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Major Concerns

m Operations and Safety

m Design and Construction
m T[ravel Demand Management Strategies

m Project Planning, Costs, and Transparency

m What is the proposed overall project timeline?
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Eastern Bypass and 72

Eastern Bypass

A m Poor geometry of
%3 ™7 existing
| infrastructure
G (Rock Cut Rd and
8 el - Little Cove Road)

m Intersection safety!

m Flooding and
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- = Minimal lighting
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Governor’s Drive Resurfacing

m 5 miles of State Road N
m Proposed: Spring 2019 i 0“'\:‘%
s Night-time work :ﬂ\x\



Intermittent Openings?

m Businesses experience 25%+ loss of revenue with full closure
m Daily peak hour opening is not an ideal option - safety, effort

m Weekly - Weekend, e.g. ~48 hours between Friday afternoon
and Sunday afternoon possible?

— Supports retail and entertainment businesses, religious
institutions

m Monthly or seasonal - during various holiday breaks when
workers are off
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Safety - Any work done while
road is open?

What is proposed to be done?
Slope Stability, erosion, rockslides

Debris removal

Large trucks



Bicycle facility design

@

m Study limits and termination

- No uphill shoulder / H
climbing lane between 2SS T Mﬁ;m‘m
Bailey Cove and Donegal /.= Ma, T\ RS
(EB), or Old Big Cove to F=[ie e
approx ¥a mile uphill (WB)

3. |E -1 |
= BAILEY/COVE ROAD
\ PO \l o ot

m Primarily experienced cyclists

- mainly need continuous ARRNEIE SN &
uphill shoulder and ability Current Bike and Greenway plans.
to share lane downhill Missing bike accommodations on
(signage, no lip on edge of Cecil/Sutton shown

travel lane)
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Transit Options

m None exist to Cove in current or proposed system.
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Vanpools and Carpools

m City incentives for van leases?
m ldentify staging locations

m Further develop and advertise commuter program
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Relevant Planning Studies

m City of Huntsville Transit - 5 year plan, underway

m Commuter study (emphasis on new data for Federal workers),
anticipated 2019

m Big Picture - Cove: Comprehensive Planning, anticipated
2018/19

m South Huntsville Main Street, underway
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Our decisions are only as
good as the models upon
which they are based

m Regional Travel Demand Model

m Decisions based on volume/capacity ratio
(measure of congestion)

m In Madison: “The City Engineer provided a list
of roadway capacities to be used, which
differed from the ALDOT capacities”... and
“were incorporated into the model”

m Significant issues with model accuracy, trip
generation, land use, etc. Required major

parcel and corridor-level calibration to be used.

Very out of date.

YEAR 2040

TRANSPORTATION PLAN
FINAL -

TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN

JRVA croY g

)R Cf’_‘. ﬂ a
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ALDOT “Approved Capacity”
for Cecil Ashburn

“Using 3,600 second in an hour, dividing by 2.17 seconds
per vehicle at capacity gives 1,660 vehicles an hour.

Assuming signalization, the traffic will have the green light
approximately 50 percent of the time, leading to a
directional hourly capacity of 830 vehicles.

Daily capacity is taken to be 10 hours of good usable time
during the day, gives 8,300 vehicles per day for a lane.
Two lanes, one each direction, calculates to 16,600
vehicles per day.”

m Not applicable to this corridor, due to lack of signals & access pts

m Does not reflect current best practices.
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Numerous Traffic Projections

or Cecil Ashburn

italic

Indicates Interpolated values

ACTUAL AND INTERPOLATED AADT (Average Annual Daily Traffic)
DATE Fall 2017 Fall 2016 Current Plan Sept 2014 April 2018 June 2016
SOURCE COH ALDOT Fig E1, E9 Fig4-2, 4-6 Front of packet | 1% growth rate
YEAR / TITLE TrafficCounts-HSV | TrafficCounts-ALDOT| 2040 LRTP 2035 LRTP Bid Drawings | GeoTech Report

2005 19071

2010 15330

2011 14300

2013 15400

2014 17400

2015 16100 17750 16630

2016 18100

2017 16500

2018

2020 18754

2025

2030

2035 31158 20292

2040 25724 29524
Interp Y1 2011 2014 2010 2005 2020 2015
Interp Y2 2017 2016 2040 2035 2040 2035
Num Years 6 2 30 30 20 20
Total Change in AADT values, Y2-Y1 2200 700 10394 12087 10770 3662
Annual Growth of AADT, # vehicles 367 350 346 403 539 183
Annual Growth Rate of AADT 2.4% 2.0% 1.7% 1.6% 2.3% 1.0%

BOLD, dark Indicates Published Values
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Infrastructure project ldentification,
Evaluation, and Prioritization procedures

Table 3
CMP Technical Ranking Prioritization Criteria

| I Prioritize segments by weighing the following: VIC ratic or level of service existing year (weight=40), VIC
. n y C ear proce u re ratio or level of service future year (weight=20), a fotal existing volume score (weight=10), safety

{weight=10), multi-modal connectivity {weight=10), and pricer funding commitments (weight=10). Possible

for evaluation iS 100 points.

Score= ELOS+FLOS+TEV+5+M+PFC

located in the

e L]

5
5
(1]

ELOS = existing level of service x 40 points
“ CO n gestl 0 n FLOS = future level of service x 20 points
Management Plan” Scoe Totl Tl Voune
d I = | t 10,000 to 19,999
a n a p p Ies O n y O 30,000 to 39,999
. Cver 40,000
h Igh VO | u m e roa dWayS 5 = Safety (score between 0 and 10)
considered to be e o s
& Ove r Ca pa C ity ” gﬂ: ﬂum’-n\oda} Connectivity (total score between 0and 10)
Segment does contain existing bicycle or sidewalk facilities
r a Segment does not contain existing bicycle or sidewalk facilities
m Source: 2040 and
o - G Part _of a fixed-route transit route
p rl 0 r L RT PS fJEtO;IJr:l?t of a fixed-route transit route

TEY = Total Existing Volume {score between 0 and 10} - taken from Base Year Model
20,000 to 29,999
0 = Less than 14 Traffic Accidenis/Crashes per Segment
5 points
0 points

PFC = Prior Funding Commitments {score between 0 and 10) as specified in the MPQ's current adopted
TIP

0 = no funding committed

3 = study funding committed or project appears in 5 year TIP; no phases funded in current yr

5 = design funding committed in current fiscal year

T =right of way funding committed in current fiscal year

10 = construction of funding committed in current fiscal year
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Congestion Management
Strategies and Screening

8.2.4 Strategy Recommendations

Federal CMP legislation requires the identification and evaluation of strategies to
determine the most effective method(s) to alleviate congestion. The legislation further
defines the categories of strategies or combination of strategies to be considered. The
CMP Procedures and Responsibilities Report comprehensively lists each strategy to
be considered within screening matrices to assist jurisdictions in selecting appropriate
and feasible strategies to correct problematic corridors. The strategies, in order of
consideration, are:

* Level One Strategies — Strategies that Eliminate or Reduce Trips
e Level Two Strategies — Strategies that Involve Traffic Operational Improvements

e Level Three Strategies — Strategies that Shift Trips from Single Occupancy Vehicles
to Public Transit, Other High Occupancy Vehicles, and Other Modes

¢ Level Four Strategies — Strategies that Involve Intelligent Transportation Systems

e Level Five Strategies — Strategies that Add Capacity for All Vehicles

8-27

Source: 2040 and 2035 Huntsville Long Range Transportation Plans
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Congestion Management

Strategies and Screening, cont.

Level Five - Strategies that Add Capacity for All Vehicles

Level Five Strategies include actions that increase roadway capacity by adding lanes to the roadway

system.
LEVEL FIVE SCREENING QUESTIONS
STRATEGIES THAT ADD CAPACITY FOR ALL VEHICLES
Strategy Strategy Screening Questions Source of Information
Class
Add Roadway | General 1. Are at least two contiguous miles congested? 1. Current CMP Segment
Capacity Purpose Lanes database, Long Range

2. s the project identified in the Long Range Transportation

Plan for construction?

Is the project identified in the TIP for construction?

Are through lane widths < 12 feet?

Are there multiple driveway connections on sections of the

corridor where the speed limit is > 45 miles per hour?

6. Does a capacity analysis show a need for additional through
lanes?

7. Is the congestion isolated within two or three contiguous
segments?

new

Transportation Plan
2. Long Range
Transportation Plan

3. TIP document

4. Local inventory

5. Local field research
6. Local field research

7.  Current CMP Segment
database

Source: Huntsville MPO Staff 2014
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Restore Our Roads Funding

Table 10.4: Financially Constrained Transportation Improvement Projects By Funding Category

INNOVATIVE FINANCING: RESTORE OUR ROADS - CAPACITY ADDING PROJECTS

Proj. Project ALDOT Funding Func | 2010 | 2040 Program . Project Cost - Year of Expenditure
No. [Roadway From To Sponsor | roject No. Code Miles | Class || anes | Lanes [Project Type | Ph Year Federal Local Total
City of To be Additional
16 |Cecil Ashburn Dr  |Sutton Rd Carl T Jones Dr Huntsville Assigned | To be Assigned| 3.6 | M|C 2 4 |Roadway Lanes |PE 2015 S0 $850,000 $850,000|
City of To be Additional
Cecil Ashburn Dr |Sutton Rd Carl T Jones Dr Huntsville | Assigned |Tobe Assigned| 3.6 | M|C 2 4 |Roadway Lanes |RwW 2016 S0 5200,000 $200,000|
City of To be Additional
Cecil Ashburn Dr |Sutton Rd Carl T Jones Dr Huntsville | Assigned |Tobe Assigned| 3.6 | M|C 2 4 |Roadway Lanes |UT 2017 50 $50,000 450,000
City of To be Additional
Cecil Ashburn Dr  |Sutton Rd Carl T Jones Dr Huntsville | Assigned |Tobe Assigned| 3.6 | M|C 2 4 |Roadway Lanes |CN 2017 $0| $13,900,000| $13,900,007
Maysville Rd iy Grade, Drain, -(
43 |Connector Maysville Rd Epworth Dr Huntsville | 100059903 | FAUP-8523() | 0.32 [MnC| © 2 |Base, Pave CN 2015 $2,500,000] 52,500,000 55,000,000
South of Golf Rd:
Includes Grade,
Drain, Base, Pave,
Bridges for the 100004503 | NH-0053 (531) Grade, Drain,
**Memorial North of CR-77 service Roads State of and and Base, Pave,
44 |Parkway (SR 53)  |[(Whitesburg Dr) |and Slip Ramps Alabama | 100004504 | NH-0053 (530)| 1.5 [ MjA | 4 6 |Bridge CN 2015 $29,650,000] $29,650,000| $59,300,000)
CR-75 (Mastin
Lake Rd)
Including an Grade, Drain,
**Memorial CR-22 (Sparkman |Overpass at CR- State of Base, Pave,
45 [Parkway (SR-1) Dr) 75 Alabama | 100041419| NH-8510() |0.629 | MjA 4 6 |Bridge RW 2016 42,420,000 42,420,000 54,840,000
CR-75 {Mastin
Lake Rd)
Including an Grade, Drain,
**Memaorial CR-22 (Sparkman |Overpass at CR- State of Base, Pave,
Parkway (SR-1) or) 75 Alabama | 100041420| NH-8510() [0.629 | MjA | 4 6 |Bridge uT 2017 $418,500 $418,500 $837,000|
CR-75 (Mastin
Lake Rd)
Including an Grade, Drain,
**Memorial (CR-22 (Sparkman |Overpass at CR- State of Base, Pave,
Parkway (SR-1) Dr) 75 Alabama | 100004926 | NH-8510() |0.629 | MjA | 4 6 |Bridge CN 2016 $14,831,500| $14,831,500| $29,663,000

**=Bridge Overpass Construction
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Table 10.4: Financially Constrained Transportation Improvement Projects By Funding Category

INNOVATIVE FINANCING: RESTORE OUR ROADS - CAPACITY ADDING PROJECTS (Continued)

Proj. Project ALDOT Funding Func | 2010 | 2040 Program Project Cost - Year of Expenditure
No. |Roadway From To Sponsor | Project No. Code Miles | Class | Lanes| Lanes [Project Type | Ph Year Federal Local Total
1.2 Miles East of |1500 Ft East of SR Grade, Drain,
Northern Bypass |CR-86 (Pulaski 1(u.s5. 231/431) State of Base, Pave,
62 |(Ph2) Pike) Intersection Alabama | 100061849 | NH-4514() 4.2 | MjA 2 4 |Bridge RW 2016 $5,750,000] $5,750,000| $11,500,000
1.2 Miles East of |1500 Ft East of SR Grade, Drain,
Northern Bypass |CR-86 (Pulaski 1(U.5. 231/431) State of Base, Pave,
(Ph 2) Pike) Intersection Alabama | 100061850| NH-4514 () 4.2 | Mja 4 4 |Bridge urt 2017 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 53,820,000
1.2 Miles East of |I500 Ft East of SR rade, Drain,
Northern Bypass |CR-86 (Pulaskl 1(U.s. 231/431) State of Base, Pave,
(Ph2) Pike) Intersection Alabama | 100061851| NH-4514() 42 | M| 2 4  |Bridge CN 2017 $11,840,000f $11,840,000| $23,680,000
State of
Alabama/
Research Park Blvd City of Additional
80 |(SR-255) Old Madison Pike |US-72 (SR-2) Huntsville TED TED 28 | MA| 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |PE 2017 S0 $700,000 $700,000
State of
Alabama /
Research Park Blvd City of Additional
(SR-255) Old Madison Pike |US-72 (SR-2) Huntsville TBD TBD 28 | MA| 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |[RW 2018 $0 $300,000 $300,000|
Tlate of
Alabama/
Research Park Blvd City of Additional
(SR-255) Old Madison Pike |US-72 (SR-2) Huntsville TBD TBD 2.8 | MjA 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |UT 2018 S0 $100,000 $100,000|
State of AL/
R h Park Blvd City of Additional
(SR-255) 0ld Madison Pike |US-72 (SR-2) Huntsville TBD TBD 28 | MA| 4 6 |Roadway Lanes [CN 2019 50| $13,900,000{ $13,900,000
Providence Main
Blvd in the City
County Line Rd Limits of State of Additional
94 |U.S. 72 (SR-2) {(Cr-3) Huntsville Alabama | 100061845 |NHF-0002 (566)| 5.44 | Mja | 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |RW 2017 $3,750,000] 53,750,000 57,500,000
Providence Main
Blvd in the City
County Line Rd Limits of State of Additional
U.S. 72 (SR-2) (CR-3) Huntsville Alabama | 100061846 |NHF-0002 (566)| 5.44 | MjA | 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |UT 2018 $1,491,000)  $1,491,000[  $2,982,000
Providence Main
Blvd in the City
County Line Rd Limits of State of Additional
U.S. 72 (SR-2) (CR-3) Huntsville Alabama | 100061847 | NHF-0002() | 5.44 | MjA | 4 6 |Roadway Lanes |CN 2019 $15,750,000) $15,750,000| $31,500,000
Projects will have bicycle/pedestrian accomodation, with the exception of Projects 44, 45, and 80. TOTALS  $90,311,000] $120.311.000/ $210.622.000l
Project 80 is a limited access state route, Projects 44 and 45 are limited access U.S. routes, with overpasses, and frontage roads. ANTICIPATED FEDERAL FUNDS 5110.?22,500'
The construction of bicycle/pedestrian facilities on these corridors cannot be pursued. BALANCE  $20,41 l.SOIJ'

All projections are in Year of Expenditure dollars. Projections are based upon a 1% inflation factor.

The Restore Our Roads program is an innovative financing program between the State of Alabama and the City of Huntsville, The State and City have agreed to split the cost for

select profects on a 50/50 basls, and have committed 5125 million each to this endeavor. The State Is leveraging federal funds to meet its commitment, Currently, over $7.25 milion each in

State/Federal and City funds have already been committed during fiscal year 2014 and 2015, leaving 5117.7 million to be expended, A total of over 57.025 million of State/federal funds have been

programmed for maintenance and operations projects. There is o bolance of over 520 million in State/federal dollars, which will be used for overruns and may be programmed for other

pre-determined projects if funds are available, ALDOT has permitted the City of Huntsville to allocate 100% of its $125 million match money for projects 16 and 80.

Anticipated Federal Funds refers to ALDOT's projected program funds listed in Table 10.1 on page 10.2. Please refer to footnotes on page 10.2. Restore Our Roads funds are limited to 5 years.
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Restore Our Roads Agreement

US 72 Epworth Connector: Connect Epworth Drive to Maysville Road and close the opening
on US-72 at Epworth. The legal issues concerning the Epworth Drive connector road and access
from High Mountain Road to US 72, including the related consent judgment, recorded in Book
1064, Page 0368 of the Madison County Probate Court, shall be completely resolved with all
partics of interest by the State of Alabama before the CITY shall move forward with (1)
awarding a contract for or (2) beginning any construction in that area. These legal issues shall be
resolved at no cost to the CITY and the costs of resolving these issues shall not be paid for nor
diminish in any way, the STATE and CITY funds set forth in Paragraph (2) in this Agreement in
the total amount of $250,000,000 funded for construction pursuant to this Agreement.

Preliminary Engineering

Connect 'E;-)'\:'Grth Drive to
Maysville Road and close the

opening on US 72 at Epworth.

Eligible toward Prnjeél cost |

Right-of-Way

Connect Epworth Drive to
Maysville Road and close the

Eligible toward Project cost

opening on US 72 at Epworth.

Utility _

Connect Ep'\#'c-mh-D-rive to
Maysville Road and close the

_opening on US 72 at Epworth.

Eligible toward Project cost

Construction

Connect Epworth Drive to
Maysville Road and close the

opening on US 72 at Epworth.

Eligible toward Project cost

Cecil Ashburn Boulevard: Improvements at various locations between Carl T, Jones Drive and

US 431.

Preliminary Engineering

Improvements at various
locations between Carl T.
Jones Drive and US 431,

Eligible toward Project cost

Right-of-Way

Improvements at various
locations between Carl T.
Jones Drive and US 431.

Eligible toward Project cost

Utility

Construction

Improvements at various
locations between Carl T.

_Jones Drive and US 431.

Eligible toward Project cost

Exhibit L
Projected Project Estimated Fiscal Year
Fiscal Year Project Name Deseription Lead Project Cost Balance
FY 2014 Allocation  $50,000,000
Additional lane W8 from Moores
Mill Road to Sparkman Drive and
2014 &S"”?:::;‘ at Moores intersection improvements at ALDOT $9,000,000 541,000,000
Moores Mill/US 72 and Shields/
Us 72 —
Connecting Epworth Road to
2014 Epworth Connector Maysville Road to include signal City 55,000,000 $36,000,000
improvements at Maysville Road
FY 2015 Allocation ~ $50,000,000
. e =
2015 us 231 at Martin Road Frontage roads and main line with ALDOT | 463,500,000 ‘ $22,500,000
and Lily Flagg overpasses |
FY 2016 Allocation  $50,000,000
Add one lane in each direction
US 72w betwen | 1 s engement
2016 Providence Main and 8 N Y ALDOT $30,000,000 $42,500,000
] Madison (ATRIP Project)
County Line Road 5
responsible for improvements
from Hughes Road to Balch Road |
2016 ;’::jl atMastinLake | |\ hange and grade separation | ALDOT ' $34,000,000 | $8,500,000
FY 2017 Allocation ~ $50,000,000
[ Us 231 between Access and intersection
2017 | weatherly Road and “ {nersect ALDOT |  $15,000,000 $43,500,000
improvements
Hobbs Road
Huntsville Northern Bypass from |
. near Pulaski Pike to just east of US
:un;::l:if_i:onr;r;:-rn 231 North. Construction of the |
2017 Vpass from M service roads only from Pulaski city $30,000,000 | $13,500,000
Pulaski Pike to just east . .
of US 231 North Pike to US 231 to include
intersection improvement at US
- 1231 e L
Pending: S-lane section between |
. I 4
2017 | Cecil Ashburn Old Big Cove and US 431 to | ciy $15000000 | -$1,500,000

include additional lane to Four
Mile Post

| |

Improvements at various
locations between Carl T,
Jones Drive and US 431,

Eligible toward Project cost

FY 2018 Allocation _ $50,000,000

das/index-cohdev.htm

6

TOTAL AGREEMENT ESTIMATED COST | 5201,500,000 ‘

TOTAL ESTIMATED AGREEMENT BALANCE
FOR ADDITIONAL PROJECT(S)/OVERRUNS | |

548,500,000




RoR Agreement, continued

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto, for, and in consideration of the premises stated

herein do hereby mutually promise, stipulate, and agree as follows:
(1) The STATE will perform or have performed all services required to fulfill the
purposes of this Agreement, unless noted otherwise in this Agreement.
2) The STATE will be responsible for 50 percent of the total Project cost and the
CITY will be responsible for 50 percent of the total Project cost including all
direct and indirect costs. The estimated cost and participation by the various
parties are as follows:
G
Estimated
CITY
Cost
$125.000,000

Estimated
STATE
Cost.

Total
Estimated
Cost.
Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-Way,
Utility, and Construction, including
engineering and inspection

$250.000.000 $125,000,000

TOTAL $250,000,000 $125.000.000 $125,000.000

Any Project requests by the CITY that are not eligible for Federal Aid will be the
responsibility of the CITY and will be charged against the CITY’s $125,000,000. (5J
(3)  Itis understood by the STATE and the CITY that this is a 5-year Project funding
plan for the agreed-upon projects. Upon execution of this Agreement, the CITY
agrees to an annual payment schedule with the STATE. In Fiscal Year 2015, the
CITY will be invoiced for their specified share of the first two (2) years of Project
funding, $50,000,000, less the value of any estimated Project cost budgeted by the (6)
CITY in Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015 for the US 72 Epworth Connector Project
and the Cecil Ashburn Boulevard Project, which the CITY shall pay to the 0

STATE not later than September 20, 2015. In Fiscal Years 2016, 2017, and 2018,

the CITY will be invoiced for their specified share of annual Project funding

$25,000,000, less the value of any estimated Project cost budgeted by the CITY in
Fiscal Years 2016, 2017, and 2018 for the US 72 Epworth Connector Project and
the Cecil Ashbum Boulevard Project, which the CITY shall pay to the STATE not
later than September 20 of the fiscal year to which the invoice pertains. The
CITY will provide documentation, such as authorized budget resolutions, for any
estimated Project cost budgeted by the CITY in a given fiscal year to support the
reduction in the required annual payment remitted to the STATE.

All financial participation of this Agreement is based on supporting financial
documentation provided by the CITY and the STATE. Each party shall
periodically provide information to the other parties concerning the costs incurred
on each Project covered by this Agreement. All costs must be supported by
appropriate financial documents that comply with all laws, rules, and regulations
concerning the expenditure of CITY, STATE, and Federal funds.

A final review will be made of all Project records afier the completion of the
Project. A final financial settlement will be made between the parties as reflected
by the final review and this Agreement. Any overruns of the Total Estimated Cost
of $250,000,000 will be the responsibility of the CITY unless agreed upon by both
parties. Any underruns of the Total Estimated Cost of $250,000,000 will be
shared by the CITY and STATE on an equal basis.

The terms of this Agreement may be modified by supplemental agreement duly
executed by the parties hereto.

Additional Projects or Project phases may be added to this Agreement by

supplemental agreement if Project funds are available for the additional Projects



