
September 18, 2019 

Pleasant Plains Rd Corridor Feasibility Study 

AA Co. / AMT Public Meeting #1 Minutes – July 24, 2019 

Presentation of Existing Conditions Report and Next Steps to the Community 

Minutes By Brent Showalter of AMT – Consultant Team Lead 

 

In Attendance: 

Debra Russell – AA Co. DPW 

Daniel Anderson – AA Co. DPW 

Lynn Berry – AA Co. DPW 

Eric Tabacek – AA Co. DPW 

Brent Showalter - AMT 

 

The County and AMT presented the Existing Conditions Report and path forward for the overall 

task to community members at the Broadneck Community Library.  Approximate 122 

community members were in attendance.  Following the Public Meeting, a 30-day Comment 

Period was initiated to gather all formal comment from the community prior to initiation of the 

Conceptual Development stage of the study.  My recollection of the topics presented and 

discussed, a record and summary of the comments received, and corresponding action items are 

as follows: 

 

Introduction 

 

Debra Russell introduced the study and team to the audience.  She then turned the presentation 

over to AMT to present the background and findings of the Existing Conditions report. 

 

Existing Conditions Report 

 

The discussion of the Existing Conditions Report included major elements as follows: 

 

1. Study Goals 

 

2. Study Methodology 

 

3. Study Area and Corridor Characteristics 

 

4. Detailed Corridor Locations – Substandard features and field observed traveler behavior at 

Curves #1-6 and Study Intersections #1-8 

 

5. Speed Data (by others) – study results at straight-away and curve study locations 

 

6. Traffic Volume Data – General, ADT, vehicle class, and peak hour volumes 

 

7. Crash data – 10-year history including location, type, and contributing factors 

 



8. Constraints – Historic/scenic and Critical Area designations, R-O-W, fencing, OH utilities, 

steep slopes, drainage and major outfalls, environmental resources, etc. 

 

9. Report Summary - substandard sight distances throughout, turning movements at Intersection 

1 and 7, ROR crash frequency, high speeds, lack of clear zones (obstructions and non-

traversable slopes), lack of pavement width/roadside grading to accommodate alternative 

modes of travel 

 

10. Next steps – Concept development, Public Meeting #2, Final report w/ preferred concept 

 

11. Concept Improvement primer slide 

 

12. Contact Info 

 

Question and Answer 

 

Question and answer period was driven largely by the audience with responses provided by 

various members of the Team.  Responses to questions were answered as best as possible, 

categorized as unofficial, tentative, and/or TBD as appropriate.  The audience was repeatedly 

encouraged to submit formal comment to the County during the formal 30-day comment period 

and that all formal comments will be documented for inclusion into the Final Report. 

 

30-day Comment Period 

 

1. Electronic copies of the original comments were submitted to the County.   

 

2. Summary of comments - AMT prepared a categorical summary of the comments received 

over the 30-day comment period (See the Comment Log and Comment Summary Matrix 

attached). 

 

The Comment Summary Matrix was developed by AMT to identify safety and general roadway 

issues including specifics regarding locations, and preferred mitigation methods identified by the 

public over the 30-day comment period.  62 comments were generated by 14 individuals and the 

following summary of comments with Study team’s responses, falling within four general 

categories, were formulated as follows: 

 

1. Provide Additional Information/Resources 

 

Comment - Weekend/warm weather bike and ped counts to supplement original data collection 

effort that occurred in March and April 2019. 

Response –With ped/bike safety and access a focus of the study, the degree of ped/bike 

utilization in the existing conditions is not a study metric and therefore will not be collected.  

However, all study alternatives will be developed and scored for accommodations for bike/ped 

traffic along with other primary safety objectives. 

 



Comment - A detailed plan, including costs schedule, and showing ownership, ROW, impacts, 

and easements should be provided to guide the preferred concept selection. 

Response – The study team intends to conceptually document in plan and quantify this 

information for the community’s review during both the conceptual development and selection 

processes.  Alternative development approach tentatively as follows: 

 

Alt. 1 – No build (“do nothing” which could incorporate low cost safety measures including 

signage and pavement treatments) 

 

Alt. 2 – Improve upon roadway (width, roadside, drainage, sight lines) while maintaining 

existing roadway centerline 

 

Alt 3. - Improve upon roadway (alignment, width, roadside, drainage, sight lines) while 

deviating from existing roadway centerline where advantageous 

 

Alt 4A-G. – Spot Improvements at crash prone locations using any combination of the 

aforementioned alternative safety mitigation approaches 

  

Comment - Work with the community and other sources to exhaust all sources of crash history 

on the corridor – not all included in report. 

Response –The Existing Conditions report covers 10-years of crash data (as opposed to a typical 

3-year review), providing a broad and representative range of crashes by type, location, severity, 

and causation factors.  Efforts to limit the scope and schedule of the study exclude an historical 

accounting of corridor crash history. 

2. Issues/Recommended Improvements (# of comments) – study team response) 

 

Operational Issues/Recommendations:   

Speed (2) - measures implemented in past are effectively mitigating crashes and will be 

expanded on in the study 

Traffic capacity (5) – Outside of Pleasant Plains Rd at St Margarets Rd which is an MDOT 

roadway and therefore outside this study’s scope, no capacity issues were observed 

Pedestrians (2) – See pedestrian response under Category 1 

Bikes (2) - See pedestrian response under Category 1 

Traffic signal (1) – See traffic capacity response above 

Signage (2) - See Speed response above 

Traffic calming (2) – See Speed response above 

 

Geometric Issues/Recommendations:   

Visibility (12) – Alternatives will explore a variety of short (sight line easements and 

maintenance) and long-term (geometric) remedies to existing substandard sight distances 

Lane widths (4) – A variety of lane (and shoulder) widths will be evaluated based on corridor 

and spot safety needs 

Shoulders (4) – See Lane widths response above 

Roadside safety (7) – Roadside safety will be evaluated and addressed in alternatives, 

particularly in documented high crash locations 



Overhead utilities (10) – the study team is researching the ownership history (joint utility owned 

vs prior County rights) of the roadside to facilitate exploration of all alternative options to 

creating more space between roadway and poles  

 

Corridor conditions/Maintenance need Issues/Recommendations:   

Trees/vegetation (3) – See Visibility response above 

Poor roadway condition (6) – Study improvements would incorporate a new surface in area of 

improvements.  In the intermediate, IMPD is scheduled to patch/resurface Pleasant Plains Rd in 

1-2 years 

Drainage (4) – to be incorporated into study alternatives 

 

Location of Issues/Recommendations 

General:  Curves (29), Intersections (25), Straightaways (24) 

Detailed:  Intersection #1 (11), 2 (1), 3 (1), 4 (4), 5 (2), 6 (1), 7 (5), 8 (0) 

 

General Response to issues and recommended improvements – All operational, geometric, and 

corridor condition and maintenance need suggestions will be factored into development of study 

alternative concepts and ultimately identification of the preferred concept. 

 

3. Impacts to Avoid 

  

Type of Impacts to avoid  

Do not widen (1), avoid additional signage (1), avoid property impacts (1) 

Response – A variety of corridor wide alternatives and spot improvements, including partial 

widening (shoulder on one side), full widening (shoulders both sides), and no widening, will be 

explored to provide a range of impact avoidance and mitigation strategies.  The signage added to 

date has helped mitigate past crash patterns and will remain one of the strategies in the 

alternative safety tool box. 

 

4. Special Designation 

 

Support and opposition to the Historic designation of the corridor: 

In opposition of Historic designation inhibiting improvements (3), In support (1) 

Response – The Historic designation does not present obstacles to implementing safety 

improvements.  Further, the Historic designation can provide justification to deviate from current 

County standards when the alternative is deemed more compatible to the visual character of the 

corridor.  The design team will develop alternatives that explore the range of safety improvement 

possibilities while balancing the Historic nature of the study area. 

 


