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Fairview Access Management Plan 

Do you support the goals of the Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 13.3% 6

No 86.7% 39

Why? 

 
42

  answered question 45

  skipped question 6
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Page 1, Q1.  Do you support the goals of the Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan?

1 It looks like a waste of our tax dollars.  It would be much more beneficial to make
Maple Grove 4 lanes between Fairview and Goddard.  I have serious concerns
about proposed streets through private property.

Sep 28, 2011 3:47 PM

2 the plan reduces customer access to Fairview fronted businesses.  Those
business loose revenue and the project loses tax dollars to support the funding
for the project.

Sep 28, 2011 1:35 PM

3 Established businesses will be losing a very large amount of their property with
the new proposals.

Sep 28, 2011 7:45 AM

4 This would make the traffic situation on Fairview much worse, especially during
rush hours!

Sep 27, 2011 7:04 PM

5 It will create issues for growing business and creating the current tax revenue
from the existing businesses. The effect on the employers will create more
unemployment

Sep 27, 2011 3:57 PM

6 ill concived plan, we are a large property owner that would drastically be affected
by this.  Just found out about it today, never received any notices at all.  If you
look at how much tax revenue car dealers produce and how the plan would
render them in operable is unbeliveable this has even gotten this far

Sep 27, 2011 2:27 PM

7 Effect on the businesses that generate huge tax revenue for the cities, state,
county, etc. The revenue would shift to different cities, counties. Not certain this
has been thought about.

Sep 27, 2011 1:07 PM

8 I don't like the limited turns. Sep 27, 2011 11:07 AM

9 Not a neccessary "improvement". Would complicate even further a high traffic
area.

Sep 27, 2011 10:29 AM

10 I think ACHD tried to keep this from the business's on Fairview. Sep 27, 2011 10:25 AM

11 IT MAKES ABSOLUTLY NO SENSE.  FAIRVIEW IS NOT A FREEWAY AND
YOU WILL KILL ALL THE BUSINESSES ALONG FAIRVIEW BY LIMITING THE
ACCESS TO THESE BUSINESSES.

Sep 27, 2011 9:44 AM

12 I agree with the safefy issues, however; I believe that going all the way to the
next traffic light to make a u-turn would create even more congestion.

Sep 26, 2011 4:30 PM

13 why would i want to go out of my way to turn around and come back to where i
want to go.

Sep 26, 2011 3:30 PM

14 It will make an already difficult situation even worse, not to mention the
businesses impacted not unlike when Fairview was under construction for so
long last time.I work on Fairview and am a commissioned worker with no base
pay or salary.It will directly affect me and my coworkers adversely.In these
difficult times we are all experiencing,it seems like a bad decision.

Sep 26, 2011 1:54 PM

15 Looking at the map why cant you find a way to utiliz emerald?  Placing a street
Right throug the middle of a bussness would most defenitly have a negative
effect on the bussness and its employees,

Sep 26, 2011 1:27 PM



4 of 5

Page 1, Q1.  Do you support the goals of the Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan?

16 Fairview is already congested and heavily travelled. I cannot imagine the delays
and dangers of people needing to make u-turns at every intersection in  order to
access businesses.

Sep 26, 2011 12:48 PM

17 You are restricting access to business unnecessarily. You are devaluing real
estate.

Sep 26, 2011 11:58 AM

18 Safety and traffic flow are commendable goals, but you need to consider the cost
of implementation.

Sep 26, 2011 10:54 AM

19 AS USUEL THIS PLAN PUTS A BANDADE ON THE PROBLEM. IN THIS
ECONOMY WHY WOULD ANYBODY CONSIDER DISRUPTING THE FLOW
OF BUSSINESS ON THE MANY COMPANYS, ALONG FAIRVIEW.

Sep 26, 2011 10:48 AM

20 The cost will be offset by a significant reduction in traffic on Fairview. Sep 26, 2011 10:08 AM

21 It will make it harder to get into business.  I believe that people will either avoid
Fairview altogether (to avoid waiting on stop lights to U turn) or it will increase
congestion.  I shop at a lot of Fairview based businesses and it would definitely
turn me off.  I do not like having to pass a destination to loop around and try to
get back into it.  This would push business out to Meridian.

Sep 26, 2011 9:53 AM

22 I do not support this plan because it will negatively affect businesses that I
support and frequently visit on fairview avenue. It will also make travel and
access more difficult and less convenient for me. I often visit Peterson Motors,
WINCO, and other businesses in the area and it will be harder for me to reach
them (hurting them because I will come less often). I also dislike the plan to allow
U-turns as I find them to be dangerous and unpredictable--I can never tell if
someone is turning left or planning a full U-turn.

Sep 25, 2011 9:06 PM

23 I work on Fairview. it will limit customer access to my place of employment which
effects my income.

Sep 23, 2011 10:06 AM

24 The plan appears to greatly restrict and complicate access for business, their
employees and customers. It also appears to create a safety hazard by creating
congestion at median access points, requiring an exorbitant amount of U turns,
and by funneling large amounts of traffic into a restricted amount of access
points. Additionally, it appears that access for Law enforcement, Ambulance and
Fire Department services would be greatly restricted.

Sep 22, 2011 5:45 PM

25 This project would hurt access to my business, create u-turns in front of
oncoming traffic, create more (longer) travel time, creating more car exhaust.
Did the Broadway project decrese accidents?

Sep 22, 2011 2:09 PM

26 Increase usability of Fairview Sep 22, 2011 12:15 PM

27 Boise high accident areas need to be safer.  Low accident areas should not be
considered until necessary.

Sep 22, 2011 11:27 AM

28 Proposed medians will add conflict points to already congested intersections and
strangle businesses and property owners.  Only those at intersections benefit.

Sep 22, 2011 10:26 AM

29 It will create more traffic issues and hurt business. Sep 21, 2011 11:37 AM
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30 I don't know yet.  Need to see more information. Sep 20, 2011 4:08 PM

31 In the whole the stretch of Fairview Ave. under consideration has significant
traffic problems however, some parts of the planned impact has less problems.

Sep 20, 2011 12:14 PM

32 I think it will make driving on Fairview safer. Sep 19, 2011 1:47 PM

33 Not at this time. Sep 19, 2011 1:44 PM

34 The restrictions will hurt the business on Fairview. Sep 19, 2011 1:36 PM

35 Not really solving the majority of accidents which are rear end because of poor
traffic flow.

Sep 19, 2011 1:34 PM

36 Will irreprably destroy property values will not help preception or reality of
improved access on Fairview.

Sep 16, 2011 4:18 PM

37 Forward planning is acceptable but imposing new regulatory and access
constraints on property owners and businesses during the worst retail recession
in 50 years is irresponsible.

Sep 16, 2011 3:50 PM

38 The limited access will hurt a lot of small business.  It  may put up to 50% of
businesses out of business.  Autos will have to drive farther resulting in more air
polution.

Sep 16, 2011 3:42 PM

39 Because it completely blocks access to my business. Sep 16, 2011 3:28 PM

40 It blocks all west bound traffic from my daughters store. Sep 16, 2011 3:21 PM

41 Will constrict and restrick access to left turn access points and thus access for
business  North & South ----?  Fairview Ave

Sep 16, 2011 2:24 PM

42 In theory it souds acceptable, however on closer review the access is too limited.
This will make access to Fairview business more difficult.

Sep 16, 2011 1:01 PM
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Is there a specific part of the Access Management Plan you are concerned about?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 87.8% 36

No 12.2% 5

If yes, please list your specific concern(s) 

 
40

  answered question 41

  skipped question 10
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Page 1, Q1.  Is there a specific part of the Access Management Plan you are concerned about?

1 The project seems to not consider the impact of increased traffic "piled" up at
intersections attempting to make "u-turns" and left turns.

Sep 28, 2011 3:47 PM

2 No direct access from Fairview to businesses.  Proposed access road through
the middle of our lots will be an inconvenience for customers who may just keep
driving by to similar business with more convenient access.

Sep 28, 2011 1:35 PM

3 The lack of access to all the businesses that are along Fairview. Also, the
proposed business access roads will be detremental to all the businesses that
will have these roads running right through there properties and in some cases,
right through the buildings. We are trying to get the economy to come back
around and these proposals will very likely put some of the businesses out of
business because if it is hard to get to a store, people just won't make the effort.

Sep 28, 2011 7:45 AM

4 The whole plan really. Sep 27, 2011 7:04 PM

5 Access roads thru current business property? How do you do that? Sep 27, 2011 3:57 PM

6 All of it, we need the current access for our constomers. It works great as it is. Sep 27, 2011 1:07 PM

7 I am mainly concerned with the area between Maple Grove & Five Mile because
the proposed new roads will cut right through the place that I work.

Sep 27, 2011 11:07 AM

8 All of it.  I don't agree with any of it. Sep 27, 2011 10:29 AM

9 This project makes no sense. In this economy why would you want to disrupt the
income of the companies on Fairview by doing this project that will take way to
long and cost to much money...I think the state has better places to spend the
money!! I do not think this project will help traffic only hinder it.

Sep 27, 2011 10:25 AM

10 THE WHOLE THING, IT IS A COMPLETE WASTE OF MONEY!!!! Sep 27, 2011 9:44 AM

11 Yes, I am  concerned about access roads that cut direclty through established
businesses.  I do not  believe that is a safe alternative and I am sure it would be
detrimental to already struggling companys.

Sep 26, 2011 4:30 PM

12 why would you run roads through existing car dealerships? Sep 26, 2011 3:30 PM

13 Business access is my main concern.There is already a turn lane down most of
Fairview for cars to get out of the way of traffic.It should remain this way as far
as I am concerned.If the center of the road is barracaded off for the length of
Fairview, people will go to other businesses rather than driving miles out of the
way in order to perform a U-turn.

Sep 26, 2011 1:54 PM

14 The placement of the roads through the middle of the dealerships. Sep 26, 2011 1:27 PM

15 specifically the medians, and the road that cuts through the Peterson car
dealerships.

Sep 26, 2011 12:48 PM

16 Don't do any of it. Sep 26, 2011 11:58 AM

17 The proposed side roads would destroy several businesses along Fairview.  The
raised medians would increase traffic because cars would have to take U-turns
and double back to their destination.  Several studies have shown U-turns to

Sep 26, 2011 10:54 AM



4 of 5

Page 1, Q1.  Is there a specific part of the Access Management Plan you are concerned about?

increase traffic congestion and accidents.

18 THE THE ROAD THAT CUTS THROUGH BUSSINES'S AND APARTMENTS. I
FOR ONE HAVE NOT SEEN ENOUGH TRAFFIC TO WARRENT SUCH A
RIDICULOUS PLAN AND I USE FAIRVIEW 5 DAYS A WEEK.

Sep 26, 2011 10:48 AM

19 The complete disregard for businesses and their customers along Fairview.
How can ACHD not consider the detrement to car sales that their proposed road
directly through the parking lots of three of the largest car dealerships in Idaho?
These businesses would lose millions of dollars to save minimal traffic.

Sep 26, 2011 10:08 AM

20 All of it.  I wish that our tax dollars could be used to extend other roads, possibly
Maple Grove down to Chinden to ease flow, or add another freeway exit and on
ramp somewhere inbetween Franklin and Eagle Road exits to ease free on and
off congestion.

Sep 26, 2011 9:53 AM

21 One, fair warning was not given to businesses about proposed changes (you
even claimed to warn them by mail 4 years ago--only to now admit that never
happened--obviously this is questionable and unfair to say the least). Two, It will
make my travel on Fairview (which is often) less convenient and slower. I visit
fairview with the intent of visiting businesses--not to get through the area. Your
plan makes my reason for traveling there more difficult--which is negative for me-
-and obviously negative for the businesses I want to visit there.

Sep 25, 2011 9:06 PM

22 Raised medians and limited access to business'. Where is the evidence to
support ACHD's statistics?

Sep 23, 2011 10:06 AM

23 See above. Sep 22, 2011 5:45 PM

24 My business and the cost. Sep 22, 2011 2:09 PM

25 Maple Grove to Cole. Sep 22, 2011 12:15 PM

26 360 E. Fairview is not at an intersection and loose 50% of cutomers.  There is no
intersection close to this address.

Sep 22, 2011 11:27 AM

27 Locust Grove to Jericho medians hinder access to businesss and divert traffic
through private property.

Sep 22, 2011 10:26 AM

28 Raised medians are not a good idea. Sep 21, 2011 11:37 AM

29 Future access which is currently undeveloped.  Restricting access to our
business.

Sep 20, 2011 4:08 PM

30 Delivery access including local delivery tractor/trailer units, and the occasional
long haul tractor/trailer.  See Drive #232

Sep 20, 2011 12:14 PM

31 Sidewalks, bike lanes, and crossings. Also, it needs to be done correctly the first
time (not like Curtis).

Sep 19, 2011 1:44 PM

32 The business owners on Fairview will lose business because it will restrict
access to their location.

Sep 19, 2011 1:36 PM

33 There is nothing about timing the existing lights. Sep 19, 2011 1:34 PM
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34 Yes, all.  Access road off Maple Grove thru residential area? I was turned down
for this exact thing by city/residents for access to my own property.

Sep 16, 2011 4:18 PM

35 Negative impact on business sales and resulting viability of business along
Fairview.

Sep 16, 2011 3:50 PM

36 U-turns can be very dangerous-especially when drivers are used to turning right
on red lights. Also it takes longer to do a U-turn than a left turn.

Sep 16, 2011 3:42 PM

37 How do both sides of Fairview have access to my shop without turning around? Sep 16, 2011 3:28 PM

38 How are west bound traffic getting to the shop? Sep 16, 2011 3:21 PM

39 Fairview between Cloverdale & Locust Grove Sep 16, 2011 2:24 PM

40 Zone between Curtis and Orchard has less traffic and more room - should be
dropped from plan or at least add turn at Hilton and Laural.

Sep 16, 2011 1:01 PM



1 of 4

Fairview Access Management Plan 

Is there a specific area on Fairview Avenue that you are concerned about?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 78.0% 32

No 22.0% 9

If yes, please list the area and why you are concerned 

 
34

  answered question 41

  skipped question 10
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Page 1, Q1.  Is there a specific area on Fairview Avenue that you are concerned about?

1 Yes proposed streets through private properties. Sep 28, 2011 3:47 PM

2 Cole to Five Mile access Sep 28, 2011 1:35 PM

3 I am most concerned with the area from Cole to Five Mile, but the whole stretch
of Fairview concerns me.

Sep 28, 2011 7:45 AM

4 All of it. Sep 27, 2011 3:57 PM

5 Fairview and Maple Grove Area, near Lithia Ford. Sep 27, 2011 2:27 PM

6 The acces roads that cut through existing business property. Sep 27, 2011 1:07 PM

7 I do notice that between Orchard and Cole there are some turns that could be
safer. I don't think raised medians are the way to solve this.

Sep 27, 2011 11:07 AM

8 Maple Grove & Fairview Sep 27, 2011 10:29 AM

9 No it will affect every business on Fairview. Sep 27, 2011 10:25 AM

10 Maple Grove to Fivemile specifically, but not exclusively. Sep 26, 2011 1:54 PM

11 The placement of roads throught the middle of the dealerships Sep 26, 2011 1:27 PM

12 All of it. Leave it alone! Sep 26, 2011 11:58 AM

13 The proposed road across the car lots near Maple Grove would destroy those
businesses and cars crossing Maple Grove along the newly proposed road (just
150 feet or so south of Fairview) would congest traffice at the Maple Grove
intersection.

Sep 26, 2011 10:54 AM

14 NONE YET. Sep 26, 2011 10:48 AM

15 The proposed street that cuts through the sales lots of Peterson GM, Peterson
Motors, and Lithia Ford.

Sep 26, 2011 10:08 AM

16 Eagle Road to Cole area, I would hate to have to avoid Fairview inbetween these
areas due to traffic slow down and excessive U turn areas, as proposed.

Sep 26, 2011 9:53 AM

17 Much of fairview concerns me because it will be harder for me to visit specific
businesses that I frequent. I am specifically concerned about the area near
maple grove and five mile because I travel through there often. I have all my car
servicing done at Peterson Motors and it will be more difficult to access their lot
with your proposed changes. I also believe that the road proposed to cross their
property will negatively affect them and I can't believe that they have approved
said road as an acceptable use of their property.

Sep 25, 2011 9:06 PM

18 All of it. Sep 23, 2011 10:06 AM

19 The entire length of the project. Sep 22, 2011 5:45 PM

20 Maple Grove to Cole. Sep 22, 2011 12:15 PM

21 Same as above. Sep 22, 2011 10:26 AM
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22 between Maple Grove and Milwaukie Sep 21, 2011 11:37 AM

23 All of it. Sep 20, 2011 4:08 PM

24 betweeb Meridian Rd and Linder Rd Sep 20, 2011 12:14 PM

25 Many. Too many to list. #1 at Raymond needs to have a person/bike crossing
(bus stops on both sides of Fairview).

Sep 19, 2011 1:44 PM

26 Five Mile area and the area between Main Street and Locust Grove. Sep 19, 2011 1:36 PM

27 Many sections need at least 1-2 more left turn openings. Sep 19, 2011 1:34 PM

28 I am very concerned what it will do to my neighborhood business on entire
stretch of road. (ghost town).

Sep 16, 2011 4:18 PM

29 Milwaukee to Orchard Sep 16, 2011 3:50 PM

30 Cole road to Orchard.  Extra driving to businesses where I shop and do errands.
Extra time to drive farther and do the U-turn.  More risk of accident with U-turns.

Sep 16, 2011 3:42 PM

31 Between Allumbaugh and Liberty. Sep 16, 2011 3:28 PM

32 Between Allenbaugh and Liberty. Sep 16, 2011 3:21 PM

33 You are grouping eight points of possible left turns from Hickory to Locust Grove
(going west) and making them all turn left at Locust Grove.  Why would they
want to do that.  They will pass by.

Sep 16, 2011 2:24 PM

34 Not enough turns between Curtis and Orchard.  If this goes forward, need a turn
at Hilton, I am very concerned about customers, accessing our properties.

Sep 16, 2011 1:01 PM
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The Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan includes five key features. Please rate the 

features according to preference, using #1 for the feature you prefer the most.

  1 2 3 4 5
Response 

Count

Raised medians 14.3% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (2) 78.6% (22) 28

U-turns 6.9% (2) 10.3% (3) 3.4% (1) 17.2% (5) 62.1% (18) 29

Driveway consolidation 7.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 14.8% (4) 22.2% (6) 55.6% (15) 27

Cross access (shared access 

across properties)
10.7% (3) 3.6% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (2) 78.6% (22) 28

Service road network 3.7% (1) 3.7% (1) 14.8% (4) 7.4% (2) 74.1% (20) 27

Please explain your choices 

 
34

  answered question 30

  skipped question 21
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Page 1, Q1.  The Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan includes five key features. Please rate the features
according to preference, using #1 for the feature you prefer the most.

1 I think there are much more important and useful ways to uses our tax dollars.  It
appears that we would limit access to businesses and then use "imminent
domain" to take from these same businesses to build more roads.  HMMM,
what's the point?

Sep 28, 2011 3:47 PM

2 loss of business revenue due to inconvenient customer access. Sep 28, 2011 1:35 PM

3 I have explained my concerns in the questions above. I feel that the proposals
will be detremental to all the businesses involved and in turn has the possibility
of putting the jobs of many employees at risk.

Sep 28, 2011 7:45 AM

4 Just doesn't make sense....business sense Sep 27, 2011 3:57 PM

5 All of these will hurt business Sep 27, 2011 2:27 PM

6 It's not realistic to think that the businesses along this corridor can survive. See
Jackson's on the northeast corner of Maple Grove and Fairview, after the Maple
Grove expansion. Closed, consumers could not acces the property.

Sep 27, 2011 1:07 PM

7 I'm not sure that I want anything to change just yet. Sep 27, 2011 11:07 AM

8 None of the above Sep 27, 2011 10:29 AM

9 FAIRVIEW IS FINE THE WAY IT IS FOR EASE OF ACCESS TO ALL THE
BUSINESSES.

Sep 27, 2011 9:44 AM

10 I believe that raised medians create more congestion. The other four are not
good for businesses.

Sep 26, 2011 4:30 PM

11 i don't like anything about this plan, it's very odd. Sep 26, 2011 3:30 PM

12 I prefer none of the features,therefore cannot rate them in an order of what I
prefer.

Sep 26, 2011 1:54 PM

13 Emerald looks a lot better then cutting busnies parking lots in half. Sep 26, 2011 1:27 PM

14 I believe this is not a good design for such a road. Sep 26, 2011 12:48 PM

15 None of it. Sep 26, 2011 11:58 AM

16 I don't like the raised medians, but we could live with some of those.  The other 4
ideas would be terrible for businesses.  They would be expensive.

Sep 26, 2011 10:54 AM

17 ITS JUST LIKE ALL THE PARKING LOTS IN THIS CITY THERE'S TO MANY
CURBS MEDIANS AND OBSTICALS, ITS ALL READY TO FRUSTRATING TO
MOVE AROUND.

Sep 26, 2011 10:48 AM

18 How would the proposed road through Lithia and Petersons even cross Maple
Grove?  Wouldn't this create more back up on Maple Grove?  How would the
intersection work?

Sep 26, 2011 10:08 AM

19 If I understand them right, they seem like they will all hurt businesses and slow
down traffic inflow along fairview.

Sep 26, 2011 9:53 AM
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Page 1, Q1.  The Fairview Avenue Access Management Plan includes five key features. Please rate the features
according to preference, using #1 for the feature you prefer the most.

20 Raised medians will decrease access to businesses I want to use--making it less
convenient and harder to visit them. U-turns are dangerous, I don't like doing
them, and I don't like when other drivers do them. Driveway consolidation
sounds nice but is meaningless without the other changes that are proposed
(which I oppose). Cross access takes property away from businesses without
their approval--leaving them with less space to work with--which will negatively
affect them (even if you somehow argue that it won't negatively affect them,
which I disagree with, they should be able to choose how to use their land).

Sep 25, 2011 9:06 PM

21 I believe all of these choices restrict business and/or increase safety concerns. Sep 22, 2011 5:45 PM

22 I don't prefer any of these.  Many of these can not be done due to current
developement.

Sep 22, 2011 2:09 PM

23 SAfe U-turn areas are important in Meridian. Sep 22, 2011 11:27 AM

24 I only support service road networks and cross access as they are least
detrimental to the business community.

Sep 22, 2011 10:26 AM

25 Raised medians only in the highest traffic areas.  U turns, drive consolidation
and cross access reduce traffic entering and exiting the main arterial.

Sep 20, 2011 12:14 PM

26 I have no preferences. They are equally important. Sep 19, 2011 1:47 PM

27 Cross access is the most important to me and other low income people that
need to walk, bus, and bike.

Sep 19, 2011 1:44 PM

28 I would prefer no restrictions be added to Fairview. Sep 19, 2011 1:36 PM

29 I don't like any of them. Sep 19, 2011 1:34 PM

30 I honestly do not like any of this. Sep 16, 2011 3:42 PM

31 I am not impressed with any of it.  It will completely block all west bound traffic to
my store.

Sep 16, 2011 3:28 PM

32 Don't like any of it. Sep 16, 2011 3:21 PM

33 The drawing we see today is misleading, as the "service road network" will not
be built until some undermined later date, thus will be worthless in 2014 when
the impact of the median would impact the area.

Sep 16, 2011 2:24 PM

34 I do not like the lack of access in this plan, you will make access to these
businesses more difficult at the expense of Fairview flowing better.

Sep 16, 2011 1:01 PM
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General Comments

 
Response 

Count

  33

  answered question 33

  skipped question 18
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Page 1, Q1.  General Comments

1 WinCo recently reviewed your proposed Fairview Avenue Access Management
Program, and though we support your overall goals to manage access along
Fairview Avenue, we do have specific significant concerns with the plan and how
it relates to our Fairview Avenue store location. From what we see on the
concept design plan it looks as though ACHD plans to take the two (2) entrances
WinCo currently has on Fairview Avenue thereby depriving WinCo and its
customers access to WinCo’s property. (WinCo’s existing traffic flow is illustrated
on Exhibit A, included with this letter.) Your plan proposes to severely limit
access to WinCo’s property to access from Milwaukee Street or a possible new
cross access from Fairmeadow Drive. ACHD’s plan will increase traffic
congestion and related problems in the area and impose a permanent and
severe burden on WinCo. If ACHD takes WinCo’s two (2) access points on
Fairview, that traffic will be forced to utilize the already congested Milwaukee
access and will greatly multiply the traffic issues on Milwaukee and Fairview.
Instead of pursuing a plan that will increase congestion and related traffic
problems, WinCo respectfully requests ACHD implement a alternative that will
reduce congestion and traffic related issues in the area. Specifically, WinCo’s
current easternmost driveway on Fairview is right in/right out access and should
remain in use and be modified to provide for ¾ movement. The full turn access
to and from Fairmeadow from Fairview should remain as is. Finally, the
proposed possible access to Fairmeadow from our parking lot should be
developed as a full turn access. (WinCo’s alternative is illustrated on Exhibit B,
included with this letter.) WinCo and its customers have utilized the two (2)
Fairview access points as the primary access to WinCo’s property for more than
twenty (20) years. If ACHD takes these away, the resulting interference with
WinCo’s use of its property and the economic impact to WinCo will be great. If
WinCo is left with anything less than the current longstanding access, shopping
at WinCo will become inconvenient and customers will be deterred from doing
business with WinCo. If WinCo’s customers are forced to endure limited,
congested access to get to WinCo’s store, they will not shop at WinCo; they will
find a more convenient business for their grocery shopping.  Again, WinCo
supports ACHD’s goals of managing access along Fairview Avenue, however,
we are legitimately concerned that taking WinCo's two (2) primary access points
to Fairview Avenue will have significant negative impact not only to WinCo but to
traffic flow as well. We urge you to implement WinCo’s alternative, which would
reduce congestion and related traffic problems and prevent a taking of WinCo’s
property.  If you have any questions, please contact Tammy Zokan at (208) 672-
2064. (For exhibits, please see comment #101.)

Oct 11, 2011 11:08 AM

2 Dear Ms. Applebee: DDR Corp. (“DDR”), through its subsidiary, GS II Meridian,
ID Crossroads LLC, developed, owns, and manages the Meridian Crossroads
Shopping Center at the southeast corner of Eagle Road and Fairview Avenue.
Meridian Crossroads is part of a dynamic, international portfolio of shopping
centers. With each project, DDR takes pride in working closely with local and
state governments, and we look forward to working with Ada County Highway
District in connection with the Fairview Access Management Plan (the “Concept
Plan”) as depicted on the enclosed map. Our review of the Concept Plan to date
leaves us concerned that the Concept Plan will not have promised benefits, but
will have a significant and negative impact on local businesses, including the
tenants of Meridian Crossroads. We are concerned that the Concept Plan will
discourage shoppers from visiting businesses along Fairview Avenue. ACHD’s
surveys show that nearly eighty-three percent of respondents visit Fairview
Avenue for “shopping.” Fifty-nine percent of those polled stated they had

Oct 3, 2011 10:27 AM
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concerns with the Concept Plan, and the perception of approximately one fourth
was that access to local businesses would be negatively impacted by the
Concept Plan. In fact, even before implementation of the Concept Plan, one of
the reasons cited by those surveyed who avoid Fairview Avenue was their
inability to access businesses. When it comes to shopping choices, perception is
often reality. Does ACHD really want to exacerbate that concern? The Concept
Plan will, unquestionably, limit access to Meridian Crossroads by westbound
traffic. Rather than having three full accesses and one right-in/right-out, Meridian
Crossroads will be reduced to only one full access on Fairview (at Records
Road). This will discourage those continuing west from visiting these businesses.
We appreciate consideration being given to providing left-in/right-in/right-out
access between Eagle Road and the full access at Records Road. We have an
equally serious concern regarding the “service road network” shown on the
Concept Plan that crisscrosses private property all along Fairview. In the case of
the Meridian Crossroads, a “service road” is apparently planned by AHCD for the
rear of our property. In several instances, the service road is within feet of
loading areas used by business tenants.  The general public is not invited nor
permitted to use the loading areas and connections as a public right-of-way. This
area is reserved exclusively for the business operation of Meridian Crossroads
tenants as stated in their leases. DDR is very concerned that ACHD has
provided maps – even if in draft form – and created a public record that may
significantly impact the value of DDR’s private property.  The publication of
maps suggesting the public will be invited to use these “service roads” creates
an improper expectation. It may suggest to members of the public that this is not
private property, but rather a public thoroughfare. This is not the case. We
request that ACHD immediately remove from any maps published by ACHD all
references to this access on DDR’s private property. While DDR appreciates
efforts t6o increase the safety of the traveling public, we remain concerned that
the Concept Plan, while well-intentioned, will do more harm than good to our
shopping center. Therefore, we strongly encourage ACHD to reconsider this
management plan.  Note: See comment 99 for map attached to letter.

3 Lisa, I recently became aware of the access plan for Fairview.  We own and
operate a business on the south side of Fairview that currently uses N.
Cormorant Place for access.  It appears that you are proposing a raised island
all along the median in this section of roadway.  I would think it is important to
allow turns at this street, not only for the businesses that use this street, but also
the apartment complex.  That is a lot of u-turns that will be required at the next
light to the west.  I hope I am looking at your maps wrong and you actually are
proposing a break at this location.  This is very important for our continued
operation. Please respond as to the actual plan.  Is the scheduled construction of
2014 and 2015 for the entire stretch of this plan?  Is the construction funded?

Sep 30, 2011 4:19 PM

4 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on ACHD's proposed Fairview Access
Improvement Plan. Unfortunately, I was not included on the notification list
despite the fact that my property fronts Fairview Avenue and is directly and
severely impacted. As such, I request that you add my contact information to
your contact list for further updates and notices. Moreover, I would like to be
placed on your contact list for future updates and discussions, planning,
outreach, or activities that may limit or impact my property prior to any decision
making, formal design, or construction. It is worth noting here that the property
that I won is more substantially impacted than most on the corridor. Specifically,
my site, located at 5019 W. Fairview Avenue ( the Commercial Tire store) is

Sep 29, 2011 3:12 PM
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heavily impacted due to its location, geometry, layout and the nature of the
business - as I will explain in my comments.  As such, I have broken my
comments down into general concerns and site specific concerns and they
follow: General concerns/comments:  1) while I am supportive of the three goals
ACHD has identified as drivers for the Plan, I do not believe two of the three
goals are being met by the plan. Specifically, ACHD's following two goals in the
section from Curtis to Orchard: a) Decrease delay - Full medians will require
business patrons to drive beyond their destination, in some cases up to a quarter
mile, only to have to wait in line to navigate a U-turn and then traverse back,
again up to a quarter mile, to reach their destination. This adds significant time in
traveling and waiting for the U-turn signal. while this may be advantageous for
those sections where traffic volumes are significant and without gaps - and may
in fact save time in those sections - it will not save time in sections that already
have low traffic volumes (the section from Curtis to Orchard for example). This,
not to mention the additional time drivers will need to navigate through various
cross accesses to reach their final destination, will only add to their delay in the
lower volumes sections of Fairview. b) Increase traffic flow - improves business
opportunities - similarly as above, full medians will require business patrons to
drive beyond their destination, in some cases up to a quarter mile, only to have
to wait in line to perform a u-turn and then traverse back again up to a quarter
mile, to reach their destination. This adds more volume and vehicle miles to the
roadway - up to a half mile per vehicle per destination. Clearly this approach
adds vehicular miles traveled as opposed to reducing them. The same is true if
major service drives are utilized.  Furthermore I do not subscribe to the notion
that medians will not reduce business and have no impact to business
patronage. While this may be true for many businesses that are largely car
dominated, it is certainly not true for all businesses. The business at my property
- Commercial Tire, for example, is dependent upon large vehicles and trucks
with trailers for both delivery of goods and servicing. The u-turns have not been
designed to accommodate large vehicles or trucks with trailers.  This eliminates
the ability for Commercial Tire to accommodate large vehicular traffic or trailers,
a staple for this fleet center, thus impacting my business directly and
substantially.  2) The limits for the proposed plan are too broad based on the
accident and vehicular miles traveled (VMT) data. Specifically, the section
between Curtis and Orchard contains only 4 accidents of the 610 corridor-wide -
representing only 0.6% of the total accidents for the entire corridor. Additionally,
intersection accidents at Orchard and Fairview are also significantly lower,
comparatively speaking; representing only 6% of the intersection accidents
corridor-wide (34 of 562 total intersection accidents). VMT data suggests the
same trend. In fact, the Bypass Connector (allowing traffic from Fairview to I-184
eastbound) near Mor Furniture reduces considerably the number of vehicles
traveling eastbound on Fairview Avenue. Likewise, the connector from
downtown Boise is a single lane feeding Fairview westbound. Additionally,
Orchard Street has no off-ramp to connect I-184 traffic to Fairview Ave. and is,
itself, a neighborhood arterial. Therefore, there is not sufficient warrant for the
excessive and egregious application of median installation and access restriction
proposed by ACHD in this section.  3) ACHD should perform an economic
analysis of the direct and indirect impacts to businesses resulting from the plan
as proposed. This should include a detailed overview of the specific impacts to
each business or businesses type as well as include categorization of those sites
where ACHD's proposal will not work.  4) I do not believe that less impactful
alternatives have been adequately considered or studied by ACHD. There has
been no mention of alternative applications to move traffic safely, efficiently and
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with less delay. Some viable alternatives may include: a) Coordinating signal
timing - as has been done in downtown, moving large traffic volumes safely and
efficiently and in a coordinated fashion to enable safe left turn maneuvers during
large gaps in traffic. b) Incorporation of ITS or Intelligent Transportation System
Technology. c) Restricting or removing multiple property accesses.
Consolidating multiple accesses on a per property basis would allow property
owners a single access whole requiring them (thru redevelopment) to remove
others. In the section along Curtis to Orchard, for example - application of this
alternative would result in a reduction of 13 accesses without any one property
being completely shut off. d) rather than placing continuous medians such long
lengths, place medians in at strategic locations with left turns queuing lanes into
strategic properties. 5) ACHD has not studied or considered adequately enough
the individual property impacts by  applying this one size fits all approach. There
needs to be substantially more effort and time put into evaluating the efficacy of
its proposed plan on a property by property basis. The proposed plan does not
seem to be well thought out and lack logistical and pragmatic considerations and
solutions. The one size fits all approach is clearly not appropriate for many of the
properties and businesses located along the corridor. Site specific concerns See
comment #96, page 3 for images Location: 5019 W. Fairview Ave. – at the
intersection of Fairview and Orchard. Geometry: The site is approximately three
quarters of an acre, elongated east-west with a width of approximately 95 feet
and a length of approximately 365 feet. The property has been heavily impacted
over the years due to encroachments by several transportation agencies and as
such is constrained. I-1-84 bounds the property immediately to the South.
Orchard St. bounds the property immediately to the East. Fairview Avenue
bound the property immediately to the north. There are three existing accesses
to the property and traffic flow through the property is indicated in figure 1.
Nature of business: Commercial Tire operates this location as a fleet center
providing a myriad of automotive services including tire replacements, repair,
brake services, battery service, shock and strut services and the like. Although
car traffic constitutes a good portion of the business makeup, large vehicular
traffic is critical to the business. This includes vehicles such as long vans and
panel trucks, commercial specialty trucks such as elect4rical, vactor or other
large vehicles, and trucks with trailers. As a fleet center it is critical for these
types of vehicles or trucks with trailers to turn around. At least one direct access
(#491 – without median restrictions) is required to the property provided the
other two accesses (#490 and 492) are at least right-in/right-out accesses. Cross
access to my property as proposed in the Plan requires vehicles to traverse two
other properties and a distance of about 600 feet to the west. This, combined
with the inability of my property to accommodate U-turn maneuvers onsite by
large vehicles and vehicles with trailers so they can return to the proposed cross
access entry (access #486) does not work for my property. ACHD’s proposal
compromises not only the delivery of goods and equipment to and from my
property when accomplished by large vehicles and vehicles with trailers, but also
those with fleet and non-fleet customers who are requiring service to their large
vehicles and vehicles with trailers. No other access alternatives: Due to the
location, geometry and physical layout of my property in conjunction with the
importance of maintain large vehicle access to the property , ACHD’s Plan as
proposed severely impacts my property. There are no other access alternatives
to my property available. In fact, of the 22 properties fronting Fairview between
Curtis Rd. and Orchard St. only two have been completely isolated/cut off (my
property and my neighbor – Tokyo Massage). All other properties have been
granted either direct access or have side street accesses to them in this stretch
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of the corridor. Furthermore, greater alternative access options for businesses
improve the further west you travel on Fairview as most frontage properties are
able to utilize network streets or side streets, major service drives, proposed
service drives and existing connections as viable alternatives. These options are
not available for the four parcels on the south side of Fairview Ave. between
More Furniture and Orchard St. As such, I asset that each of these four parcels
be allowed to maintain their existing accesses or be allowed to negotiate with
ACHD directly on how to reduce their unnecessary accesses while maintaining
their critical ones. Again, my recommendation is supported by the significantly
lower accident and VMT data. Redevelopment Concerns:  1)	My property is
believed to be between 40 and 50 years old. ACHD’s proposed Access
Management Plan will require properties along the corridor to grant cross access
as a condition of development or redevelopment, which is highly likely for my
property. In the case of my specific property, cross access is not feasible for
several reasons: a)	As previously mentioned, the proposed cross access thru-
way is west though the Tokyo Massage property and onto the next adjoining
property to Access 486. This is not conducive for large vehicles to traverse,
access and return. Large vehicles or trucks with trailers will be unable to turn
around on my property to exit the way they entered via the proposed cross
access. b) the proposed cross access thru-way requires traffic to squeeze
between the customer service building and Fairview Avenue consuming al of my
parking adjacent to the customer service building (and through a narrow corridor
of only 30 feet – the distance between my customer service building and
Fairview Ave.). c)upon investigation with the City of Boise, redevelopment of my
property will require me to give up 20 feet of frontage for a landscape buffer and
sidewalk improvements to Fairview Ave. across my entire frontage.  (it is
important to note that “redevelopment” is not a difficult threshold to meet and
therefore compliance with redevelopment requirements is highly likely since they
can come with simple changes of use, occupancy, tenant improvements, almost
any application or façade or parking improvements). Because there is only
30feet between my customer service building and Fairview Avenue, it is not
possible to access my property via cross access west as proposed once those
redevelopment requirements are invoked. Additionally, a loss of 20 feet to my
entire frontage will result in a total loss of 18 parking spaces (both through cross
access and frontage improvements) – throwing me into a noncompliance status
for requisite parking stalls. Likewise, cross access to the east side of my property
with the loss of 20 feet of Fairview frontage as mentioned will severely
compromise the ingress and egress of vehicles entering and queuing for service
in front of the service bays. The complete loss of access to the property from the
north will essentially so severally impact the business and even more so upon
redevelopment, that the proposed requirements can be considered an indirect
taking. Moreover, ACHD’s proposed plan essentially guarantees that no future
development  or redevelopment of my property will be feasibly allowed. 2)	The
proposed ACHD Fairview AM Plan proposes two detrimental treatments that so
severely impact my property and business that there is no question a reduction
in patronage and resultantly revenue will be realized. Because this Commercial
Tire facility is a fleet center and relies on servicing vehicles and vehicles with
trailers as a staple, any restricted access to these large vehicles or towed
vehicles/trailers will result in customers finding more accessible tire and service
center alternatives for their large vehicles and trailers. This, in turn, will result in
the loss of our small fleet vehicle  business (cars/small trucks/vans) as
companies realize that holding two accounts for large and small fleet vehicles
with two different service providers does not make sense. Customers will
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undoubtedly move their entire fleet accounts to a more accessible-friendly
venue. In conclusion, it is clear that ACHD’s proposed AM Plan for Fairview has
grave consequences to my property, business and my property’s potential for
redevelopment. Additionally, I do not believe the proposed Plan has been
thoroughly evaluated for individual business impacts. For these reasons, I object
to the current plan as currently proposed between N. Larch St. and Orchard St.
This three quarter mile section of Fairview does not warrant the type of
treatments being proposed as demonstrated by the VMT and midblock and
intersection accident statistics and I recommend that this section be removed
from the Plan.   Nevertheless, I recognize ACHD’s desire to improve Fairview
Avenue and to that end I am willing to assist ACHD in identifying and applying
suitable treatments that furthers its goals for this corridor while minimizing
adverse impacts to local businesses, particularly those that cannot physically
accommodate the proposed treatments. To that end, I am offering myself as a
volunteer for any future focus group, neighborhood study or other suitable public
involvement endeavor. Thank you again for the opportunity to provide
comments. I appreciate your time and consideration in this matter. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments about my
submittal.

5 Dear Ms. Applebee: Peterson Motor Co. is the largest string of car dealerships in
Idaho, and we have been serving Idaho since 1928. In Boise, our affiliate owns
dealerships and real property at the southwest corner of Maple Grove Road adn
Fairview Avenue, and we are planning an exciting new dealership at the
northwest corner of Cloverdale Road and Fairview Avenue. We have a lot
invested in Boise adn the Fairview corridor, and we have made a significant
contribution to the overall economic health of the Treasure Valley from our
locations.  We have reviewed ACHD's Fairview AM Plan (the "PLAN") and
ACHD's maps depicting our properties (enclosed). We apprecaite ACHD's role in
ensuring our customres have reliable roads on which to drive the cars they
purchase from us. Unfortunately, we see questionable safety improvements and
definite negative impacts on our business as a result of the Plan. Frankly, we are
scratching our heads whether, in these difficult economic times, we should
finance a major new business in Boise at Cloverdale and Fairview if our local
governments, including ACHD, are not supportive.  Our dealerships are a major
reason 82.8% of those polled by ACHD stated they visit Fairview AVenue for
"shopping." Like 59% of those polled, the Plan has us concerned. We agree with
many of the 59% who identified hindered access to local businesses as a
primary issue with the Plan. The Plan will have a measurable impact on the
ability of customers to reach our businesses. Previously full accesses will now be
right-in/right-out, meaning westbound traffic will be forced to travel a significant
distance before deciding whether those potential customers will turn around to
visit our dealerships. The Plan should be studied further to ensure that
businesses like ours have median breaks that align with our existing and
planned driveways. In short we are concerned that the Plan clearly displays a
preference for moving traffic through the area, not encouraging traffic to
patronize businesses in the Fairview corridor.  We are also extremely concerned
with the "service road network" shown in the plan. In fact, we were shocked
when we reviewed maps showing new public roads and service drives along the
length of the Fairview corridor in general, and, in particular, right through the
middle of our dealerships at Maple Grove and our Cloverdale property.  These
maps are deeply troubling. What does it say about ACHD's opinion of
businesses along the Fairview corridor if ACHD is apparently planning to route

Sep 29, 2011 11:57 AM
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customers past businesses and also planning public roads through the middle of
our sales area? Our dealerships are strong today, and we will do everything in
our power to ensure we remain that way. ACHD, meanwhile, seems to be
disregarding the economic fortunes of the businesses that the Plan will directly
affect. ACHD has published plans and created a public record that may
significantly impact not only the value of our private property, but also the
public's perception of our business's long-term prospects. We insist that ACHD
remove references to any public access across our private property from its web
site and on any maps, such as the maps enclosed, published by ACHD. We
appreciate ACHD's efforts to address road issues. That said, we have significant
concerns with the Plan. We urge ACHD to rethink the Plan and focus on other,
more worthwhile efforts.

6 Dear Commissioners;  One of our News Managers attended the ACHD Open
House on September 14, 2011. After studying the plan he had the following
observations regarding the impact of the plan to our business. KTVB is located
at 5407 Fairview Avenue between Orchard and Curtis.  1.	Raised medians in the
center of Fairview Avenue would restrict our fleet vehicles from access to and
from our Fairview site. This would hinder our ability to cover local news in a
timely and efficient manner. Medians would prevent left hand turns from KTVB’s
parking lot thereby curbing access to the Freeway connector and causing a
much slower work-around on Fairview. For vehicles traveling west on Fairview,
there would be difficult and time consuming u-turn only access to our facility.  2.
Driveway consolidation would restrict our ability to host large delivery vehicles.
Our business requires equipment vendors, HVAC vendors, and production
trucks which need a one-way only path through our parking lot. Entrance
consolidation would restrict this access and hurt our business.  3.	Community
Service events, such as KTVB Cares Day, would be impossible given medians
and parking lot access restrictions. We raise thousands of dollars for needy
families via events like this one at the KTVB Studios.   While we recognize the
hopeful goal of the plan, we are not in favor of current plan details. We know that
the east-end of Fairview Avenue (between Orchard and Curtis) is significantly
less travelled than the rest of Fairview. Traffic between Orchard and Curtis has
always been light in comparison to the rest of Fairview and does not require this
plan. We would recommend that the master plan be altered to start at Curtis
Road, not Orchard.  Thank you,

Sep 29, 2011 9:20 AM

7 If you want to help the traffic, use the money to extend Maple Grove all the way
to Chinden, this would help tremendously with the congestion on Fairview.

Sep 27, 2011 7:04 PM

8 Economically it just doesn't make sense. Sep 27, 2011 3:57 PM

9 looking at the proposed map, it just really doesn't make good business sense. Sep 27, 2011 1:07 PM

10 Don't we have more important issues with our roads spend what little budget we
have?  If it isn't broken don't "fix" it.  Leave Fairview the way it is!!

Sep 27, 2011 10:29 AM

11 Seems like a big waste of funds to me. I do not see this helping traffic issues on
Fairview. I drive Fairview every day on my commute from Nampa.

Sep 27, 2011 10:25 AM

12 Again I  agree with the safety issues, however this option seems to strict.
Personally, I avoid businesses  and area's that I have to double back and make
u-turns.

Sep 26, 2011 4:30 PM
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13 i think you people at ACHD need to start hiring people that can actually come up
with a descent plan for things like this. It's bad enough that you have Cloverdale
torn up, and then tear up Eagle Road and Maplegrove at the same time.  How
about starting a project and actually finishing it on time, not extending the finish
date out to fit the schedule.

Sep 26, 2011 3:30 PM

14 Please do  not ruin the incomes of many people who work on and near Fairview. Sep 26, 2011 1:54 PM

15 Fairview Avenue is too busy a roadway to limit and constrict traffic flow. Perhaps
you should try this concept on a roadway like Chinden...see how successful it is
first.

Sep 26, 2011 12:48 PM

16 Aside from the obvious fact that this is a complete waste of tax dollars there are
many other reasons to object to this ridiculous idea.  You are trading a few short
term jobs for the long term prosperity of the business along Fairview.  Your claim
that 82% of the people you surveyed said they use alternative routes is bogus.
There are no real alternative routes.  Stop this madness and spend the money
on something that is more useful.  Anthony Miller (208) 880-0560 Also, the u-turn
things are great if you are driving a Prius. I am not.

Sep 26, 2011 11:58 AM

17 The project appears to be counterproductive.  It increases safety in one area by
reducing conflict points on left hand turns, but it decreases safety and causes
more traffic congestion by increasing the distance that cars must travel on
Fairview and by the accidents caused by the U-turns.

Sep 26, 2011 10:54 AM

18 IN MY OPINION WE MAY NEED A NEW PLANNING COMMISION, I
HONESTLY CAN SAY I HAVE NEVER BEEN HAPPY WITH CHANGES THAT
HAVE BEEN MADE. IF YOU WANT TO DO SOMETHING GREAT MAKE A
NORTH SOUTH ROAD THAT CONNECTS THE INTERSTATE TO HWY 55.

Sep 26, 2011 10:48 AM

19 I am a customer of Lithia Ford and Peterson Motors.  I own a Toyota and a Ford.
I am also a taxpayer in Ada County.  I don't understand how ACHD can justify
the harm these proposals would have on Peterson Motors and Lithia Ford.  A
proposed roard directly through their sales lots.  Not only will in not reduce traffic,
it will decrease sales of these customers and is probably illegal.  These
businesses will lose business, which in turn will reduce tax revenues for ACHD
and the state of Idaho.

Sep 26, 2011 10:08 AM

20 Please put our money elsewhere, Maple Grove extension to Chinden would be
great.

Sep 26, 2011 9:53 AM

21 You dishonestly claimed to have "mailed letters" to businesses 4 years ago
warning them of proposed changes--only to now admit this never happened. this
is dishonest and unfair. You should have to start over and mail such warnings
now--4 years in advance of proposed changes (giving people adequate time to
make changes or counter with better proposals--as you claimed to have done
originally). Your handling of this has been poor and unfair to those who will be
affected most heavily.

Sep 25, 2011 9:06 PM

22 There are too many other streets and roads that need widened or repaired. quit
wasting our tax dollars.

Sep 23, 2011 10:06 AM

23 I am concerned that I was never given notification of this project and it's Sep 22, 2011 5:45 PM
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implications until recently. I am preparing to spend several million dollars along
Fairview Ave. only to find out that my potential business investment may now
have major negative implications. My people were told at the hearing this week
that the deadline for public comments is September 28th. I am asking for some
additional time to discuss this project with ACHD. Maybe there are things I am
missing about the viability and sensibility of this project.

24 While I recognize your responsibility for traffic flow and safety I feel this project
has more negatives than positives. Today you have to deal with the lack of
foresight of those who came before you decades ago Not leaving enough right of
way, planning for wider roads, intersection growth and so on.  First of all U-turns
into oncoming traffic.  A90 degree left hand turn into a business is far safer than
a 180 degree turn in front of oncoming traffic. Not all available U-turn areas will
have traffic lights creating what I think a more hazardous situation.  Second of all
the cost.  We need more improvements to existing roads before we need this
project. The widening of Franklin and Ustick roads and the major intersections
on Fairview has done far more to help the flow of traffic and I applaud you for
that. Money well spent. Now widening the major north south roads with turn
lanes and right turn lanes would help even more and be a better use of our
limited funds for roads.  Third the air quality, if this project is completed it would
increase the amount of time people are driving on the streets to pass a business
and come back to it.  It creates longer drive times which puts more exhaust in
the air.  We have a big enough problem in this valley fighting air quality without
creating longer drive times.  I know for us doing deliveries and running around
getting parts and so on it will add to our drive time.  Finally, I can’t help but feel
this will hurt my business.  Having been in business for 26 years now and
listening to the people that come into my store has given me an insight into
people’s habits and motivations to stop.  Just the exposure on a major road
creates customers.  You know;  location location location. They have seen us,
now have a need for our products, and while driving by stopped in.  Would this
possibly change if they had to pass us by make a U-turn then come back?  I
believe it would for some, and believe me, when times are tough we businesses
need all we can get.  The thought of having to fight a traffic barrier for business is
discouraging to say the least. Please understand I am not saying we should
have unsafe roads I am just saying that I do not see any benefits of this project.
I attended yesterday’s open house and talked with a very helpful engineer,
Kendall Kemmer. I wish I would have had more time to talk with him but I had to
get back to work. The maps he showed me are outdated and some of the
proposals for back side access are now impossible to accomplish because of
past development. I do feel that this type of planning by ACHD, Boise and
Meridian is long overdue and some of your ideas are needed for future growth,
but implementing all of this plan will hurt existing businesses and increase travel
times.

Sep 22, 2011 2:09 PM

25 As a business owner on Fairview Ave in Meridian I would be concerned about
anything that would restrict access.  These are extremely challenging economic
times.  Spending tax dollars in such a way seems like a waste of money
especially if it makes it harder for customers to gain entry into our business.    I
have seen zero issues with the current setup and I don’t understand how placing
a median would improve anything at all.  In my view it would do nothing but
make things worse.  Spending money to make things worse makes no sense to
me.  We generate many hundreds of thousands of tax dollars through the sale of
our products.  Over the course of years I’m sure this has added up to millions of

Sep 22, 2011 12:03 PM
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dollars in sales tax revenue.  Please do not handicap us for the sake of ‘make-
work’.   I’ve seen other medians built in the area.  Most tend to be covered in
weeds.  They are not attractive.  They restrict access and they are maintenance
items requiring further investment.  All in all a bad idea.   Sincerely,   Steve Goff
Snake River Yamaha 2957 E Fairview Ave Meridian, Idaho – USA 208-870-7232

26 Fairview Ave., between Main St. and 3rd in Meridian is a low accident area and
sould not have a median installed.

Sep 22, 2011 11:27 AM

27 Poor plan, will impact traffic negatively and hurt businesses that are not located
at intersections.

Sep 21, 2011 11:37 AM

28 To relieve some east-west traffic on Fairview, look at placing a 3/4 interchange
at Five Mile and the interstate (no east bound on ramp). Make Fairview a six
lane road east of Eagle Rd.  This should do some reduction in the air pollution.
Also decrease travel times. Actually my business likely would be better served
without the interchange because of the extra traffic now going west on Franklin
to Five Mile.

Sep 20, 2011 1:13 PM

29 If this project is done it needs to be done correctly the first time. If the money
isn't available we need to wait or do small sections correctly and wait for money
to continue the project. Areas along Fairview need to have sidewalks, bike lanes,
and crossings even if the median needs to be made narrower. This all needs to
be done at the same time, not piecemeal. Or just not at all to save taxpayers
funds. Thank you!

Sep 19, 2011 1:44 PM

30 The surveys presented show a general bias toward improving commuter traffic.
However by your own surveys only 25% of respondents indicated they use
Fairview for commuting.  The remaining were either consumers or owners or
workers of the retail corridor which is Fairview.

Sep 16, 2011 3:50 PM

31 To expedite traffic on Fairview, allow owners to increase existing driveways by
two feet and least if they want to do so.  To further reduce accident rate and
stress factor for drivers increase the size and lettering for cross street signs by at
least double.  T his should be done on all streets where the speed limit is more
than 30mph.  This would reduce the short distance people have to change lanes
for the cross streets.

Sep 16, 2011 3:42 PM

32 This is a bad idea. You will further damage the business north and south facing
along Fairview.  If you notice there are already many vacancies you will be
adding many more.   The relief provided by the service road network is very
overstated and actually misleading as they will not be built for certain in place or
in time. The cross access you show that mitigates the medians are not there now
nor will be in the future.  You are only hoping they will come later.  Many of these
cross accesses actually go through existing buildings.  Makes one think you are
trying to show people ways around the problem so they may feel it can work
where is actuality it could be 20-30 years before they would be available.  It will
cut the traffic to our business in half.   The Big Box stores will like it because it
leads my customer right into their parking lot.  We need to help small business
not put them out of business.

Sep 16, 2011 2:24 PM

33 When I came here I was open minded that this would be a reasonable solution,
when I looked a the concept and the ? it made some sense, but when I saw the

Sep 16, 2011 1:01 PM
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layout and how much access to existing business was impaired by this plan I
now firmly object to this proposal to limit business access on Fairview. There is
no doubt that Fairview traffic will flow better, but these businesses are barely
hanging on! This plan will force more drivers to use other streets than they
currently do.  I do not support the concept, either add a lot more turns or bag it
completely.




