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BETHANY BOULEVARD IMPROVEMENTS
Bronson Road to West Union Road

Presentation to the
Board of County Commissioners
February 22, 2011 General Board Meeting

Andrew Singelakis — Director
Department of Land Use and Transportation
and
Gary Stockhoff — Division Manager
Capital Project Management Division
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Purpose of today’s meeting

* Receive direction from the BCC regarding how to proceed with the project

* Review some of the information presented at the Extended Work Session
on February 8, 2011

Possible Options are:

— Move forward with a 4 or 5 lane design that is consistent with the County’s
Transportation Plan; or

— Move forward with a 3 lane design as an “interim” project; or

— Put the project on hold until new transportation demand model information is
available as part of the Transportation Plan update
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Side by Side Alternative Comparison Simulation
Alternative 4 (3-lane) Alternative 1 (5-lane)
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Washington County
Lane Numbers

e +8 Lanes
6-7 Lanes
4.5 Lanes

s 2-3 Lanes
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Population Projections versus Actual Projections

» 1988 countywide population projection for 2005 was 411,000
« 2000 (actual) countywide population was 445,000 (2000 Census)

«2005 (actual) countywide population was 490,000
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Public Involvement Process

PFG #1 PFG #2 Layout
Open House #1 (Jun 10, 2010) Tethe (July &, 2010) Alternatives
(Mar. 20, 2010) # Project weLview adnd s&hedu!le Data ~ 101 * Brainstorm values loo Al
- # Project Bacl | = izt » D i t:
SIntrodurspriec, . PruDhJIEic Invahgerr:::t ;I;ces?a nd e Workshop :grliill-l%\fy:iﬁni :ul::laIF‘;:CaEE . Ad;fezgtu:'lgﬁngl::ss
L] (5::_:;; PrD_]etl;.tE Focus Group Opportunities (Jun 24, 2010) . Diign Issues.-fCons:aims + Address bicyde and
members ® Report on first open house pedestrian facilities

® PFG Ground Rules

J PFG #3

PFG #4 PFG #5

PFG #6
(Dec. 2, 2010)

Design 101 Sept. 9, 2010 (Oct. 7. 2010)

Workshop
(Aug. 5, 2010}

(Nov. 4, 2010)

# Continue evaluation of alternative
concepts

* Continue evaluation of altemnative

concepts

# Review draft design concepts

# Design concepts update
# Update traffic

# Initial evaluation of alternatives

# Noise Study - methadalogy and

® Prezsentation on Hwy 26 Interchange Tt EdTs

* Follow-up to PFG guestions
Study

= Survey PFG opinian

Refine Design

Open House #2 Board of County PEG #7 Begin Final =
(Jav, 27, 2011} Commissioners (March 10, 2011} Design ey
(Feb. 8, 2011) : : ‘ {Aug 2011}
# Present design concepts and evaluation matrix (Feh. 22, 2 ~'_ ® Recap Board of County Commissionars
# Present design alternatives and solidt feedback * ® Dresentation of concepts, 2 meet?ng Ty e « Review Design Process

# Announce PFG membership

# Present Traffic Data

# Present Project Public Invalvement Process
® Prezent Project Schedule

evaluation, and faedback
from staff, the PFG, and
the general public

® Recap for Open House 2
® Present design to be taken into final

= Land Use process
= ROW process

® Land Use Applications

# Wetland Permit
Applications

# Begin Right-0f-Way

,,,fﬂffpd#ﬁm. Open House #3 Open House #4
(If needed - TED) (Oct. 2011) Meet the Contractor
(May 2012) -
® Present Final Design —} [ty L0t/ [r—— Constrgqt|un
# Present construction schedule and information # Construction schedule (Jun 2012}

® Staging plan

Jan. 27, 2011
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Public Involvement and Input Opportunities
Concerns heard from the public

— Impacts to property

— Impacts to mature trees and vegetation

— Impacts to neighborhood cohesion and livability

— Noise and air impacts

— More travel lanes would create an undesirable pedestrian facility
— Using incorrect forecasting data (growth model)

— More travel lanes would create a “concrete canyon”

— Need to identify other transportation alternatives rather than just building
more lanes for vehicles

— Building roads for future developments that haven’t been built yet
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Traffic Analysis Findings

Existing Traffic Volumes

2009 Counts 2009 Counts 2010 Counts

North of Bronson Rd | South of West Union | South of Oak Hills Dr

Average Daily Traffic

19,500 veh/day 17,300 veh/day 19,950 veh/day
Volumes
AM Peak Hour Volumes 1,400 veh/hr 1,250 veh/hr 1,350 veh/hr
PM Peak Hour Volumes 1,600 veh/hr 1,500 veh/hr 1,500 veh/hr
Tru_ck Percentage (%) — 3.4% 4.0% 4.5%
Daily
Median Speed 35 mph 35 mph 35 mph
85t Percentile Speeds 39 mph 39 mph 40 mph

Maximum capacity of a 3-lane roadway varies between 20,000 and 24,000 vpd depending on accesses
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Design Alternatives Considered

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternative 1 (5 lane roadway) - $9.3 million
Alternative 2 (4 lane roadway) - $9.1 million
Alternative 2A (modified 4 lane roadway) - $8.8 million
Alternative 4 (3 lane roadway) - $6.3 million
No Build option

Estimates are for construction only, and do not include Right-of-Way costs.
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ALTERNATIVE 1

Roadway Cross Section A-A

5 Lane Roadway
NW Bethany Blvd.
Bronson to West Union

NOTE:

FLANT MATERIALS AND
SADEWALE CONMGURATION
SEICWWIN ARE GONCEFTUAL
ONLY. FINAL DESIGN
DETALS ARE SUBJECT TO
FEVIEW AND APPROVAL

SOUND
WALL

5 ! & (5) 12: (1) 12 (11 14 (12 42 (11) 12 (11 & [5) 5
SIDE BIKE /| TRAVELLANE ‘| TRAVEL LANE 7| TURNLANE | TRAVELLANE ‘ TRAVELLANE ‘| BIKE {| SIDE
WALK | LANE | LANE | WALK
|
8 37 (3%) ar (39) 8
¢ A
RIGHT-OF-WAY
CENTERLINE
74" (56
CURB TO CURB
45' 25' 20'
£ x k
EXISTING [ EXISTING PROPOSED

RIGHT-OF-WAY

RIGHT-OF-WAY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
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fa ALTERNATIVE 2 :=\

Roadway Cross Section A-A

4 Lane Roadway
NW Bethany Blvd. S
Bronson to West Union S oA

LS ARE SUBJEGT TO

[DETALS ARS SUBJECT TO

—_—
GONCRETE BARRIER
— L -1
|l ]
— ——
: .

BIKE / TRAVEL LANE ‘| TRAVEL LANE 7|
WALK | LANE

i 5 &5 |
TRAVEL LANE ‘| BIKE

LANE WALK

uE:rlmﬂ TRAVEL LANE |

33 (20) L 33 (30)
1

RIGHT-OF-WAY

CENTERLINE

66' (°0]
CURE TO CURB

¥ as' L, 25 , 20
’l
EXISTING ¢ EXISTING
RIGHT-OF-WAY

RIGHT-OF-WAY

¢

PROPOSED
RIGHT-OF-WAY
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ALTERNATIVE 2A

Roadway Cross Section A-A

4 Lane Roadway (Narrow & Shifted West)
NW Bethany Bivd.
Bronson to West Union

COMCRETE BARRIER.

11" i1 4 11

EIEI.II’] TRAVEL LANE 7| TRAVEL LANE “.n.{i TRAVEL LANE 7|

TRAVEL LANE?| BIKE 77

LANE . LANE | WALK
29 L 29
7
sa_l
CURB TO CURB ‘
*%f & - 4 LANE
45 25 16'- 5 LANE |
] 1
EXISTING & [} EXISTING PROPOSED
R.O.W. NEW EXISTING R.O.W. R.O.W.
ROAD R.O.W.
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Alternative 2A
Engineering Adjustments to Reduce Impacts

 used a lower design speed (35 mph, same as the posted speed limit)

 reduced widths of travel lanes and bike lanes by one foot and the
center turn lanes by two feet

* installed left turn lanes at only selected intersections:
— Avondale Drive, Oak Hills Drive, and Telshire Drive
* restricted accesses to right in/right out at other intersections:
— Emily Lane, Audrey Drive, and Ridgetop Lane
« shifted roadway approx. 6 feet west to better utilize existing right-of-
way
* included width for sound walls and small landscaping/utility strip
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ALTERNATIVE 4
oadway Cross Section A-

3 Lane Roadway
NW Bethany Bivd.
Bronson to West Union

14"

A )

WALK LANE

1 /| sIDE BIKE /| TRAVEL LANE 7| TURN LANE 7| TRAVELLANE 7| BIKE 7|

LANE

RIGHT-OF-WAY
CENTERLINE

*p 45'

CURB TO CURB

2
7]

1 10 }

EXISTING
RIGHT-OF-WAY

¢

EXISTING PROPOSED
RIGHT-OF-WAY RIGHT-OF-WAY
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Property Impacts Comparison for all Alternatives

1. Right-of-way Acqg. Area (sq.ft.)

West = 2,550 West = 2,550 West = 2,550 West = 2,550
East = 43,770 East = 43,770 East = 30,280 East = 22,050
Total = 46,320 Total = 46,320 Total = 32,830 Total = 24,600
Average ROW Acq. Area per Property (sq.ft.) = West = 850 West = 850 West = 850 West = 850
East=1,621 East=1,621 East = 1,262 East = 1,297
2. Permanent Easement Area (sq.ft.) West = 930 West = 930 West = 930 West = 930 Potential utility easements not included with these figures
East = 570 East = 570 East = 570 East = 570
Total = 1,500 Total = 1,500 Total = 1,500 Total = 1,500
3. Number of Properties Affected by ROW West =3 West =3 West =3 West =3 West side of Bethany Blvd. None residential properties.
East = 27 East =27 East=24 East=17 East side of Bethany Blvd. See Note 3 below for area breakdown.
Total =30 Total =30 Total = 27 Total = 20
4 House Acquisions 1 1 0 0 o e e
5. Other Structures Decks =2 Decks = 2 Decks =0 Decks =0 All decks are attached to the house and on the east side.

Swimming Pool = 1

Swimming Pool =1

Swimming Pool =1

Swimming Pool = 1

East side of Bethany Blvd.

Shed=1

Shed=1

Shed=1

Shed=1

East side of Bethany Blvd.

6. Retaining walls (sq. ft.)

12,700 sq. ft.

11,400 sq.ft.

8,600 sq. ft.

5,000 sq.ft.

If sound walls are needed; these would be reduced significantly.

Notes:

1. The existing ROW width on the entire west side is either at 45' or 49", except for one non-residential vacant lot at the north end.

2. The existing ROW width on the east side varies from 25' to 49'. The Oak Hills subdivision is the only area at 25'. The south and north ends are 45', with a few properties at 35' and 49'.

2% WHPacific
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Design Life of a 3-Lane Roadway
Projected 2035 Volumes versus Estimated 3-Lane Roadway Capacity

40,000 <— Predicted
redicte
) Growth
Year of Project
_ Completion g (3,000 20T
(2013) G‘°‘“§“””
e 7~
— A°I° a5 S
b e <« 50%
A ol Growth - =~ Growth Scenario
g 2% ANIUES (29,000 ADT)
20,000

3-Lane Capacity
(20,000 — 24,000 ADT)

Average Daily Traffic Volume

l I [ I
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
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Design Life of a 3-Lane Roadway
Projected 2035 Volumes versus Estimated 3-Lane Roadway Capacity
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Board Options

Move forward with a 4 or 5 lane design that is consistent
with the County’s Transportation Plan; or

2. Move forward with a 3 lane design as an “interim” project;
or

3. Putthe project on hold until new transportation demand
model information is available as part of the Transportation
Plan update
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Option No. 1

1. Move forward with a 4 or 5 lane design that is consistent with the
County’s Transportation Plan

*Would meet current and future transportation needs for the next 20 — 25 years;

» Would improve roadway safety while reducing congestion at Highway 26
overpass and through the project corridor, which should discourage cut-thru
traffic in adjacent neighborhoods;

» Would construct continuous facilities for bicycles and pedestrians;
« Would restrict access at certain intersections (4-lane roadway only);

*Takes advantage of current favorable bidding environment.
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Option No. 2

2. Move forward with a 3 lane design as an “interim” project

* Would result in some improvement to traffic flow and safety with installation of a
continuous center turn lane;

» Would construct continuous facilities for bicycles and pedestrians;
* Would still impact several properties along east side;
« Would not require sound walls (interim improvement, no additional travel lanes);

» Would require future build-out at additional impact to adjacent residents and
expense to taxpayers (TSP would retain 5-lane designation);

» Would still have future congestion at the interchange due to limited number of
vehicles able to flow on to Bethany

* Less likely to discourage cut-thru traffic in adjacent neighborhoods
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Option No. 3

3. Put the project on hold until new transportation demand model
Information is available; scheduled for early to mid 2012 (as part
of the Transportation Plan update)

*Delays improvements to address current traffic congestion, intersection safety
iIssues, and future transportation needs;

*Delays provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities;

«1988 TSP countywide population assumptions for 2005 (411,000) were lower
than actual 2005 population (490,000)

Staff believes that transportation demand model update will not result in a
different conclusion re: roadway capacity needs

*May result in higher project costs if delayed
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