


<john49vl@sbcglobal.net>. <smoultonpeters@comcast.net>,
jmccann@cityofmillvalley.org

I am writing you to request you reconsider the design of the Evergreen intersection voted on by the
DAC in our fmal meeting. The proposed design does nothing to improve the delays with inbound
traffic caused by the back up that occurs as cars attempt to turn left onto Evergreen. This creates a
dangerous situation for pedestrians as cars move to the lane closest to the curb, and pass the cars in
the "fast" lane assuming he delay is NOT caused by a car stopping in the fast lane to allow the
pedestrian to cross the intersection.

There are two basis that support my request for reconsideration.

I forwarded an alternative approach to Mike Moore before the meeting and on May 16 Danielle
responded to me that David Parisi indicated the idea had a "negative offset". David explained what
a negative offset was in the meeting as a way to address the suggestion. I let David know in the
meeting that the suggestion I had made did not actually have a negative offset, once I knew the
defmition of the term. You will recall that the design team drew my suggestion on a white board at
the meeting and David and I discussed it "on the fly". David found some appeal with the idea as
we discussed it but the committee ended up voting it down in a close 3 to 4 vote. Given the
importance of this intersection and given the quick consideration given to the idea I suggest that
David be given some more time to think about the idea based on a more thorough explanation of it
as described below. IfDavid had fully appreciated the suggestion before the meeting and supported
it as a preferred choice I expect that the committee would have also supported it more.

The DAC also requested that the traffic study be peer reviewed before presentation to City Council.
Please have the person doing the review consider the points in this note also before feedback is
given to CC on the matter.

In considering the intersection I believe two approached can be taken. One idea is to design the
intersection in a manner that all possible movements are accomplished. I believe that the WRT
proposal accomplishes this. An alternative approach is to prioritize movements based on volume,
balancing the needs ofpedestrians, vehicles, bicycles and considering parking. I think we should
eliminate slower volume movements if the result is a safer more efficient intersection. At the core I
believe that too much is going on at this comer and the answer is to eliminate one lower volume
movement for the greater good.

Please refer to the traffic study in the DAC workbook. As expected the largest volumes are the
through traffic in both the inbound (688) and outbound (778) direction. The second largest volume
activity is the left tum in the inbound direction into Evergreen. While 688 cars continue towards
downtown 114 turn left. The left tum as it currently exists and how it would occur under the WRT
design is across a short holding area that can accommodate only 2 cars. This causes cars to stack in
the outside (fast) lane on Miller waiting to turn. Not only is this inconvenient to the inbound
travelers, it is dangerous as I note above. Experienced drivers shift to the inside (slow) lane and
continue up Miller. The assumption they make is that traffic in the fast lane is stopped because of
the left tum movement. The other reason this traffic can be stopped is if a pedestrian is attempting
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to cross the intersection. I see this dangerous condition frequently, as the pedestrian peeks over the
stopped outside lane car before attempting to cross the inside lane.

A dedicated left turn lane long enough to stack multiple cars eliminates the danger and delay, and
in my proposal the pedestrian crossing is beyond the left turn at a safer location. WRT option 2
accomplished some of this but it made it difficult for pedestrians to cross as there is no refuge
location and a long crosswalk where pedestrians have to interact with many different car

movements. As noted in my prior email I suggest that the intersection not be symmetrical. Rather,
the outbound side should contain a shorter pocket for left turns like in WRT option 3 while the
inbound side has the extended left turn lane. This allows for an extensive pedestrian refuge with a
downtown side cross walk and saves more parking. The only conflict is with left turns from
Evergreen towards downtown, and cars crossing Evergreen into the public parking lot. . In my
proposal Evergreen must turn right, taking care of the negative offset issue and only affecting 15
cars per hour that currently turn left towards downtown or proceed straight to the public lot from
Evergreen. I think this is an excellent trade off as we get a safer and more workable intersection.

I have created a rough diagram I have attached to this email. I would be glad to meet with David or
WRT to ensure they understand the idea, as I may not be explaining it well enough. If I am missing
something, and this idea has a problem, I would appreciate understanding what I am missing. Are
there other tweaks that would make my basic idea better?

This comer is one of the most important challenges in the project and I would hate to think we
passed up a better solution than the one currently proposed because it was not explained well
enough or given adequate consideration.

Please let me know what the next step is.

By the way, my PricewaterhouseCoopers email shutsdownonJune30withmyretirement.soin
the future use this email.j.j.mccauley@comcast.net
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