


) Route 7/15 Norwalk

Introductions

Project Review and Update

e« Summary of PAC #3

« Schedule

e Scoping Summary

* Purpose & Need Subcommittee
Needs and Deficiency Report
Alternates Assessment Screening
Next Steps/Questions
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Reviewed current alternates
Discussed the upcoming Public
Scoping meeting

Overview of sample alternative
screening matrices

Photo from Dr. Wendy Longo w 7. 4.



PAC Meeting
CTDO

["'72@ Route 7/15 Norwalk

2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2021 2022

" Public Outreach...

NG

Data Collection / Analysis

Alternatives Development

: : Permitting
Environmental Documentation

* Purpose and Need Development Preliminary - .

* Environmental Assessment Design Final Design

* Environmental Impact Evaluation

Construction start: @




« Scoping Meeting: October 17, 2017
o Oral comments received

« Scoping Comment Period:
Oct. 17 — Nov. 16, 2017

o Written comments received
 Key concerns
o Addition of traffic signals on Route 7; possible noise/congestion
o Completing the Route 7/Merritt Parkway connections
o Environmental, water resources, landscape/aesthetics
o Funding




Purpose and Need has been updated based
on comments and discussion

o P&N subcommittee

o Agency review

Current version distributed to PAC with track
changes
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PROJECT WIDE DEFICIENCIES
« Substandard geometric elements

 Insufficient capacity/congestion at
various locations

« Mainline crash history
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CTDO

["'72@ Route 7/15 Norwalk

Exit 27:
202 crashes

ROUTE 7/15 INTERCHANGE
DEFICIENCIES

* Incomplete connections

« Congestion on the Route 7 ramps onto
southbound Route 15

82

Exit 42: \'
Exit 36: xit 40° ¢ RE° STORES | Exitaa! Exit 48:
232 crashes 363 crash ' 232 crashes 287 crashes g
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ALTERNATIVES




FULL RANGE OF ALTERNATI
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PAC Meeting #4=
CTDOT State

72 ‘WRoute 7/15 Norwalk

DRAFT ALTERNATIVES ASSESSMENT

Table 3-2: Decision Matrix for I-84/Route 8§ Interchange Preliminary Alternatives

I EASTERN OPTIONS WESTERN OPTIONS
ELEVATED HWY LOWERED HIGHWAY ELEVATED / LOWERED HIGHWAY
Criterla - E 2( E 32 W3, - x - - '[‘ Limi ¥ }‘l limi ¥ }‘I limi ¥ } limi ¥
T eed Criteria Alternative 1: Alternative 2: Alternative 3; Alternative 4: | Preliminarvy
Bridge Soucare Dehciencies Relativ: TDM/TSM/ Circulation/ Partial Build 1 | Partial Build 2 | Alternative 5:
e Clalve | No Build Transit Operations/ Safety | New Westbound | New Eastbound | Full Build
Too Road Trahe Peformance Weighting
P (1-5) Rating | Weighted Rating | Weighted | Rating Weighted Rating Weighted | Rating | Weighted Rating Weighted
L — ——1 (9 | Ratng | (9 | Rating | (05 |Raing | (9 |Rating |(-5) | Ratmg | (15 | Rating
Tt Hodal Connectviy | | | I | T T T
Cont Efsctvenast
:mmcwm Table 61: Overall Comparison of Alternatives’ Performance é 2 6 1 3
Opportunities for Land Dev ont
P T D Alternative  Alternative  Alternative TSM 12 2 8 5 20
Changes t Travel Patterns. 3 5 6
Formit st
nmpmcsmu:;- A) Provide atiractive, competitive, and reliable bus transit o o o 4 l 4 3 12
Sermoeuton Cors alternatives to congested highway travel 10.5 2 7 3 10.5
B) Increase bus transit speeds in the corridor [-) [-) [-) Q . =
WEST DOVER CONNECTOR STUDY: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SCORING SHEET C) Improve the image, value and awareness of bus transit ° ° o
[via information technology and fare collection) 1 5 3 1 5 5 25
Number of Acreage of Right of Impacts to Impacts to Impacts to Ability to Achieve D) Reduce the reliance on single-occupant-vehicle (S0f
Onpiacaments Wy Retobed MBSO SHems L Aqteumur Land  Park Commecviy - o gleoccup BV e ° o 16 | 4| 16 | 4 | 16
E E) Seek cost-effective solutions that attract new riders to the
§ bus transit system in addition to better serving current bus Q O - (o] 10.5 3 105 4 14
o 6 2 6 2 6
g F) Improve access to the bus transit system -] (-] o s ]
§ G) inin.je improved access to jobs and other opportunities o o o o
= for transit dependent travelers 135 4 18 5 225
[Preliminary ARemative 2 - To New Burton Rd. H]) Increase accessibility to major activity centers for all users -~ - - . = =
Protminay Aternative 24 o ® 'Y ® ) 0] If;e';'; Table 5.4-1: Evaluation Synthesis: Project Needs
Proiminary Atarnative 28 o o o —
LJ L Ld L - o Me TSM2  Streetcar Build
Protiminary Aternative 2C () () ® (@) (@) ° 0] highv « Transit system capacity
oo » - o = L o A) Mi Increase transit capacity |« Person throughput (2016 and 2030)
s o 2= i - [ ] . g of-wz and improve transit mode |« Transit ridership (2016, 2030) O O 0 .
3 z i share + Transit mode share
H o ) Im + Regional VMTreduction
z 2 . . ) « Travel time savings
Tieinto Wyoming Avenus to Us 13 o o o [ ] o [ ] O 2 § C)Re er:ﬁs;';;rizs; sgnnl C:n 4 |+ Travelcost savings
5 Z gy 5 Premium property values (increase)
D) Av . property
E E:Id . economic development + Pormanence of investment (ability to attract investment)
g . » Intra-corridor trips: frequency of transit service that serves
s E) Mi s ErTER Ay Skyline to Pentagon or Pentagon City
comn pro . » Additional facilities to improve transit connectivity and
~ transit service to and
Tilnto Wabs Larmio US 13 Autay o O- o O- O- o o A) St from Skyline access
Lol A E initiat » Corridor travel time (peak period, woekday ridership: to
% Devel Skyline (trip preduction))
B) E i .
[Prolim. AR 5 Tie Into (or Inthe vicklty of) = ) Rating Legend:
CatesPolk Ralo US 13; Audlay Conmction 5] patte
fro Wroming 84 Rasd g C) Pl Mo improvement over O O O e . Greatest  improvement
Prafiminary Aorative SA O- O- o O- O- o P w trans oxisting conditions aver oxisting conditions
[ ——
Preliminary Atermative 58 ®) O-
TOTA
Proiminary Aemative 5C** o O-




Route 7/15 Norwalk

ALT. 20B I ALT.2IC I

ALT.22

ALT. 23

]

ALT. 24B

ALT.25

]

ALT. 26

ALT.5 I ALT. 6 IALT‘7A|

ALT.8 l ALT. 9 I ALT. 10 I ALT. 11 IALT.IZAI ALT. I3 I ALT. 14 l ALT. IS I ALT. I6 I ALT. 17 I ALT. I8 IALT‘ 19B I

Criteria |
|Purpose & Need

Roadway System Linkage

Linkage between Route 7 and Merritt Parkway
Mobility

Improve mobility for all users (motorists,
pedestrians, and cyclists) at project

interchange areas*

Safety Considerations

Safety in vicinity of Interchanges 39 and 40**

ALT. | | ALT.ZAI ALT.3 I ALT. 4 |

Ability to Meet Purpose and Need

Meets P&N

Moderately Meets P&N

Does Not Meet P&N

More Analysis Needed

How was the Ability to Meet Purpose and Need Determined?

Criteria

MeetsPan ( [l )i

Moderately Meets P&N ( )if

Does Not Meet Pan ( [

Roadway System Linkage
Linkage between Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

Connections are made in all directions to/from
Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

N/A.

Connections are not made in all directions to/ffrom
Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

Mobility
Improve mobility for all users (motorists,
pedestrians, and cyclists) at project

interchange areas*

Vehicular connections are provided between Main
Avenue and Route 7 and all connections are
maintained between Merritt Parkway and Creeping
Hemlock Drive. Local road network improvements

are apparent.

Vehicular connections are provided between Main
Avenue and Route 7 but not all connections are
maintained between Merritt Parkway and Creeping
Hemlock Drive. Local road network improvements

may or may not be apparent.

Vehicular connections are not provided between
Main Avenue and Route 7 and/or no connections are
maintained between Merritt Parkway and Creeping
Hemlock Drive. The local road network is not
improved.

Safety Considerations
Safety in vicinity of Interchanges 39 and 40%*

No apparent geometric deficiencies (e.g., inadequate
distances, tight ramps) are identified.

Some apparent geometric deficiencies such as short
weaving distances between ramps are maintained or

adjacent on- and/or off-ramps are proposed

Many apparent geometric deficiencies such as short
weaving distances, inadequate
acceleration/deceleration lanes, etc. are proposed or
past assessments specifically denoted safety
concerns.

Notes:

* None of the proposed alternatives preclude bike-ped facility improvements, therefore all were assumed equivalent in assessing that aspect of mobility.

*#The evaluation of the safety criteria as part of the screening of alternatives is based on professional engineering judgement.

Concept developed at
same time as Alt. 21C.
Alt. 21Cwas
previously determined
to be the better
version of this
alternative.




Route 7/15 Norwalk

Criteria

ALT.2A

Purpose & Need

Roadway System Linkage
Linkage between Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

Mability
Improve mobility for all users (motorists,
pedestrians, and cyclists) at project

interchange areas®

Safety Considerations
Safety in vicinity of Interchanges 39 and 40%*

Ability to Meet Purpose and Need

Meets P&N

Mcoderately Meets P&N

Does Not Meet P&N

Maore Analysis Needed

How was the Abmty to Meet P

Criteria

Meets P&N ( [ )if

Roadway System Linkage
Linkage between Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

Connections are made in all directions to/from
Route 7 and Merritt Parkway

Mability
Improve mobility for all users (motorists,
pedestrians, and cyclists) at project

interchange areas*

Vehicular connections are provided between Main
Avenue and Route 7 and all connections are
maintained between Merritt Parkway and Creeping
Hemlock Drive. Local road network improvements
are apparent.

Safety Considerations
Safety in vicinity of Interchanges 39 and 40%*

No apparent geometric deficiencies (e.g., inadequate

distances, tight ramps) are identified.




“"32@ Route 7/15 Norwalk

Reak/Restore Hisorie Landscape (Philosophy)

Impact eo Neighborhoods
Impact to Wedands (NEPA/CEPA)
Tree Clearing.
Impact to Historic Character/Aesthetic Integriey
Route 7 & Route 15 Interchanges, Norwalk of Parkway (NPA/CEPA)
State Project No. 102-358 Number of Historlc Structures mpacted (NEPA/CEPA]
Level 2 Sceelling Noise Impact to Nelghborhood (NEPA/CEPA)

DRAFT ALTERNATIVES ASSESSMENT MATRIX Impactto Historkc Character of Slvermine Area (NEPA/CEPA)

y 5
ard Neighborhoods/Landscapiny
NO-BUILD ALT. | ALT. 2 ALT.3 ALT.3 X e {iguict Hothe Vibes
~ — — Introduce Weave on Parkway (Purpote & Need)

T - - ‘Advance Project to Gonstruction
Abiliy to Construct Glover Avenue & Creeping

Hemlock Firse
Reduce Project Scope
Flooding/Orainage Concerns Due to Less Trees (NEPAICEPA)
Abllity to Accommodate BicyclewPedestrians (Purpose & Need)
‘Widenling of Glover Avenue
Keep Location of Ramps in the Commerchal/

Induserial Area of Maln Avenue
Impact to the Norwalk River (NEPA/CEPA)
Abliy to Inchide Aesthetic Trestrent

0 New Structures

= — -

Roadway System Linkage
Linkage between Route 7 and Merriet Parkway
Mobiiey
Improve robility for all sers (motorists,
pedestrians, and cyclists) at project interchange areas
Safecy Considerations
Safety In vicniey of Interchanges 39 and 40

Land Use and Zoning
Consistency with Local, Regional and Staee Conserva-
tion and Development Policies Plan
Sochl and Economic Considerations
Environmental Justice
Trafic I _
Bicycles and Pedestrians I ity to Meet Purpose and Nee
Right of WaylLard Acquisidions. [Meets PAN
‘Ar Quikey Moderately Meets PAN

[Ooes Mo Meee PRI
Noise
Communlty Services and Private Uslities
Community Cobesion
Genenal Ecology and Endangered Species oo
HSdgbie Vit [Foderate impact
Surface Waters Signficant Impact
Wednds [More Anabsis Needed
Floodplains.
Groundwater

Culral Resources
Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) (Scenic Parkway) [Meets GRO
Farmland Protection [Moderately Meets GAO

[Goes Not meee GAO
Hazardous Materials [Fiore Aralysis Needed
Energy Analysis

Congestion Reduction
Long:Term Serviceablliy
Cost Bffective Solutlons
Maineenance Costs More Analysis Necded
Construction Impact/lmplemencation

Sustainable Practices

Design Consistent with MP Character

Historic Bridges Treatments/Preservation as Feasible

Real/Restore Historlc Landscape (Philosophy)
Y o R P ey g [ 3 7 A e— m—




“"32@ Route 7/15 Norwalk

NEPA/CEPA
Land Use and Zoning

Consistency with Local, Regional and State Conserva-

tion and Development Policies Plan Impact to Neighborhoods
Impact to Wetlands (NEPA/CEPA)

Tree Clearing

Social and Economic Considerations

Environmental Justice

Traffic

Impact to Historic Character/Aesthetic Integrity
of Parkway (NEPA/CEPA)
Number of Historic Structures Impacted (NEPA/CEPA)
Noise Impact to Neighborhood (NEPA/CEPA)
Impact to Historic Character of Silvermine Area (NEPA/CEPA)

Bicycles and Pedestrians

Right of Way/Land Acquisitions

Air Quality

Noise Ability to Maintain Natural Barriers Between Highways

Community Services and Private Utilities and Neighborhoods/Landscaping

Community Cohesion Impact to Home Values

General Ecology and Endangered Species Introduce Weave on Parkway (Purpose & Need)

|No Impact
[Moderate Impact

Navigable Waters
Surface Waters Significant Impact

Wetlands |More Analysis Needed

Floodplains

Groundwater

Cultural Resources

Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) (Scenic Parkway)

Farmland Protection IM cets G&O
Hazardous Materials
|Moderately Meets G&O
- IDoes Not meet G&O
Construction Impacts
G Tives : i ; : |More Analysis Needed

Energy Analysis

Congestion Reduction

Long-Term Serviceability

Cost Effective Solutions

Maintenance Costs Good

Construction Impacts/Implementation

|Fair

Sustainable Practices

Design Consistent with MP Character IPOOI‘

Historic Bridges Treatments/Preservation as Feasible IM ore Analysis Needed

Retain/Restore Historic Landscape (Philosophy)







» MRoute 7/15 Norwalk

» Distribution of Scoping Summary Report
* Project Team

o Refining screening criteria

o Section 106 Coordination

o Traffic count updates

* Next PAC Meeting (#5) late 2018 —
Alternatives Assessment
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