1-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY
PUBLIC MEETING #2 SUMMARY
JUNE 12, 2014, 2:00-8:00PM
EASTERN MARKET SHED #2
2934 RUSSELL STREET
DETROIT, Ml

INTRODUCTION

Public Meeting #2 consisted of an open house format, including over 30 display boards and orientation presentations
at 2:00pm, 4:00pm, and 6:00pm. Project team members were stationed at each series of boards to engage and field
questions from attendees. The 30 display boards consisted of information and illustrations related to alternatives for
the primary study areas, secondary study areas, and innovative corridor elements. The display boards were
organized into four stations:

Station 1: Introduction

Station 2: Primary Study Area Alternatives
Station 3: Secondary Study Area Alternatives
Station 4: Ideas

Attendees were able to provide feedback by engaging with project team members, placing stickers on the evaluation
boards located at each station, and submitting written comments.

Throughout the duration of the meeting, 199 attendees signed-in at the welcome station. However, 162 completed
the attendee profile. As illustrated in Figure 1, approximately 60% of attendees live within or near the study areas,
and an additional 24% of attendees commute to work within or near the study areas.

Figure 1: Attendee Profile

I live in or near the study areas 58
I live + work in or near the study areas 42
| work in or near the study areas but don't live here 39
I don't live or work in the study areas 23
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ALTERNATIVE FEATURE RATING

This document summarizes attendee evaluation of primary study area alternatives (Station 2), attendee evaluation of
secondary study area alternatives (Station 3), attendee preference for specific corridor elements (Station 4), and
written comments provided by attendees.

Station 2: Primary Study Area Alternatives

This station included a summary board that diagrammatically compared each of the six alternatives and two boards
for each of the six alternatives. The first board for each alternative provided illustrations, data, and information on the
design concept. The second board for each alternative provided an opportunity for attendees to provide their
feedback (negative, neutral, positive) on the major characteristics of each alternative and each alternative as a whole.

Alternative #1: Reconstructed Freeway As Is
Meeting attendees provided generally negative feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to maintaining -375 as
a subsurface freeway. While other elements of Alternative #1 scored more favorably, the overall feedback was
largely negative, with approximately 85% opposed and 10% in favor of the overall concept. See Figure 2 for
complete evaluation results of Alternative #1.

Figure 2: Alternative #1 Evaluation Results

ALTERNATIVE #1

NEGATIVE
Maintaining 1-375 as a subsurface freeway to allow high-speed

64 8 22
access to downtown
Modifying two southbound ramps to improve operations and 11 7 20
increase storage (i.e. queuing) capacity
Large, landscaped embankments along the freeway 15 10 22
West Jefferson curve remains as existing 55 3 10
OVERALL 86 5 10

Alternative #2: Reconstructed Freeway with Riverfront Connection

Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #2. Similar to Alternative #1, attendees were more so
opposed to maintaining 1-375 as a subsurface freeway. However, specific modifications that improve vehicular and
non-motorized access score more favorably. Overall feedback on Alternative #2 was much more balanced than
Alternative #1, with approximately 54% opposed and 37% in favor of the overall concept. See Figure 3 for complete
evaluation results of Alternative #2.

Figure 3: Alternative #2 Evaluation Results

ALTERNATIVE #2

NEGATIVE
Maintaining 1-375 as a subsurface freeway to allow high-speed

40 3 26
access to downtown
Modifying two southbound ramps to improve operations and 5 5 27
increase storage capacity
Creating new riverfront connection from East Jefferson 9 4 51
(secondary movement, requires exiting freeway)
Addition of bike lanes along Service Drives 8 0 46
OVERALL 64 4 44

Alternative #3: Freeway Transitions to Surface Street at Larned

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #3, specifically related to the conversion of I-
375 to a surface street at Larned to eliminate the Jefferson Curve. Other elements of this alternative that improve
vehicular and non-motorized access also scored favorably. Overall feedback on Alternative #3 was generally
positive, with approximately 58% in favor and only 32% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 4 for complete
evaluation results of Alternative #3.
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Figure 4: Alternative #3 Evaluation Results
ALTERNATIVE #3

NEGATIVE

Converting 1-375 to a surface street from Larned south to

o . . 11 3 61
eliminate Jefferson curve and create direct riverfront access
Conversion of northbound service drive to two-way local street 19 3 31
Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal 6 1 50
roadway
Creation of new greenway space to buffer neighborhood from

N - L 3 6 54
principal roadway and create non-motorized opportunities
OVERALL 41 13 74

Alternative #4: East Edge Boulevard

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #4, specifically related to the conversion of I-
375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area. Other elements of this alternative that improve vehicular
and non-motorized access and create residual development parcels adjacent to the Central Business District (CBD)
also scored favorably. Overall feedback on Alternative #4 was generally positive, with approximately 65% in favor
and only 34% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 5 for complete evaluation results of Alternative #4.

Figure 5: Alternative #4 Evaluation Results
ALTERNATIVE #4
NEGATIVE

Replacing 1-375 as surface boulevard to create new access,
reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, eliminate | 19 2 56
Jefferson curve

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal roadway | 8 2 34
Developing greenway/bikeway feature along east side of new
3 3 a7

boulevard
Creation of potential development parcels on the west (downtown)

. - 9 8 44
side of the corridor
OVERALL 42 1 79

Alternative #5: West Edge Boulevard

Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #5. Specific features of the alternative scored favorably,
including the conversion of 1-375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area and improved vehicular and
non-motorized access. However, overall feedback on Alternative #5 was much more balanced than Alternatives #3
and #4, with approximately 52% in favor and 41% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 6 for complete
evaluation results of Alternative #5.

Figure 6: Alternative #5 Evaluation Results
ALTERNATIVE #5
NEGATIVE

Replacing 1-375 as surface boulevard to create new access,
reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, eliminate | 20 2 52
Jefferson curve

Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal roadway | 7 1 45

Conversion of northbound service drive to two-way local street

with bike lanes 16 5 30
Creation of potential greenway/storm water management space

along east side of corridor between principal roadway and local | 20 9 39
roadway, with long-term redevelopment potential

OVERALL 41 6 52
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Alternative #6: One-Way Pair of Surface Streets and Below-Grade Greenway

Meeting attendees provided mixed feedback on Alternative #6. While specific features of the alternative scored
favorably, including the conversion of 1-375 to a surface street throughout the primary study area and improved
vehicular and non-motorized access, other features were met with both negative and positive response, including the
configuration of one-way paired surface streets and the reuse of below-grad space for a multi-use trail. Overall
feedback, similar to Alternative #5, was much more balanced than Alternatives #3 and #4, with approximately 51%
opposed and 40% in favor of the overall concept. See Figure 7 for complete evaluation results of Alternative #6.

Figure 7: Alternative #6 Evaluation Results

ALTERNATIVE #6
NEGATIVE
Replacing 1-375 as two parallel one-way streets to create new
access, reduce speeds, reduce pedestrian crossing distances, | 32 2 38
eliminate Jefferson curve, and make direct riverfront access
Creating new riverfront connection directly from principal
12 2 39
roadway
Reuse of below-grade space for multi-use trail (similar to the
) 33 6 45
Dequindre Cut)
Addition of on-street bike lanes along parallel principal 4 > 46
roadways
OVERALL 64 10 50

Station 3: Secondary Study Area Alternatives

This station consisted of two boards for each secondary study area. A total of three secondary study areas were
analyzed, including the Jefferson East area between 1-375 and Joseph Campau, the Jefferson West area between |-
375 and Washington, and the I-75/I-375/Gratiot Interchange. The first board for each study area provided
illustrations, data, and information and the two design concepts developed for that particular study area. The second
board for each study area provided an opportunity for attendees to provide their feedback (negative, neutral, positive)
on the major characteristics of each alternative and each alternative as a whole.

Jefferson East Alternative #1: Six Travel Lanes with Landscape Median

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to the reduction of
travel lanes and the creation of a landscaped median. Overall feedback on Alternative #1 was generally positive, with
approximately 65% in favor and only 30% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 8 for complete evaluation
results of the Jefferson East Alternative #1.

Figure 8: Jefferson East Alternative #1 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE
Reduction of roadway from four to three lanes in each direction,

with parking prohibited during peak hours, in order to provide | 5 1 25
median refuge space for pedestrian crossings

Creation of landscaped median for beautification and access

6 2 32
control

OVERALL 11 2 24

Jefferson East Alternative #2: Four Travel Lanes with Buffered Bike Lane

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to the reduction of
travel lanes, inclusion of on-street parking, and the creation of buffered bike lanes. Overall feedback on Alternative
#2 was generally positive, with approximately 65% in favor and only 41% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure
9 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson East Alternative #2.

Page 4 of 14



Figure 9: Jefferson East Alternative #2 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE

Reduction of roadway from four to two lanes in each direction

A . X 5 0 30
plus parking in order to shorten crossing distances
Creation of buffered bike lanes along the corridor, protected

. - . 0 0 43
from moving traffic by median space
OVERALL 15 1 30

Jefferson West Alternative #1: Left-Turn Changes to Improve Operations and Pedestrian Flow

Meeting attendees provided generally negative feedback on Alternative #1. While specific elements of the alternative
received balanced responses, the overall feedback was largely negative, with approximately 78% opposed and only
18% in favor of the overall concept. See Figure 10 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson West Alternative
#1.

Figure 10: Jefferson West Alternative #1 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE
Elimination of eastbound left-turn to Woodward to reduce traffic 6 0 9
gueuing and improve pedestrian crossing
Relocation of westbound left-turn at Beaubien to crossover to 3 1 6
reduce queuing and safety issues along Jefferson
OVERALL 22 1 5

Jefferson West Alternative #2: Additional Left-Turn Changes to Improve Operations and Pedestrian Flow

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to the elimination of all
left-turns to Woodward Avenue, the creation of a pedestrian promenade to Hart Plaza, and the relocation of left-turns
at Beaubien. Overall feedback on Alternative #2 was largely positive, with approximately 71% in favor and only 10%
opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 11 for complete evaluation results of the Jefferson West Alternative #2.

Figure 11: Jefferson West Alternative #1 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE

Elimination of all left-turns to Woodward to reduce traffic
. . 11 0 25
queuing and create pedestrian promenade to Hart Plaza

Relocation of all left-turns at Beaubien to crossover to reduce
queuing and safety issues along Jefferson

OVERALL 14 0 34

6 0 20

Interchange Alternative #1: Minimal 1-75 Modifications, New [-375/Gratiot Interchange

Meeting attendees provided generally positive feedback on Alternative #1, specifically related to the increased
accessibility provided by the creation of an 1-375 interchange at Gratiot. Overall feedback on Alternative #1 was
generally positive, with approximately 69% in favor and only 23% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 12 for
complete evaluation results of the Interchange Alternative #1.

Figure 12: Interchange Alternative #1 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE
Creation of an 1-375 interchange at Gratiot Avenue in order to
. o . 5 0 27
increase accessibility to the northeast portion of downtown
Conversion of the Gratiot Connector to a surface street with
. . 11 0 22
intersection at Russell Street
OVERALL 6 2 18

Interchange Alternative #2: Reconstructed Interchange with Surface Boulevard at Gratiot
Meeting attendees provided largely positive feedback on Alternative #2, specifically related to reconstruction of the I-
375 interchange and the elimination of the Gratiot Connector. Overall feedback was largely positive, with
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approximately 82% in favor and only 16% opposed to the overall concept. See Figure 13 for complete evaluation
results of the Interchange Alternative #2.

Figure 13: Interchange Alternative #2 Evaluation Results

NEGATIVE

Full reconstruction of the interchange to reconfigure 1-75 as the
through movement, and add direct connections to Brush and | 11 0 30
Gratiot

Elimination of the Gratiot Connector, with traffic instead served
by the new surface intersection of I1-375 and Gratiot

11 1 30

OVERALL 9 1 45

Images of the evaluation boards are included in Appendix A.

Summary of Feedback on Specific Design Treatments

To better understand the motivation for how attendees evaluated each alternative, responses related to specific
design treatments were compiled to determine how they compare to each other regardless of the overall alternative.
The design treatments met with the most positive and most negative responses are highlighted below, and have been
assigned a + or — rating based on the number of positive and negative responses for each.

Direct riverfront connection +135
Bike lanes along I-375 corridor and East Jefferson +123
Convert 1-375 to a surface boulevard +119
Greenway/bikeway along east edge of 1-375 +114
New interchange at I-375/I-75/Gratiot +60
Reduction of travel lanes on East Jefferson +45
Developable land along east edge of I-375 +31
Maintain West Jefferson curve -45
Maintain [-375 as a sub-surface freeway -56

In addition to the evaluation that attendees provided on specific treatments within each alternative, Station 4 provided
an opportunity for attendees to provide their preference on innovative corridor elements that could be integrated into
the final alternative. These elements were separated into specific categories, including pedestrian design, bicycle
design, walls/bridges/paths, landscape design, and corridor innovation. The elements that received the most support
included buffered bike lanes (with a physical barrier), enhanced pedestrian environments (on bridges and
crosswalks), wind/solar energy treatments, stormwater treatments, and public art. Results are included in Appendix

A.

WRITTEN COMMENT SUMMARY
Seventy-seven written comment forms were submitted at the meeting. The following is a synopsis of comments

received:

Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods expressed concern with the potential
impacts of options which would convert the principle roadway to a surface street. Several attendees shared
their experience with crime, congestion, littering, and parking that spills into the neighborhoods from
Downtown. These attendees were concerned that surface street options would only amplify these problems.
Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods also expressed concern about the
potential environmental impact of the at-grade options, including increased noise, vibration, and pollution.
Multiple residents of Lafayette Park and East Side neighborhoods also expressed concern about the
impacts that potential development adjacent to the neighborhood could have on the character of the area.
Most attendees were supportive of a reconfigured interchange that eliminates the Gratiot Connector and
makes |-75 movements easier. In addition, most attendees were supportive of a direct riverfront connection
and the elimination of the Jefferson curve.

Most attendees were supportive of non-motorized improvements, including bike lanes along 1-375 and
Jefferson Avenue, enhanced non-motorized connections across 1-375 (whether it remains below-grade or is
brought to grade), and any treatments that are incorporated to make this corridor more livable and walkable.
Those attendees in favor of the surface street alternatives mentioned that this would be a transformative
project aligned with the current trends of downtown and that it would divert from previous planning habits
that placed preference on automobile travel. Some attendees suggested that the new boulevard be named
Hastings Street as a tribute to the history of the area.

Some attendees in favor of a surface boulevard prefer that the alternatives reduce the travel lanes from four
lanes, suggesting that future traffic volumes will continue to decline and that traffic can divert to M-10 and
other downtown surface streets.
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Several attendees were in favor of maintaining 1-375 as a below-grade freeway, noting that it provides quick
access to the Central Business District (CBD) and acts as a buffer between the Downtown and adjacent
neighborhoods. Several attendees referenced increased traffic during special events that require faster
access to Downtown.

Several attendees mentioned the importance of maintaining access to the Detroit/Windsor Tunnel

Several attendees mentioned the importance of considering impacts to Christ Church parking lots for any
alternative that provides a direct riverfront connection.

Several attendees mentioned that the below-grade greenway shown as part of Alternative #6 would be
disconnected and redundant with the Dequindre Cut, and that a revised alternative that immediately creates
developable land would be preferred.

Several attendees mentioned that potential public transit should be considered for this corridor.

Several attendees inquired whether the [-375/I-75/Gratiot interchange should be the primary project,
followed by redesigning the remainder of the corridor.

Several attendees inquired what the criteria would be for choosing a final alternative.

A complete list of comments is included in Appendix B.
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APPENDIX A: Evaluation Boards
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APPENDIX B: Comment Forms

(Contact information provided has been redacted)

Page 14 of 14



I3 75

1-375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
’E)J T . dg klft :
B Se bl Hem ¢ ML:-A-;-,. ~{
)
At L Bhes o make upns and Lres vhem pade

f

tﬁ.‘JS‘:i-Lbﬂ.lllcj ? 4 CieaT .1:$. 'Hw.ﬂ AL TS Wy M‘v,ktc.ﬁm um

30-35 ) gones b e
T ¢ dob alous b vk b ke
cemel T wouldd oo« loer
5 ke could ever b Cdeclized e o8 S

Any other thoughts ideas
Mrj ﬁm!!h,fA»f_ f-lt:'l.:la,f Uh:‘l;: Liaes Irtnm_ He fe'e5--)~ acr‘lafﬂﬂx‘f:



FUTURE EYY

1-375 ALTERMATIVES STLUDY

Your Comment

ML hedde b “bclo.
' —_— ] o r J
& Sobwe el The lew do Ths Wlole et
fS ] A ¢ vl 4 ."“{“L o le <o
éaegd wallX sad bi cle Ao, bana T, G ceg

P D H)-bltwu J’LL i less o?‘ﬂrc Bed A 5); & te
des. el - kﬁ}% oo, prope b, ¢

WA U ST v vlve T bp e ne
G f\&\—kf( oreas  Lost eae o~ rec b s
Any other thoughts/ideas ‘- wa
Vot borheodS hodd 0 LoMeE 1 Kk
e Ted ad A sud Judu.q/v yw&)
lewel ok | Compect  evenThoe,
& :“uuu
vl (P e N ’ slsg Ke o

b, &\ oL\ih\)ﬂ ,



IUNLE3 75

55555555555555555555

Your Comment

ot e

wedlion
P

nyot er ug
e bollod vosl g
£ s bk

e




HUNEE3 75

1-375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



RUUNA375

-375 ALTERNMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas

4




375

I-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
( & o

s

Dae wiiich maS.dacwl A he  wyreus

3 L"’W‘-!-E- . 3&'&&»?; Ot
A‘H ‘{'{\t b.“l‘-j ol 1 :‘E.t.q_l Q&C

he o0 lev clo® howld
Bhe added +o (w Se e
rom s ua~ o — : [
Pulblce - (£

Any other thoughts/ideas



Dosdent of @00 B \imyette 4 work dewntoun

N3 75

1-375% ALTFRMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

¢ stive BO 'U«wu ot syl heg +ee pwn
¢ceide lenes pn etﬂﬂm cide (north And
boond) .
F-No hgh-rse develboppent 2kin 4o Hee hideous
Casedkbwn (s ino ec - e exis
oldi 5,

-

The develepnment o ol in AR AHC will continue t= divide
dewniewn " ny o er thoughts/ideas
& £ on broleva cd sl
) o Alter.
\one fiest € Aek ten Alecmsbiy
NI AV ‘e, u&‘t‘a«tl‘ff’_, e,é{anl vlewaed -



REsiclent of 300 > o boun plakuingr

HIRI375

I 275 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
#H5 {5 the best wptien - put |tk there Sinould
b8 fewer lowmes Y nortiné sauthh vound wngs (n
additiovt [ @ Servite dave 1S Dnneclgsoung
it

Any other thoughts/ideas
Consider o b larg v tve EJerferson fit.|

vouevards down €W Jefferson, Grafiet, 1215,
wWoodward , Mg dve. ofc. e Greafly reeddod
g oiw sivigun (@ danver gnVivon
nd e Shormwitte oser Gon) o Peauli tabum



FUTUREEYA]

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 5 STUDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



TFULUREEFA)

I1-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas

|



N3 75

1-375 ALTERMNATIVES S5TUDY

Your Comment

oA A, D £ T v i

§¢I-LLTY0N AL takd i Ae Duweeinc CoA-g Feleee Ffom

Any other thoughts/ideas



FUTURE EY)

1-375 ALTERMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

/ot G i O &
) I 7O~ e
[
(s ﬂfrf'{;' Fz-{\?’f Wl T A AT f+ at a é@u/a L")Q}”‘ZQ
670 nisr  Cans ST OSs 1AL fdec
rys e ~ UmyV-':(Own

Any other thoughts/ideas

o cﬂ -GV Wy N
v



U375

I'375 ALTERMATIVES S5TUDY

Your Comment
We al Mive  (<aies Chag %+ e M
e ¢ " bockoods  walks h

DLLYEJ&IUff: FFQ ns

Lrinate (0 b s o om + e lerm

s bowze L+ live on ~+ Kiv dad A

ar ot~ 1Bl Toliek

wowl  make  all Ahese ms e

Worse, se YViov

bver™ 5 L} l"f! h meg S

more At T Ae Mea A~ FAL

b He cuhances, e .

Y da o don 04 o &l

+ e T do ke

L st ann e B¢ ~He bﬂ'gf

:S?L\SD \1\ 'a



RIUIA3 75

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

Your Comment

{ e S AU
S 1S Mo N o WFE
0‘['{‘0 Al 2 DY V"-.HFL

(N a5550n oY 15—

U @/{?'k‘ b’%€ RN MNC/N ¢ + “M)L@v

3 ny erthoughts/ideas



RNWIA375

1-375 ALTERMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

2757 o T T2

- . ’I E¥IL

M ONWI Fc@u ™ & Brd THe PR WIRIAAKIS 3

Any other thoughts/ideas

- . !

. em————

C;-’mn.ﬂ:i.‘njf THeRE I\ kb i.m;: M}A,»FF T .g}:rf_m‘h:'ﬁ“

[ gy

MMBCE B THE Ml Fduvie: GRS o 1A TR
—



FUTURE EFA)

~375 ALTERMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

of

Any other thoughts/ideas



HUUNA375

375 ALTERMATIVE STLULDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



FUTUREEY A

Il 275 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

ot (> 2
U AN —50
Ard D COolLhing  devecobuesy | T O
. S DNF R =TTE
AL
et UDNEQT —Sibh=
Any other thoughts/ideas

R N e T AT

iy ¢

((MNAES ST



FUTURE Y]

Your Comment

e W,,. A oyt
‘o If’ oV

2. <
/

Any other thoughts/ideas

Treate v e
£ QZP_ ﬂf]éJi'“aﬂ.

7

Shorten /]‘
Cvasypwalky P@M"?Lfnﬁ‘uﬁe_ & ot

dyrce



HME375

SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



FUTUREEYA)

I 375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

i L

e (o ov 7 Goub)
S FLag SO 702 T M6 SHE
16 HL-GH A7 10 Getle MNEAZ RAIIDCIIR

CRAALIE] 1€ o Jec C ons

Any other thoughts/ideas

LNE = EAFIC
{74 ar
A ¢ T27 G A
/ i Lozt



HMNE3 75

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Any other thoughts/ideas



FUTUREEF]

55555555555555555555

Your Comment

f -515 needS 10 €44 rre G G
eLo . &S more  more busi
D NW A (ldJ
on dhg rm O1us J’r Suntafe o elow Hu
speedS sodvasnegdiu from 10 he 1-T

h Nrn i a
30 nou ey
WS
had 00 NoT
Snd
S of | e § %5
v
¢ 0 $he
N4 015 de



FUTUREEFA)

1-375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

AL ord M ‘
LUt e
PRSI Aen O 0 L ¢85 L DFT OF
& L ¥
T P
(O METEUONS

Any other thoughts/ideas

e = MO SR TV PEELVDPNTES o iz
IMOATEN ARFA oF - 215 see
COMSUITED  Anly THEWE ‘1?‘?&{—1; VP
ey WEAED AND IHIPLEtEWTED. war\k THle,
AEPAls) . BokD 1% L CYRGER" | FoPe R pdmtivE

5  w=ds e AlLL 1DE



FUTURE EFR]

I1-375 ALTEBRBMATIVES S5TUDY

Your Comment

A Yoonte D I-'Ff{'_-'mt‘ o oA 40O
a el i 3 ~
e = ren Tets
< oo « T e e ootk
G e — 4 21 ca le - +nt o
lve in wasllenle e L o2
Any other thoughts/ideas
- # 4 e 3
At =N b 2
i A et on F o oGso e arz  the
N S LR =l Lt Y= Fy e — 9 S Leowd
=y m e i), A Wac by s W dends
. olern ot e~ e aevy T
de e ot s Yoo Loeld veldnnect emsteoa en

Fo r

f
£aLain e Hilsars -



1
e

RUNA3 75

NLYTERAMATIWVES STUDY

Your Comment
T g s Adleanahoe #2
arn Allernathue 3

/
L. s ' |
Ko oo +o |
wiins  dlso T (U

bo usen as decnah i~ Qo o bind w
1l§r, A Mdnden SN
Any other thoughts/ideas

4 Hao (> 3l
OLA W\lCF:) Woear ) TS o
AL EWRA? G and
DGy G ML Yo anp s Heo
¢ NALAN ) ”GSH‘Z__ 1
S o



N3 75

RMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

jm, AT /Z.I.[/mﬂ,_ s LYT I 7] ﬂff% jﬂm/.ﬁ?m /

Any other thoughts/ideas
%Jﬁihﬂm; n/ jﬁﬂﬂl[mﬂm][ /)/ :;;MMA'WJ ..a'“u//d meAl{r



FUTUREEF4]

1-275 ALTERMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

77

Any other thoughts/ideas



I-375 ALTERMATIVES S5TU ry

Your Comm t

S &\
wo o o
=1 Coe J CZ{
(Ao i X | So L ;:,md: fizjl AL
/ < ek -

/] glp %—C/(,&f? Ok CAseaSpole —

Any her thoughts/ideas
(A s

Clc




RHUNNA375

55555555555555555555

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas

L=

1



HIRA375

Il 375 ALTERMATIVES S5TUDY

Your Comment

sel N
Ao S Fo
- L Y
7 A / LAl R
S Va
A tl S g fhnts G gu ‘ /
7 T
L7 LA o
as
e T 7T SA
oA L ;‘}_P -
Y /1
L7 ZL P R
£ 7.

Gzt = s



INNLE375

I 375 ALTERGMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

Vi 5

T Vhf*ég”‘:.

r

Verv exciled absed o Geabot/m-3 Thivwer

77 a
Any other t oughts/ideas

Dor't horezse 0 vrent. We' ke o7
too  wcl /

o - 4

Te am -7l Ra/l exdewssors 2160 T
: >



Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



HUNLEA3 75

I 375 ALTERMATIVES S5TUDY

Your Comment

i ‘ . besa
P ra & eSS avrd < - _
e ﬁ-uﬂq. - o
- ” r - o=
—~ e e &
- " v s
ars -~

Any other thoughts/ideas

77/4 7%:.: 2 o-/';é:.rn mlf-;...zg:; rh:c:f. 7[‘
}4 j'w{: in ‘fZ-:.- S lf':..mL.c-r CLen 4 0-,£
‘{"? e 7‘11 vt If"'L- H;-M 7 —

v
Bl Freriee
ﬂzl’clf:.d{ /



TUTURE EF4R)

I1I-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
7 58  w/ -

MAKLE PARKINV E < AL AL F
B o (/S E-
How ARcl7 2.0 A2

Any other thoughts/id



rTE? /u FI’JNL

-Sweezeit IUINIINE 3

I 275 ALTERMNATIVES

Siey Your Comment
Malea dfbarson~ Ave Beid
‘ec Jevr

¥

&u:wed w;:{'l,\ Kf}‘-\rxg L/\Jé;.;{{-::c,e_.
+oundl Lepens

i b o Exad Bt
Any other thoug ts/ideas
\
' - f /; '%16
[ ! PN S e
ol Maedae T
/
| B —— te



I 375 ALTERMNATIVES STLEDY

Your Comment

Any other thoug ts/ideas




HIUWRA375

I-375 ALTERMATIVES STLDY

Your Comment

¢/ e & =
. EI { e P
‘a
b
C L én /ii"\ Z POV o
L a For  Fal o 0
Any other thoughts/ideas
Greea medan v Nt
lene = o iise dody
Tho 5 /) Lae=y 5 & ] (o
M Qrein midia i et
chcrrf—. l{ﬁq@_ "‘lﬂé “::: f’_{/{p\/ f‘(,.‘ﬁ:} (
Sefe o, (Er‘T — .
’ﬁgf‘kf f_-} =

| Ldestrian >



TUTURCEYA)

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

Your Comment

A =

e

WHY  Badwe T S T

Any other thoughts/ideas



I3 75

I 375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
D e in Latragloc Pude . [ wtd be poorcenmid adbX

noise levels £ gatl o 395 4 A
,5}.-‘7’ W "Hﬁ‘-ah{ M”?fo
Z M3 el Attt é{ P g f;ta—r(w %
¢ M_r o e
8 !
74_& APy i fir

Any other thoughts/ideas
A +hink ravidi  befln gecea, 7o e BV&FW#

Se Nk o utr drern— gl
Al 0 Tt i il e
# S0 PEF precos 1/
At F
Llsy be sk s bl Ay e
setar g K B /5
G 7 YA %



FULUREE Y4

5555555555555555555555

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



I3 75

1-375 ALTERMNATIVES aTLDY

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



RNNNE3 75

I-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

[NC=' ALT -
STl BE CHVS | TELC

10 # “
T Jar 5 N T THE
COHMMUTIEE  ZlestST T
THELQAHUIDING  &F TR

Any other thoughts/ideas



FULUREEYA]

375 ALTERMNATIVES STLUDY

Your Comment
e g e ot norh T
Qurfaiu <Srveet,  [Haink F waudaol
(NCreast Wadk abUlihg and decrease
N0Vl [ndhd ar<a, ‘Ié € AdAat o
D tvafhe S1anddS wud Lo reduce

Ara nat AA
aF  cour ax Lyt
Any other thoughts/idea
o ul Gt CF e

0 LI &,



FULUREEYA)

5555555555555555555555

Your Comment

Allernsdic B 6 s 42 oo
l’IEJr econt e, dovelvomed | avnedd ot ?HLL

st end ’

et

b

Any other thoughts/ideas



75 , K rrott e | 3
UL Al 0 A &
Jo rodve F o ad et
# 7 +ong What 1 ©_
; > nane
o — wwte
e on wl be Ltz
Any other thoughts/id as
L Hhink e tlot Lnterc Fa ufc{f be
piotized over +he = e
[ dra icw F The € L EACE
78 U /7 €rs o }\V? 1‘446‘_
Zn NMewr ket ric '
A lHer native 2. e ‘b Tt e

RIRE3 75

I-375 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment



TUTUREERA]

5 ALTERMATIVES STUOY

Your Comment

wooved T 395 allemsdin
Contes 4 mpe  aridiset Enct Dioridranc
Rridio  rmmveibid o 0tiducs.

Fere PYY

Any othe thoughts/ideas Ml by
al/&lm

AL

Exetp o fr !



RUNNE375

I-275% ALTERMNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment
Lot g X T-3n"

Any other thoughts/ideas



BNNE375

RMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

le.

Any other thoughts/ideas



RUNA375

7S ALTERMATIVES STLUDY

Your Comment

- "Re AT ATEAS, SHOOLT?
Any other thoughts/ideas

— MR MATE. DA =
SR B hroocaHTT

TS . N T ¢
epT Y OT
C O UNSI

™ U{



B3 75

75 ALTERMATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

= mt « |

Qs +@ &/\J Q\ﬁ—‘m
%r”é.&’, {r—m e k% c::-\f_- Seoe ‘H-\g ,
rDﬂ.I.L L.u.ﬁ;("{ _FFQL'F[GM

< &t 1-5—(

Any other thoughts/ideas



RUNINE375

55555555555555555555

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



HUNE375

55555555555555555555

Your Comment

Any other thoughts/ideas



Illllll;l!375

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

Your Comment

D ara D ate
—
Any other thoughts/ideas ﬁ
& iy
A g M AL
ot &‘—M



1-375 ALTERNATIVES STUDY

Your Comment

GA Are M M 7
1l ol

% / A
/O ”
Any other thoughts eas
G A X
hm AN




RUUNE375

IIIIIIIIIIIIIII 5 STUDY

Your Comment

o )
Zﬂdi W&%m O'qlu
o EosT
s A -IM“—LQ;D
“‘H"w-* s et a.:i(.{.;\l.a( [r

[y S

Any other thoughts/ideas



Comments an "Reimaainina I-375"
Sunday Free Press. June 8, 2014

Plan 1 — Mo becauss it porpetuates the great divide.
Plan 2 — No because it perpeluates the great divide and adds relatively useless amenities.
Plan 3 - No because it perpetuates the great divide and is an incomplete solution

Plan 4 & 5 - Yes bacause it eliminates the great divide. A hybrid solution between 4 and 5
would be most desirable.

Plan § — No because it perpetuates the great divide and creates a difficult to use center land
Priority:

1. Raise to Street Level - This is highest priority because the current Canyon results in &
comgplele physical disconnect in the middte of the city.

2. Maintain Personal Car Transportation — Provide for multi-lane personal car lanes to rapidly
mave traffic in and out of the cily. However, lower the speeds for safety and aesthetics,

3. Computer Traffic Control —The new 1375 surface street, will now intersect with the previously
overhead cross sireets. This will present a challenge ta move the imtersecting traffic. Efficient
movement of traffic in both directions is essential. New enhanced sensing of traffic flow and
computer oplimization of traffic fights is required.

4. Provide a Landscaped Boulevard — The center of the boulevard should have an appropriate
mix of trees, gregnery, benches and perhaps a few picnic tables. Make it inviling for people to
walk there to have their lunch. The center should be wide encugh for comfor! but not
excessively so with wasted area.

3. Quality Attachment to the Detroit River Walk - To increase usage of the River Walk, have
added parking and a wide entrance area to the River Walk. In this area alsc add picnic tables,
benches, and restroom facilities.

8. Provide off street bicycle lanes — Mixed use [anes off street for satety. Wide, maybe 12 foot?
Post bicycle speed limit signs te be 10 mph for safety and aesthetics.

7. Provide Mere Land for Appropriate Developmant — Provide mare land on the city side for
mixed use development. Provide for a2 maximum square footage of any one business so that
there can be Inte mixed use. Wide sidewalks with trees.

8. New Building to be Aesthetic — Restrict any new building architecture to be welcoming, Street
level could only be general people friendly buildings such as grocery stores, clothing stores,
hardware stores, eateries, elc. General office and professional offices could only be on 2™ and
above floors. Limit height to 4 stories for commercial and 6 stories for residential. Aboye
ground parking ramps to be behind buildings.

9. Provide Street Level Parking — To facilitate parking for the new people friendly busingsses,
provide small but numerous street level parking lots. Limit parking to 2 hours using typical pay
devices. Limited to one way singie lane parking circles.

10. Pedestriam Overhead Walkways - Where necessary, construct atiractive wide overhead
walkways. Have a center point steps down to the iandscaped boulevard,

Just my thoughts,
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