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OVERVIEW

The Skanska Team, in conjunction with the Gwinnett County Department of Transportation
(referred to as “Project Team”) held the third meeting of the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) for
the proposed Ronald Reagan Parkway Extension on February 10, 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 four objectives to the February 10th meeting,
specifically to: 

· Provide feedback from meeting #2.

· Introduce and discuss the concept of ranking
evaluation criteria.

· Learn more about evaluation criteria to be used, and

· Engage individual advisory group members in
ranking their most important evaluation criteria.

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 an independent facilitator, reviewed the guiding principles that the
members adopted, reviewed the agenda for the evening, and thanked the members for their work.



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 question was, “Is anyone at the meeting a proponent of the
project?”  An alternate from the business stakeholder group spoke of the positive aspects for
business development.

Brian Allen enumerated the contributions of CAG and reminded the group that the purpose of
this phase was to determine the feasibility—if it were built, where could it be built, and how. He
reiterated the importance of the evening’s conversation about evaluation criteria.

Other citizens asked, “Can we hear about the positives?  Can we talk about who will determine
the evaluation criteria?  Will the County or Skanska determine the criteria?”

Mr. Allen stated that if the project were to move ahead, it would have to be financially feasible
since there is no public budget for this project.  The County regards CAG input related to the
evaluation criteria as very important. We need to make joint decisions that include the voice of
the constituents.

David Nachman emphasized that this is a unique project for the team as the County and the
Developer have partnered very early in the process.  If it moves ahead for development, all the
terms would be spelled out in the contract.  Gwinnett DOT and Georgia DOT will require an
open process in which the Project Team will fully participate. 

From the Committee: “Where does this committee fit into broader scale?  Where does this group
plug in into the process?”

Mr. Allen said that right now we are only determining feasibility.  At the conclusion of this
process will be the feasibility report.  It will include input from the CAG and the technical
working group.

BUSINESS ITEMS 

Dana Urrutia from the Project Team gave an update on the public feedback communication plan.
At the last meeting the group decided to pursue the alternative of having direct communication
from the public to individual members. The process creation and sharing contact information
from the public proved overly complicated and undesirable. One suggestion was to publish the
names and e-mails of CAG members who do not mind having public comment sent directly to
them.  Public feedback will be made available to the CAG that includes comments and responses
from the Project Team. Privacy of those submitting comments will continue to be maintained
and no personal or attributable information will be shared with the comments. One CAG member



stated that this still does not give them the opportunity to interact with the public. Both the CAG
and the Project Team agreed to give this issue more thought.

PRESENTATION: 

David Nachman of Skanska presented “Feedback from Meeting #2.” His notes are summarized
in the attached PowerPoint presentation (now on www.ReaganExtension.com).

Mr. Allen responded to a question that had been raised at the last meeting.  “Were studies on the
Ronald Reagan Parkway done in the past and was the development rejected?”

The Parkway was built in the early ‘90’s and the last correspondence the county has discovered
(between the State and Gwinnett County) was during that time.  Subsequently the decision was
made to build the road from Snellville to Pleasant Hill Road, but there was never a “no build”
decision applied to a further extension beyond Pleasant Hill Road. It was a policy call by the
Board of Commissioners that they were not interested in pursuing the extension further at that
time.  In 1993 – 94 the decision was made “not to pursue.”  Nothing was studied at that point and
funds were not applied for, but this project was always included as an “aspirational project” –
something to be eventually considered and/or studied.

Brian asked that if anyone knew of anything different to let the County know.  In preparation for
this meeting the County checked with Tom Moreland, the Georgia Department of Transportation
Commissioner at the time, who confirmed the facts above.

Concerning the acquisition of property for a possible extension, Mr. Allen handed out
information used in other projects as examples. One project used federal aid; and the second did
not use federal aid.  He reviewed the content of the handouts briefly.  Mr. Allen also showed
them the flow chart of the process and asked them to contact him if they had further questions.

 A group member asked Mr. Nachman: “Do you know the exact amount of right of way that
might be required for the different corridors or different type of roadways?”  He answered that
120 feet of right-of-way would be considered a narrow right of way to be used in
underdeveloped areas.  The amount of right-of-way might be increased to 250 feet or more for
routes that follow an existing roadway.  Many factors have to be considered including the
potential ramps, access, slopes, etc. Exact right-of-way widths will not be known until after the
NEPA process is completed. 

Mr. Nachman reviewed the results of the CAG exercise from the last meeting, sharing where
green and red dots were placed.  He identified that certain corridors were less popular and certain
corridors were more popular but reported that there was not currently a clear consensus among
the group members. 

Alan Hunley of the Project Team reported on the prioritization of the corridor sections and went
into more detail on which segments received more favorable comment from CAG.  He handed



out three maps all of which are on the web site (see www.ReaganExtension.com).  With the
results from the CAG and from the technical group evaluation, Mr. Hunley presented a map
showing the segments that are considered for further study and reviewed which segments are not
being carried forward for further study at this time. Map #3 (now posted on
www.ReaganExtension.com) shows segments retained for further study during the feasibility
analysis.

PROJECT WORKSHOP AND REFLECTIONS

David Nachman reviewed the factors to be
considered in selecting a feasible corridor.
He introduced the Corridor Matrix
Evaluation Exercise. He handed out the
matrix to the CAG members then reviewed
the meaning/definition of each term on the
matrix.  

Mr. Nachman asked the CAG to look at
environmental and traffic operations criteria
and select and rank the top four (4), in their
opinion.  Each constituent group received an
evaluation criteria matrix on which to record
their top four ranked choices.

The group completed the exercise and gave
the following feedback:

· Make sure the input that members
provide is in the right context.

· By having two categories for
environmental concerns
(environmental impact, and the
mitigation of environmental impact) using a vote on one can dilute the impact and keep
them further down the ranked list.

· Members suggested better naming of the criteria.

· Could we see the residential, business, and community impacts separated out and
evaluated individually? It was noted that this will result in a dilution of community
acceptance similar to impacts and mitigations that CAG pointed out above.



The Project Team stressed that environmental factors are weighted heavily and considered of
great importance.  They also emphasized that the ranking of the evaluation factors will help the
team decide what to consider and study further as the corridors are identified.

The team will report the results of the CAG ranking of the evaluation criteria to the CAG at the
next meeting and provide a chance for the members to clarify what is most important to them.

Additional comments from the CAG members included:

· Remember that they are lay people and that their input should be taken as such.

· The RRP is an under-used county asset and there are no public funds to connect it to I-85,
so to study this project is one way to leverage this asset.

PUBLIC COMMENT

One citizen wants to clarify that as the project moves beyond this stage of work, routes that this
team did not suggest for further study could still resurface.  

The response was “Technically, yes, the NEPA process (environmental study) starts from
scratch, but they would be considering the factors and criteria that this project team used.”

Another citizen asked how expensive is it to fit this in to an existing interchange?  The response
was, “Potentially, very expensive.  The project team has said before that the connection to I-85 is
a major portion of the project’s expense.”

The group was asked to consider additional options for communication directly to the public.
All public feedback will continue to be available to the CAG members.

The next meeting dates are February 24, and March 24. The meetings will all start at 6:30 p.m. at
Berkmar High School and end at 8:30 p.m.

All the participants were thanked and the session concluded.

--END--


