Hour)
= ~2,870 trips (PM Peak Hour)
e 2/3 Build-out generates
= ~5,050 trips (AM Peak Hour)
= ~6,580 trips (PM Peak Hour)

How is this study being funded?

Lorain County Community Development
Department was awarded a Transportation
for Livable Communities Initiative (TLCI)
Grant through the Northeast Areawide
Coordinating Agency (NOACA) to perform a
traffic study, and determine the most
feasible location of a proposed new east-
west roadway. NOACA provided a $75,000
grant, and Lorain County Board of
Comissioners provided a 20% local match
to fund this study.

_]-



g .00lL=.L37V2S

¢ NILVNE3 LTV IANIT3dId dH .91 NOISSINSNYH.L SV YIGANTO0D
LAAILVNHILTY ANIT H3LYM .72 ALNNOD NIVHOT TvaNy

311S QEVZYH-ILINW AHOLNIANI DIHOLSIH OIHO
311S SId AHOLNIANI ANVILIM TVYNOILYN

31IS SAV/SHIV NIV1d d00T4 4Y3A 001

31IS VHIH ASVANNOYG T30dVd

SYNVL 39VHOLS ANNOHOHIANN ONIMYIT AHYANNOEG TTVdIDINNN
SHNVL FOVHOLS ANNOHOHIANN V3dV AdNLS
STTI13IM SVO ANV IO .
SANITT NOISSIWSNVYH.L 214123713

| SIAAILYVNAILTYVY 3189ISV3Id HLIM ASVINIWAS 9V 14 d3d




State Route 58 Corridor Study

Public Involvement Meeting
Tuesday, March 27, 2007

Please provide any comments you might have concerning this study in the space below or on
a separate sheet of paper. You may deposit your comments in the designated box or mail
them to the following address by no later than April 11, 2007:

HNTB Ohio, Inc.

Attn: Mary Cierebiej

1100 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

You may use additional pages if necessary. Your responses will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative for the SR 58 Corridor.
Thank you for your input.

1. Which Pyle South Amherst terminus of the proposed roadway do you prefer, the northern or southern
alignment? Why? Please explain.

2. What are your concerns regarding the proposed roadway? Please be specific.

3. Do you have any additional comments about the SR 58 Corridor Study?

Optional:
Name: Address:
City: Zip: Date:

This comment sheet is a self-mailer. Fold in thirds, tape (do not staple), and place in any mailbox. (Postage is required.)



(fold, tape, affix postage)

HNTB Ohio, Inc.

Attn: Mary Cierebiej

1100 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

(fold, tape, affix postage)

Postage
Required




SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting #1
March 27, 2007

Name E-Mail Affiliation
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SR 58 Corridor Study
Public Meeting #1
March 27, 2007

Name

Address

E-Mail

Affiliation

- s ; LQ -

J . /
16 Jha i en S

. s S
ZY 7 /‘Zyra,fgf.w;/;f J”?Z‘ ﬁ”//f/&”}(

SCEON

) E ot § o &

,/e;"»i (}fy‘”‘” J;‘{ ;:}fj; s 27 - <j

L

T s
Z P

e

[
/

f{ Tt

& j,if
17

57

/o3 Jad A e
S o pids s BT

ATAYA 5 o £

LA SC 2

”"”“‘“‘“’*\
e i ni s

fﬂ 77& € iy e f
?Jﬁ;f; ,ff/xizﬁ; WANPP e

@ &/ q@;ﬁ_«:ﬁ‘ MNTORYTEL, AAET

55? L hvd A fﬂ:’?ﬁfg:?"

;/f; L AR

S
O

19

BRI E\ &)

e oo, o+

20} e

//27 f”//,:w 4

21

% Loy 7 S ETes

ﬂa)

ey - e .
{ ; s s
22 s&’fﬂf s n;:/g, s é_jf&?’(g

x S/ L{ wf}

23 / ;{fﬁﬂuﬁfw i v;:[/

a{;\:ﬁ@ f’z/w ;f‘j__s‘jéw

-

— )/'v.} )/,:;.‘
fe i Lol geifuey  J F i Lo
&

w//%z/

/) P
2006-10-24_SigninSheet - /,{j, 2/ Q@%




Sfoie Route 58 C”crridor Study
Public Involvement Meeting
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Please provide any comments you might have concerning this study in the space below or on
a separate sheet of paper. You may deposit your comments in the designated box or mail
them to the following address by no later than April 11, 2007:

HNTB Ohio, Inc. P e - 7 ST 2
Attn: Mary Cierebiej " o m
1100 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330 AMakra };Qw,ﬁ{,@ ga oo ,
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

You may use additional pages if necessary. Your responses will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative for the SR 58 Corridor.
Thank you for your input.

1. Which Pyle South Ambherst terminus of the proposed readway do you prefer, the northern or scuthern
alignment? Why? Please explain.
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State Rou’r”e 58 Corridor Study
Public Involvement Meeting

Y PACICY

Please provide any comments you might have concerning this study in the space below or on
a separate sheet of paper. You may deposit your comments in the designated box or mail
them to the following address by no later than April 11, 2007:

HNTB Ohio, Inc.

Attn: Mary Cierebiej

100 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

You may use additional pages if necessary. Your responses will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative for the SR 58 Corridor.
Thank you for your input,

1. Which Pyle Scuth Amherst terminus of the proposed roadway do you prefer, the northern or southern
alignment? Why? Please explain.

?/ﬁ@/% ,/?hsz ”{Ef e,/‘féy f” igxﬂz/gmﬁf?ﬁ/} {V’i"/f//;’@ﬁ
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2. What are your concerns regarding the proposed roadway? Please be specific,

3. Do you have any additional comments about the SR 58 Corridor Study?

Optional: . _ _ , .
Name: g/% %WW@{M/ Address: §}f? Mﬁ//%fg&?ff
City: /,f:;@ g7 ) Zip: yf?ﬁﬁ/} Date: 7 2207

This comment sheef is a seif-maiter. Fold in thirds, tape (do not staple), and place in any mailbox. (Postage is required.)




State Route 58 Corridor Siudy

Public Involvement Meeting
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Please provide any comments you might have concerning this study in the space below or on
a separate sheet of paper. You may deposit your comments in the designated box or mail
them to the following address by no later than April 11, 2007:

HNTB Ohig, Inc.

Attn: Mary Cierebiej

OO0 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

You may use additional pages if necessary. Your responses will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative for the SR 58 Corridor.
Thank you for your input.

1. Which Pyle South Amherst terminus of the proposed roadway do you prefer, the northern or southern
alignment? Why? Please explain.  t3 OBTHEREY =~ LOLREIL (doptal) ws( BE WMOZE ) twlf}C?
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2. What are your concerns regarding the proposed roadway? Please be specific. [ 4 4VE N©O
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3. Do you have any additional comments about the SR 58 Corridor Study?  E Xl & s J7
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Optional:
Name: Address:
City: Zip: Date:

This comment sheet /s a self-mailer. Fold in thirds, lape (do not siaple), and place in any maitbox, (Postage s required.)




State Route 58 Corridor Study
Public Involvement Meeting
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Please provide any comments you might have concerning this study in the space below or on
a separate sheet of paper. You may deposit your comments in the designated box or mail
them to the following address by no later than April 11, 2007:

HNTB Ohio, Inc.

Attn: Mary Cierebiej

1100 Superior Avenue, Suite 1330
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-2531

You may use additional pages if necessary. Your responses will be considered in the
recommendation of the preferred alternative for the SR 58 Corridor.
Thank you for your input.

1. Which Pyle South Amherst terminus of the proposed roadway do you prefer, the northern or scuthern
alignment? Why? Please expiain.

2. _What are your concerns regarding the proposed roadway? Rlease be specific.

3. Do you have any additional comments about the SR 58 Corridor Study?

Optional:
Name:; Address:
City: Zip: Date:

This comment sheet is & self-maifer. Fold in thirds, fape (do not staple), and place in any mailbox. (Fostage is regquired)




Residents unmoved by Rt. 58/Pyle connection

Lisa Roberson | The Chronicle-Telegram

AMHERST TWP. — Plans for building an expensive new roadway local officials say will spur
development are in the works despite residents’ concerns that it's being pushed before any hint of
development begins.

The thoroughfare, which is in the early stages of planning, will link state Route 58 and Pyle-South
Ambherst Road with a four-lane boulevard, complete with a landscaped median, tree lawn, and
meandering sidewalks. Currently, there are two suggested alternatives — both of which run from
Route 58 at the Ohio Turnpike interchange to Pyle-South Amherst Road, with only a few hundred feet
separating each optional end point.

And with an estimated cost of $25 million, local officials are banking on the bulk of the tab being picked
up by present landowners or future developers that are sure to want a piece of the pie once it's built.

However, some residents are leery that the outcome of such a costly project will hinge on the notion
that if the road is built, office, commercial and residential development will follow.

“Is this going to be like South Amherst? Is this going to be like the Quarry Project?” said Pat Burl. “Is
this for real? Right here and right now.”

Project manager Mary Cierebiej, of the engineering firm HNTB, tried to reassure residents the Route
58 corridor study and project are separate entities from the on-again, off-again $1.25 billion quarry
project, the property for which is located nearby. Nonetheless, residents who are watching as that
project hovers in uncertainty say they are not convinced.

Trustee Neil Lynch advised residents not to think about the quarry project when they look at the
proposal. Instead, he asked residents to think about what lies in the future of the area if they don’t plan
today.

“What we are saying if we do nothing is we are better off as a community doing no planning and letting
it happen haphazardly,” he said. “If we don’t plan for when and where this road will be built, who will
make that decision for us? The reality is, eventually, there is going to be development.”

As such, Cierebiej pushed for public input on the project. She urged residents who didn’t want to talk
at the public meeting to reach her by phone or e-mail.

Cierebiej said that based on the input gathered, the study team will refine the alternatives and
ultimately recommend a preferred route to be included in the County Thoroughfare Plan.

The residents’ concerns aren’t the only issues that have been raised.

Ambherst Township Trustee Dennis Abraham has come under fire during discussions of the road
because members of his family own nearby property, but Abraham said he cleared his participation
with Assistant County Prosecutor Gerald Innes.
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