Summit 18 Corridor: Planning Study including Strategic Plan

4.0 Evaluation of Preliminary Conceptual Alternatives

4.1 Evaluation Matrices

Evaluation Methodology

Three matrices have been developed to as a means of evaluating the preliminary
conceptual alternatives discussed in Chapter 3: Table 4-1 Intersection Concepts
(Concepts with Independent Utility); Table 4-2 SR 18 Concepts; and Table 4-3
Interchange Concepts. The matrices are provided to illustrate the impacts of
each conceptual alternative with respect to the baseline (i.e. No-Build) for a
variety of categories including Congestion/Delay, Safety, Drainage, Access
Concerns, and Environmental. Every conceptual alternative is rated for its
performance in each applicable category or sub-factor based on the following
symbology illustrated in Figure 4-1. Scoring levels are intentionally limited to
three perceived levels of impact (Positive, No or Minimal, Negative) in order to
simplify the evaluation process as this matrix represents the first formal
screening of the preliminary conceptual alternatives.

Positive Impact ‘
No or Minimal Impact O
Negative Impact A

Figure 4.1 — Levels of Impact Key

The criteria used to assess the impacts of each concept vary with respect to the
category/sub-factor. The assessment of impacts for Congestion/Intersection
Delay is based upon the intersection LOS in the future 2030 condition, with a
LOS C or higher considered a positive impact and a LOS D or lower considered
a negative impact. The same rating system applies for the Freeway LOS
category in the Interchange Concepts matrix.

The assessment of impacts for the Safety category/sub-factor depends upon
whether or not a safety issue has been identified in that specific location in the
Existing and Future Conditions Report. If a safety problem does not currently
exist at a location (i.e. Medina Line Rd intersection) the No-Build concept will
display a No Impact. For locations where a safety problem has been identified
(i.e. Springside Dr intersection) the No-Build concept would display a Negative
Impact since the no-build does not address the existing safety problem. Each of
the “build” concepts are evaluated on the basis of whether they enhance or
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degrade safety at a particular location regardless of whether or not a safety
problem exists there currently. For example, the intersection of North Hametown
Rd and SR 18 has not demonstrated a safety problem, yet a Two Stage Left Turn
is considered to have a Positive Impact on safety because it provides an
adequate median refugee space to enable a vehicle to assess gaps in each
direction of traffic separately. Conversely, the construction of Indirect left Turns
at Medina Line is considered to have a negative impact on because the
probability of a vehicle becoming involved in a crash increases as a result of
traveling through three more intersections. The Number of Geometric
Deficiencies sub-factor on the Table 4-3 Interchange Concepts matrix displays
No Impact for both the No-Build interchange concepts because they have
existing geometric deficiencies. All of the “build” concepts display a Positive
Impact because they would be expect to upgrade any existing geometric
deficiencies to the current design standards.

The Drainage on SR 18 category is included in the Table 4-2 SR 18 Concepts
evaluation matrix because improving drainage along SR 18 in the western
portion of the corridor was one of the four study goals identified by the steering
committee. Both the of “build” Access Management Concepts indicate positive
impacts with respect to drainage as both reconstruction options would alleviate
existing drainage concerns from Medina Line Rd to South Hametown Rd.

The assessment of the Access Concerns category is based solely upon whether
a concept reduces the number of access points (Positive Impact) or increases
the number of access points (Negative Impact.)

The criteria for the assessment of Environmental sub-factors are qualitative and
fairly intuitive. With respect to the Wetlands sub-factor any disturbance,
regardless of the area affected, is considered to have a Negative Impact. The
realignment of North Hametown Rd is considered to have Negative Impacts with
respect to Historic/Landmarks and Neighborhoods because it impacts a National
Historical Register parcel and is located close to the Fryman Dr subdivision cul-
de-sac. Any improvement that demonstrates a Positive Impact with respect to
Congestion/Delay exhibits a Positive Impact on Air Quality/Vehicle Emissions.
Both the Basic Lane Addition and Montrose West Relocation capacity
enhancement concepts display Negative Impacts for Noise because they both
add additional through lanes bringing traffic closer to receptors. All “build”
concepts in the more developed eastern portion of the corridor exhibit Negative
Impacts with respect to Community/Business Disruptions during Construction
because of their close proximity to the Montrose retail district.

52

BURGESS & NIPLE



Summit 18 Corridor: Planning Study including Strategic Plan

J0edwi anelaN
10edW| [RWIUIN 10 ON

JoedWi 9ANSOd

anne|al pangaiad J1ay) o) Ajlareuoiiodold pajy ate sadeys ay L “sajbueny pas pijos Aq pajuasaidal are syoedw) aaehau pue sajoud uaalb pijos Buisn paresipul are syoedwl aANISOd "S1daduod Jayjo 0} aAle|as suostedwod |ey

‘(pling-oN *8'1) auljaseq ay) 0} aANe|a aAebau 10 aANIsod SI aInseal ayj Ju)Xa Jeym o) pue aAebau 1o aAnisod si ainseaw aouewlopuad ayy
Jo 10edWi 8y JayIaym ‘aouelb e e ‘aulielep 0) LSl ay) Buissasse uosiad syl SMOJ[e [9A3) |jij PUE JOj0D JO UOIeUIqUWIod YL 's|feq pajjyun Aq pajuasaidal ase ‘pjing-ON 01 aAne|as ‘sabueyd [fews A1an Jo ‘abueyd ou aney yaiym saneuslly “(mojag 99s) 19edul Jo [9As)

1yb1w suonenfeas uanbasgns “pling-oN 0}

uonejal ul abueyd Jo [9A9] BAIE|D) BY) Juasaldal o) sadeys papeys Buisn pakejdsip are s10)0€} By} ‘UONEN[EAS [eNIUl Y} JO4 "SaAeulslfe [endaduod ay) Jo yoes Joj sainseaw paziofared jo souewopad aysoduwiod Jussaidal 0) dlydelb Arewwns payyduis e si xuyew sy |

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ssauisng - suonedoPy
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [enuapisay - suoneao|ey
S0 TT 0’9 0 0’9 0 20 (sa10y [euonippy jo "oN) Aepn-jo-1ybiy
N SP'T$ N SL2$ N SZT'T$ W €6'2$ M 00v$ X 0TS N 88°Z$ M 0LES M 0TS NSLL$ ) 052$ (Mvd Buipnjour) 109 108f01d
19410 /1500
v (@) O O O (@) O [@) [@) [@) @) uononnsuod Buunp suondnisig ssauisng / AHUNWWo)
(@) (@) v O (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) SPooy0quBioN
o o O (©) o o o o o o o asioN
O O O O O O O O O O O (pasabuepuz / pausjealy]) saads
[ ) (@) [ ) O ® (@) O [ ] (@) [ ] O SUOISSILIT OPINAA | AIEND V]
O O v O O O O O O @) @) S\fewpue / OLoISIH
O O O (@) O (@) [@) [@) [@) @) @) s[elaeN snoprezeH
(@) (@) @) O (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) Sufeid POOld “IA-00T
O O (@) O O O O O O O O suieans
o o (@) O o o o o o o O spuepam
[ejuBWUOIIAUT
O O . (@) O (@) . @) @) @) [@) SUI82U0D §5300Y
©) o O @) ®) o o ©) o ©) o 87 us wo sbeupig
[ ] v [ ] v [ O v [ O o o Kores
. v . . . v . v v . v Keja@g uonoasiaiu| / uonsabuod
Q
Q ©
3 3 D5 w. = w_ 8
2 2 - a S - a S =
g z num ,m M g % z W 3 % z M z
5z 5 23 =t 8 & Sc s g B S -
i | gz £ 5 s £ 5 = 83 £
5 a 59 St = = S = = = Q 1039e4-gns / A1obared
3 @ o g o o o E
B g g3 : g3 : =
3 = [ @ 3
3
uoNoasIBIU| dALA dpIsPuLds UO01303SI93U| UMOISWEH YLION u01129sIR1U| S|(IH AuoweH UO01309SIR}U| PEOY BUIT BUIPI

(Aynn wapuadapul yim sidssuod)
muawo:oo uol1o0as.ialu|

b-v 8lqel

X1\ uoieneas Apnis Jopiiiod 8T Hwwns

53

BURGESS & NIPLE



Plan

IC

Study including Strategi

ing

Planni

Summit 18 Corridor

BURGESS & NIPLE

v 10edwi annebaN
@) 10edw| rewiulN 1o oN
. 10edw| 9ANISOd
‘(plIing-oN "a°1) aulj@seq ayi 0} dAne|al anielau <
10 aAlisod sI ainseaw ay) Juslxa feym 0} pue anlebau Jo aAnisod S| ainseaw aduewsopad ay Jo 1oedwi ays Jayleym ‘aoue|f e Je ‘aulw.alap 0} elaid ay) Buissasse uosiad ayy smoje Te)
|9A3] |1} pUe 10]02 JO UOIRUIqWIOD Y] "S|eq pajyun Aq pauasaidal ale ‘piing-oN 01 aAle[al ‘salueyd |rews A1aA Jo ‘abueyd ou aAey YdIym saAireulally ‘(mojag aas) 1oedul Jo [9A3)
annelal pandalad 11ay) o} Ajareuonodold payiy are sadeys ayl ‘sajbuel) pal pijos Aq pajuasaidal ale syoedwl aanebau pue s8j2419 uaalb pijos Buisn payesipul ale syoedul aANISOd
*s1daou09 Jay1o 031 anieal suostiedwod [reyua ybiw suonen[eAs Juanbasgns "pling-oN 01 uone|al ul abueyd Jo 93] aAlre[al ay) Juasaidal 0y sadeys papeys Buisn pake(dsip ale
S10}0®} 3Y) ‘UOIEN[EAS [enul 8} J04 ‘SaAeula)fe [enydaduod sy} Jo Yyoes Joj sainseaw paziiofialed jo aouewlopad aysodwod uasaldal o3 olydelf Arewwns paylidwis e S| Xuyew ay |
0 0 0 0 0 0 ssauisng - suonedoay
0 0 0 0 0 0 [eluapISay - suoledo|vy
¥§'2 85T 0 0 0 0 (sa10v [euonippy Jo "oN) Aepr-jo-ubiy
N 9T'6$ N 6S°TT$ M 7S8$ N T9C$ N SZ'v$ N 28'T$ (myd Buipnauy) 109 103l01d
13y10 /1s00
v v O O O O uononisuo) Buunp suondnisig ssauisng / Aunwiwo)
O O @) O @) @) spooyloqublaN
A 4 A 4 @) O @) O 9SION
O O O O O O (pasabuepuz / pausiealyl) senads
[ ] [ ) (@) (@) O O SUOISSIWT BPIYBA / AN[eNnd IV
O O O O O O SylewpueT / oUOISIH
4 4 O O O O s|elale snoplezeH
O O O O O O surejd poojd JA-00T
O O O O O O sweans
@) @) @) @) @) @) SPUEfIaM
[feluawiuolinug
. O O . v O SUJBIUOD SS8IIY
O O O ) o O 8T s U0 abeuriq
. . v aAllg apisbulds 0} umolaweH 'S wol 8T ¥S
. O v peoy ayeT [e1sA1D
. O v aAlIQ spoop abeliaH
. O O fages
UoIdasIa| aueT [eISAIDASa 9SOUON
. . ) 4 UOId3sIaU| SPOO/\ abelliaH
. . v UOI1d3S1a)U| UMOIBWEH YLON
. . v O O O Keja@ uonoasialul / uonsabuod
o5 2 - =2
33 S w = B
53 23 g 5 B 2
g3 2o 5D 553
= = z ST o< z
53 S 8 @ 3cd S cr Q
=& 3 a @ o 5 [C= ] o
D & 22 =) go= go~ =)
e s5a = - = = 1019e4-qng / K1oBare
=) S = 95 e
58 g3 S Sh
W m Iy =2 o >
L 35 K D
(3. [e1sAiD 01 umolsweH Yinos) (umolsweH Yyinos 01 aul] BUIP3N)
suonippy Aloeded juswabeue ssa29y

s1de2u0) 8T ¥S
XLJel\ uoirenea Apnis 1opliio) 8T Hwwng

¢ v 9lqel






Summit 18 Corridor: Planning Study including Strategic Plan

4.2 Cost Estimates

Methodology

Probable costs were estimated for all of the Preliminary Conceptual Alternatives
developed for the SUM-18 Corridor Study using the methodology in the ODOT
Budget Estimating Procedure 2006. Based on the ODOT Estimating Procedure
the “major cost drivers” such as pavement, roadway, drainage, barrier wall,
bridges, and retaining walls were estimated based on the projected work limits of
the various conceptual alternatives. Some additional critical items that would
significantly affect the construction costs were also estimated (i.e. rock
excavation or significant embankment) and added to the major cost drivers.
Using the 80%/20% rule (80% of the cost is in the major cost drivers which
represent about 20% of the total pay items on an average project) the estimated
construction cost was increased by 25% (80/20).

The various segments for each conceptual alternative were summed and
estimated costs for items relative to the overall alternative were added to the
project, such as traffic control, maintenance of traffic, and erosion control. All of
these items were included in the final construction costs. The project costs are
based on the estimated construction cost plus the estimated preliminary
development costs (12% of construction costs), contract administration and
inspection (10% of construction costs), right-of-way acquisition costs, and
contingency costs (30%). The contingency percentage was obtained from the
ODOT PDP Design Contingency Graph for a planning study level of detail.
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