
Citizens Advisory Group
 Meeting Report
April 21, 2010

OVERVIEW
The Skanska Team, in conjunction with the Gwinnett County Department of Transportation
(referred to as “Project Team”) held the sixth meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) for
the proposed Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension on April 21, 2010, from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
at Berkmar High School in Lilburn. The CAG was selected by the public during an open
house/public meeting on November 3, 2009, to advise the Project Team on issues and concerns
related to a possible extension of the Ronald Reagan Parkway. The CAG convened for the first
time on January 11.

All CAG meeting materials and reports, including those referenced in this report, are
available in the Citizens Advisory Group tab at www.ReaganExtension.com.   

OBJECTIVES
· Provide opportunities for public comment
· Provide feedback from Meeting #5
· Present conceptual orange and green alignment options
· CAG member open discussion

WELCOME & PUBLIC COMMENT

Jon Abecrombie, the independent facilitator introduced himself. Brian Allen, Director of the
Gwinnett County Department of Transportation welcomed attendees, said that the technical team
met that morning and encouraged the group to review the agenda. He reiterated that the project
team welcomes feedback.

Mr. Abecrombie invited public comment. 

A CAG member said that gentleman from Gwinnett Place CID was present and welcomed to
participate. Mr. Abecrombie responded that we know he’s here; he’s on the agenda and will have
an opportunity to speak. 

Mr. Abecrombie again asked the public for comment to which there was none, and he said there
would be an opportunity again at the end of the meeting for public comments. 
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A CAG member said that we are assuming the project is a “go” but it isn’t, therefore CID would
not be involved especially if the blue line was chosen. Another member countered that
assumption saying that it would draw traffic away and the CID has a big stake in the game,
directly or indirectly.

INTRODUCTIONS & BUSINESS ITEMS

Mr. Allen explained that tonight, as done before, we’ll make a presentation then review maps
and have the opportunity for CAG members to discuss their opinions.

Mr. Allen formally welcomed Joe Allen of the Gwinnett Place CID, saying that as we go through
the evening he is welcome to participate and have a say in the process. Mr. Allen thanked him
for attending and Mr. [Joe] Allen said that the CID will definitely be more engaged. 

PROJECT TEAM FEEDBACK FROM MARCH 24, 2010 MEETING

Mr. Nachman of the Project Team thanked attendees and reviewed the packet of information
handed out, which included a report from the previous meeting and web site comments and
responses. 

He began his presentation about what was heard at the last meeting, including: 

· There is great interest in traffic studies and forecasting. The Project Team wanted to let
the group know that traffic data gathering completed the week before Easter. It was
collected at 15 minute intervals on a number of locations all throughout the network. That
was done with tubes and counters and it hasn’t been analyzed yet. We’ve also had a
technician out there who was driving the corridor during peak hours and timing how long
it took to get from points A to B. Mr. Nachman explained that’s called a “speed and delay
study” to determine how much time savings the extension  may provide vs. using surface
streets. This is a key way to calibrate the model so it reflects what’s really happening out
there.
 

· We also heard that the project has very real consequences—both environmental and to
homeowners. We hear that. 

· We also understand that there is a bigger picture project when it relates to the I-85
corridor. We are trying not to do it in a vacuum; we are looking at this project on its own
as well as how it fits into the overall transportation planning of the greater area.

· We also heard concerns expressed regarding the merging of the Ronald Reagan Parkway
Extension into I-85. We presented interchanges last time and will look at a new
interchange this time. This merging is a key determinate of success of this project. 

· We heard that of the two interchanges presented last time, the preference of the
committee was the Steve Reynolds Interchange option over the Pleasant Hill Interchange
option.
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· There was a shared interest by the CAG and the Project Team to interact with the
Gwinnett Place CID; there is great interest in the Project team discussing options with the
Gwinnett Place CID. The Project Team presented to CID last Wednesday.

At this point, Mr. [Joe] Allen thanked Randy and Brian for being at the recent CID
meeting and for CAG member interest in the CID. He said there the CAG and CID share
a common goal that we want to see redevelopment and revitalization, and that in addition
to the recent presentation the CID has spent 2-3 hours with Gwinnett County talking
about projects. He stated that the CID has not taken an official position on this. He said
the Chairman intended to be at the meeting tonight but sends his regrets and appreciation
for being included in the process.

Mr. Nachman asked if there were questions/comments about what was heard, to which there was
none. 

PRESENTATION

Mr. Nachman began the presentation explaining that we talked about introducing some of the
typical section concepts. One thing that we’ve mentioned before but it’s worth mentioning again:
we all have a concept of what the existing RRP looks like and at this point we probably all
understand that the new RRP extension will probably not look like the current but it will
probably look significantly different as it interacts with current.

He then began to display slides that represented typical sections that may be used in the
extension. 

The first typical section shown was a bridge section seen all over Georgia; specifically it was
from Truman Parkway in Savannah. Mr. Nachman explained that that graphic shown was a
rotated version of the picture, and that this bridge structure allows for passage of vehicles
underneath. 

A second typical section, one used through undeveloped or wetland areas, was shown. This
section allows both environmentally and economically for the roadway to be out of a flood plain.

Mr. Nachman called attention to the low trestle design, the name being derived for the number of
columns that support it. He explained that other types of bridges feature larger columns that
disturb more ground underneath and the intention of a low trestle design is to have the lowest
environmental impact.  The example shown was Barrett Parkway in Cobb County.

A member of the public asked about the noise factor with an elevated roadway. Mr. Nachman
responded that it depends on where the receptors are, where the locations of the homes and
business are located.

A CAG member asked whether for purposes of cost comparisons and estimates, the wetlands
impact is based on footprint of pylons or whether a broader view is being considered to include
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shading and runoff. Mr. Nachman said that broad considerations will be taken into account
during the NEPA phase and we are preliminarily considering the disturbance during construction
and the permanent footprint during and after the construction—other footings are larger and have
larger impact. The CAG member said that shading is very impactful to which Mr. Nachman
acknowledged. 

Another CAG member asked why the wetlands are involved, at which point a member of the
public pointed out that some portions of the alignment involve the wetlands. Mr. Nachman
clarified that the green alignment and blue alignments involve wetlands, and a CAG member
said that’s why she was in favor of the Pleasant Hill/orange alignment.

Mr. Abecrombie said that the issue of broader impact is recognized.

Mr. Nachman added that shading and water quality, among other extensive qualities, are to be
analyzed in-depth, and that tonight’s meeting was a progress meeting about the things that have
been considered and what’s been done to date. The considerations to date are not the entire
considerations that will be made. 

Mr. Allen reiterated that the feasibility study is a work in progress. It is not as if someone has all
the details worked out; the feasibility process is all about working through considerations to see
the possibilities. 

A CAG member said that she wanted to make sure wetlands impacts are not artificially
minimized, to which Mr. Allen agreed and reiterated that investigation and consideration of a
broad array of issues continues.

He continued to say that all alignments have to be studied, including the related factors and costs
that the public, County and private sector partners need to know. He hopes that the CAG doesn’t
assume that there is only one alternative and only one way to do this project. Impact is a factor,
as is cost, and he asked attendees to avoid presuming that there is one predetermined response
that everyone is looking at. 

Mr. Nachman added that the project will narrow some of the corridors to measure impacts more
precisely based on where the footprint may be—this will enable adequately measuring the
impacts. He said that it’s necessary to get down to a smaller footprint of roadway and right of
way to measure those impacts. 

Mr. Abecrombie reminded attendees that after the presentation they’d have the opportunity to
comment. 

Mr. Nachman presented another section and referred to a previous meeting where a similar
section was shown. He explained that these are two sections that might be used along Pleasant
Hill Road. The Project Team had showed an example of Peachtree Industrial Blvd. where this
part of Ronald Reagan Parkway would be going down the center of Pleasant Hill Road. When
we look at that in more detail, the actual impacts of constructing such a facility down Pleasant
Hill Road are seen as potentially very impactful—it would require completely realigning and
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rebuilding it. The winding nature of the road just doesn’t meet the design criteria; it would barely
enable 45 mph and we’re targeting 55 mph. Mr. Nachman reminded the group that they would
see alignments tonight but are starting out by reviewing “typical” sections first. 

He then explained that in some areas where a bridge is not required, a “MSE” or mechanically
stabilized earth wall may be constructed. It’s a panel with straps that holds the dirt behind it. He
pointed out an example within the presentation. He said when there is a bridge over cross streets
or major highways you may have a bridge much like what was seen in the initial section. 

A CAG member asked whether, when the Project Team refers to Pleasant Hill, they are referring
to the entire Road or a portion. Mr. Nachman responded that the team would show the specific
areas where the various types of sections would apply on the alignments. 

Mr. Nachman said a portion of the Ronald Reagan Parkway profile grade would have to be up in
the air and that these sections represent the elevation differences that would be required. A CAG
member asked whether that height was about 30 feet, to which Mr. Nachman said yes and that
this particular example was from Houston while another previously seen by the group was from
Tampa.

A CAG member asked if it would be similar to Buford Highway and I-85. Mr. Nachman said
“yes and no,” because while both are limited access facilities, the difference is that Pleasant Hill
Road has a lot of turning movements on it. 

Mr. Allen asked Mr. Nachman to reiterate an earlier point about design speed, and Pleasant Hill
Road’s curvature preventing achievement of desired speeds. 

Mr. Nachman explained that Pleasant Hill Road presents curves that are only good for a certain
speed. 

A CAG member asked if some of those curves could be cut or straightened out, to which Mr.
Nachman said yes, that the group will see that on the map as the alignment moves from side to
side on various locations. 

Mr. Allen added that the Ronald Reagan Parkway extension could not be built directly following
the existing alignment of Pleasant Hill Road due to the horizontal and vertical alignment. 

Mr. [Joe] Allen of the CID asked how much right-of-way is required to construct the extension
along Pleasant Hill Road. Mr. Nachman said it depended upon the specific location because the
extension gets closer and moves further away along the alignment. Mr. [Joe] Allen wondered
whether the footprint of Pleasant Hill Road would be doubled. Mr. Nachman said that with that
particular alignment, the orange one, yes it would certainly double in some places and more.
There would also be instances where it wouldn’t. 

A member of the public asked why it would be required to be doubled if the extension is cutting
off a lot of the traffic. Mr. Nachman explained that the project wouldn’t reduce Pleasant Hill
Road and that the capacity that’s needed for the Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension is anticipated

5



����������	���
���
������������������������������
������������������������������	

������� !��" "
to be four lanes. Alan Hunley of the Project Team said that when the alignments are shown the
attendees would see how Pleasant Hill meanders so sharply, and that it doesn’t represent
doubling the amount of pavement. 

Mr. Nachman then introduced another typical section required when it makes sense to take the
extension down (vs. elevating it). The picture example was from Detroit but it also occurs in
Atlanta. The picture shows a “depressed” highway that would be approximately the same width
as the RRP extension. 

Mr. Allen said the reason this picture was selected was because it shows a four lane road. Mr.
Nachman agreed and said that there are areas in Atlanta that have used this type of section but to
a wider extent, citing the downtown connector which would be an overwhelming/not
representative example. 

A CAG member said the depressed section would be less impact to people living adjacent, to
which Mr. Nachman said yes, from noise, but extra land is still needed because it’s adjacent. 

Mr. Nachman then transitioned to Mr. Hunley to unveil the alignment maps. 

ALIGNMENTS PRESENTATION
Mr. Hunley introduced that tonight the group would be looking at the orange and green
alignments. [Please refer to the maps and documents on www.ReaganExtension.com in the
Citizens Advisory Group tab as they relate to this narrative.]
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He started to provide an overview of the Orange alignment, which includes various alternatives
to connect with the existing Ronald Reagan Parkway. Mr. Hunley then described the corridor
features while Mr. Nachman posted pictures directly on the map showing what typical sections
may be used along the alignment. 

Mr. Hunley highlighted the two alternatives for connecting with the existing Ronald Reagan
Parkway—saying that either could be used with the orange or green alignment. There may be
more alternatives but these are developed sufficiently for presenting.

He said that all of the pieces from I-85 across Steve Reynolds are the same as seen before. The
extension would be on the existing Steve Reynolds ramps, which were reviewed last time when
we compared the alignment and interchange with a Pleasant Hill interchange. The extension
would be on the existing Steve Reynolds bridge, and as you come across the relocated Steve
Reynolds Blvd. a conventional bridge system would be implemented. He reiterated that all of
this would be using the existing Steve Reynolds bridge.

He said that the entire structure across Steve Reynolds Blvd. and over to the other side of Club
Drive would be the traditional type. He said proceeding along parallel to Club Drive there are a
couple options. One is to continue with a conventional bridge all the way over to the other side
of Pleasant Hill and another option is to have segments where you have MSE walls with bridges
crossing points that need to be accessed. Those are the two alternate types of structures. The
whole structure would be higher than the existing because of the vertical challenges—it wouldn’t
be possible to go up and down within that location.

Mr. Hunley explained that toward Pleasant Hill Road there would be a conventional bridge that
goes to the far side of the existing road. Then grade will begin to come down where you are
essentially level, and would go into a cut section where you are actually underneath. He pointed
out that at this point there are “S” curves on Pleasant Hill Road, and up and down and the
proposed RRP alignment begins to diverge from being parallel to Pleasant Hill in order to
straighten out these curves. 

A CAG member asked if all sections were depressed and going up and down and interacting with
the creek. Mr. Hunley said no, and the creek is not in that location. He said that this section
would require a pretty gentle grade and it may go back up on an MSE wall section and/or
conventional bridges. 

Mr. Allen referred back to the beginning section close to Club Drive, saying that this section
would go through some businesses on the upper end of Pleasant Hill Road, after you go through
the parking lot at the corner. Mr. Hunley explained that that section would elevate over the
parking lot and it would take out out-parcel buildings; it wouldn’t take out the main shopping
center but rather would be bridged over with access underneath. 

Mr. Hunley pointed out that there are businesses on the other side of Pleasant Hill Road for a
portion and that the alignment goes to the other side where a school is located to not impact the
school. He said there are a number of small businesses along that stretch, as well as residences
that were priority to avoid. He said that had the team gone on the other side there would have
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been a tremendous amount of impacts as far as displacements go. This is the side that minimizes
impacts. 

Mr. Nachman reiterated that the alignments are works in progress.

He continued to explain that these are potential footprints for the extension and that when the
NEPA process begins it would look at property corners and buildings, among many other factors.
Right now it is an investigation of “potentials.” Mr. Hunley added that the Project Team is
working from publicly available data so it’s not precise; streams and wetlands would have to be
defined in detail as it goes to the next stage but we’re working with this to see what is feasible. 

A CAG member asked about the section near Cruse Road and where the extension would be in
relation to Pleasant Hill Road.  Mr. Hunley said RRP would go over at Cruse Road, adding that
there may be some historic properties there and the alignment has to be on the far side to
minimize impact to potential historic resources.

Mr. Allen added that yes, some of that location would be on the west side of Pleasant Hill Road. 

Mr. Nachman said that part of the current traffic study is investigating the need for exit ramps.

A member of the public asked how much of the extension would look like Peachtree Industrial
Blvd., offering that she thought it was ugly. Mr. Nachman said that is a much larger footprint
than what we are talking about with the extension, and it’s different because it has roads on
either side. He added that aesthetics would be addressed later and they are certainly a concern. 

Mr. Abecrombie reminded CAG members to ask any clarifying questions and said the
opportunity for public comment would be again at the end. 

8
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Mr. Hunley said that continuing from Cruse Road there would be a conventional bridge. It would
be elevated all the way to the connection to the existing Ronald Reagan Parkway. 

Mr. Allen reiterated that there are still two options for how tying into existing Ronald Reagan
Parkway (right side of map). For ease of understanding the Project Team didn’t want to show
both on the same map, so one option is presented with each alignment. 

A CAG member said the entry turning radius shown on the orange alignment seemed very sharp,
to which Mr. Shawn Reese of the Project Team said the curve had actually flattened out to
enable 50 mph. 

A CAG member asked about a bottleneck occurring when people slow down to pay for tolls, to
which Mr. Allen responded that “open road tolling” using electronic toll booths is proposed, so
drivers wouldn’t have to stop and free-flow could be maintained.

He also wanted to make it clear that tolling would not be for the existing Ronald Reagan
Parkway. There would be signage indicating the tolled portion.

Mr. Hunley added that when considering how to flatten out curves, at the connection for
example, the flatter the alignment is made the more impact related to right of way and footprint. 

A CAG member asked about how much latitude would be involved in moving the corridor near
Cruse Road. Mr. Nachman said he wasn’t sure and a CAG member pointed out where
conservation property is located and Mr. Nachman pointed out that a cemetery is on the other
side creating a restriction.

Mr. Abecrombie asked if there were other questions. A member of the public asked if cemeteries
are strictly off limits, to which Mr. Nachman replied that, in most cases, cemeteries are avoided
if at all possible. 

A CAG member asked about the type of elevated construction and whether one approach is more
cost effective. Mr. Nachman said there is generally an elevation at which point a bridge structure
is more economical than a wall—it’s generally a point of economics but there are other factors to
consider. 

Mr. Abecrombie asked if there were other questions about the orange alignment with no
response garnered. 

Next Mr. Hunley unveiled the map of the green alignment. He explained that the interchange at
I-85 and tie-in would be to what is currently the HOV lane that is being changed to a HOT lane.
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Mr. Allen updated that the Georgia Department of Transportation is moving forward with the
HOV/HOT conversation project, and a construction contract will come this summer. 

A CAG member asked if the idea of coming up in the middle was a bad idea before and now is a
good one. Mr. Nachman said that in this location we don’t have the same constraints as discussed
with the existing interchanges, and that accommodations would have to be made. 

Mr. Allen explained that the blunt answer is yes, that approach does make more sense here than
on the other location, because of the impact it would have on I-85 and the need to tear up a lot of
existing infrastructure. 

Mr. Hunley continues to talk about alignments and features. 

Mr. Allen asks Mr. Hunley to clarify that the interchange will work with both the orange and
green alignments, to which Mr. Hunley responded yes, there are a lot of ways to mix and match
the interchange. 

A CAG member asks if the only connection is to the HOT lanes. Mr. Nachman responds that
yes, that is how it’s planned but you will also have the option to get out of HOT lanes when on I-
85.

Another CAG member asks if drivers would go from one toll to another, which Mr. Allen
responded hasn’t been determined yet. 

A CAG member asked if it would present a speed or accident problem to which Mr. Nachman
explained that no increased safety risk would be presented because there would be proper tapers.

10
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The discussion continued to explain that drivers would be funneled to a single lane if continuing
on I-85 but there would be options to get off onto surface streets, and that solo drivers would be
able to pay to access the HOT lanes (versus meeting person capacity in their car). Mr. Nachman
also explained that there is a good deal of effort by DOT to design a system that prevents
weaving in and out of HOT lanes and to enforce the regulations.

A CAG member asked why another lane isn’t being considered for entry onto the slow side of I-
85. Mr. Nachman responded that it involves more acquisition of right of way, and a longer
bridge that would have to cross lanes of I-85, but he noted that the DOT may ask for this option
to be investigated. 

Mr. Nachman said that the goal is to create a facility that is attractive to drivers so it will be used;
therefore, traffic movement and flow is a high consideration. Mr. Allen added that’s why the
Steve Reynolds option uses existing ramps. 

A CAG member raised the issue of friction between the HOT lanes and regular traffic and
impact of I-85 traffic on the HOT lanes. Mr. Allen said the project team shares this concern and
Mr. Nachman explained that cars will be required to have three people inside if they don’t want
to pay, but anyone can pay to travel in the HOT lane. 

A member of the public asked what determines the toll amount, to which Mr. Nachman said a
number of different factors including cost of the project, and that topic will be reviewed in depth
in the future. 

He reiterated that right now the objective is to develop alternatives that we can investigate from a
constructability standpoint, conduct traffic studies, and examine impacts.

A CAG member pointed out that most of the houses have flood plains in their backyards. Mr.
Hunley said that this alignment doesn’t have residential or business displacements until it gets to
Pleasant Hill Road. Mr. Nachman asked the public and CAG to remember that the alignments
don’t directly correlate to displacements.

A member of the public said that the blue line indicates residential displacement because her
house is in the blue/green overlay area. Mr. Nachman explained that the overlays are 500 foot
corridors that will be reduced, and have to be in order to identify potential displacements.

A CAG member cautioned about language about displacements and/or impacts, saying that this
alignment may take two businesses. Another CAG member said that it may take conservation
property as well. Mr. Hunley clarified that he referred to displacement in this instance as taking
someone’s house and this alignment doesn’t.

Another CAG member asked about how close the roadway can get to a structure, to which Mr.
Nachman explained there are a lot of considerations. In many cases, the property owners are
asked for their preference. Mr. Allen referred to extended stay hotels in the area that had decided
to stay despite right of way access. He added that typically the County finds that if a front yard is
being taken by the acquisition process, the homeowner will request that the County take the
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whole property. 

Mr. Allen reiterated that the goal of the feasibility study is not just to identify the cheapest route
but the most feasible—and environmental impacts, housing and cost are all factors. The Project
Team cannot absolutely say the only feasible route will be the cheapest route. We also have to
understand that the private sector partner has financial interest in the project.

Mr. Hunley then closed by saying the Project Team has spent time on the orange and green
alignments because the blue alignment has some significant challenges—particularly more
challenges associated with connecting to I-85 at the Beaver Hill Ruin interchange area. 

CAG FEEDBACK ON ALIGNMENTS

The CAG began to provide input about the maps, including the following comments. 

· Between the two alignments, one would like to see the end piece in the green alignment
to see how it fits with the orange. Mr. Nachman said they’ll lay it in and show the group. 

· While understanding the blue alignment’s difficulties, it is the closest going to the south.
Is that advantage worth the difficulties? Mr. Nachman has said the alignment hasn’t been
dropped from the feasibility study or traffic studies because we do understand people
want to get as far south on I-85. The NEPA process will look at reasonable alternatives,
which may not be included (based on resources) in the feasibility study. The NEPA
process may demand more justification on what’s being proposed, and it will ask what’s
been considered. 

· Everyone needs to be fully aware of the scale of impact on the green alignment. The
impact on residents is more than businesses because they will be compensated while
property owners on the green alignment will be impacted without compensation. Beyond
that there will be additional takings of permanently conserved land. 

· There is a very real impact on the value of residential property, and it will be greater than
thought. Mr. Nachman responded that the project team recognizes this, and clarified that
the intent is minimized displacements (actual takings and relocations) but in no way is the
team discounting the impact. 

· Consider the perspective of a homeowner who lives adjacent to the existing Ronald
Reagan Parkway and the buffers that will be there have a direct determinant on the
impact on residents. The property value in his subdivision has gone up despite the Ronald
Reagan Parkway and he believes it’s because how the barriers are done. 

· Don’t see how the orange alignment will make Pleasant Hill better. Doesn’t see how it
will make those businesses better. 

· For the residents in the area, the value of the environment in that area is hard to quantify.
There is a lot of wildlife in that area. The notion of greenspace and how money is set
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aside—and this is going against that. Consider that a choice to use this space is a
permanent (“forever”) choice. Our goal is how to do a good project that will help this
area; to affect it positively. 

· Along the orange alignment, the businesses are floating away on their own.

· If there’s a great reason to go through greenspace and it’s fairly compensated, this CAG
member will support it. For example, if it could be used better by the community, like a
highway in Washington that was widened on either side to include a park on both sides,
creating a place to enjoy (a linear park). 

· Related to green alignment, like second option. Still don’t like access on I-85.

· One thing about green alignment is not having one of the options going on the other side.
Seems like you’d want to have both or would see bottleneck. 

· A member questioned whether there is a northbound ramp to I-85 on the green alignment,
to which Mr. Hunley answered no. You would access that by getting off on surface
streets to access it. 

· Gwinnett Place CID has a wonderful project coming up on the bridge at I-85 and Pleasant
Hill project and we don’t need to piggy back on it. Stay away from it; stay away from
that place. Further away we get from that the better. Need to be a distinct project on our
own.

· It sounds like the project team has dispensed with the idea of tying in at the Pleasant Hill
interchange. Mr. Allen explained that we thought we heard at the last meeting as
consensus but to please let the project team know otherwise. While another CAG member
echoed that statement, a CAG member said that she believed “consensus” means
everyone agrees and that she and another member did not agree. Mr. Abecrombie
referenced the list from the last meeting that detailed the overwhelming preference for
Steve Reynolds.

· The extension could or could not revitalize the area. This individual was not so sure that
it would revitalize. It could be very destructive to businesses that are there. A lot of the
implosion now is coming from Club Road up which won’t be touched by the road. Thru
traffic would not necessarily be at-grade.

· The existing parkway is great looking and can potentially increase the value of the areas
nearby if done with landscaping. This individual clarified that he was speaking about the
Green alignment. There has got to be mitigation elements on the ground to an elevated
roadway that will assist with making it environmentally sound and attractive. Mr. Hunley
said that as the project continues the team would investigate avoidance options and
mitigation options. 

· Related to revitalizing the businesses, people aren’t using their imagination enough about
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how these retaining walls could look. Could create a mural or tie it into the community in
interesting and creative ways. In terms of revitalizing the area, this is a way to put money
in the pockets of business owners that are already struggling. Maybe some of the money
can be used to fund ideas of how to mix commercial and transportation infrastructure in
ways that best serve the community. There is a potential upside to this.

· Related to the idea of bringing people to that area to go shopping, this one individual
asked about access points. Mr. Hunley clarified that there would not be intermediate
access points from RRP to Pleasant Hill Road. The individual thought that having the
through traffic expedited through the area might be beneficial because it would allow for
local traffic to be on Pleasant Hill. 

· Another said that one person’s opinion of a mural is another’s graffiti.

· Prefer Steve Reynolds access and another person seconded that opinion.

· The orange alignment is far preferable because the impacts to the local community are
less and the potential gain for the business community is potentially high.

· The existing Ronald Reagan Parkway is great looking and it can increase the value of the
area if it’s done in a way, perhaps on the green alignment, that’s attractive by using
landscaping and beautification. A CAG member said that this individual was talking
about what’s around the road versus under it. The individual said that surely there must
be mitigation elements to an elevated roadway that will assist with making it
environmentally sound. Mr. Hunley said that as we get into the NEPA process avoidance
and minimization alternatives will continue to be a focus.

· A CAG member addressed the points about revitalizing businesses, saying people may
not be using their imaginations enough on how this could be used, that murals could be
painted on MSE walls, that it could be tied into the community. In terms of
displacements, it could put money in the pockets of business owners who are already
struggling, and maybe there could be funding for a land use study for the whole segment
of Pleasant Hill Road to fund new ideas for how to mix commercial, residential, and
transportation infrastructure. This opportunity could be have potential upside and she
hopes everyone is keeping that in mind. 

· A CAG member said that related to bringing traffic to that area for shopping, they didn’t
know if ramps are in perfect place for that. Mr. [Joe] Allen of the CID said that the
proposed road won’t stop along Pleasant Hill Road so businesses may not see it as a
benefit. 

· A CAG member said the current situation where commuters are bottlenecking in that area
is killing the businesses. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS
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· The businesses along Pleasant Hill are dying. If we move the commuters out of there it

could help. It could only help to get people out of there that aren’t going to shop there
anyway.

· A resident that would be impacted by the blue/green alignment spoke. She said even if
the conservancy land is taken away and other things are done to compensate, it wouldn’t
be the same. Sewer lines are back there as well. This individual believes the barriers are
ugly. Homes have already gone down 25% because of the economy and this road could
be big and hulking. She said it is harder to relocate a home than a business.

· One individual asked when traffic studies will be available. Mr. Nachman said that the
Project Team has existing data from the County to calibrate the models and is starting to
lay in these alignments. The Project Team will probably have information in two months
and be able to update you informally sooner than that. A member of the public responded
that this information would help the group understand impact on the businesses. 

· Mr. [Joe] Allen of the CID said that the same things that were said about residences can
be said about business owners. They are also members of this community. As decisions
are made we need to figure out what the impact will be on business development.

· Another member believes that the orange alignment would be putting the final nail in the
coffin of businesses located along Pleasant Hill Road. He said that everyone is worried
about their house, including me, but the orange alignment will devastate the homes and
businesses in that area. 

· Mr. [Joe] Allen said that greater connectivity is needed and that this is a project that will
have an impact on businesses. He reminded attendees that Gwinnett Place is still strong—
it had 8 million shoppers last year, and encouraged residents who want to support
Gwinnett Place to visit often.

 
· A member of public said that the blue alignment needs to be discussed more before a

decision is made. 

· A CAG member said that she is confused about the term “underutilized” when used
respective to a comment about the “current Ronald Reagan Parkway is underutilized.”
Mr. Nachman explained that the Ronald Reagan Parkway has capacity for more cars. The
CAG member asked why this would indicate that an extension was necessary. Mr.
Nachman added that it would provide a connection to I-85 that is sought after and not
possible with the current Ronald Reagan Parkway. It would alleviate traffic in that area.
The CAG member asked why this would be beneficial and Mr. Nachman, with other
CAG members contributing, explained that it would pull traffic off of surface streets and
onto the Parkway as one advantage. There may be people that would utilize the existing
Parkway because it would now connect them to I-85. There is a term called “latent
demand,” that means people would use it because it provides connectivity that wasn’t
provided prior.
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· A CAG member asked if it was the same model as the “400” because that wasn’t used.

Once it had more utility people wanted to move near it because it was connected. It’s the
same situation and Gwinnett will grow.

· A member of the public asked if the extension would ultimately go to Peachtree
Industrial Blvd. Mr. Nachman said that as discussed at a prior meeting, this was not part
of this feasibility study—which doesn’t prevent it but the Project Team is not studying it. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND UPCOMING MEETINGS

Mr. Allen and Mr. Abercrombie thanked all in attendance and reminded the group of upcoming
meetings: May 26 and June 23. The location will remain Berkmar High School and start time
will remain 6:30 p.m.
Note: The May 26 CAG meeting as been cancelled. Please see www.ReaganExtension.com for a
full meeting notice. 

# # #
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