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Kalamazoo Planning and Environmental Linkage (PEL)
JN 131203/200244
Stadium Drive and M-43 (Michigan Avenue and Kalamazoo Avenue)

Administrative Team (Primary)

Primary Contacts Contact Title E-Mai

MDOT Michele Fedorowicz  |Project Manager FedorowiaM@michizan gov
MDOT - SW Region Dee Parker liﬁegon Engneel pé’ké'c"}’ami:risar,ﬁt

MDOT - Enwvircnmental Margaret Barondess | Supervisor rondessM@michizan sov
vDoT-SWRegon [Amy Lipset Regonﬁannet LipsetA@michigan gov

MDOT - K200 TSC Michelle O'Nedl Operations Eng. onelim@michigan.gov

MDOT - Office of Rail Rob Lippert Manager ippertr@michigan gov

City of Kalamazoo Jeff Chamberiain Dep. City Manager chamberisiré@icsiamaroocity o2
City of Kalamazoo im Hoekstra Traffic Eng'neef hokstrai @kalamazoocty org ‘
City of Kalamazoo lim Ritsema City Manager ritsemaiSkalamazoocity org
City of Kalamazoo ames Baker Public Services Director |bakerd@kalamaroocity org

City of Kalamazoo - Community Planning & Development Dept. Rebakah Kik Director dir @kalamazoocity org
Kalamazoo County - Office of Emergency Management Michael Corfman Director macorf@kalcounty.com
Downtown Kalamazoo incorporated [DKI) lAndrew Haan ahaan@dd org

FHWA Dominic Drdia Area Ergineer dominic dréia@dot gov
¥2lamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) onathan Start Exsoutive Director Fstant@tats o0 org

¥alamazoo Area Transportation Study (KATS) [Steve Stepek Senior Planmer S kSkatsmoo or

'WMU - Office of Community Outreach |30b Miller A550C. VP bob.miller @wmich.edu

WMU - Office of Govt Affairs iCreg Rosine VP yeg rosine@wmich adu

Administrative Team (Technical) -

Primary Contacts Contact Title E-Ma)

MDOT - Enwvironmental Sigrid Bergland Historian rgiancc@ michisan 2ov
MDOT - Enwvironmental [Sheila Upton NEPA uptons@michigan gov
MDOT - K200 TSC |Pete Plaiffer TSC Manager pfeiﬁevgm;:hiL_-«
MDOT - X200 TSC ira Jayadewvan Traffic & Safety Eng. yadevana@michigan gov
MDOT - SW Region Kitty Rothreveldl Assoc. Region Eng. rothwellkSmichigan sov
MDOT - Geometrics |3l Taylor Geometrics taviorw@mrichizan zov
MDOT - Sigrals |Erik Smalley Signals smafeve@michigan sov
MDOT - Communications Nick Schirripa Reﬂ' Communications schirripen@michizan gov

(WML - Facilities Management David Dakin Directer of Planning david dakin@wmich.edu
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Administrative Team Meeting #1

January 13, 2016 @ 1:30 pm

Introductions of attendees

Brief overview of the Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) process (Gerri Avers)
Proposed study limits — discussion of suggested revision

Study Kick off & Data Collection

Purpose and Need

Road Safety Audit

Alternatives Development/Evaluation

PEL Checklist/Final Report

Public and Stakeholder Engagement

o Administrative Team, discussion of roles and membership
e Local Agency Committee (LAC), discussion of draft list
e Public Meetings

General discussion of schedule/milestones

Discussion of information needed from other agency partners
Discussion of next steps

The Administrative Team committed to

e Review the proposed Study Area limits ( heard no comments following the meeting so
revised map is attached)

o List the needs/problems/issues in the Study Area which need to be addressed ( ne
additional needs received. MDOT needs attached)

e Review Local Advisory Committee and Administrative Team lists (hearing no
additional comments following the meeting, revised lists are attached)

o Provide any mast plans, development plans, access management plans, non-motorized
plans, transit plans, trafTic studies, parking studies/plans, and any approved projects
within the study area and the timeframe for construction/implementation.( No further
information provided following the meeting)
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Planning & Environment Linkages (PEL)

Overview

An approach to transportation decision-making that
helps State DOTs, MPOs, and local agencies consider
environmental issues early in the transportation
planning process and use information and analysis
conducted in planning in the NEPA process.

PEL is an FHWA initiative that:

* Considers environmental issues in the transportation planning process and
* Uses information and analysis conducted in planning in the NEPA process.

Linking planning and NEPA seeks to:
+ Link the analysis and decisions made at the system level, during
transportation planning, with the project-level decisions made during the

environmental review process,

For example: The development of purpose and need should take place in the planning
process, so that it can be included in the Notice of Intent when the NOI is published.
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* Address complex
environmental challenges Improves
early and avoid

Benefits of the PEL Approach

environmentally sensitive _ project

natural resources. :
delivery
Design projects that meet :
mobility, environmental, times
and community needs.

Minimize duplication of
efforts and data.

Integrated planning enables planners and the public to:

* Analyze data and consider the costs and benefits of decisions in a
comprehensive way.

* Be better able to form programs and projects that serve the community's
transportation and environmental needs effectively.

* Avoid and minimize impact on natural resources.

Linking planning and NEPA can:
* Gain a clearer and more comprehensive idea of the vision or “purpose and
need” for the project.
* Eliminate potential duplication of planning and NEPA processes, creating one

cohesive flow.

The EDC initiative on shortening project delivery is focused on cutting the time to deliver a
major project.

e PEL supports EDC goals by improving project delivery times.



g When is a PEL Study Done?

— When you need help define problems

— When you need to identify potential projects to
include in future long-range plans.

= When funding is limited.

— When you need to make decisions as to what
improvements can be made inatimely and
affordable manner.

For projects or needs that have been identified in the long-range transportation plan, a PEL
study can be used to better refine the project or need. The results can then feed back into
the planand smaller, affordable projects identified from the PEL study can be programmed
in the TIP.

A PEL study can also be useful to help define problems or identify potential projects to
include in future long-range plans. The PEL study can assist when funding is limited and
good decisions can occur as to what improvements can be made in a timely and affordable
manner.

A PEL study is advised if the project is a complex project. If the project -
*Regionally significant
*Environmental constraints
*Costly
*Controversial
«Potential for many alternatives that could be indistinct and confusing
*Risk and uncertainty

A PEL study can build trust and relationships, and promote transparency between
stakeholders that will benefit the project later on after NEPA begins and through
construction. Increased communication and information sharing early on will lead to
better decisionmaking throughout the project development process.
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Overview of the PEL Questionnaire

Purpose
* Guides the PEL Study project team
* Provides a summary of the planning process

* Provides documentation to transition from
planning to NEPA analysis

The PEL questionnaire is a tool that state DOTs and MPOs can use:

¢ To ensure that planning information and decisions are documented so that they
can inform the environmental review process.

* For any type of planning study including corridor studies, safety studies,
feasibility studies, etc.

¢ Information from multiple studies on one area can be relied upon to complete
the questionnaire (for example if a corridor study and a separate safety study
were conducted for one area).

The questionnaire was originally developed by the Colorado DOT and the Colorado Division
Office. The original questionnaire that Colorado developed was adapted for national
application.



Questionnaire Sections

Background

Methodology used

Agency coordination

Public coordination

Purpose and need

Range of alternatives

Planning assumptions and analytical methods
Environmental resources

. Cumulative impacts

10. Potential strategies for mitigation

1.
2.
3.
4,
=¥
6.
7.
8.
9

The questions included in the questionnaire address 10 major areas.

10



@ FHWA’s Involvement

* FHWA's involvement in PEL is comparable to
that in NEPA.

* FHWA, at the end of the PEL process, issues a

letter acknowledges:

* The study was conducted in a manner consistent
with PEL

Highlights study strengths and aréas not addressed
at all or in limited fashion

* When a planning study is submitted to FHWA for review, the completed
questionnaire will be included with the submittal.

* FHWA will use this questionnaire to assist in determining if an effective PEL
process has been applied before NEPA processes are authorized to begin,

Since there is no formal FHWA approval of PEL studies, the Acknowledgement Letter gives
a conclusion to the PEL process.

11
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Planning and Environmental Linkage (PEL) Study
Local Advisory Group (LAG) Meeting 71
MDOT Southwest Region Office
March 14, 2016

The map of the study area for the PEL was discussed. The study area has expanded
since the charrette to include Douglas and Kalamazoo Avenues, the Arcadia area, both
bounds of Michigan Avenue and extended down Stadium Drive to Howard Street. Mr.
Kushner suggested extending the limits dow n Stadium Drive to Rambling Road where
he stated left turns are problematic. Mr. Ferner suggested extending the limits on W.
Main to Dartmouth suggesting a road diet (reducing the present configuration to two
travel lanes, a turn lane and two bicycle lanes), and adding a left turn lane and traffic
signal at W. Main and Dartmouth. Another suggestion was to make Douglas Avenue a
two way strect. Responses to these are added at the end of these notes.

Gerri presented PowerPoint slides briefly describing the PEL process. A PEL isa
collaborative approach to transportation decision-making that helps State DOTs, MPOs,
and local agencies consider environmental issues early in the transportation planning
process and use information and analysis conducted in planning in the NEPA process.
Major environmental concerns are reviewed and the results can be used in a future
NEPA document. This shortens the NEPA timeline by having previously analyzed the
key environmental factors. Examples of factors of high concern being studied for this
PEL include historic district and properties, possible parkland concerns, contamination,
and roadway operations. The final deliverable is a document which includes the
completed FHWA PEL checklist, recommended projects or concepts that may lead to a
subsequent NEPA study. NOTE: the study does not indicate that there is any funding
for any improvements identified in the study.

Gerri defined the roles of the different groups:

Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT): MDOT is leading this effort and
guides the study through the PEL process. MDOT is responsible to keep the
Administrative Team and Local Advisory Group (LAG) informed on the PEL progress;
facilitate discussion and information sharing; and the scheduling and conducting of
public meetings.

Federal Highway Administration (FHHWA): FHWA's involvement in PEL is comparable
to that in NEPA. FHWA, at the end of the PEL process, signs the PEL recommendation,
along with the other Administrative team organizations that have a role in
implementing or collaborating to seek funding for elements of the proposals. They also

14



assure the study was conducted in a manner consistent with PEL process so that the
work and conclusions can be carried forward into NEPA.

Administrative Team: In general, this is a body of administrative organizations that
have jurisdiction and policy control over specific governmental areas and
infrastructure. This group has the authority to implement recommendations identified
through the PEL process, can help collaborate to seek funding opportunities to move
forward and to act on other policy, planning and approvals in a coordinated fashion.
Local Advisory Group (LAG): This is a group consisting of organizations that represent
different cultural, environmental, economic and social interests within the study area.

It is a representative form of public involvement. This group’s roles and responsibilities
include:

+  Attend all LAG meetings

+  Commit to actively participate in this process to identify mutually agreeable
solutions.

* Provide an independent perspective to the project.

+ Facilitate two-way communications with the entity that you represent.
* Provide accurate input to the process on key issues.

+  Strive to avoid sidetracking, personality conflicts, and hidden agendas.
*  Review and evaluate draft documents and reports in a timely manner.
*  Provide feedback on public meeting format and content.

Gerri requested information on contacts for the County Court House, (227 W Michigan
Avenue), and the Federal Building, (141 E Michigan Avenue). A county contact was
identified following the meeting.

The draft PEL schedule shared indicates a potential September 2017 completion date.

Public outreach and involvement is an essential element of the PEL process. Gerri
stated that a date and a downtown accessible location is needed for the first public
meeting in April. A few suggestions were identified as possible locations. (The meeting
will be Wednesday, April 20" at the Metro Transit Station, 530 N Rose St. We have the room
reserved from 3-8 but the meeting time will be 4-7.)

MDOT will host a website to share the PEL information with the public and gather their
input. Mr. Haan suggested using Google Maps/Earth where member of the public
could place a pin with a suggestion or comment directly on a map. MDOT hasn’t used
this technique before but will see if we can.

15



LAG members will be provided with information to share in their communications with
their constituents. MDOT needs to be aware of publication deadlines for the timely
dispersal of meeting notifications; for instance, Mr. Tibbets stated that their deadline to
announce an April meeting was March 15.

The group provided other questions and comments related to public involvement and
some of which will require further investigation. These questions and comments
included:

How do we include low income, minority and homeless populations without the
access to computers? The individual group members are the primary conduit of
communications for their constituents as mentioned in the list of LAG roles and
responsibilities. The LAG can provide suggestions on how to reach disconnected
as well.

Spanish translators may be needed at public meetings. MDOT includes language
in press releases to offer assistance to requests 7 days in advance of public
meetings. If LAG members can help us identify needs that will help too.

Can local design elements be incorporated or taken into consideration even
though no Federal or State funds are available...are there any constraints or
anything out-of-bounds as to what can be proposed? The response was thatin
the early phase of the PEL everything within legal and safety bounds is
acceptable, however there are some facility constraints that may apply, (NHS
route classification example was mentioned.)

Traffic operation of local and through traffic is the focus of the PEL study.
Kalamazoo and Michigan Avenues are both National Highway System (NHS)
routes. The earlier charrette only focused on one bound of Michigan Avenue and
the PEL will cover both bounds along with expanded Arcadia area shown in the
PEL study area map.

The revision of the City Master plan is in its early stages and expect to have all
the public input completed by Fall, 2016, and completion in a year. The city
suggested using “Meeting in a Box” to aid in the public involvement witha 1-2
page questionnaire., The City is using this method because it did not have the
funds to hire a consultant and to get more focused public input. MDOT will look
at this tool.

It was suggested that MDOT reach out to the railroads, both freight and
passenger? MDOT to follow up on this.

The PEL study process was positively received by the attendees and all looked forward
to participating in the study.

16



Follow Up on Study Area Questions

1. M-43 road diet. It was asked if MDOT would consider a road diet between
Dartmouth and Douglas.

a. The 2014 ADT on M-43 in this area is 25,287. This far exceeds the
acceptable volumes that can be handled by a road diet. A road dietis
not an option here.

b. If M-43 west were added the whole stretch to US-131 would need to
be added to fully study operations. The scope of this study is the
downtown area.

2. M-43 and Dartmouth intersection. It was asked if MDOT would consider
adding a left turn lane and traffic signal at M-43 and Dartmouth.

a. The right of way at this location is 66 feet total. Adding a left turn
lane would impact the adjacent commercial properties by taking
away parking and affecting commercial business signage.

b. Dartmouth has a lower crash rate than other intersections on the
corridor and is not shown to warrant a dedicated turn lane for safety
reasons.

c. The volumes on Dartmouth are not high enough to warrant a traffic
signal at this time.

3. M-43, Douglas Avenue. It was asked if MDOT would convert Douglas to
two way traffic. Douglas is in the limits of the study area so if this
alternative meets the purpose and need it will be reviewed.

a. This has previously been reviewed for geometrics and operational
concerns and issues with turning radii for commercial vehicles were
identified. Radii in this residential area would have to be expanded
which might result in historic impacts.

b. There is a concern about the level of service that this configuration
would provide. The ADT of southbound Douglas in 2014 was
14,211. Based on this ADT of one bound, engineering judgement
would indicate that future volumes (likely higher) would not be at an
acceptable level of service.

4. |-94BL, Stadium. It was asked if MDOT would extend the PEL study limits
to Rambling Rd.

a. The current PEL study limits end at Howard Street which is the
edge of the WMU campus. Extending the limits further makes it

17



difficult to find a logical stopping point without continuing all the way
to US-131. MDOT has learned from experience that if the limits are
extended too far, the study area will become simply too large to
manage. Thus while the suggestion is appreciated, for the purposes
of this PEL study the limits will continue to end at Howard. There is a
proposed project at Stadium and Howard that will review this area in
more detail.

18
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AGENDA
Kalamazoo PEL Update Meeting

Date: May 30, 2017

Time: 1:30a

Location/Call in Details: City of Kalamazoo
Project Name: Kalamazoo PEL

Meeting Objective: Intro MDOT /Consultant PEL Team/ Discuss Latest Developments

Item:
1. Introductions
2. Our PEL Team/Approach
a.  Project Overview/Study Area
b, “First 100 Days”
¢. Admin Team/Technical Advisory Group
i. Roles & Responsibilities
3. MDOT Work Completed to Date
a. RSA, P&N, etc.
4. Previous Studies Assessment

Current/Anticipated City Initiatives

“

6. Data Needs from City/KATS
7. Next Steps/Action Items

8. Wrap up/Questions?

Shith



MEETING MINUTES
Kalamazoo PEL Update Meeting
Date: May 30, 2017

Time: 1:30 pm

Location: City of Kalamazoo

Project Name: Kalamazoo PEL
Attendees: See attached

Meeting Objective:

Introduce MDOT /Consultant PEL Team to City and Discuss Latest Developments

The PEL Team met with the City of Kalamazoo to discuss the project scope and schedule,
and upcoming roadway or development projects. This document summarizes the key
points of discussion and action items are in bold.

PEL Process/Alternatives

The final alternative needs to look different to the many other studies and resolve the issues
deemed most important to the community.
Alternatives that convert 1-way to 2-way streets are desirable, however 1-way options are
open if they include all modes and address key issues.
« 2-way streets may improve response times for emergency vehicles
The key to a successful Preferred Alternative is to get everyone on board, and to make sure
the alternative is achievable within a reasonable timeframe.
* Don’t consider options that can’t be done
The City has 6 streets that should be considered for 2-way conversions:
¢ Kalamazoo & Michigan Streets
« South & Lovell Streets (tight ROW requires creativity)
Center lanes, or bike lanes may not be needed, instead consider sharrows
Switching flow of 1-way system would improve configuration
* Westnedge & Park Streets
The intersection at Michigan, Lovell, Oakland, and Stadium is referred to as the “Spaghetti
Bowl" and requires attention.
« Investigate intersection options utilizing boulevard section
CDM Smith will create map showing current and proposed MDOT and city projects, and
private developments
« City will provide project list (roadway and development) with sketch map
« Upon receipt, the PEL team’s priority is to code projects in or impacting the study area
into the TDM.
The PEL team will utilize a more complete network by opening up restricted movements, or
punching through streets where needed.

Smith



e Original street design restricted movements to allow better 1- way operations

Coordinate alternatives with the Imagine Kalamazoo Masterplan and the city’s Strategic

Vision, which is currently in draft form

The City is okay with worse than LOS D for traffic analysis, however state routes may require

stricter criteria

* The City would like MDOT to vacate state routes passing through the city but agreed this
doesn’t need to be resolved in the PEL process

¢ The PEL team will discuss LOS triggers that would justify switching ownership

CDM Smith will complete sensitivity analysis to provide threshold traffic volumes for

alternative failure points. This will provide the City with a mode shift target.

Alternatives can move curbs and there is no setback requirement within the city.

Two previous studies looked at 2-way conversions

¢ The PEL team is currently developing a summary document of previous studies

e The City will look for old 2-way conversion studies to forward

Administrative Team and Local Advisory Group meetings are being scheduled and agendas

will be coordinated with the city.

Roadway Projects and Developments

The City will provide a preliminary list of roadway projects and developments, which they

will formalize and send to the PEL Team. The list will include projects and developments

that are programmed, close to programmed, or planned in the future.

* Base No-Build conditions will include programed projects or likely to be programmed

e Ifdesired, future plans will be analyzed by CDM Smith (not in current PEL scope of
services)
> CDM Smith will prepare a scope and fee, once the list of projects is received from the

City.

¢ Transit Routes - The City wants to get rid of hub & spoke system, and implement transit

centers.

Requested documents

Kalamazoo Complete Streets policy

Bike routes

City will provide old PB and AECOM lane conversion studies if they can find them

To gain full access to KATS online data, Jason will send a letter requesting access to KATS

Stakeholders (Include in LAG invites)

Freight Stakeholders (ARMCO and Graphic Packaging)
Regional Economic Development Corporation (REDC)
Brownfield not on Advisory team but should be

Add Kalamazoo County to LAG

Tracie Mord - County representative should be included
Kalamazoo Community Organization

SW Michigan First

* Policy meeting - Thursday

DKI should be kept informed. Suggest adding to Admin Team.



Schedule Admin Team meetings on Tuesdays or Fridays

Public Meetings

Wednesdays or Thursdays are best public meeting days

PIM location options

* Backroomat Bells

¢ KVCC Auditorium - the City will help secure this location

¢ Library (Van Deusen Meeting Room)

¢ Epic Theatre

First PIM needs a formal presentation with a Q& A session afterward

* Tieto 2014 Charrette.

¢ Explain PEL Process in steps, where we are, and end goal.

The public perceives a lot of meetings so far

¢ Explain what has been going on behind the scenes so they understand the delay
Include frequent updates

Need to reach broad audience; computers, business, transit, pedestrians, bicyclists, freight
Community Engagement will be a lot of tradeoffs which need to be made clear

Next Steps

The PEL team will revisit the schedule to prioritize the Admin Team and LAG meetings.
Upon receipt of project list, base mapping will be completed with projects and
submitted to city for review,
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AGENDA
Kalamazoo PEL Update Meeting

Date: May 30, 2017

Time: 1:30a

Location/Call in Details: City of Kalamazoo
Project Name: Kalamazoo PEL

Meeting Objective: Intro MDOT /Consultant PEL Team/ Discuss Latest Developments

Item:
1. Introductions
2. Our PEL Team/Approach
a.  Project Overview/Study Area
b, “First 100 Days”
¢. Admin Team/Technical Advisory Group
i. Roles & Responsibilities
3. MDOT Work Completed to Date
a. RSA, P&N, etc.
4. Previous Studies Assessment

Current/Anticipated City Initiatives

“

6. Data Needs from City/KATS
7. Next Steps/Action Items

8. Wrap up/Questions?

Shith



MEETING MINUTES

City of Kalamazoo Update Meeting

Date:

August 21, 2017

Location: Team Call
Prepared by: Brad Strader
Project Name: Kalamazoo PEL

Detailed Notes:

Expectations:

The City and DKI generally believe that the best or only solution is to convert one-way
streets to two-way. If some one-way streets are retained, the city expects to see a highly
“complete street” improvement in terms of pedestrians and bicycles.

Data and Existing/Planned Conditions

The City has a number of new plans and policies on progress that should be considered

The City noted that the east end is “unsafe for pedestrians” citing for example the lack of a
protected pedestrian crossing at Michigan/Portage with the curve onto southbound Portage
Street.

The City is planning to extend the Portage Street road diet to the south

The City is still planning to convert Lovell, South and other one-way streets to two-way.

The City identified several new developments that should be considered in the modeling.
They want to see a map or write-up on what CDM Smith has assumed in the modeling.
Metro Transit is in the early stages of exploring BRT and potential BRT-like operations such
as exclusive lanes, premium stops.

“Pop-up” bike lanes being tried on Water Street.

Police cited difficulties with enforcement downtown - due to confusing one-ways and lack
of safe places to pull people over without creating dangerous conditions for officers and
congestion.

The separated bikeway along the north side of Kalamazoo should ideally be extended to
connect with the Kalamazoo trail at the northwest end of the downtown.

The Western Michigan University facility/building at the SW corner of the spaghetti bowl is
not in their long-term planning.

Edwards is one-way for one block between Kalamazoo and Ransom - odd but may be due to
cost of installing additional rail crossing signals.

Evaluation Criteria:

n

Evaluation criteria should emphasize safety and travel convenience for all modes, economic
development implications, emergency response times and public safety.

The Public Safety department maintains that one-way streets impede emergency response;
also cause important police efforts to be distracted by ticketing, collisions and enforcement
issues related to confusion caused by the one-way streets. That should be a factor in the
criteria.

The impact on on-street parking is an important factor, especially along the east end of
Michigan Ave.



Connections between the campuses and the neighborhoods with the downtown is very
important.

One goal is to reduce the amount of through trucks going through the core of the downtown.
Other key goals - ease of wayfinding, “access to opportunity”, an alternative that increases
bicycling use, streets that are more attractive to retail and outdoor dining i.e. less truck
traffic, noise and vibration).

Priority to serve downtown businesses and residents, commuters and trucks through town
are much less important to the city.

The consequences of traffic shift onto residential streets.

The impact on curbside use for loading, unloading etc.

Fatal Flaws:

The loss of key on-street parking

Excessively long left turn lanes

Bery long delays outside of the 15-30 min peaks (more tolerant of delays during short
periods)

Congestion at such a recurring level that it would stifle economic development

A noticeable shift of traffic onto local streets, especially residential ones

An alternative that does not improve walkability especially at the east end

Alternatives the City has considered:

Broad alternatives the city has considered include all streets as two-way, a major road diet
on Michigan (per the charrette), removal of Michikal.

The City wants the consulting team to consider “restoring the grid” streets as one of the
options considered; noting that even new streets through the current large super blocks
should be on the table.

Process:

Stakeholders will need some information to explain concepts such as auto trip reductions
through mixed use and more walkable districts, the advantages of a grid street system .. ..
Question from KATS about the modeling and if multi-modal LoS will be used (answer was
no because we don’t have data etc. so ped and bike comparative analysis will be more
qualitative)

Tasks:

City

1. Provide documents to team including draft Complete Streets Policy, draft non-motorized

plan, draft Master Plan, and Bob Gibbs Economic Study.

CDM Smith
2. Prepare a ROW map that illustrates the available ROW width on each of the roadways with

labels for the width by segment (this needs to be a simple map the public can read, not an
engineered map with feint ROW lines that are hard to see.

Create a map(s) that shows (jurisdiction which streets are MDOT and the City), direction,
functional classification, including any on NHS, and segments with on-street parking.



4. Create a map to show the existing ADT, AM and PM (could include enlargements for key
intersections). Brad suggests we also show historical counts on this as well (from old
MDOT count maps or KATS reports)

5. Possibly a map that shows all the on-street parking (classified by metered or not, limits on
use such as max hours), the use and turnover of on-street parking (see the DKI parking
study or we may need to do some spot counts). The City noted at a meeting that parking
meters are not consistent and want recommendations.

6. Show forecast counts too. (Future No-build counts, again AM, PM, and daily)

7. Generate an existing year Synchro model for PM peak hour with a full two-way street
conversion of all streets (MDOT and City) to get a sense of how things would operate,
where the congestion would be concentrated.

8. Create a map of parking garages and major parking lots, including their entrance and exit
locations.

9. Create a map of Police/Fire stations with the one-way streets labeled on it.

10. Create a map showing proposed and recently built developments (we need to show which
ones were specifically added to the model). Then have city review to be sure it’s up to date.

11. Create a non-motorized map showing existing and proposed.

12. Prepare a write-up or map on the growth assumptions in the model - both the overall KATS
growth factor and specific developments (so we can answer the question “did you consider
x in your forecast”).

13. Add an existing conditions chapter to the report, most of the above should be included in it.

MKSK

14. Work with Brian to finalize the evaluation criteria based on the city input.

15. Finalize a draft of the design criteria. Since the city does not have a published set of
standards, take alook at NACTO and draft something.

CDMS + MKSK
16. Develop three illustrative alternatives (overall plan view + some enlargements for

representative segments by MKSK).
e All streets converted to two-way with Kalamazoo staying in M-route.
e Road diets along M-routes with city streets two-way
e Hybrid such as Kalamazoo staying one-way, Michigan two-way but with two east
bound lanes
e An alternative with Michikal removed - this would include adding back in an east-
west and/or north-south street connection (Elemor Street?)



CDM
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Downtown Kalamazoo PEL Admin Meeting Notes

To: Michigan Department of Transportation
From: Sarah Binkowski
Date: September 15, 2017

Location: MDOT Southwest Region Office

The purpose of the meeting was to continue the PEL study that was initiated in 2016, get feedback
on the draft alternative evaluation criteria, discuss the draft Illustrative Alternatives and present the
upcoming project schedule. Details regarding each of these agenda items can be found below. The
sign-in sheet can be found attached to these minutes.

Recap of Project to Date

Gerri Ayers summarized the project to date. She indicated that there have been two public
meetings as well as some meetings with stakeholders. A consultant, CDM Smith, has been hired
over the summer to continue the Planning and Environmental Linkages study. In addition, a
cultural/historical review of the study area is currently being conducted. She introduced Sigrid
Bergland as the MDOT project manager for that analysis. The report is still in process, and the final
version will likely not be available until the fall of 2018. The presentation given at the meeting is
attached to these minutes.

Recap of Purpose and Need

A handout was provided with the final Purpose and Need. Gerri indicated that the Purpose and
Need had been developed prior to the last public meeting and a draft was presented at the last
public meeting. Comments were received on the Purpose and Need and it was finalized after the
last public meeting and it is attached to these meeting minutes.

List of Previous Studies

Jason Latham presented a slide summarizing the number of studies that have been reviewed as part
of this study. There are over 20 studies that have been reviewed by the team. A summary is
available and will be provided with the final report for the project. Generally, most studies either
analyzed or commented on the need for a conversion of one-way to two-way roadways. Jason
indicated that it is good to know about these studies as they will inform but not guide the process.

Jason then indicated that this study is different from the other studies in that it involves a process
that is inclusive of all stakeholders in the community. Additionally, the study will look at all modes of
transportation within the study area and not just focus on one mode (as some other studies did).
The following comments were made:

App C Part 4_formatted.docx
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A question was asked if the RSA study has been posted to the website. Gerriindicated that it
has not been put on the website yet but the team is working with MDOT communications on
posting a summary on the website.

A comment was made that prior to meeting with the LAG and sharing the RSA results, that
there should be before and after pictures showing the progress that MDOT has made. The
TSC will provide the photos along with the items already implemented.

A question was asked what the website address is for the study, it is:
http://www.michigan.gov/mdotstudies, you can also google Kalamazoo PEL and it is the first
website listed.

A comment was made that the City and DKI generally believe that the best or only solution is
to convert one-way streets to two-way. If some one-way streets are retained, the city expects
to see a highly “complete street” improvement in terms of pedestrians and bicycles.

The City commented that there are a number of new plans and policies that are in progress
that should be considered. The City will provide these to the Study Team. This includes the
following:

e Draft Complete Streets Policy
e Draft Non-motorized Plan

e Draft Master Plan

e  Walkability Study

e City Charette

Summary of Existing Conditions

Sarah Binkowski indicated that the team has almost finalized the existing conditions for the study
and is working on finalizing this chapter for the report. New traffic counts were collected within the
study area last Spring and the existing and future no-build traffic models are finalized. There are
some 4(f) and possible 6(f) park properties that are still being reviewed. The following comments
were made by attendees:

The City noted that the intersection of Michigan and Kalamazoo is unsafe for pedestrians and
there is also a lack of a protected pedestrian crossing at Michigan/Portage with the curve onto
southbound Portage Street.

The City is planning to extend the Portage Street road diet to the south.

The City is still planning to convert Lovell and South streets from one-way to two-way. Sarah
indicated that all alternatives being considered includes the conversion of South/Lovell to
two-way

The City identified several new developments that should be considered in the modeling. The
City/KATS would like to see a map or write-up on what CDM Smith has assumed in the

App C Part 4_formatted.docx
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modeling. Sarah indicated that the team plans on having a call/meeting to discuss the
traffic/modeling to go over assumptions.

= The City noted that “pop-up” bike lanes are being tried on Water Street.

®  The City noted that Police have difficulties with enforcement officers following one-way
streets within downtown and needing to meet the 4-minute response time. They occasionally
will go the wrong way on a one-way street to meet the time.

= There is a separated bikeway along the north side of Kalamazoo that was just implemented.

= The Western Michigan University facility/building at the southwest corner of the spaghetti
bowl is not in their long-term plan. The team should consider options in this area for
improved circulation.

®  Edwards is one-way for one block between Kalamazoo and Ransom, this is due to the railroad
crossing and the need to install additional rail crossing arms to make it two-way.

= Bates Alley will soon be closed from Portage to Edwards for vehicular traffic and adjacent
loading zones created for deliveries. Parklets are also proposed.

Evaluation Criteria

Sarah reviewed the draft evaluation criteria with the group and indicated that they were grouped
into six different goal categories. Within each category, there are different evaluation criteria. The
Admin Team agreed a week was sufficient to review the draft criteria and provide comments back to
the Team. It was decided that the LAG or the public would see, a summary of the criteria that would
be considered when evaluating the alternatives. The following comments were made on the
evaluation criteria.

®  The description wording should be reviewed so that it is not leading (i.e. favors one
alternative over another).

®  Rephrase “Improves ease of circulation” to “Improves ease of navigation and connectivity”,
also change description to include “easy to use and understand”.

" Change/remove level of service criteria and change to use travel time or planned travel time.
MDOT utilizes planned travel time, which could be used to evaluate the alternatives. RITIS is
available to the team for use. The consensus of the team was to use some sort of travel time
analysis instead of only using level of service.

B Add connectivity to “Maintains M-43, BL 1-94, US-131 routes” to state “Maintains M-43, |-
94BL, and US-131 connectivity”

B Change “Impact to Neighborhood traffic” to remove cut through and include “adverse” or
“Large increase to neighborhood traffic”

= Change Equitable Access to “Equitable Access / Complete Streets”

" For “Impact to Truck Mobility” need to consider delivery/access and should consider adding it
to economic development as it impacts businesses downtown.

App C Part 4_formatted.docx
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®  There was discussion about adding in improving economic development through the addition
of available land. MDOT indicated that any criteria involving economic development and land
development cannot be considered since it is outside of the prevue of what MDOT can do.

B Emphasize safety and travel convenience for all modes, economic development implications,
emergency response times and public safety.

= Public safety department maintains that one-way streets impede emergency response; also
cause important police efforts to be distracted by ticketing, collisions and enforcement issues
related to confusion caused by the one-way streets. That should be a factor in the criteria.

B |mpact to on-street parking is an important factor, especially along the east end of Michigan
Avenue.

®  Connections between the campuses and the neighborhoods with the downtown are very
important

= Reduce the amount of through trucks going in the core downtown area.

B The City views the main goal is to improve the ease of wayfinding and improve access to
parcels along the one-way street system.

®  Need evaluation criteria to increase bicycling use and to make streets more attractive to retail
and outdoor dining (i.e. less truck traffic, noise and vibration).

= The City sees the top priority is to serve downtown businesses and residents. Commuters and
through trucks traveling through downtown (not to/from) are much less important to the city.

= Some of the alternatives may result in the residential roadways experiencing an increase in
traffic, and the alternatives analysis will need to study the level of increased traffic. There was
some discussion about what constitutes a large increase and the City Master Plan outlines
which roadways are available for specific uses, speed limits, etc., and this will be provided to
the Study Team.

B |mpact on curbside loading and unloading should be considered.

B There was concern about the overall wording of the evaluation criteria and ranking in
comparison to the “No Build” alternative.

Illustrative Alternatives

Sarah presented the four main illustrative alternatives. She indicated that there are several
variations with the removal of Michikal for some of the options. The last option reversed Michikal
with a two-way conversion for other roadways. There are sample cross-sections for each of the
alternatives for different roadways. Instead of showing bicycle lanes or widened sidewalks, the
cross-sections show “flex space”. This allows for flexibility within each of the alternatives for a
variety of options in the next phase of the study. This first phase will evaluate the high-level
alternatives, which is one-way to two-way options. The next phase will further develop the
alternatives with additional options of bicycle lanes, widened sidewalks, etc. Options for Stadium
Drive and Riverview Drive are being considered in the next phase, since those options can be paired
with any of these alternatives. The following comments were made on the alternatives:
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B The City made a comment that the goal of the study must be something that is different that
is currently out there, or it will be unacceptable to the City. A No-Build option is not a viable
option from the City’s perspective. It must, however, always be considered as part of the
NEPA process.

B A question was asked if there was going to be an alternative that looked at improvements to
the No-Build or keeping all streets one-way but doing other improvements. Sarah indicated
that Option 2 was an all one-way option with improvements and a road-diet.

B An alternative should not be thrown out due to funding because there may be funding
available through other means other than state/federal such as private funding earmarked to
keep the city sustainable.

B On-street parking typically hasn’t been an issue outside of the traditional downtown.
However, the opening of Hopcat has necessitated additional parking. Additionally, some on-
street parking is being removed due to sight distance issues. The TSC will provide that
information to the Study Team.

B Riverview needs to be reviewed near Mills since it is currently a right-turn only and close to a
bridge. MDOT has looked at putting in a roundabout there and found out that the bridge is
considered historic. There may be room for a roundabout. This route has been used as a
detour.

®  Aroundabout should also be reviewed at Riverview and Michigan.
® DKl likes the Academy and Oakland 90-degree intersection alternative from the city charrette.

B Construction along Kalamazoo this summer reduced it to two lanes. With this reduction,
there was a lot of congestion.

=B Aroad diet should be looked at along Riverview.

= The City would like the team to consider “restoring the grid” streets as one of the options
considered; noting that even new streets thru the current large super blocks should be on the
table.

® A question was asked if Multi-Modal LOS will be considered. Sarah indicated that there is not
enough information at this stage to do that type of analysis. This is typically a more detailed
analysis done with more defined alternatives.

B Asthe alternative development process advances, the Synchro analysis will need to include
accurate adjacent features since this impacts the capacity of the roadways.

Schedule and Next Steps

Gerri asked the group if they would like to have another Admin meeting before scheduling a LAG
meeting. The consensus of the group was to update the presentation and evaluation criteria and
have a phone call, then schedule the LAG meeting. The City did not see any fatal flaws in the
alternatives that were presented, however, they will take it back to others at the City for additional
comment. Gerri asked that comments on the alternatives and evaluation criteria be submitted
within one week.
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cc: Gerri Ayers
File

App C Part 4_formatted.docx



September 15,2017

Page 7

Zjo | obeq

T ko-Beb A

L L0 s ]

| NN pep

Zio8 L 1€ HT

a0 ‘m\S ~) Gy ) Y

\.W“v .\‘oM\S\\‘w\a\\\v‘ oy C—~ELE 215 | VY S0 FUdg  LOQU “ \Nﬂ%\\‘\ \%
A CCH T 20 B T I R Loaw | 24 22(|
oW OISy LTIV AT 1210-¢L 547y Mx\v\ LYYIS #ep

WS A R o7 ) EC T N R 1) | T 0 R ) JoqQw e N
B - %3 0 T3 171 VT K I Rk S\ 4D I B M G 5
WD (PSP Y Sy €£99€ -B1 -Lis WS w | PR W
W0 P WS P> (025 ASMaAWIQ 0oL3-hot-¢ig WIWSWQAS | ASMoauig woads
wo> seimsIEW@Dopens | 268 193 947 AShv | LPRYG Frd
A% U SW S pwoNiag | bEER-S%€ - LIS 1w [P7oT7%§ 727G
AL vvbigsiw s bsoany [ 222-¢.s-L12 T0TW | SUTRF 19929
PEL rtrZ 7 L1 19y i &
». Qov @AYy 2 IhZ-2415 R =
R e A ASEDLIC 9T SO || Nresppe wuse
I1eN-3 auoyd Aouaby aweN

900 woibey ISIMNOS LOOW  (UOREOT |

WY 0001 / L10Z 'SL Jeqwandss 0w [ a3eq Bupeoy ,_

Fai T e ey

NE

 133HS NIN9IS ONLLIA NINGY T3d OOZYIWYIVY

App C Part 4_formatted.docx



September 15,2017

Page 8

Zjo z abeq

E £ 0 ~yPp ity i5U 2t LiS Venwd YauT 21mmad

WRowB @uowpon-pyd| OS] -8 - £19 YHS | PN PR

B0 Hoeczawrepnl 37 cbog-Lee-6N7|  cvwyd Jol | A WPAIRY
0@ \AQ DU _S¢ 53 5 4 ¢ b2 g&ﬁg WA




MDOT Kalamazoo Planning and
Environmental Linkages (PEL)
Project

September 15, 2017

CDM
Smith

Admin Team Meeting




Agenda

= Welcome and Introductions

= Recap of Project to Date

= Recap of Purpose and Need

= List of Previous Studies

= Summary of Existing Conditions
= Evaluation Criteria

= [llustrative Alternatives

* Updates from Team Members

= Schedule and Next Steps




PEL Consultant Team

c DM t I PM, Traffic & Safety, Stakeholder and Public Engagement,

Stakeholder and Public Engagement, Access Management,
t t Bike/Ped Accommodations, Document Prep
"’ Survey

surveying solutions, inc.

Alternatives Analysis, Document Prep




Project Status

KATS/MDOT Charrette in
2014

2 Public Meetings
April 2016
October 2016
Stakeholder Meetings
Road Safety Audit

Purpose and Need
Developed

PEL Consultant hired in
Summer 2017

STUDY AREA CONTEXT AND NI AN
CONSIDERATIONS
131
KALAMAZOO
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Summary of Road Safety Audit

An RSA is a formal safety examination by an independent multi-disciplinary team, to
review safety for all road users, and recommended mitigations.
RSA was completed in the Kalamazoo Downtown area in 2016
Some key mitigations
Pedestrian Safety

Install high visibility special emphasis crosswalk markings

Reduce crosswalk lengths with bulb-outs (i.e. Michigan and Church)
ADA ramps at all crosswalks
Bikes

Create city wide non-motorized master plan to promote connectivity
Signal Modernization

Upgrade box spans and add pedestrian countdown displays
Geometrics

Better delineate on street parking
Add warning signs at railroad crossing
Upgrades to signing and pavement markings, project wide




Short Term RSA Mitigation

RSA Recommendations Implementation
Timeline

Michikal/Lovell leading pedestrian phase Complete
Reinforce Parking edge lines Complete
Realign sidewalk on E Michigan Ave near Harrison Street Complete
Relocate mailboxes off MDOT routes Complete
Replace Guardrail approach terminal (Riverview Dr) Complete
Add pavement marking guidance (W Michigan Ave, West Main and Michikal) Complete
Install advance warning sign with flashing beacon, add low level signal heads, and realign south Complete

pedestrian crossing (E Michigan at Harrison)

Install high visibility special emphasis markings (multiple locations) Summer 2017
Add turning guide pavement markings (Michigan and Stadium) Summer 2017
Michikal/Lovell signing “yield to pedestrians” Summer 2017
Reconstruct NE Kalamazoo Ave and Park St for heavy vehicles Summer 2017
Multiple pavement marking and signing upgrades Summer 2017




PEL Local Advisory Group (LAG)

PEL Admin Group plus... Discover! Kalamazoo
First Baptist Church

First Congregational Church

Kalamazoo College
Kalamazoo Valley Community

College St. Augustine Cathedral and School
Kalamazoo Institute of Arts 9t Judicial Circuit Court
Southwest Michigan First Bronson Healthcare

Complete Streets Coalition Neighborhood Associations...
Kalamazoo Metro Transit MDEQ

Bike Friendly Kalamazoo SHPO

Kalamazoo Bicycle Club Others...

Disability Network of Southwest
Michigan




Some comments heard at Public Meetings...

Include non-
motorized on all

Slow down traffic
downtown:
Kalamazoo,

Michigan,

Westnedge, Park

users in mind

-~

Visitors hate one-
way streets!
(I hate one-way

streets!)

Keep all

Add parking
spaces along Park
Street

L



Previous Studies

20+ Studies/Plans
reviewed over the past 60
years

Many studies on one-way
to two-way roadway
conversions

Most policy level
documents endorse two-
way streets, but the
technical analysis
conclusions varied

A sample of some of the studies:

1954 — A Downtown Traffic Plan for Kalamazoo
Michigan

1972 — Study of the Operational Aspects of One-
way and Two-way Streets

2002 — Central Business District Transportation
Plan/Economic Impact Study

2004 - Central City’s Tomorrow Vision for
Downtown Kalamazoo

2005 — Kalamazoo Two-Way Traffic Conversion
(revised 2005 — original from 2003)

2006 — Riverfront Plan & Zoning Overlay District

2009 — Downtown Kalamazoo Comprehensive
Plan

2010 — Kalamazoo Master Plan



How is this study different?

= Key stakeholders working together

= PEL process is objective with no predetermined outcome

= New data and modeling tools

= Complete Streets approach — not just analysis of vehicular Level of Service

— Tier 1 Evaluation

*Previous Studies eScreening Criteria Alternatives eRecommended
eDevelop Alternative

Illustrative

| Alternatives
DEV:nC;IpNP:erdpose ~ (S T 5 Eyaluation \ J

Public Involvement

( )

r-Develop Practical




Existing Conditions

Traffic analysis (existing and future)

Parking information

Non-motorized information

Transit information (B e

Parks / Waterways .20 0 R

Public Safety / EMS |y

Roadway info and Right-of-way widths

Survey

Historic Resources / Districts

Environmental Justice Slismande

Recent and proposed development E
ﬂ -

a

[ »

information

B . ¥ " 3
w RampLol ACCRSS Locabon




Evaluation Criteria

Six different categories
System Ease of Use
Community Vitality
Environmental Responsibility
Safety
Economic Development
Equitable Access

Criteria within each
category

Each alternative will be
evaluated, as well as the
No-Build

1-2-3 Scale

Highest score(s) will move
onto the Practical
Alternatives



System Ease of Use

Improves ease of circulation

Provides acceptable level of vehicle
operations

Maintains M-43, BL I-94, and BL US-131
routes
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Does the project make the transportation
system easier to use/understand?

Does the project increase travel time on
Michigan and Kalamazoo?

Are the M-routes and Business Loops
maintained?



Community Vitality

Impact to neighborhood traffic (cut
throughs)

Improve placemaking opportunities

Supports community future land use &
planning
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Does the project impact traffic
volumes/vehicle speeds traveling through
the neighborhood?

Does the project provide area for public
space (landscaping, outdoor seating,
etc.)?

Is the project consistent with existing
community plans and goals?



Environmental Responsibility

Minimizes Historic Properties/Districts Affected

Minimizes Parkland Impacts

Impact to Evironmental Justice communities

Minimizes Hydrologic Impacts (wetland, floodplain,
creek)

Improves water quality and/or stormwater volume

Minimizes ROW Impacts/Relocations

15

Does the project impact Historic Properties/Districts
and if so, to what level?

Does the project impact parkland and if so, to what
level?

Does the project disproportionately affect minority or
low income communities?

Does the project impact waterways, decrease water
guality or increase stormwater runoff?

Does the project improve water quality or decrease
stormwater volume?

Does the project fit within existing ROW and if not,
what is the extent of impacts?



Safety

Does the project improve safety for non-

Non-motorized safety impact )
yimp motorized users?

Does the project improve safety for

Motorized safety impact )
yimp motorized users?

Does the project impact emergency

Emergency response time :
gency resp response time?

Cost vs. safety improvement
(Note - to be evaluated with Practical
Alternatives)

What is the return (expected benefits) on
investment (project cost)?

16



Economic Development

Criteria Description

Does the project impact access and

TR ED (UIES et 21157 mobility for truck traffic?

Does the project impact on-street

Impact to on-street parkin :
P P & parking?




Equitable Access

Improves Transit Mobility

Improves Bicyclist Mobility

Improves Pedestrian Mobility

Does the project provide opportunities for
improved transit service?

Does the project improve connectivity for
the bicycle network?

Does the project improve connectivity for
the pedestrian network?



Illustrative Alternatives

STUDY AREA CONTEXT AND

4 I\/Iain H igh-LeVe| CONSIDERATIONS

Alternatives

Combination of One-
way to Two-Way
conversions and
“Road-Diet” options

Removal/Reversal of
Michikal are also
options

131
KALAMAZOO

...............................






Scenario 1A: Two-Way Conversion with Michikal

21
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Y
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» South and Lowwll Sireets change 1o two-way

» Westneoge Averue 30d Park Street thange 10 Two-way

» MEchkIl St remains onew iy southdound

» Canter et L Inchade
Median, depeading on context




Scenario 1B: Two-Way Conversion w/o Michikal

» South and Lovell Streets change 10 wo-way
»W Aveiue 308 Park Strest change L
» Michik Street Is reemoved
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» Conter lefh-turn Lanes can be continuous, of incluge
median, depending on context




Scenario 2: One-Way Road Diet

» Seuth and Loved] Sireets Change 1o two- way
» SUBEES NI M0ENMA 00wy woUls have 2 7030 diet 0
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Scenario 3A: Hybrid with Michikal

NP

TYPICAL LOCATION 2: KALAMAZOO AVE

» South and Lovell Sireets change 1o we-way
> Wentnedge Avence and Park Sireet change 10 two-way
» Conter loh-tuen | be consl o Ieclude

Madian, Sapanag on connect




DI e s S aine 3N 3%

Scenario 3B: Hybrid without Michikal

A
%

o
/4

“: li TYPICAL LOCATION & MICHIGAN AVE BETWEEN

» Soum and Loved! Sareets Change 10 wo-way

» Westnedoe Avenue and Park Sueet change 1 teo-way

» MR Street i remaved

» Contar JeM.urm Lanes Can e Continudut, of Inclede
medilan, depending on contes!




Scenario 4: Two-Way with Michikal Reversed

» Soum and Lovedl Sareets Change 10 W o-way

Wi Avenue and Park § b rwo-way

» BN Street i remaved

» Conter Lefburn Lanes Can Do Continedus, of Inclede
median, depending on contes!




Updates from Team Members




Future Project Schedule

 Collect Data s o Develop Practical | - A
* Previous Studies e Screening Criteria Alternatives e Recommended
e Develop Alternative
lllustrative e Final Report

Develon P Alternatives \
- EVEIOp FUrpose \ / N o) Evaluation \
and Need




Next Steps

Schedule LAG Meeting

Schedule next Admin
Meeting

Schedule Public Meeting
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ALAMAZOO PEL ADMIN MEETING SIGN-INSHeer
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MEETING MINUTES

Kalamazoo Downtown Streets PEL LAG Meeting

Date: October 9, 2018

Time: 12:00 noon

Location: MDOT Southwest Region Office

Project Name: Kalamazoo Downtown Streets PEL
Attendees: See attached Sign-in Sheet

Meeting Objective:  To update the Local Advisory Group on the status of the study, the potential
jurisdictional transfer and City of Kalamazoo’s plan moving forward.

Meeting Summary:

Brian Smith (CDM Smith PM) began with an overview of the PEL process, the status of the study,
work completed, and coordination undertaken thus far. Dee Parker (MDOT Southwest Region
Engineer) provided a presentation on the jurisdictional transfer, identifying the roads under review
and the M-43 re-designation including the expected change in travel times. Rebekah Kik (City of
Kalamazoo Community Planning & Development Director) discussed the next steps in the process
and their desire to minimize any study and/or planning fatigue in the community. They solicited
feedback from meeting participants for future public meetings and expressed the need to reach an
agreement on funding long-term maintenance costs.

Detailed Notes:

- Rebekah does not want to go back to the Public asking broad questions about what they want
for the downtown since feel this has occurred sufficiently.
- The Master Plan has set the goals for two-way conversions and traffic calming improvements.
- Rebekah asked the group what they would like to see for the next Public Meeting content:
0 Pastfinding, present status and concepts, something new?
0 Previous info did not include bike improvements, new technology, current
trends/thinking
- Rebekah suggested that we validate what we know and focus on critical items.
- Rebekah suggested that we validate the already collected public comments/input, and then:
0 Conduct a design workshop
0 Establish a budget
0 Examine federal grant possibilities and associated timelines
- Rebekah stated downtown streets make up 25% of our public space & need to be designed with
residents in mind.
- Lotta Jarnefelt of Kalamazoo County asked how long-term maintenance costs would be funded.
0 If MDOT turns streets back, who pays the maintenance costs?
= The group suggested PA 51 funds would provide some additional State formula
revenue funding since the City’s roadway mileage would increase.

DM
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0 The City will have higher future construction and maintenance costs as a result of the
turn-back.

0 Deputy City Manager Jeff Chamberlain stated that the anticipated growth in economic
development, improved safety and sense of place would be an investment, but the City
believes it will pay off, that the long-term benefits to the City justify the additional costs.

Question about how the M-43 re-route impacts traffic, specifically trucks, on the new route?

0 The group stated that the max increase for trips on the new route is 1.8% per state
traffic demand model and as low as 0.3%.

0 Dee Parker stated that this increase will be communicated to stakeholders.

Andrew Haan stated that there was a lot of excitement about the changes proposed,
particularly the “behind the curb” improvements.
Paul Selden from Bike Friendly Kalamazoo comments:

0 Increases in travel time due to the M-43 re-route are not significant, could potentially
be improved with traffic calming improvements

O Stated that he was excited by the collaboration, synergy, improvements, and new
vibrancy in downtown

0 Asked what happens to crime rates with traffic calming complete streets?

= Studies from Louisville and South Bend both show decrease
Timeline

O Jurisdictional transfer will likely happen within 2018 and is the critical item for the city
study to progress

0 AASHTO approval is required and support is in place

0 Rebekah stated that she believed it was reasonable to assume that construction of
improvements could begin within 3 years

0 BUILD grant application and award process takes one year

The group discussed the topic of public understanding and knowledge of the jurisdictional
transfer.

0 The public knows about the conversion of one-ways but in general is not aware of the
turnback.

0 The group posed the question if this should be messaged, and what should the

communications be?

Dee asked what messaging should be utilized to get the word out to the public?

0 Greg Ayers (Discover Kalamazoo) stated the City could utilize their newsletter to share
the information, particularly important is how it will affect their pocketbooks.

2025 plan - use the constituent groups to disseminate information to

Greg suggested a time for the public to comment and ask questions.

0 Toni Thompson (Kalamazoo River Valley Trail) stated she thought the message should
be disseminated regionally, as the plan and improvements have regional impacts, not
just within the city.

0 Education is important (education on the transfer, design and operations, etc....)

The group discussed the sequencing of projects:

0 Dee stated that as project engineering and preliminary design is completed, the projects
can be scoped, priced, and prioritized.

0 A phasing plan can be developed.

Mike Collins (Kalamazoo Valley Community College) stated that he saw the transfer as positive,
exciting.

o
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0 He suggested that the process not be delayed.

Greg Milliken (Bronson Healthcare) stated that he agreed that the turnback is positive, that he
likes the plan for converting one-ways.

0 Greg further stated that Bronson receives 12 calls a day from lost patients trying to

navigate to their facilities.
Rachel Bair (West Main Hill Neighborhood Association) stated that her group would be curious
why the western limit of the study area was Douglas? She stated this would be a good thing to
explain.
Paul Sotherland (Complete Streets Coalition of Kalamazoo) asked would the re-routed traffic
from M-43 be mostly trucks?

0 The group responded that is likely the case and a desired benefit of the re-route
Joshua Koenig (Kalamazoo Historic Preservation Society/WMU) asked the group what the
impacts to historical properties would be from the plan and improvements.

0 Sigrid Bergland (MDOT Historian) stated that that would depend on what projects the

City selects for implementation.
Police and Fire support the one-way conversions as it will likely decrease response times
Elections do not occur for City Council this year so current support will likely remain






THE PEL PROCESS

M Planning & Environmental Linkages (PEL) is an FHWA tool that offersa
collaborative approach to transportation decision-making that helps State DOTs,
MPOs, and local agencies:

- consider environmental and community goals early in the transportation planning
process

- carries forward the information and analysis developed during planning into the
environmental review process.



PEL's Integrated Approach

Land Use System




PEL GOALS

B Helps to further define a problem and explore solutions.

B Actively engages the community in decision-making process.

B Reaches a transportation solution that improve safety, operations, and mobility
for various transportation modes.

B To obtain federal construction funding, environmental clearance is necessary
under the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA. The PEL does not result
in this clearance but provides a head-start on environmental clearance.

B Assists in developing costs to help pursue funding.



STUDY AREA
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STUDY TEAM

B Michigan Department of Transportation
B City of Kalamazoo
B CDM Smith - Prime Consultant

B MKSK Studios - Sub Consultant



PEL STUDY COORDINATION

* Admin Team Meeting « Consultant Kickoff Meeting, * Progress Meeting
« Local Advisory Group Meeting (City/KATS/MDOT) (City/MDOT)
Public Meeting £ * Progress Meeting *» Local Advisory Group Meeling
« Public Meeting #1 (City/MDOT)
¢ Public Meeting #2 .
* Progress Meeting
(City/DKI/MDOT)

* Admin Team Meeting



PURPOSE AND NEED

B Purpose

=
a

Improve safety and operations for all transportation modes

Provide a quality integrated transportation network for economic benefit and quality of life

B Need

B

0
-
-

Reduce the crash rate
Implement context sensitive solutions to address operation concerns
Upgrade / optimize Intersection operations for all modes

Coordinate future transportation and land use decisions for consistency with PEL results
and community plans

Minimize impact to historic features and natural resources



DATA COLLECTED

B Traffic

B Crashes

B Historic Properties

B Currentand Future Land Use
W Parking

B Transit Ridership

Recent and Ongoing Development
Previous Studies

Natural Resources

Emergency Services

Population Growth

Road Safety Audit



PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

B Traffic
B Crash
B Historic Property Survey
B Parking

B Draft lllustrative Alternatives
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EXISTING 2017 DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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INTERSECTION CRASH MAP

1-94BL/ M43 Kalamazoo PEL Project
Kalemazoo, MI
INIII203CS 39040
Crash Map
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HISTORIC SURVEY
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DOWNTOWN PARKING
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DRAFT ILLUSTRATIVE ALTERNATIVES
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TWO-WAY CONVERSIONWITH MICHIKAL ONE-WAY
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TWO-WAY CONVERSIONWITHOUT MICHIKAL
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ONE-WAY ROAD DIET
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HYBRID SYSTEMWITH MICHIKAL ONE-WAY
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HYBRID SYSTEMWITHOUT MICHIKAL
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TWO-WAY CONVERSIONWITH MICHIKAL REVERSED
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JURISDICTIONAL TRANSFER
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M-43 RE-DESIGNATION
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CITY NEXT STEPS
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CITY COORDINATION

B Transfer of the streets allows for flexibility of design
B Aligns with Connected City strategy in 2025 IK Master Plan
B Future Public Meeting Schedule to be developed

B Would like your feedback on what to cover

B Do previous discussions still apply

B Validate what we know, Focus on the critical items
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FUTURE CITY PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

B Public Participation
B Validate goals

B Design workshops to create plans for critical areas and connections between

neighborhoods and Downtown Budget Timeline

B New BUILD grant timeline
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CITY OF KALAMAZOO TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS

B Downtown Economic Growth Authority
- 2025 Master Plan — Downtown Life, Connected City Chapters

- Support Downtown projects and traffic calming

~ Streetscaping

\

Sidewalk Improvements

\

Street Improvements

A

Non-motorized improvements

N

Inviting public places, Connected city, Safe Community
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CITY OF KALAMAZOO TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS

B Complete Street Policy

COMMITTEES

* Establishes Internal
Complete Street Committee

* Establishes Advisory
Committee

Advisory comnuttee will
provide guidance on project
prioritization, lead outreach
and engagement, and make
up-to-date recommendations
on best practices to the
Complete Street Commiltlee.

METRICS

Policy establishes measures to
track effectiveness of street
designs and track overall
progress incomplete street
fmplementation city-wide

ALIGNMENT

* Policy ereates a project
checklist to ensure all
factors are considered in
projects and alignment
with Master Plan and
Strategic Vision

* Policy uses street typologies
from Master Plan

* Policy explains alignment
with Strategic Vision

IMPLEMENTATION

»  Site Plan Review

*  Maintenance Activities

* Incorporating into relevant
planning documents

EQUITY

Policy puts equity at the

Jorefront and

disproportionate impacts of
“incomplete” streets on people
of color, older adults, children,
and low-income individuals

ENGAGEMENT

Policy requires at least one
publie meeting but encourages
a minimum of two.
Engagement should include
understanding context,
explaining options, and
communicating timelines

29



CITY OF KALAMAZOO TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS

® Ordinance Update

-J RequiringVehicles to Stop for Pedestrians in the Crosswalk
-J Based on the Ordinance Language used in Ann Arbor
J Timeline
= Presented plan to stakeholders
= October — Distribute information to residents at bike related events

*= November - Present to Commission for their review and vote
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QUESTIONS AND INPUT

Brian Smith (CDM Smith): smithbd@cdmsmith.com
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