
Citizens Advisory Group
 Meeting Report

February 24, 2010

OVERVIEW
The Skanska Team, in conjunction with the Gwinnett County Department of Transportation
(referred to as “Project Team”) held the fourth meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group
(CAG) for the proposed Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension on February 24, 2010, from 6:30
p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at Berkmar High School in Lilburn. The CAG was self-selected 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; full meeting materials and report are available at
www.ReaganExtension.com.  

OBJECTIVES                                                                                                                  
There were five objectives to the February 24th meeting, specifically to: 

· Provide feedback from the last meeting.

· Review how the criteria discussed at the last meeting and the results of other exercises
were used and what impact they had on the selection of routes to study.

· Report on the three corridors chosen for the feasibility study.

· Engage the members and alternates of the advisory group in a discussion about the
corridors chosen and about how they believe the process is going.

· Engage the audience in feedback about the progress to date.

WELCOME
To open the meeting, Brian Allen, Director of the Gwinnett County Department of
Transportation, welcomed the CAG and members of the public in attendance.  He
thanked them for their time and input. 

Jon Abercrombie, who is the independent facilitator, reviewed the ground rules that the
members adopted, reviewed the agenda for the evening, and thanked the members for
their work.
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PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER COMMENT
The meetings include a five minute segment at the beginning and at the end of the
meeting for public comment.  The opening comment challenged the safety of the signal
light at the Glen subdivision.  Brian said the staff will look into it, thanked the speaker for
the input, and reinforced the mission of the night was to review the corridors and the
Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension.

FEEDBACK FROM CAG MEETING #3 AND CORRIDOR PRESENTAT ION
David Nachman (Skanska) explained to the group what had been heard from the CAG
during Meeting #3 (see presentation).  He also provided the results of the CAG exercise
during Meeting #3 regarding the weighting of corridor evaluation factors and described
the many similarities between the CAG exercise and the exercises completed by the
Project Team’s Technical Working Group.

David responded to comments from the advisory group about the ways that corridor
evaluation factors were weighted.  The ecological and community acceptance factors
ranked high.  Some members wondered why the group of cost factors was weighted at
35% while the environmental factors were weighted at 30%. David stated that while both
groups of factors were determined to be very important, a slight nod was given to the
weight of the cost factors. Project affordability is a key concern since the project is being
structured as a public-private partnership. 

After David described the way in which CAG member input had been used in the
corridor evaluation matrix, there was concern expressed by some of the members as to
the composition and use of the evaluation matrix. The Project Team explained that the
details of the matrix could not be described to the entire CAG in one night. The Project
Team said that they would be willing to sit down with individual CAG members to
explain the mechanics of the matrix in more detail. 

The project team presented the map with the three routes selected for the study of
feasibility.  The map is on the website.

On the issue of environmental justice, the
entire study area is considered to be subject to
environmental justice guidelines. 
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There was a discussion of the Pleasant Hill
Road interchange and its bridge at I-85. The
conversation focused on the possible benefits
and the complications of connecting the
Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension to I-85 in
the vicinity of the Pleasant Hill Road
interchange.  Some CAG members believed
a connection at Pleasant Hill Road would be
an economic stimulus. The group discussed
the potential increased capacity of other
options and the challenge of rebuilding the
collector/distributor roads that were
constructed between SR 316 and the Pleasant
Hill Bridge. The planners believed that there
was no advantage to commuters, that it could
impact the cemetery at I-85, and would still
require a connection to provide Ronald
Reagan Parkway Extension access to the
other side of I-85. Some advisory group
members cautioned about limiting the
options and did not believe that they had
been given convincing evidence that the
Pleasant Hill option should not be considered
for further analysis. Brian Allen stated that

the Project Team would look at the Pleasant Hill Road interchange again for feasibility
potential.

Members emphasized that the study should be connected to the broader study of future
transportation needs so that the Ronald Reagan Extension study would strengthen the
overall transportation needs of the county.

Asked about the final width of the corridors, it was explained that the width could vary
depending on the location and the particular conditions that were faced.

The planners were asked to look closely at the nearness of the orange and green routes to
schools and to find ways to avoid the wetlands.  Two members said that they did not want
to pursue the Pleasant Hill Road (orange) route.  Another wanted to ensure that the route
would make sense for commuters and business development.  “This project will only be
successful if people use it.”

One CAG member expressed that he “was not completely comfortable” with the process
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to identify the study parameters and selection of the corridors chosen for feasibility
analysis. The member indicated that his highest interest was avoiding schools, and the
wetlands. 

One member was interested in whether the quality of the wetlands would be considered
in determining feasibility. He stated that the stream is basically a ditch with water that
many times contains an oily sheen and that the area has a lack of wildlife. Another
member stated that she has seen deer in the area and that there was a lot of wildlife. The
Project Team stated that the quality of wetlands is definitely taken into consideration and
would be studied in detail during the NEPA process. 

Moving forward the NEPA (environmental impact) study will have to be completed.
Concerns were mentioned about what natural life existed in the study area and about
school impact.

A question was asked about the speed of the proposed extension.  It is intended to be built
as a limited access, grade separated facility with a posted speed limit of at least 50 miles
per hour. This will require choosing routes that do not have curves too sharp to support
the speed. If there are any access points other than the end connections, it was believed
that there would be only one or two maximum.

ADVISORY GROUP DISCUSSION
The issue of how the advisory group members communicate with the public was raised.
The group expressed frustration and asked for some resolution.  Brian suggested that we
could make the CAG e-mail addresses available so that members of the public could
contact them directly.  The advisory group members agreed and suggested any member
of the CAG could choose to keep their own e-mail private.  The group members were
asked to let the Project Team know if they were willing to make their e-mail address
available to the public.  It was suggested that the website provide a brief description of
what the north, central, and south residential areas of the study area encompassed, and
who the representative was for each of the geographical stakeholder groups. Members of
the public who send in comments and choose not to e-mail particular advisory group
members will still have their name and information protected.
 
The importance of providing the opportunity for individuals of the CAG to express their
opinions and to name the areas where they disagree was discussed and affirmed.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
The issue was raised about the difficulty of navigating the website and the difficulty of
finding the links to provide feedback.  The project staff talked about a change of
computer software systems that had resulted in confusion and frustration.  Those issues
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were resolved prior to this meeting (24 Feb 2010).  The member of the public raising the
issue was connected to a project staff person to make sure that all was resolved.

NEXT MEETING DATE
The next meeting is March 24th from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. at Berkmar High School. Future
meeting dates will be determined at that meeting. At the conclusion of the meeting, Brian
again thanked the group for their helpful work and commitment.
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