STAKEHOLDER MEETING SUMMARY -2/1/2017

Date: February 1°, 2017
Location: Ann Arbor City Hall (301 E. Huron Street), second floor Council Chambers

Content: Three rounds of stakeholder meetings over the course of the day and organized as an open houses.
The following stakeholder meetings were held:

1. Business Organizations and Commercial Neighborhoods

2. Boards, Commissions, Agencies, and Public/Non-profit Groups

3. Residential Neighborhood Associations, Non-profit Groups and Environmental Organizations.

Each meeting was structured around a 40 minute presentation, by the Project Management Team (PMT) that
covered (1) project introduction; (2) progress and recent activities; (3) greenway design features & assumptions;
and (4) route options and evaluation synopsis. Following the presentation was an opportunity to ask questions
and then an open house period where additional route-specific feedback was collected.

1. Business Organizations and Commercial Neighborhoods

Meeting Details:
Time & Date: 8:30am — 10:00am, February 1, 2017

Attendees: Stakeholders present: 1 (see attached sign-in sheets)
PMT staff present: 2; Kayla Coleman; Connie Pulcipher
Consultants present: 3; Neal Billetdeaux (SmithGrouplJR), Keenan Gibbons (SmithGrouplJR),
Oliver Kiley (SmithGrouplJR)

Stakeholder shared the following perspectives:

e Concerns raised regarding funding the project — particularly in the downtown sections where there are
other infrastructure and transportation projects seeking funding support.

e The northern section of the routes that connect directly to the Border-to-Border trail appear to be the
most needed connection and potentially easier to implement.

e Concern raised about the benefits of urban trails from an economic perspective.

o PMT: Stated that greenways and urban trails have demonstrated economic benefits in many
other communities. There are many precedents supporting the economic benefits.

e The southern segments (e.g. through UM property or adjacent areas) does not seem like it connects to

the neighborhood or important destinations as well as other parts of the proposed alighments.

2. Boards, Commissions, Agencies, and Public/Non-profit Groups

Meeting Details:
Time & Date: 10:30am — 12:00pm, February 1, 2017

Attendees: Stakeholders present: 9 (see attached sign-in sheets)
PMT staff present: 3; Kayla Coleman; Connie Pulcipher; Deanna Dupuy
Consultants present: 3; Neal Billetdeaux (SmithGrouplJR), Keenan Gibbons (SmithGrouplJR),

Oliver Kiley (SmithGrouplJR)




ALLEN CREEK GREENWAY

Stakeholders raised the following questions and/or shared the following perspectives during and after the
presentation:

e QUESTION: Are there any constraints with the south segment regarding the interface between roads
and rail (i.e. moving from a rail segment to on-street segment)?
o PMT: All rail sections are at grade in the south. However, some portions of rail right-of-way are
of limited width
e QUESTION: Can segments of the two on-street options be combined?
o PMT: Yes — segments pulled from all four route options can be combined — and this is
anticipated as a preferred alignment is developed.
e COMMENT: The grades at Bluffs Nature Area are very steep and may be difficult to traverse.
o PMT: Acknowledged. Trail alignments here will need careful study for ADA compliance.
e QUESTION: Can you talk more about floodplain interactions?

o PMT: We have been coordinating closely with J. Hancock/City and H. Sheehan/Washtenaw
County. We are focusing on stormwater quality in the corridor but not flood
management/mitigation.

e COMMENT: Consider soil information from developments in this area, e.g. soil borings, permeability
tests. May provide insight regarding infiltration capacity of the land.
e QUESTION: At what point are cost considerations taken into account?

o We have started the cost analysis, and anticipate sharing at the next Citizens Advisory
Committee (CAC) meeting in April.

e QUESTION: Will cost considerations be done for each route?

o We have broken out individual elements to generate cost per/foot that can be applied to a
hybrid option. Unit costs are based on current built or recently bid projects. We are also
looking at funding options. The Allen Creek Greenway Conservancy is also exploring fund raising
opportunities in parallel to the city's planning efforts. This project is similar to many trails being
implemented around the country that utilize public/private partnerships.

e QUESTION: What is the most likely scenario? Will this be an obvious continuous route?

o PMT: The Indianapolis Cultural Trail is a good example of a trail in an urban environment that is
clearly defined and distinct. This leads to the success of the trail as a clear, intentional route.
Good directional cues on where to "go" to follow the trail are required. The trail design should
be intuitive to follow.

e QUESTION: Does a hybrid create more challenges to follow the trail — more shifts and alignment
changes?

o PMT: Fewer shifts can make the trail feel more continuous — however consistent paving
materials, design queues, and common elements can also reinforce the identity of the trail.

o PMT: Need to consider detailed trail design in relation to near term opportunities versus long-
term vision.

e Q. Are we aware of the K-T Decision Analysis tool? This tool considers must and wants, and groups like
criteria for scoring and weighting.

o PMT: We were not aware of that specific tool but are using similar methods in our evaluation.

o COMMENT: Continuity of the trail is important — but also need to make sure there are frequent
connections to easily get off at specific city locations/destinations along the way.

o PMT: Agreed

e QUESTION: The east-west orientation of the map is confusing.

o PMT: Acknowledged, however, we are using an east-west orientation to maximize ease of
viewing on monitors. We will be clear about directional orientation.

e COMMENT: As a biker, | think | would find it fine to go over a street if | knew that it was not an ‘up and
down’ experience. If | go up and stay up, that seems fine, but going up and back down feels
cumbersome, somehow. | think | would just get off and cross the street.

NZN



e COMMENT: If the Railroad says no way, then the private/public options seems to hug the RR in many
places. Where the railroad is elevated, think about views out the other way. It does not seem fun to be
at the bottom of a big aggregate hill for long stretches.

o COMMENT: | have a hard time seeing how following the RR is going to work when it is at grade through
downtown—the road crossings are so frequent and the angle just does not respond to the grid at all.
There are just so many crossings downtown. It just may be best to utilize the roads during that stretch.

3. Residential Neighborhood Associations, Non-profit Groups and Environmental
Organizations.

Meeting Details:
Time & Date: 5:00pm — 6:300pm, February 1, 2017

Attendees: Stakeholders present: 8 (see attached sign-in sheets)
PMT staff present: 3; Kayla Coleman; Connie Pulcipher; Deanna Dupuy
Consultants present: 3; Neal Billetdeaux (SmithGrouplJR), Keenan Gibbons (SmithGrouplJR),
Oliver Kiley (SmithGrouplJR)

Stakeholders raised the following questions and/or shared the following perspectives during and after the
presentation:

I”

e COMMENT: Can you define “trail” differently or consider calling it a path — “trail” has a certain
connotation.
e QUESTION: For on-street sections, if the trail is behind the curb, would it replace the sidewalk?

o PMT: No, parking would be removed and the curb moved to provide space for the bicycle
portion of the trail — the existing sidewalk could be widened and/or incorporated into a larger
shared use path.

e QUESTION: Is there an option to combine the bike trail and sidewalk areas?

o PMT: Yes, in constrained locations that may be required.

e QUESTION: Isthere a hybrid option that uses a combination of rail and public/private segments?

o PMT: Yes, that is most likely where the preferred alignment will end up —and may also include
sections of on-street trails.

e QUESTION: How many of the criteria have objective measurements?

o PMT: A majority are based on actual, quantifiable measurements.
e QUESTION: Did the criteria take in account vertical grade changes?

o PMT: Yes, the first listed criteria "Elevation Transitions" is exactly this.
e QUESTION: Have any of the property owners been engaged?

o PMT: We have met with the railroad and another meeting is scheduled. They have neither said
no nor yes. WATCO Co. has no precedence for rail with trail within their holdings.

e QUESTION: What is the difference between WATCO C. and Ann Arbor Railroad?

o PMT: WATCO C. owns Ann Arbor Railroad as their holding company. Ann Arbor Railroad owns

the actual rail property and operates the freight rail line.
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