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Executive Summary 

 

As directed by the Commission on September 2, 2015, the project team took four alternatives for Capitol 

Blvd to the public for consideration at a Public Involvement Meeting on November 4, 2016. In addition 

to the PIM, the public was invited to participate in an online survey that was open from October 21
st
 to 

November 18
th

, 2015. Information gathered at the meeting and the online survey supported the 

following themes: 

 

 A strong support for multiple pedestrian crossings of Capitol Blvd 

 Very little public support for Alternative 1 – Center Running Bike Lanes 

 The greatest public support for Alternative 3 – Shared Use Paths 

 

Staff met with the Boise City Council on December 1, 2015 to review public input. The Council 

unanimously supported Alternative 2 – One-Way Protected Bike Lanes. 

 

Boise State University indicated support for Alternative 3 – Share Use Paths, and a request to have 

multiple crossings of Capitol Blvd. 

 

The purpose of this work session is to provide the Commission with a summary of public and 

stakeholder input and to prepare for an alternative selection and concept report selection hearing 

scheduled for March 30, 2016. 

 

Facts & Findings 

 

The project team has done extensive outreach to stakeholders and the public to gather ideas and identify 

alternative preferences. A Community Advisory Committee provided guidance to the project team 

throughout the process. The CAC included representatives from the ACHD Bicycle Advisory 

Committee, businesses in the Lusk District, the Lusk District Neighborhood Association, Associated 

Students of Boise State University, Depot Bench residents, Capital City Development Corporation, and 

the Idaho Commission for the Blind & Visually Impaired. The project team included staff from ACHD, 

City of Boise, and Boise State University. 



 

The Project Team received 912 comments about the project from the public. Most of these comments 

came from an on-line survey. Comments from the on-line survey, comment sheets at the PIM, and 

emails and mailed comments received, were compiled in Attachment 1 – PIM #2 Comment Summary. 

Though survey participants came from across the Treasure Valley, the primary locations where 

participants said they live include: 

 Boise’s North/East/West End – 35% 

 Central Bench – 28% 

 Southeast Boise – 16% 

 

Survey participants’ primary mode of transportation through the corridor was driving, followed by 

bicycling, walking, and then riding the bus. Their primary reasons for using the corridor include: 

 Commuting – 38% (to/from BSU – 20%, to/from school or work but not BSU – 18%) 

 Personal errands/entertainment – 33% 

 Recreation (e.g. walking or biking for exercise) – 16% 

 Work related travel – 13% 

 

Both Alternatives #2 (One-way Protected Bike Lanes) and #3 (Shared-Use Paths) received more support 

than opposition from respondents, with Alternative #3 receiving the greatest amount of support (about 

60% of respondents). 

 

Boise State University’s support for Alternative #3 (Shared-Use Paths) can be found in Attachment 2 - a 

letter from President Kustra dated November 30, 2015. Boise City Council indicated their unanimous 

support for Alternative #2 (One-way Protected Bike Lanes) – found in Attachment 3. 

 

Fiscal Implications 

 

Cost estimates for the selected alternative will be included in the concept’s final report. However, a 

general analysis of the four alternatives presented to the public indicates that Alternative #4 (Two-way 

Protected Bike Lanes) would be the easiest and least costly alternative to implement. This alternative 

would not require additional right-of-way or altering the median width through the length of the 

corridor. Alternative #3 may require additional right-of-way, but would likely not require altering the 

median width through the length of the corridor. Both Alternative #1 (Center Running Bike Lanes) and 

Alternative #2 (One-way Protected Bike Lanes) will likely require additional right-of-way and 

alterations of the median width the length of the corridor.  

 

Policy Implications 

 

The Capitol Boulevard Concept Evaluation was approved by the Commission with the adoption of the 

2015-2019 Integrated Five Year Work Plan on October 22, 2014. Programming the implementation of 

the project will need to occur after a final alternative has been selected.  Commission adopted policies 

will be ensured through the design phase of the project. No additional policy implications are anticipated 

at this stage of the Concept Evaluation. 

 

Attachment(s): 

Attachment 1 – PIM #2 Comment Summary 

Attachment 2 – Boise State University Letter dated November 30, 2015 

Attachment 3 – City of Boise Alternative Recommendation – staff e-mail 1/22/16 



 

 
 

MEMORANDUM  
 

Date: January 21, 2016 Project #: 18399 

To: Rod Ashby, AICP & Christy Foltz-Ahlrichs, Ada County Highway District 

From: Robyn Austin and Nick Foster, AICP 

Project: Capitol Boulevard Concept 

Subject: PIM #2 Comment Summary 

 

This memorandum summarizes public feedback received on the Capitol Boulevard Concept during the 

open comment period related to the second Public Involvement Meeting (PIM). Public comments 

were collected through an online survey and through the PIM itself. The online survey was open from 

October 21, 2015 and remained open through November 18, 2015. PIM #2 was held on November 

4th, 2015 from 5:00 to 7:00 PM at the Sage International School (601 S. 9th Street). The PIM and the 

survey provided the public and stakeholders with an opportunity to learn about and provide 

comments on the four alternatives under consideration for the Capitol Boulevard Concept.  

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

The majority of the comments received during this period came from the online survey, as shown in 

Table 1.  

Table 1 Source of Comments Received 

Comments Received 

Comment Sheets Collected at PIM 70 

Emailed and Mailed Comments Received 15 

Responses to Online Survey 828 

TOTAL 913 

 

At the PIM and in the online survey, respondents were asked to identify their level of support for 

each of the alternatives. Responses to these questions are summarized in the following sections.  

Alternative #1 

Figure 1 summarizes the responses to the following question: Would you support ACHD implementing 

Alternative 1: Center Running Bike Lane? As the figure shows, there was limited support for this 

option. 
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Figure 1 Responses to “Would you support ACHD implementing Alternative 1: Center Running Bike 
Lane?” 

Respondents were asked to identify the reasoning behind their response. Common themes from 

those responses are summarized below. 

 

Common themes from those who approve: 

 Provides designated space for cars, pedestrians, and cyclists 

 Cyclists would be more visible 

 Cyclist would enter and exit at designated areas so there would be fewer conflicts  

Common themes from those who oppose: 

 Concern about impacts to motor vehicle traffic 

 Getting in and out of the bike lane seem complicated 

 Inexperienced riders and children would not feel comfortable  

 Impacts the boulevard landscaping 

  

Definitely 
Not 
40% 

Probably Not 
26% 

Maybe, but I 
have some 

more 
questions 

12% 

Yes, but with 
some 

changes 
5% 

Yes, as 
shown 

17% 
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Alternative #2 

As shown in Figure 2, nearly half of all respondents indicated they would support Alternative 2, while 

about 40% would likely not.   

 

 

Figure 2 Responses to “Would you support ACHD implementing Alternative 2: One-Way Protected Bike 
Lanes?” 

Respondents were asked to identify the reasoning behind their response. Common themes from 

those responses are summarized below. 

 

Common themes from those who approve: 

 Provides dedicated space for pedestrians, cyclist, and cars 

 Provides physical barrier between cars and cyclists 

o Many would like to see something more substantial than plastic posts 

 Easy for people to understand 

Common themes from those who oppose: 

 Not aesthetically pleasing, particularly if white posts are used 

 Impacts to motor vehicle traffic 

  

Definitely 
Not 
23% 

Probably Not 
17% 

Maybe, but I 
have some 

more 
questions 

13% 

Yes, but with 
some 

changes 
8% 

Yes, as 
shown 

39% 
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Alternative #3 

Alternative #3 received the most support, with nearly 60% of respondents voicing support for it, as 

shown in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3 Responses to "Would you support ACHD implementing Alternative 3: Shared-Use Paths?" 

Respondents were asked to identify the reasoning behind their response. Common themes from 

those responses are summarized below. 

 

Common themes from those who approve: 

 Physically separates cyclists from cars 

o Some concern about mixing of people walking and biking – suggestions to provide 

each their own space 

 Similar to Greenbelt so would be familiar to pedestrians and cyclists 

 More comfortable for families and children 

Common themes from those who oppose: 

 Concern about conflicts between pedestrians and cyclists 

o Especially people riding downhill 

 Too many unsignalized intersections where cyclists would have to cross against the flow 

of motor vehicle traffic 

 Cost may be too high 

  

Definitely Not 
10% 

Probably Not 
17% 

Maybe, but I 
have some 

more 
questions 

15% 
Yes, but with 

some changes 
9% 

Yes, as shown 
49% 
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Alternative #4 

Just over one-third of respondents would not support Alternative #4, as shown in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4 Responses to "Would you support ACHD implementing Alternative 4: Two-way Protected Bike 
Lane?" 

Respondents were asked to identify the reasoning behind their response. Common themes from 

those responses are summarized below. 

 

Common themes from those who approve: 

 Provides designated space for cars, cyclists, and pedestrians 

 Want a substantial physical barrier (i.e., more than plastic posts) 

 Cost effective and easy to implement  

Common themes from those who oppose: 

 Impacts to motor vehicle traffic 

 Cyclists riding against traffic, especially downhill, would be dangerous 

  

Definitely 
Not 
28% 

Probably Not 
23% 

Maybe, but I 
have some 

more 
questions 

13% 

Yes, but with 
some 

changes 
7% 

Yes, as 
shown 

29% 
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Respondent Locations 

People responding to the survey were asked to identify where they live. As shown in Figure 5, most 

respondents are from the surrounding neighborhoods. Note that for the purposes of this question, 

the Central Bench area includes several designated City of Boise neighborhood association areas, 

including the Depot Bench, Sunrise Rim, Crescent Rim, Vista, and Borah, in addition to the Central 

Bench.  

 

 

Figure 5 Responses to "Which Area Best Describes Where You Live?" 

 

Mode Choice 

Respondents were also asked to indicate their primary mode(s) of travel along the corridor. As shown 

in Figure 6, most people drive, though many respondents also bicycle or walk. Individuals were able 

to select more than one response, so the numbers in the figure below exceed the total number of 

responses. 
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End/West End 

35% 
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7% 

Southeast Boise 
16% 

West Bench 
<1% 

Meridian 
6% 

Eage/Star/Kuna 
3% 

Other 
4% 
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Figure 6 Primary Modes of Transportation 

 

Corridor Use 

Finally, respondents were also asked to indicate their primary reason for traveling on Capitol 

Boulevard. Commuting is a major reason; though about one-third of respondents primarily use 

Capitol Boulevard for personal travel, as shown in Figure 7.  

 

Figure 7 Primary Reason for Using the Corridor 
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SUMMARY 

Both Alternatives #2 (One-way Protected Bike Lanes) and #3 (Shared-Use Paths) received more 

support than opposition from respondents, with Alternative #3 receiving the greatest amount of 

support (about 60% of respondents). Alternative #4 received significant support, but greater 

opposition, and Alternative #1 was generally not well received. Respondents also provided feedback 

than can be used to improve whatever concept ACHD chooses to move forward.  
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

November 30,2015

Ada County Highway District Commissioners

3775 Adams Street

Garden City, Idaho 83714

Dear Commissioners,

I appreciate the Ada County Highway District's willingness to continue progression with the

r"ii"or""pts for Capitol Boulevard enhancements to improve comfort and safety for people

walking *d bikittg. Thank you for your affention to the connectivity needs from the Boise Bench

area to downtown for bicyclist and pedestrians'

After reviewing the concepts presented at the November 4ft open house, Boise State University

lends its support for Concept #3 - Shared Use Path. The adaption of the concept to provide wider

sidewalks for both pedestrians and bicyclists is consistent with our open qtmpus model of the

complete street concept. This option provides safe and comfortable biking access for riders of all

levels, including Boise State staff and students, in a high vehicle traffic area.

However, we still have deep concerns with pedestrian crossing options on Capitol Boulevard.

Numerous Boise State University students cross Capitol Boulevard every day from the Lusk

Street area. The currently planned crossing at the Royal Boulevard extension set for construction

in May of 2016 is a step in the right direction and will contribute to a solution. But, one

additional crossing is not sufficient and should be combined with a reduction in pedestrian

crossing time on the north side of University Dr. and Capitol Blvd. Much of the new housing in

the Lusk Street area is south of Royal Boulevard and the majority of the students who improperly

cross do so south of Royal Boulevard.

In addition to the solutions already discussed, we urge ACHD to continue to pursue additional

crossing solutions into the future as pedestrian traffic continues to increase. Whether it be a

tunnel, increased signalized crossings, landscaping barriers or other solutions, it is incumbent

upon the Highway District and the City to find a solution to address this issue before serious

harm comes to pedestrians who seek to cross Capital Boulevard.

The University stands ready and willing to assist in this effort and will provide the land on the

East and West side of Capitol Boulevard to accommodate proposed solutions.

Boise City Mayor Dave Bieter

19lO Unlv€rslty Drlve Bolse, ldaho

Phone (2Oer 426-1491 Fax (2O8) 426-3779

83725-IOOO

ww w. bo ls estat€. ed u

President
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