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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Rapid City, in cooperation with the Rapid City Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQO) has undertaken an access study of the Chapel Valley neighborhood in
southwest Rapid City. Originally annexed in 1978, the 542-home neighborhood is located in a
valley with steep forested slopes on all sides that isolate the residents from the surrounding
area.

Because of its topography and vegetation, Chapel Valley residents are vulnerable to flooding
and fire. The Chapel Lane Bridge over Rapid Creek currently provides the lone vehicular access
to Chapel Valley. The bridge was submerged and collapsed in the flood of 1972. Rebuilt and
recently improved, this single access leaves Chapel Valley’s 500-plus residents vulnerable to
being stranded should it close for any reason. The twofold purpose of this project is:

(1) To develop alternative alignments for the alternate means of access for the Chapel
Valley area, and,

(2) to determine the feasibility of providing an alternate access for the Chapel Valley area.
The results of the study are best understood in two stages:

The first stage, the Draft Report, involved a comprehensive evaluation of all possible access
alternatives that could be constructed as a year-round City street, built to meet City roadway
design standards. These alternatives were evaluated and compared against each other across
a range of criteria to identify the most feasible alternative for second access. The Draft Chapel
Valley Access and Route Alignment Study, submitted to the City of Rapid City Planning
Commission for review, described the study process and recommendations.

The second stage, the Addendum, followed a special Rapid City Planning Commission meeting
held on July 27, 2010 to review the Draft Report. At this meeting, the Planning Commission
unanimously approved a motion requesting the consultant to re-focus the report on providing a
safe exit and to review non-construction options to address emergency events. Further, they
requested that an additional public meeting be held to review those options before reporting
back to the Planning Commission. An Addendum was written to address the request of the
Planning Commission.

This Executive Summary describes each stage of the study and provides recommendations.

Draft Report Summary

The project team cooperated with the public to develop a list of 14 possible alternate access
alternatives. The alternatives, shown on Figure S-1, were developed to serve as year-round
City streets, and, subsequently analyzed using the City of Rapid City Street Design Criteria
Manual (City of Rapid City, June 1996 revision). An overall “footprint” was developed for each
alternative, incorporating the amount of cut/fill earthwork needed to construct the alternative.
Due to the significant slopes in the area, most of the alternatives required large earthwork
quantities and impacted areas well beyond the pavement surface.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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The list of 14 alternatives was reduced to four based on the following three critical questions: 1)
Does the Alternative provide a second access, 2) Does the alternative meet City/State design
criteria, and 3) Does the Alternative impact more than 20 properties(land and/or structures). The
Level 1 screening results were presented to the public in November of 2009. The results of the
initial screening are depicted graphically on Figure S-2. Each eliminated alternative is shown
with its reason for screening. Property impacts in excess of 20 properties and structures served
to eliminate four alternatives (A, C, D, E), one alternative does not provide a second access (M),
slopes that did not meet the City’s requirement of vertical grades not exceeding 12 percent
eliminated two alternatives (I, J), two alternatives were eliminated due to tight horizontal curves
(below City’s minimum radius) (H, K), and one alternative was eliminated by falling short of
SDDOT access spacing requirements along Jackson Boulevard.

Following initial screening, alternatives B, F, F2, G, and No Action were evaluated based on

screening criteria developed in cooperation with the Project Advisory Group and the public.
Table S-1 identifies the screening criteria and the scoring of each alternative.

Table S-1 Final Screening Scores

Alternative Ranking and Aggregate Score
5 nx: S
1 1 w 1
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Final Screening Criteria S 4 < & o P & o < & o Z
Impacts to Property Only 3.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 1.0
Impacts to Structures 4.0 1.5 5.0 3.0 1.5
Park and Trail impact 5.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Impact on viewshed for ex. homes 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 1.0
Impact on treed acres 4.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 1.0
Drainage/Floodplain Issues 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Provides two access points 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 5.0
S;rx\oerits with regional roadway 20 35 35 10 50
Cut-through traffic volumes 20 3.5 3.5 5.0 1.0
Fitness O.f. Connectllng Roads to 20 45 45 30 10
serve additional traffic
Relative Construction Cost 3.0 20 4.0 5.0 1.0
Alternative Funding Availability 4.0 4.0 4.0 20 1.0
Geotechnical Feasibility 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
POINT TOTAL 41.5 42.0 45.5 41.0 25.0
Overall Alternative Rank 3 4 5 2 1

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Page S-2



Not to Scale
July 2009

Figure S-1
D RAFT Initial Alternative Concepts

08-275 4/7/10

Page S-3



08-275, 4/7/10

R

Not to Scale
April 2010

© reasons For FalLURE

1. PROVIDES NO 2ND ACCESS
2. DOES NOT MEET STDS. I§
3. IMPACTS >20 PROPERTIES

R

-,%§©@é§ﬁwé

Figure S-2
Initial Screening Elimination




nd Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
2 DRAFT

The alternatives were ranked by performance within each criterion. Alternatives could be ranked
from 1.0 to 5.0 in a given category. The top performer in a category was typically ranked 1.0
with the poorest typically awarded a 5.0. Each criterion was equally weighted in the final
evaluation. Table S-1 provides the screening scores within each category. As shown in Table
S-1, the No Action alternative performs best when measured across each of the 13 criteria. This
is due to there being no direct impacts on property, cost and no direct environmental impact.

Alternative G was selected as the recommended Most Feasible Alternative for providing an
alternate access to Chapel Valley. This alternative’s ability to serve within the City’s Major Street
plan, relatively low property impacts, and potential for developer funding provide advantages
over other alternatives. Figure S-3 depicts the Most Feasible Alternative preliminary conceptual
layout. The alignment is shown with the cut and fill boundaries along its length. Based on this
alignment, a conceptual opinion of probable costs to construct this roadway is approximately
$50 Million (excluding property and engineering costs or cost for improvements to existing
facilities).

Based on public feedback and engineering analyses, there are a number of considerations that
need to be addressed with implementation of the Most Feasible Alternative. These include
drainage improvements to Red Rock Canyon Road, and design along the roadway to help
mitigate higher traffic volumes and reduce travel speeds through residential areas.

Addendum Summary

In July of 2010, the Draft Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study was submitted to
the City of Rapid City Planning Commission for review and approval. Following the submittal, on
July 27, a Special Planning Commission Meeting was held to discuss the study. At the meeting,
the Planning Commission unanimously approved a motion requesting the consultant (Felsburg
Holt & Ullevig) to re-focus the report on providing a safe exit and to review non-construction
options to address emergency events. Further they requested that an additional neighborhood
meeting be held to review those options before reporting back to the Planning Commission.

Public comments on the draft report reinforced comments received at previous public meetings,
including the concern that the recommended new alignment G would increase traffic volumes
through the neighborhood and allow additional development, without improving emergency
safety. Concern was also expressed regarding the high cost of constructing a second access.

Following public comment on the report at the meeting, the Planning Commission requested an
updated report focused on safety for the existing residents rather than the development
potential associated with a second access. To address this request, this addendum provides the
following information:

o Emergency Management Planning — ldentification of emergency management strategies,
including hazard mitigation, emergency preparedness, emergency response, and recovery;

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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o Emergency-only Alternatives Analysis — Updated analysis of several access routes
assuming they can be built as more narrow, steep roads that would serve as emergency-
only routes rather than full city streets. This analysis includes rating and screening of
access alternatives alongside non-access alternatives; and

o Public Meeting Summary — Summary of a Public Open House held on October 20, 2010 to
discuss the Draft Addendum.

A listing of potential emergency management strategies for use in Chapel Valley was developed
with input and cooperation from a number of entities, including the general public, Pennington
County Emergency Management, Rapid City Fire Department, Rapid City Growth Management,
Rapid City Public Works, Rapid City Police Department and the Rapid City Metropolitan
Planning Organization. This listing is preliminary, and may not include all possible strategies.

Emergency Management Strategies for Chapel Valley were organized into 3 phases: 1.) Hazard
Mitigation, 2.) Emergency Preparedness, or 3.) Emergency Response. Table S-2 summarizes
the strategies for future consideration. Implementation of these strategies will be a collaborative
effort among City, County and State agencies. In order to implement these strategies, the
formation of a Chapel Valley Emergency Management Task Force is recommended. This group
would be comprised of Chapel Valley residents interested in pursuing emergency management
strategies and Agency representatives experienced in emergency management.

Table S-2.  Emergency Management Strategies

PHASE 1. HAZARD MITIGATION

e Hazard Identification
e Fuel Reduction
e Firewise Communities Program

PHASE 2. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

¢ Advance Flood/Fire Warning Systems
¢ Neighborhood Evacuation Plan
e Household readiness
¢ Wildfire Mitigation
¢ Reverse 911
o Phone Tree
e 2" Access to Neighborhood for Emergency Only

PHASE 3. EMERGENCY RESPONSE

¢ Traffic Control Planning
e Staging Areas

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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Following the July 27, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, the access study was shifted to
focus on the emergency-only characteristics of the access alternatives. The design criteria,
previously set to match Rapid City’s collector standards, were relaxed to reflect the
characteristics of a route that would only be used for emergencies.

Alternatives previously eliminated due to excessive property impacts or not providing a second
access were not considered as potential emergency-only routes. The emergency-only
alternatives are depicted on Figure S-4. The eleven (11) alternatives include 8 second access
alternatives and 3 non-access alternatives. The non-access alternatives are the No Action
alternative, Alternative M and Alternative O. Alternative M would provide storm flow
improvements to the existing Chapel Lane bridge. Alternative O would implement the
emergency management strategies outlined in Table S-2.

Following the July 27 Planning Commission meeting, alternatives N2 and K2 were
recommended by the Project Advisory Group. These options were included in the updated
screening process and are depicted on Figure S-4.

Alternatives J (20 percent grade) and K2 (23 percent grade) were eliminated due to grades
exceeding 16 percent, the maximum grade for emergency vehicles. The remaining nine
alternatives were rated for performance in each of ten screening criteria. The screening criteria
are:

Impacts to property only

Impacts to structures

Impact on viewshed for existing homes

Impact on treed acres

Drainage/floodplain issues

Provides two access points

Cut-through traffic volumes

Fitness of Connecting Roads to serve additional traffic
Relative construction cost

Geotechnical Feasibility

The alternatives were rated by performance within each criterion using a ranking method. The
scoring methodology ensured that each criterion would be equally weighted in the final
evaluation and no single criterion would lead to an inordinate difference between alternatives.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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Table S-3 provides the screening scores within each category and the final tally for each
emergency-only alternative.

Table S-3. Screening Scores

EMERGENCY-ONLY ALTERNATIVE
c - [t | = ! -.é
' 1 O S @' Qo - &) o)
FY S|IEST|ESa(lE8 (== =
z59|z203|z0%Gz0%|z2 _2£E§/z82(9% | 3
Weclxo|lUxolUixs|WgS 22l 0|28 =
Scf|S388|S8¢9|=82|SxeTlsng|ls2clsg? K=
z350|225|22522 8255 £93|Z288|E2E| 2
N — D | = Pl c ()
588|389|58%|58%|SSk 228 SeR|€ER| o
IS r2|ldrlirl <00 <nEl00|cuia|l Z
POINT TOTAL 60.5 63.0 58.5 62.0 57.5 315 60.0 29.0 | 28.0
Overall
Alternative 7 9 5 8 4 3 6 2 1
Rank

As shown in Table S-3, the three alternatives that would not provide a second access (The No
Action, Bridge Storm Flow Improvements and Emergency Management Planning (O)
alternatives) rank highest of the emergency only options. Of the emergency-only access
alternatives, it is important to note that all of the options would be extremely challenging to
construct. All require significant earthwork and would impact valuable property and/or
structures. Public discussion of second access alternatives to date has been contentious, and
no clear favored alternative has emerged. Alternative K1 ranks best in screening performance.
However, its footprint would significantly impact properties, structures and Canyon Lake.

A public meeting, the fourth Open House of the project, was held on October 20, 2010 following
the online posting of the Addendum. A total of 58 people plus project team members attended
the meeting. Attendees were generally pleased by the Addendum as a means of addressing
emergency conditions in Chapel Valley. The public were supportive of implementing emergency
management strategies and constructing a second, emergency only access to Chapel Valley.
Several people were interested in participating in the Emergency Management Task Force.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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Study Recommendations

Based on the Draft Report and Addendum, the following actions are recommended:

1.

Implement Alternative O, Emergency Management Planning: This action would require
minimal capital investment and would result in improved emergency readiness among
Chapel Valley residents. Though the No Action Alternative ranks above Alternative O, the
No Action would not improve emergency conditions. Implementation of Alternative O would
require participation from Chapel Valley residents who would form the Emergency
Management Task Force. Several Chapel Valley residents have indicated interest in
participating, and it is recommended that the Task Force be formed immediately following
completion of this study.

Review the need for storm flow capacity improvements through the existing Chapel Lane
bridge over Rapid Creek. Named Alternative M, these improvements could increase flow
capacity during a flood, perhaps via a new culvert beneath Chapel Lane south of the bridge.

If a second access for emergency use only is desired, Alternative K1 ranks best among the
six emergency-only options. Alternative K1, however, holds only a 1 point advantage over
the nearest alternative and several alternatives are closely clustered in the final scoring. It is
evident that even a slight change to one of the screening measures could identify a different
leading option. A more detailed engineering study is required to define the impacts and
additional public meetings would be necessary before moving forward.

If a full-year City street is to be planned and constructed, Alternative G was selected as the
recommended Most Feasible Alternative for providing an alternate access to Chapel Valley.
This alternative’s ability to serve within the City’s Major Street plan, relatively low property
impacts, and potential for developer funding provide advantages over other alternatives.
Based on public feedback and engineering analyses, there are a number of considerations
that need to be addressed with implementation of the Most Feasible Alternative. These
include drainage improvements to Red Rock Canyon Road, and design along the roadway
to help mitigate higher traffic volumes and reduce travel speeds through residential areas.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report provides the following content:

» Introduction to the project background, purpose, and process,
» a description of conditions within and surrounding the valley,

» text and graphics describing the alternatives development, screening and final selection
process, and,

» asummary of the public information and participation process.
1.1 Background

Originally annexed in 1978, Chapel Valley is a 542-home residential neighborhood on the
southwest edge of Rapid City, South Dakota. The development has steep slopes on all sides
that isolate the neighborhood from the surrounding area. These forested slopes also serve to
enhance the natural beauty of the area creating an appealing place to live. The Valley features
the historic Chapel in the Hills and is bordered by Rapid Creek on the west. Because of its
topography and vegetation, Chapel Valley is vulnerable to flooding and fires.

The Chapel Lane Bridge over Rapid Creek currently provides the only vehicular access to
Chapel Valley. The bridge was submerged and collapsed in the flood of 1972, rebuilt and
recently improved; this single access leaves Chapel Valley’s 500-plus residents vulnerable to
being stranded in emergencies. For this reason, the City of Rapid City and the Rapid City Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization initiated an engineering effort to develop alternative
alignments for an alternate means of access for the Chapel Valley area. This Chapel Valley
Access and Route Alignment Study describes the process, analyses, and results of the search
for a feasible alternate access.

1.2  Study Purpose

The twofold purpose of this project is:

(1) To develop alternative alignments for the alternate means of access for the Chapel
Valley area, and,

(2) to determine the feasibility of providing an alternate access for the Chapel Valley area.

A need has been identified to develop an additional access to the Chapel Valley area for the
following reasons:

» A man-made or natural event could block ingress or egress from the subdivision, which
could create life/safety issues for residents and rescue personnel.

» Other less threatening situations could impede access and cause inconvenience for the
residents

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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» Due to public safety concerns, further subdivision of land within this area has been
prohibited, until an alternative means of access is developed

» An alternate access to Chapel Valley is needed to meet City requirements. The City of
Rapid City requires that a single point of access cannot serve more than 40 homes.
Chapel Lane currently provides the only access to 542 homes.

1.3 Study Area

A map of the Chapel Valley area is depicted on Figure 1. Jackson Boulevard extends across
the north and west edges of the development. Canyon Lake is located north of Chapel Valley
and the Carriage Hills subdivision to the southeast. Red Rock Estates is located south of
Chapel Valley across the Selador Ranches property.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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1.4 Project Process

The project process is depicted on Figure 2. The study began in June 2009 with a Project
Advisory Group meeting to confirm project goals and objectives and begin data collection.
During the initial month of the study, existing traffic operations, safety, topographic, land use,
and drainage conditions were assessed based on information provided by City Staff in
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) format. These data, along with future traffic volume
forecasts for the Jackson Boulevard/Chapel Lane intersection and initial options for roadway
connections, were presented to the public at the Community Input meeting in July 2009. The
public provided suggestions of possible alignments for an alternate access.

A list of all possible alternatives was developed, combining the public suggestions with the
project team’s investigations. The list of 14 alternatives was reduced to 4 based on three critical
questions, and the Level 1 screening results were presented to the public in November 2009.
Following the public meeting, the alternatives were evaluated against a list of criteria and ranked
according to performance and a Most Feasible Alternative has been selected. This report
documents the alternatives development, screening and selection process.

Figure 2. Project Process
PHASE 1 PHASE 2
PROJECT PLANNING ALTERNATIVES

PHASE 3

¢ Begin Project o |dentify Alternatives

¢ Data Review and Collection

ACCESS STUDY

e Evaluate and Screen Alternatives

¢ Traffic Forecasts

. . . * Select Most Feasible Alternative
¢ Analysis of Traffic Conditions

] -

I

PUBLIC INFORMATION and PARTICIPATION
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A Project Advisory Group was formed prior to the project kickoff in June 2009. The Committee
consists of Rapid City staff, Rapid City Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Staff, a
Federal Highway Administration representative, and SDDOT staff. The Project Advisory Group
was responsible for coordinating public involvement, serving as a resource for the consultant
team, convening for regular progress meetings, and reviewing consultant deliverables. This
committee met five times throughout the study process.

The public information and participation plan for the project included three public open house
meetings and content posted on the City’s website. The initial public meeting in July 2009
provided attendees with the opportunity to review suggested alignment connecting points and
provide their own ideas for alternate access. The second public meeting, held in November
2009, presented the alternatives to the public along with the screening process that shortened
the list to 4 options. The final meeting in April 2010 will present the recommended Most Feasible
Alternative for public review and comment.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF VALLEY CONDITIONS
2.1 Roadway Network

As discussed earlier, vehicular access to the Chapel Valley neighborhood is exclusively
provided via Chapel Lane. Chapel Lane intersects with Jackson Boulevard (South Dakota
Highway 44) north of Chapel Valley. Chapel Lane crosses Rapid Creek immediately south of
the intersection via a bridge that was recently widened to provide three travel lanes. The
intersection is unsignalized with exclusive left and right turn lanes provided along Chapel Lane
approaching Jackson Boulevard.

Figure 3 depicts the Rapid City Major Street Plan in the Chapel Valley area. Principal Arterials
include Jackson Boulevard and Sheridan Lake Road. Park Drive is a Minor Arterial west of the
subdivision and Wonderland Drive a Collector. Chapel Lane serves as a Collector. South of
Chapel Valley, Red Rock Estates is served by Muirfield Drive, a Collector.

2.2 Traffic Conditions

The City conducted weekday peak hour traffic counts at the Chapel Lane / Jackson Boulevard
intersection. The results of these counts are shown on Figure 3 along with daily traffic counts
conducted in June 2009. The primary peak hour movement is to and from the east along
Jackson Boulevard. Chapel Lane carries approximately 4,230 vehicles per day (vpd) south of
Jackson Boulevard. Jackson Boulevard carries approximately 10,930 vpd east of Chapel Lane
and drops to approximately 4,720 vpd west of Chapel Lane. According to growth factors
provided by the SDDOT, Jackson Boulevard traffic is anticipated to grow at a rate of
approximately 1.5 percent per year to the Year 2035. Jackson Boulevard east of Chapel Lane
would reach approximately 16,300 vpd by the Year 2035 at this growth rate.

Traffic operations within the study area were evaluated based on techniques documented in the
Highway Capacity Manual, (Transportation Research Board, 2000) using the existing traffic
volumes and intersection geometry. Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic
operational conditions based on roadway capacity and vehicle delay. Level of Service is
described by a letter designation ranging from A to F, with Level of Service A representing
generally free-flow travel, while Level of Service F represents congested conditions. For
signalized intersections, Level of Service is calculated for the entire intersection, while Level of
Service for unsignalized intersections is calculated for movements which must yield right-of-way
to other traffic movements.

As shown on Figure 4, movements through the Chapel Lane / Jackson Boulevard intersection
currently operate at Level of Service C or better during peak hours. Movements from Chapel
Lane onto Jackson Boulevard would remain at Level of Service C conditions through the Year
2035. Left turns from the Blessed Sacrament Church would operate at LOS E by the Year 2035,
but relatively few vehicles would be affected by this condition during peak hours (5-10). A traffic
signal is not anticipated to be warranted at the intersection by the Year 2035 based on
signalization warrants outlined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (Federal
Highway Administration, 2003 Edition).

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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2.3 Other Area Features

Figure 5 depicts a number of land and environmental features surrounding and within Chapel
Valley. Several are described in the following subsections.

As shown on Figure 5, the Rapid Creek floodplain runs adjacent to Jackson Boulevard making
it difficult to access the Chapel Valley development from the north. The floodplain also extends
along portions of Red Rock Canyon Road. Residents along Red Rock Canyon south of Chapel
Valley recount flooding through the canyon during heavy rains.

As mentioned earlier, steep slopes surround the Chapel Valley development, placing homes
and roadways within the floor of a bowl. Figure 5 depicts shading of particularly steep grades in
the area. Slopes of up to 55 percent separate the Chapel Valley floor from CIiff Drive, which
traces the top of the ridge along the Valley’'s east side. Similar constraints exist south of the
Chapel Valley development, where slopes up to 35 percent boundary the valley. Slopes up to
75 percent confine the valley on the west side, followed by a precipitous drop to Rapid Creek.

A notch in the surrounding slopes occurs at the southwest edge of the development, where Red
Rock Canyon begins. Red Rock Canyon Road extends south into the canyon and
approximately 25 single-family homes line the roadway.

East: Single-family residences are located within the Carriage Hills Subdivision east of
Chapel Valley. The Canyon Lake dam is located immediately east of Chapel Lane,
creating Canyon Lake and its adjoining park. The Canyon Lake Resort is located at the
northeast end of Chapel Valley.

South: Chapel in the Hills lies at the south end of Chapel Valley. Across the southern
ridge, Canyon Drive and Penrose Place provide access to large-lot residential properties
on rocky land.

West: Rapid Creek is located across the west ridge of Chapel Valley. Along the Creek,

Braeburn Park provides open space. The Cleghorn Springs Fish Hatchery is located
along the creek toward the northwest end of Chapel Valley.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES
3.1

The development of alternatives began with identification of conceptual connections between
points inside Chapel Valley and points outside of Chapel Valley. These connections are shown
as broad arrow lines in Figure 6. These general options were presented to the public at the
Public Input meeting in July of 2009. Approximately 100 attendees reviewed the connections
and added their own suggestions to the alternatives.

Development of Alternatives

Following this meeting, the project team developed conceptual alignment alternatives. The
alternatives were developed to serve as year-round City streets and subsequently analyzed
using the City of Rapid City Street Design Criteria Manual (City of Rapid City, June 1996
revision). Table 1 identifies the Roadway Design Criteria used to conduct preliminary
engineering of the alternatives.

Table 1. Roadway Design Criteria

Design Criteria Description Value

Design Speed - MPH 25-35
Curve Radius (Min.) - Feet for 25 MPH 135’
Curve Radius (Min.) - Feet for 35 MPH 320’

e-Max 0.06 ft/ft (6%)

Maximum Grade (Local Road) 12% (8% Preferred)

Minimum Grade 0.5% (w/ Curb)

Stopping Sight Distance - Feet for 25 MPH 150’
Stopping Sight Distance - Feet for 30 MPH 200'
Stopping Sight Distance - Feet for 35 MPH 250'
K-value for crest curve (Min.) for 25 MPH 20
K-value for crest curve (Min.) for 30 MPH 30
K-value for crest curve (Min.) for 35 MPH 50
K-value for sag curve (Min.) for 25 MPH 30
K-value for sag curve (Min.) for 30 MPH 40
K-value for sag curve (Min.) for 35 MPH 50
Normal Cross-Slope 0.015 ft/ft (1.5%) to 0.03 ft/ft (3.0%) (5% Max.)
Paved Width (Min.) - Feet 24’
Curb and Gutter Not Required for Rural
Right-of-Way Width (Min.) - Feet 60'

Intersecting Angle

60-90 degrees

Intersection Approach Grade

5% (Max.) for 50' (Min.)

Intersecting Radius

25-30'

Driveway Connection Grades (Max.)

16%

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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A total of 14 alternatives were developed: 13 build alternatives plus the No Action alternative.
An overall “footprint” was developed for each alternative, incorporating the amount of cutffill
earthwork needed to construct the alternative. Due to the significant slopes in the area, most of
the alternatives require large earthwork quantities and impacted areas well beyond the
pavement surface. Table 2 lists the alternatives, and the alternatives are depicted graphically on
Figure 7.

Table 2. List of Initial Access Alternatives
Alternative Description

NA No Action

A Jackson Boulevard to Copper Hill Drive

B Jackson Boulevard to Red Rock Canyon Road
C Chapel Lane to Cliff Drive

D Steamboat Circle to Canyon Drive

E Serendipity Lane to Canyon Drive

F Red Rock Canyon Road to West Glen

G Red Rock Canyon Road to Prestwick Road

H Red Rock Canyon Road to Birkdale Drive

| Red Rock Canyon Road to Penrose Place

J Chapel Lane to Cliff Drive

K Lakeshore

L Red Rock Canyon Road to Jackson Boulevard (new bridge)
M Widen Chapel Lane bridge over Rapid Creek

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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3.2  Alternative Screening

The alternative screening process is depicted on Figure 8. The first level of screening is
depicted within the top portion of the triangle. During the first level screening, each of the 14
conceptual alignments were reviewed relative to the following three questions:

1. Does the Alternative actually provide a second access in addition to the Chapel Lane
connection?

2. Can the Alternative be reasonably designed to meet City/State Street Design Criteria?
3. Does the Alternative impact more than 20 properties (land and/or structures)?

Upon surviving the initial screening, the remaining alternatives were evaluated based on a
number of criteria and rated relative to each other. The best performing alternative within the
categories listed in the bottom portion of Figure 8 was chosen as the Most Feasible Alternative.

The results of the initial screening are depicted graphically on Figure 9. Each eliminated
alternative is shown with its reason for screening. Property impacts in excess of 20 properties
and structures served to eliminate four alternatives (A, C, D, E), one alternative does not
provide a second access (M), slopes that did not meet the City’s requirement of vertical grades
not exceeding 12 percent eliminated two alternatives (I, J), two alternatives were eliminated due
to tight horizontal curves (below City’s minimum radius) (H, K), and one alternative was
eliminated by falling short of SDDOT access spacing requirements along Jackson Boulevard.
Table 3 outlines the reasons for keeping or eliminating each of the 14 alternatives.

Table 3. Initial Screening Results
Alternative | Decision Reasons
A Eliminated Excessive Property Impacts (22)
B Kept Provides 2nd access, meets criteria, lower property impact
C Eliminated Excessive Property Impacts (70)
D Eliminated Excessive Property Impacts (29)
E Eliminated Excessive Property Impacts (87)
F Kept Provides 2nd access, meets criteria, lower property impact
G Kept Provides 2nd access, meets criteria, lower property impact
H Eliminated Tight Horizontal Curves (75")
I Eliminated Too Steep (16.91%)
J Eliminated Too Steep (19.60%)
K Eliminated Tight Horizontal Curves (45")
L Eliminated Too close to existing access (500"
M Eliminated Does not provide 2nd access
No Action Kept Low impacts, kept for comparison purposes

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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As shown in Table 3, alternatives B, F, G and the No Action alternative were kept for further
consideration, moving into the final alternative screening process. These options are shown on
Figure 10.

The Project Advisory Group and consultant team presented the initial screening results to the
public on November 17, 2009. Attendees were given the opportunity to comment on the results
and suggest modifications. Several people provided modifications to the surviving alternatives
that had not been previously considered. These options are shown in green on Figure 10 and
described as follows:

Option B2 — This alignment would extend directly west along the Guest Road alignment
to connect Red Rock Canyon Road to Jackson Boulevard via a bridge over Rapid
Creek. Analysis of this options indicated that it would impact more than 20 private
properties and 7 structures, eliminating it from further consideration.

Option F2 — This alignment would extend from Red Rock Canyon Road to Penrose
Place to provide a second access in a fashion similar to Option |. Analyses indicated that
the grade and horizontal curvature along this connection would satisfy the design
criteria. In addition, property and structure impacts would fall below the threshold for
elimination. Based on meeting these conditions, it was determined that Option F2 would
be included as an access alternative.

Options G2 and G3 — These options would modify Alternative G to connect farther east
at the Dunsmore Road alignment. Option G3 would not satisfy City grade or horizontal
curve criteria. However, Option G2 could be built to meet design criteria. Because of its
similarity to Alternative G, it was determined that Option G2 would serve as a potential
enhancement to Alternative G rather than an access alternative.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

Following initial screening, alternatives B, F, F2, G, and No Action were evaluated based on
screening criteria developed in cooperation with the PAG and the public. Table 4 identifies the
screening criteria and the method of measurement for each.

Table 4. Final Screening Criteria

Screening Criteria

Measured as:

Impacts to Property Only

Number of properties overlapped by the alignment
footprint

Impacts to Structures

Number of both properties and their structures overlapped
by the alignment footprint

Park and Trail impact

Proximity of alignment to parkland; crossings of existing
trails

Impact on viewshed for existing homes

Qualitative evaluation of alignment’s impact on views for
existing homeowners within or near Chapel Valley

Impact on treed acres

Number of acres of trees impacted by the footprint

Drainage/Floodplain Issues

Length of alignment within the 100-year floodplain,
crossing of major drainage ways

Provides two access points

Yes or no question based on actual provision of 2™
access

Consistency with regional roadway network

Ability of alternative to connect with a collector road within
the City’s Major Street Plan

Cut-through traffic volumes

Likelihood of drivers to use the new access as a diversion
from a neighborhood outside of Chapel Valley. Based on
travel time savings

Fitness of Connecting Roads to serve
additional traffic

The alternative will connect with existing streets. This
category measures the ability of these existing streets to
serve increased fraffic volumes. Small residential
roadways not meeting City standard are poor options for
additional traffic.

Relative Construction Cost

Relative magnitude of the cost of construction for each
alternative

Alternative Funding Availability

Upon construction, qualitative measure of the likelihood of
receiving construction funding assistance from developers

Geotechnical Feasibility

Need for specific design treatments to address
geotechnical challenges

The alternatives were rated by performance within each criterion using a ranking method. A total
of 15 points were awarded within each criterion. Alternatives could be ranked from 1.0 to 5.0 in
a given category. The top performer in a category was typically ranked 1.0 with the poorest
typically awarded a 5.0. Ties were accommodated by assigning the same number of points to all
tied alternatives while ensuring the overall points totaled 15. This scoring methodology ensured
that each criterion would be equally weighted in the final evaluation and no single criterion
would lead to an inordinate difference between alternatives.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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Table 5 provides the screening scores within each category and the final tally for each

alternative.

Table 5.
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Final Screening Scores

Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

Alternative Ranking within
Criteria and Aggregate Score
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Impacts to Property Only 3.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 1.0
Impacts to Structures 4.0 1.5 5.0 3.0 1.5
Park and Trail impact 5.0 2.5 25 25 2.5
Impact on viewshed for existing 20 4.0 4.0 4.0 10
homes
Impact on treed acres 4.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 1.0
Drainage/Floodplain Issues 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Provides two access points 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 5.0
Connects with regional roadway 20 35 35 10 5.0
network
Cut-through traffic volumes 2.0 3.5 3.5 5.0 1.0
Fitness o.f. Connectllng Roads to 20 45 45 30 10
serve additional traffic
Relative Construction Cost 3.0 20 4.0 5.0 1.0
Alternative Funding Availability 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0
Geotechnical Feasibility 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0

POINT TOTAL 41.5 42.0 45.5 41.0 25.0
Overall Alternative Rank 3 4 5 2 1

As shown in Table 5, the No Action alternative performs best when measured across each of
the 13 criteria. This is due to its low property impacts, cost and environmental impact. The
recommend Most Feasible Alternative is Alternative G. Its ability to serve within the City’s Major
Street plan, relatively low property impacts, and potential for developer funding offset its higher
cost and environmental impacts. Appendix A provides a screening matrix with quantities for
each criterion.
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3.3 Most Feasible Alternative

Alternative G was selected as the Most Feasible Alternative for providing an alternate access to
Chapel Valley. Though the No Action Alternative performs best, it does not meet the original
study purpose of identifying a second access to Chapel Valley.

Figure 11 depicts the Most Feasible Alternative preliminary conceptual layout. The alignment is
shown with the cut and fill boundaries along its length. Based on this layout, a conceptual
opinion of probable costs to construct this roadway is approximately $50 Million (excluding
property and engineering costs or cost for improvements to existing facilities).

Based on public feedback and engineering analyses, there are a number of particular
considerations that need to be addressed with implementation of the Most Feasible Alternative.
These are listed as follows:

Emergency Evacuation

Members of the public expressed concern that any alternative extending south from Red Rock
Canyon Road would be vulnerable to fire danger due to the surrounding forests. While a fire
could hinder the ability of the recommended Most Feasible Alternative to serve as a secondary
access, the Chapel Lane connection would likely remain open and accessible during a fire.
Considered together, these two accesses would improve emergency access to Chapel Valley
and evacuation efficiency.

Implementation of the recommended Most Feasible Alternative should include an update to
emergency planning for Chapel Valley that will clearly identify the procedure for making
evacuees aware of the proper evacuation route to use in a given situation.

Red Rock Canyon Road

Chapel Valley homes would connect with the recommended Most Feasible Alternative via Red
Rock Canyon Road. Significant portions of Red Rock Canyon Road lie within the 100-year
floodplain.

Traffic Volumes

The recommended Most Feasible Alternative is likely to carry elevated traffic levels, particularly
as homes are built along its length. Residents of new development south of Chapel Valley may
choose to utilize the recommended Most Feasible Alternative and Red Rock Canyon as a route
to Jackson Boulevard and downtown Rapid City. The design of the recommended Most
Feasible Alternative should take into consideration the residential nature of Red Rock Canyon
Road and the existing residential development in Chapel Valley.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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4.0 PUBLICINFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION

The public information and participation process anchored the Chapel Valley Access and Route
Alignment study. Chapel Valley and adjacent residents were engaged and active in the public
process. A total of three public meetings were held during the project. The first meeting was
held in July 2009 to gather input on the study process, goals and objectives, and preliminary
connection alternatives. A second meeting was held in November 2009 to inform the public
about the alternatives development and first level of screening. The third meeting will be held in
April 2010 to present the final screening results and draft report.

Prior to each public meeting, study materials were posted on the City of Rapid City’s website for
advance review. Meeting announcements were sent to Chapel Valley residents and residents of
the surrounding area. A comment period of approximately 3 weeks followed each meeting,
during which members of the public submitted personal correspondence and placed telephone
calls to the project team.

In addition to the larger public meetings, the project team held individual meetings with involved
members of the public. The project consultant team walked property south of Chapel Valley with
its owner and City Staff met individually with residents of Carriage Hills to discuss the project.

Presentations of the final report to the Rapid City Council and MPO Committees will complete
the public information and participation efforts associated with this Chapel Valley Access and
Route Alignment Study.

The following sections provide a description of each public meeting and public comments
received. Appendices B and C provide detailed documentation of both meetings.

4.1 Community Input Open House

The Community Input Open House was held on July 8, 2009 at the West Community Center in
Rapid City. A total of 98 people attended the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to
provide an overview of the project and gather public input on the critical issues and preliminary
connection points. Public feedback was gathered via conversations with attendees, comment
sheets, personal letters and emails, and hand sketches on alternative boards.

Attendees were also asked where they believe an alternate access could best connect to the
Chapel Valley area. Most responded that no second access should be constructed. The
second-most frequent response was that a route to the south would be best. Less support was
expressed for routes east or west from Chapel Valley.

People also provided criteria they believe should be evaluated to determine which alignment
should be built. Impacts to property was most frequently cited by the group. Cost, environmental
impacts, safety, and shortest routing were noted multiple times. Aesthetics and development
potential were also noted.

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.
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All written comments provided at the Community Input public meeting can be found in Appendix
B.

Post-Meeting Correspondence

In addition to comment sheets and conversational comments received at the meeting, the
project team received letters, petitions, emails and phone calls from interested parties. These
are included in Appendix B.

Primary Message

A major message received at and following the Community Input Open House was that most
attendees do not believe there is a need for a second access to the subdivision and would
prefer that the study focus more on how to improve emergency evacuation and existing
roadways within Chapel Valley.

4.2 Public Open House #2

Public Open House #2 was held on November 17, 2009 at the Canyon Lake Senior Center in
Rapid City. A total of 73 people attended the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to
provide an overview of alternatives and the alternative screening process/results and listen to
public comments on the alternatives. Public feedback was gathered via conversations with
attendees, comment sheets, personal letters and emails, and hand sketches on alternative
boards.

The comment sheets returned by the public are included in Appendix C.

Post Meeting Correspondence

In addition to comment sheets and conversational comments received at the meeting, the
project team has received letters, petitions, emails and phone calls from interested parties.
These are included in Appendix C.

Primary Message

A primary message received at and following the Open House was that most attendees agree
that the four alternatives selected for final screening are the appropriate selections. The most
favored alternative was the No Action Alternative.

4.3 Public Open House #3

Public Open House #3 was held on April 14, 2010 at the Canyon Lake Senior Center in Rapid
City. A total of 100 people plus project team members attended the meeting. The purpose of the
meeting was to present the final alternative screening process and results and gather comments
from the public on the draft report. The draft report was posted on the City of Rapid City’s
website for public review in advance of the meeting. Most of the meeting attendees were
familiar with the draft report, having reviewed the report and/or the Executive Summary online.
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Public comments were received via conversations with attendees, comment sheets, and
personal letters and emails. The comment sheet was posted online after the meeting to
continue to receive comments from individuals until April 30. The comment sheets returned by
the public are included in Appendix C.

Primary Message

Attendees expressed disagreement with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible
Alternative, stating that Alternative G is costly and would induce too much traffic, increase
current storm drainage problems along Red Rock Canyon Road and provide poor emergency
access in the event of a forest fire. While many voiced opposition, some attendees did express
support for Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative.
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5.0 CONCLUSION

In June of 2009, the Rapid City Area MPO initiated the Chapel Valley Access and Route
Alignment Study to identify a year-round alternate vehicular access to the Chapel Valley
neighborhood. To accomplish this objective, the project team developed 14 alternatives. These
alternatives were presented to the public at an Open House meeting in June of 2009, where
attendees provided feedback on the options. Following this meeting, the alternatives that would
not meet design standards, would not provide a second access, or would excessively impact
structures and properties were eliminated from further consideration. After this screening, the
project team brought the four remaining alternatives to the public in November of 2009. Input
received at this meeting contributed to the final technical screening effort, which compared
alternative performance across a range of chosen criteria. Based on its rankings, Alternative G
was selected as the Most Feasible Alternative for providing an alternate access to Chapel
Valley. This alternative would extend south from the Chapel Valley neighborhood, extending the
current Red Rock Canyon Road alignment.
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APPENDIX A ALTERNATIVE SCREENING QUANTITIES
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Chapel Valley Access Study

Alternatives Analysis: Screening Matrix

Alternative Ranking within Evaluation Criteria and Aggregate
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Impacts to Property Onl 3.0 50 2.0 4.0 1.0
yony 3 properties 15 properties 1 property 6 properties 0 properties
Impacts to Structures 4.0 15 3.0 50 1.5
6 structures 0 structures 2 structures 8 structures 0 structures
Park and Trail impact 50 - 25 25 25 25
crosses trail none none none none
. i 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 1.0
Impact on viewshed for existing homes -
light severe severe severe none
Impact on treed acres 4.0 3.0 50 2.0 1.0
15 acres 9 acres 24 acres 6 acres 0 acres
. . 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Drainage/Floodplain Issues
severe severe severe severe severe
Provides two access points 2.5 25 2.5 2.5 50
P Yes Yes Yes Yes No
. . 2.0 3.5 1.0 3.5 5.0
Connects with regional roadway network redundant moderate Most moderate Least
Cut-through traffic volumes .2:0 3.5 5.0 3.5 1.0
minimal moderate most moderate least
Fitness of Connecting Roads to serve additional traffic 2.0 4.5 3.0 4.5 1.0
steep narrow flood prone narrow n/a
) . 3.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
Relative Construction Cost
elative Lonsiruction Los $13.9 Million $7.9 Million $49.6 Million $23.8 Million zero
Alternative Funding Availability 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
none none developable land none no cost
) - 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
Geotech I F bilit
eotechnical Feasibillty very difficult moderate moderate moderate none
TOTAL 41.5 42.0 41.0 45.5 25.0
Overall Alternative Rank 3 4 2 5 1

NOTES:

1. Alignments C, E, H, |, J, K, L, and M were previously eliminated due to impacts to structures and inability to meet City and SDDOT standards.
2. Alignments A and D eliminated in screening process due to increased property and structure impacts.
3. Opinions of probable cost do not include property and engineering costs or cost for improvements to existing facilities.




ind i i i ii _ Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

APPENDIXB COMMUNITY INPUT OPEN HOUSE SUMMARY

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig ¢ FourFront Design, Inc.

Appendix B



Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

July 2009
Community Input Open House
Summary
List of Contents
Meeting Overview and Comment Summary
Comment Sheets
Personal Letters and emails
Meeting Handout (electronic file too large to include)
Sign-In Sheets

Advertisement / Communication

Open House Exhibits (electronic files too large to include)



Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

July 2009
Community Input Open House
Summary

Meeting Overview and Comment Summary



Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Community Input Open House-Overview

Date: July 8, 2009, 5:00 PM - 7:00 PM

Location: West Community Center, Rapid City, SD

Attendance: 98 people, plus consultants, Project Advisory Group members,
and City representatives

Purpose: Provide overview of project and gather public input on critical

issues and alternatives

Meeting Graphics:  Nine display boards, with several copies of alternatives board for
public review and cellophane sketches

Feedback: Conversations with attendees, comment sheets (26), personal
letters and emails(11), sketches on alternative boards

Comment Summary

Comment Sheet Questions:
What issues must be addressed in this study?

The expense of building a road on this terrain

Alternative C won'’t work

The threat of fire and flash flood in considering an alternative access (2)
Steep grades

Whether such a project is even needed or appropriate

What the primary benefit is and to whom

The access must be viable if it is to benefit Chapel Valley residents. It can’t go
through trees or be steep. (3)

Negative impacts to Carriage Hills or Canyon Lake Heights (2)

Cost, property rights, condemnation property reimbursement, realignment of
zoning and designation of easements

Feasibility of driving any size vehicle along alternate access.

Traffic flow (2)

Sewer capacity for increased development

Property devaluation (3)

Is need for a route only for development reasons? (4)

Cost to taxpayer

Whether an alternate access is even needed (4)

Better, intelligent emergency access to Valley (3)

Residents must have a voice in this (2)

Consider People who walk and bike the area

A Benefit/cost analysis of the problem with not having an access, if any, should
be done

o Will a second access just create more of a problem in an emergency?



Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley
area? West of the Valley, south, or east? Why?

None (9)

North route could work

Old Logging Road (Alternative C)
Alternative E

South (5)

Northwest

Southeast

West (2)

In evaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

Decision criteria identified by the attendees are shown below with number of times
mentioned in parentheses:

Least impact to property (9) Traffic flow
Aesthetics Shortest route (2)
Environmental impacts (2) Widest road
Safety (2) Avoiding trees
Cost (5) Utility impacts
Development potential Cost - Benefit
Greatest good for most people Emergency functionality
Constructability

General Comments from Comment Sheets:

Build a second bridge parallel to the existing bridge over Rapid Creek

2 Yes votes for doing something

We live with one access, please don’t build a 2" access just for development
I’'m not convinced this project is necessary or even of minimally positive effect,
unless we are simply paving the way for more development

We knew there was one access. Don’t build a 2™.

There is no good alternate route

| suggest a route near route F but connecting to Primrose Place

Sewage systems can’t handle more development

| don’t want any cars rolling down in my yard

This issue can be handled without impacting this beautiful place to live

Do not pursue only short-term solutions aimed at a band-aid or to address only
one land-owner’s needs

Don’t do this for development

¢ Improvements to existing roads would be an appropriate use of funds

Most residents don’t want interconnectivity with adjacent neighbors. Most people
just want an emergency-only access



Conversational Comments:

Many attendees at the meeting expressed the belief that Rapid City would not be
exploring an alternate access if a developer was not interested in constructing in
the valley.

Another commonly expressed point was that most people moved into the Valley
knowing that there was only a single point of access. Their awareness of the
hazard mitigates the need for an alternate access. Many attendees were in favor
of a no-action alternative.

Post Meeting Correspondence:

In addition to comment sheets and conversational comments received at the meeting,
the project team has received letters, petitions, emails and phone calls from interested
parties, including Kristy Ward, Jim Johnson, Jerry Hiebert, Terry Painter, Patricia Braun,
Michelle O’ Toole, Shirley Frederick, Julie Jackson, Bob Borgmeyer, and Ronald Petty.
Many of these letters have echoed comments from the comment sheets. Several key
points are highlighted as follows:

A petition to Mayor Hanks requests that any alternatives accessing Cliff
Drive/Ridge Drive or Canyon Drive be eliminated from further consideration due
to topographic and property impacts

Only an emergency access plan is needed, no second access

Main concern is getting out of the valley in a fire. Another bridge is the best
option for getting out in a fire

I don’t think there is a good second exit. Building a road down Red Rock Canyon
would exacerbate existing problems with flooding.

People in Chapel Valley generally want nothing done, according to one person’s
email

Routes C and D are the obvious choices

Drainage control along Red Rock Canyon is a serious problem

A “lakeside drive” along Canyon Lake should be considered

Many streets that an alternate access would connect with are not currently built
to AASHTO Green Book guidelines. Please identify where desireable or
minimum standards would not be met

Additional bridge capacity along or adjacent to the existing Chapel Lane bridge
should be considered

Build an emergency only second access

The residents should be polled on their opinion of an alternate access
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

Penrose

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Comments
I own the land at the end of Red Rock Canyon. The new proposed road going up

the canvon would go through myv kids swing set or throush our picnic ares, either

way I will not allow it!

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAME; _Ron Conrad
ADDRESS: 4252 Red Rock Canyon Road

PHONE# (Optional): _605-348-8744

Return Comments fo:

Ve Lyle DeVries
: , Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440
- ; 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

{i HOLT &
ULLEVIG

23 years of engineering paths to vansportation solutdons




Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

D Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
4/7 W%/&m Pwse 0
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east? Why? /]
) p V4 1, LI . Vi
/;/,,’,M-,7 (o Gt . ff o 4_,.//‘.,' by F
/ 4 ’ » % 7
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3. Inevaluating all potentlai access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Commenis

o ’ 74 [ L7 e Z 2
You e {hand fnpA sheet ore you leﬁeﬁt@ you can fnéj it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOUR NAME: ot

ADDRESS: .4 44 %M,/D’ [
PHONE# (Optional): _4pd— T2 _- [FLS

= Return Comments to:

éé Lyle DeVries
ot i Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- i 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
' FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
{ HOLT &
ULLE V 1G
25 years of engi g paths 10 € portation sl




Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
SATETY 4 QONTY ¢fF WTFE ©F THE REIIDEWNTS
EANSVTORS, W) CHRAPEL \JALLEN

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

NoWE  ¢F THE  BRBOVUE. TWS  SURITECT Hes

REERD . MVESTICETED  UNOERANS T\ ESE Tk
SN %\\,\\»E\K 1 ALANAEYS TRR SRI\E . THERE S
WO AVIHRY To  ARSTHRLE . BN ALTERNNTE N CRS,

- ‘P REACTVCRC
3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

SEE  dboNt

General Comments
THE RESIDENTS oF Caftil. UAUEY BRE VMY
AT TTHE PRESENT SAWTLURTI0W. POLACT § FARE
OFTACHLS  THRT ARTERE  ANNMOLAIED  NWVTY THWE 1972

TLOOD ARE STROWNGLY S GHWST (\\\\U bb\)’EL@?N\L\,

WY GHATEL  UALLEY, BVEN W\ R SECow
You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address elow by Ju ly 22, 009

YOURNAME: W\ \C_ ANOWNW ER
ADDRESS: _ 2324 TO\NDERTORN DR
PHONE# (Optional): __ GO ~ RAR ~ QAR O

Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
entennial, CO 80111

T

o

- FELSBURG
( HOLT &
ULLEVIG

25 years of engineeving paths w 1ransportation solutivns

P: 303.721.1440
F. 303.721.0832
E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapd Cty nd p Cirea PO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be ddresse in this study?

Al Mu/m& VO Sreeh %QODKX W\MJ/\ of v@
Mo\ vod %MMAM o Oroad Hurousdh Yuce wudihons
\( \%J\/ms m%mm\/e.d O

2. Where do you believe an alterate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

e\a\slt;xy?m ek A nedd voule wy\/\abs odg oy lmoﬁﬁiy
cm/\\&& )(E@N\IQ Ivadhic annd S(f({lcjm Tssues of Hhe durrand
Yo

3. Inevaluating all potential amenm how would you decide which one tc build?

The g wilt e ov hark Hha valug of

‘e, . T M R ek He nadwad
me W%O%\%c viows. 44 m/ms,co( ALUSS, (oudts Mt
Musuddn eudn odedn ahetsd - T \mwvv\ mxséhwhw of o Vood

ol e R ATt - e

General cm iy W\%m b (Lﬁxe ( Vw\‘%gmym

ondvone & oxit) b SO iouson
(SN/34 o\SUrovm;Q\w 3 L 1\7{(/01\2’0%63 de ‘)MM&S v(m&cs.

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOUR NAME: &6\(/\0» g(u.)f\mcqc %{ZM/\A%S

ADDRESS: fﬁzL_ng\,c’\a Plaw

PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Feisburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com




Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
Aldenative. C is VOT wokalle. becaige (£ poowtd destesy
hmw v diore pt a Nesdunhal anecs. Oun hove ad- 4apo Munatte A
'S Lishene Hay f}\w)/md Koacds uomdd Ceonnict o CLgR D4 ”ﬁa/ujm Jho

Poad voould CM)W{mr}’[fl ), ./)w{wu/w\ < v he ponddd 10 o "o
HJsen doeldu,

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why’P

s The old /mm evad (Aluncdive C) 1S Nourrivd
Cﬂfﬁﬁ%hma/@\ Rocky Atindin. ,gad voan
AU/MJ)M b;ubﬁ»w mﬁm ﬂ«”‘f’f\ﬁ/ /lozudm&w LA
e dara (el b4,

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

A [Lonrotves Ohmt d NOT Aighii it b é@xﬂﬁpﬁih Admas be
(o otheho. Nochow AR, (N Peaidindyul sechonn v (e, Patle +
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General Comments M &QW/NOLM OW oL C Uo7 Z/UUVJZCQ
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You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
vourname: (G he s « @ vger +Heacnct

ADDRESS: _ 4 S.00 Muna il Plac  1Pa ped (e SN 59702
PHONE# (Optional): "/ 2/~ (L, 7 {o I 3

- Return Comments to:
: Lyle DeVries
e Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- i 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
£ FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
{ HOLT &
ULLEVIG
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east? Why? = —_—
AlrespaTr. T F,  SeeMs [Fe5 |

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Comments

d V€S VeJeg 2R ANg SertelHivg

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOUR NAME: Jﬁ/‘?/?\/ & KARYN O4/]<
ADDRESS: __FH<s Y Fowg 1 Hdcf{’/\/ 7K,
PHONE# (Optional): 4,3 / ~9 P&

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
: ; Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
. 4 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

{ HOLT &
ULLEVIG

25 years of engineeving paths to transportation solutions
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

e 7%//%;0? /7747125 dm[; M oo d
o s Il Nthnihud Aeteag.
94/?2‘}%0/ W@Ww 4?’ q%ﬂ

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

Vo dlondde? 27 1ald

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

T wik ey He by will o wi oy

e gidias, - Mo fave ~Fo 307 Yewr X Thd Stades
w%&@&éﬂwmm Ny @M;/W/

gt ia

You may hand in thls;geet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAME: @’ -
ADDRESS: S o/ emanis
PHONE# (Optional) I Y- A9Y3
o Return Comments to:

5 Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

. 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 - F:303.721.0832

4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle. devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

IHCORPORATED

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
Lohether < ] paspiet IS evenn BN )N or Spferepndls, A""&Y‘
F BSi, rrhat Fhe primay bandb 08 o8 T wohesm .

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

@%\/ (& ¢W¢0/'0‘v— B oreoos  wonte  seci :L; N%k*‘,vé\v, ,‘MP.KQ{,_,
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?
S"e/(’ =2 . a lQ o~t

General Comments ,
I ‘m Ao At all LoV i) N/&@C"‘J/ﬂjg /140/"&,%‘ i /\/'Co@g;q,\y
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You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOURNAME: A\ ar ik Kocho [/ Alscoq Gare'g
ADDRESS: 2601 Rid¢e r'vg

PHONE# (Optional): 290 ~ 3759
Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
o Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:. 303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

HOLT &
ULLEVIG
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

N ordo ,ﬁatjm%/émﬁ}f/ﬁzz,a MM@/ M \/Q/szu
the szt i e vialde, Lt rmjﬂ,z%w 7
o0 ﬁu;w«f ch/w (e M m@c/ «Z@/@L

Thoge. Aewdsa -

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

P %1 ZAAZ

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

(lﬂj/iu W M&?ﬁ; meﬂwne/rizﬁj AIDAAAA

General Comments

We brvy 2ben: wna ore geocat whurs wie noved
Aine . C/meui Volle, boa feoro ion Fhia Localion
%505&(4}%} W;d/%MMWMWM

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOURNAME: _ ClianiZle %ﬁ
ADDRESS: D4515 Jedirnants (.

PHONE# (Optional): __ 3 4{-244 3

Return Comments to:

/3 Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
. 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
{ HOLT &
ULLEVIG

25 years of engineering paths to transportation solutions
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

o Chapel 1fallog perogs proffons alelBl
Y\wpwxo,, do Céz/w,;m\ % {4’ e ()}AM@%L s {5
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east? Why?
) sdl Y Holdl o o) L, A, preckat Lowcllop,
{)O‘Wl(,msgiﬁl PO [’%) »———4457' ﬂ@\waﬁ[X v['%f(_,e.jw v&%s/é/éﬁ .

3. In evaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

CQ/S{’E e u\ug/&/ W
2 n%{rﬁnue Mnm.zjil?\’c)\v uﬁ‘jc/wwf wa&ﬁw
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General Comments

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
_ﬁ__/

YOURNAME: _ S v Vo brngn

ADDRESS: 32 Redye Do, RC©

PHONE# (Optional), S - 348 - T 435

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
, Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
-~ ' 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study? .
e — Leom el Ao cions
Hood — Yapd Cooole of Eo W Coce Canion_
et o nd ~J

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east? Why?
Tl e no s e cnadHi™= beausd @’( .
#LD(J(DIWBF@%G@AM) & U T OULA L n@> & o<

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one\to build?

Dlet e kel Ve Cacriagothlls s dawsrosus
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General Comments (3\ (-Q/Q/ R{é&_—zod( Cow
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You may hand in this mm% tonight 0%))}611 C%Tnal it to the addr/e%s below é{July 2 30 “@Z)
vournave: P ooy YW c " Tv o v 0 Q/id\

aopREss 3 A 0 St LAVYNNO ol M
PHONE# (Optional): 2 Y€ = ] o A2

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
. , 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

HOLT &
ULLEVIG
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issus must be addressed inythis study?

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east? Why?
Seu i — 4y WM Lty AR i d 3iio,
///7/" [m/x/?ﬂ/ A, MJM// M/ /LW/W Cﬁ/w/%@u/
Al j{/}/ ﬁ/%ﬂ/x/fvf/é/ ﬂ)[/&/}W //L/W
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alig nmets how would you demde which one to build?

)34! s %M P o

General Comments
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You may hand in this shee?gore you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAME: e Y WYLV

ADDRESS: 3%’7’ / /Qw{ Wpl Lot R A
PHONE# (Optonal). __ 3 41— [FC T 7

Return Comments to:

s Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
/ 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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ULLE\/IG
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
/v)'/?u) VZPMM )*‘ = 47”7/%4@ Lzt Np  oledf Q//ZY
tree /</Ze éla/\/\!m/c,&/ exte . bphat %/\ujnc o) 1=

Wind Canuan oot an)///m what diozote s D aithy Forse
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

?VDIO/AB/L; )%W\VL DAx

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?
Shpriest cp e - LUVQ’%JL FO/X(‘[‘“
e ; - -
Not In an e & Mhat Hoods y 023 o o e g%ym\
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You may hand I%{ngo/s\‘met before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOURNAME:  —Janezk  Radf
ADDRESS: _ 35(p] 2 W \)Cc/(i&m (&)

PHONE# (Optional):
Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
TraCEc How
Seprec /)/(fpﬂc 7‘7 fov iacresad eruo/O/amé/nZ"
D%’s-%md wn ot ewsting Npuses 4 ﬂroyér‘@ devalactis .
Ts peed Gor o voute ofiry Sov (Qeu@/afmm reaséns [ Bothr Lne .

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

" Waethwest 0pcdd Jead b ﬁwq Ut o Ploed- @(w@ ,émlqe
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to bund’?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet be%ie)ou leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAME: __~J t(cf > DAINSOH

apDRESS: 302 7Y, é//zfé:‘ 7)7‘,, RO 5 D02

PHONE# (Optional):
Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440
‘ 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

What issues must be addressed in this study?
ﬂﬁmwﬂjwawyézuaz%WJm@ﬂiJ
M—/IVO A ./i,c/?ﬂ_p > /f A /_\/ZC/ /L)n///@/
4 Y

2. Where do you believe an altemate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAWE: %f Y/, W Faongh .

ADDRESS: _“ .3/ g gn,,{/%jéﬂ/ Gm7

PHONE# (Optional): __ 2 A5~ 7407 @

Return Comments to:

2 Lyle DeVries
=7 Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
' 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
{ uolT &
ULLEVIG
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alignme#s, how would you decide which one to build?
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You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.

YOUR NAME:
ADDRESS:
PHONE# (Optional):
Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
'FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOURNAME: ___ /Y A%ry S wew

ADDRESS: G« M Cotrcls

PHONE# (Optional): S~ 2G4
Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440
. 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
- Desdruction e prope y vadees -ty Jhat =
e CosF P Tondwndyert WL(J///J;M Sofe i)
/r>< < 55—@ AEND) m!,}‘\‘,?[w l/u )uc,s + // #/Gr}%wﬂ
4’ y\esi/,/d,é/i(f/;«" ]{/\;\[7/'092\‘47 <’P‘7’7/ £ e 715

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

3.; Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to buifd?
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You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
YOUR NAME: B/ l-r Py O Fidy

ADDRESS: 2 4.2.) 7%/ A (g D’

PHONE# (Optional): Z[ 205 o b <

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
% FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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F SN Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
/ncomeonares City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet befo:yeave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
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Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
‘ Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
- / 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
4 FELSBURG Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
What i issues must be addressed in this study?

¢{ZZC 44¥%Z%4v/

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley south, or
east? Why?
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?
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General Comments

You may hand in this'sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
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. 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study7
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or

east7Why’? [ .
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3. Inevaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide WblCh one to bujld?
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You may hand in this sheet beforg you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Lori Wood [lawood@rap.midco.net]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2009 8:20 PM

To:

Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley Access and Road Alignment

Mr. DeVries,

Below is a copy of the comments sheet associated with the Chapel Valley Access study with my comments and
questions.

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?
> How do we know this is a problem? Where is the needs analysis? In order to keep this from being a

>
>

YVV V¥V

reaction to a special interest, why not poll the residents of Chapel Valley?

If a viable problemexists then a Cost/Benefit analysis should be presented.

Chapel Valley suffered minimal property loss and no realized threat to human life in the flood of 1972 so
why are we using the possibility of a bigger flood as impetus for the developmentof an escape route? Why
are we doing anything?

| live in Carriage Hills and have only one way out of my street and this was known and accepted when we
purchased our home. Are all areas with only one existing exit going to be guaranteed a second exit strategy?
At what level of population does become an issue?

Who will pay for this and what is the return on the investment?

Maybe the City needs to reconsider the denial of the variance —perhaps new studies would support it and
then we would probably not be considering spending money we don’t have on a need thatdoes not exist.

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley,
south, or

east? Why?

>

If the purpose of an alternate access is for personal safety in the event of an emergency, then providing the
route is only the beginning. Residents must be able to exit safely and quickly, on streets that can handle
influx of traffic and which provide the residents clear direction while moving them to safety.

Jackson is able to handle the current traffic load and is projected to stay viable in its present condition
through 2035. It is a known route, well marked and maintained and could quickly move traffic in several

directions with minimal costs. Developing a route using Jackson as the main artery is my choice if a choice
must be made.

3. In evaluating all pokential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

>
>

Select the one which will provide the most good for the most people at a reasonable and attainable cost
Let's not create a need where one does not exist

General Comments

YOUR NAME: Lori Wood

ADDRESS: 4068 Canyon

Drive

PHONE# (Optional):

7/21/2009



Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO

Comment Sheet
1. What issues must be addressed in this study? il
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2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or
east? Why?

e (icwm' 'Haav& if g chch Lhozca W/H\ 4 oozb Laﬁs‘r mov [7:: Le an//u. eLalise fa H,a r\ov%% m«,ﬁ u/e.»?L vob(
40 iife e £ m) nlp ot #mlxwa/y gy, o lys d'czem cll P+5 “fo the. soulh s heve a ;’)”'ﬂl’)em with £ G%Dln_j'_gﬂ
Rg& Rack (.am/rn Rmh Tltcve (5 G 'hm.} év f'tn’— 1'&‘43’215 ccw/.s ﬂ/m#' wf‘: Lm ﬂze» .sTﬁefu wt?m: to_the LHG?L Some.
old-Timers ﬂxmk thet is how ?‘Aey could ad’ cm’lL b it wedd be a majov 5red' o haild g Im;5a be roald there
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You may hand in this sheet before you leave tonight or you can mail it to the address below by July 22, 2009.
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Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries
. Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
. 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
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COMMENT SHEET

1. What issues must be addressed in this study?

a) The study must address and listen to the residents of Chapel Valley.
Most residents feel a second exit would only bring more development, more
traffic, and less security in the time of emergency. The quality of life in Chapel
Valley and Chapel Lane would decrease.

b) Is the second exit practical, or will it only create more of a problem?

2. Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel
Valley area? West of the Valley, south, or east? Why?

There is no practical second exit...over the ridge is a fire trap...down Red
Rock Canyon Road is a flood and fire hazard.

3. In evaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to

build?

Having lived in the Valley for 29 plus years, and having looked and studied all
possble routes, there is no practical second exit.

4. General comments

Chapel Valley is a unique residential area. The residents of Chapel Valley
knew when they moved to Chapel Valley that there was no second exit and in
purchasing their homes, they were willing to take the risk of having only one exit.
They do not, however want the risk associated with additional development and the
associated additional traffic. The second exit would only benifit the "Chop
House" and their proposed development, not the residents of Chapel
Valley.

Conclude: The study should conclude that a second exit is not
wanted or practical. Use the money a second exit would cost to fix the
existing streets.
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapid City Area MPO
Comment Sheet

20-Jul-07

What issues must be addressed in this study?

The residents of Chapel Valley have got to have a voice in this. | cannot think of a logical
place for a second exit. All areas are extremely heavily wooded and the cost of creating

a second access would be prohibitive. People in the area walk and bike a great deal. This
represents an endangerment to those citizens.

Where do you believe an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley Area?
West of the Valley, south or east. Why?

There is none.
In evaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

Any of the access alignments proposed are all cost prohibitive and none would provide for
the safety concerns that have been expressed for years.

General Comments:

I've lived in Chapel Valley for just over five years. I'm an avid walker and | enjoy being able to
walk and/or bike with a reasonable degree of safety. There are many days the amount of traffic
currently being generated jeopardizes the safety of those of us who walk and bike. Blesssed
Sacrament Church is on the opposite side of Jackson Boulevard. It's an extremely active Parish.
| can't imagine what a Saturday evening would be like from a traffic standpoint if this development
were to be approved. Gaining access to the Church now presents a real challenge. Tryiton a
Wednesday evening during the school year and | think you'll be quite surprised. Rapid City, from
a zoning standpoint is notorious for approving and building with little regard for the impact it might
have on residents or other businesses. Please don't allow that to continue. The green arrow turn
light from Jackson Boulevard on to Canyon Lake has been malfunctioning for about six months now.
Let's throw even more of a "traffic challenge" to this city and see where its gets us.

Mr. Derby had no qualms with changing the Chop House from a "full service restaurant" to a
"catering service" some time ago. Now we have this wonderful project that he seems bound and
determined to "ratilroad thru”.

I'm in the process of doing a considerable amount of "home improvements" to my home. I'm

almost 65 years old. I'm making this investment in order to sell my home when | reach the point of
not being able to take proper care of it. A development such as this could have an adverse affect on
those plans.

Improvements to existing roadways in Chapel Valley certainly would be an approprite use of any
funds.

I bought my home in Chapel Valley for the peace and quiet of the area. Please don't destroy that.
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
City of Rapid City and Rapld City Area MPO
Comment Sheet

20-Jul-07

1. What jeeues must be addressed in this study?

The residente of Chapel Valley have got to have a voice in thie. | cannot think of a logical
place for a second exit. All aress are extremely heavily wooded and the cost of creating

a second access would be prohibitive. People in the area walk and bike a great deal. This
represents an endangerment to those citlzens.

2, Where do you belleve an alternate access could best connect to the Chapel Valley Area?
West of the Valley, scuth or east. Why?

There is nane. i

3. In evaluating all potential access alignments, how would you decide which one to build?

Any of the access alignments proposed are all cost prohibitive and none would provide for
the safety concerns that have been expressed for years.

General Comments:

I've lived In Chapel Valley for just over five years. I'm an avid walker and | enjoy being able to
walk and/or bike with a ressonable degree of safety. There are many days the amount of traffic
currently being generated jeopardizes the safety of those of us who walk and bike. Blesssed
Sacrament Church is on the opposite side of Jackson Bouleverd. it's an extremely active Parish.
| can't imagine what a Saturday evening would be like from a traffic standpoint if this development
were to be approved. Gsining access to the Church now pregents a real challenge. Tryitona
Wednesday evening during the school year and | think you'll be quite surprised. Rapid City, from
a zonling standpoint Is notorious for approving and building with litile ragard for the impact it might
have on residents or other businesses. Please don't allow that to continue. The green amow turn
light from Jackson Boulevard on to Canyon Lake has been malfunctioning for about six months now.
Let's throw even more of 2 “traffic challenge"” to this city and see where its gets us.

Mr. Derby had no qualms with changing the Chop House from a *full service restaurant” to a
"catering service” some time ago. Now we have this wonderful project that he seems bound and
determined to "ratilroad thru”.

I'm in the process of doing a considerable amount of "home improvements” to my home. I'm

almost 65 years old. 'm making this investment in order to sell my home when | reach the point of
not being sble to take proper care of it. A development such as this could have an adverse affect on
those plans.

Improvements to existing roadways in Chapel Valley certainly would be an approprite use of any
funds.

| bought my home in Chapel Valley for the peace and qulet of the area. Please don't destroy that.

Richard Opp
4814 Steamboat Circle
Rapid City, SD 57702

(605) 341-6385 - Home
(605) 380-2982 - Cell
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Lyle.DeVries

From: jim Johnson [jim.judy.johnson@rap.midco.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, July 21, 2009 11:02 AM

To: Hanks Mayor Alan

Cc: Lyle.DeVries; Gunderson-Olson Karen; Waugh Bill
Subject: Chapel Valley Request Petition

Mayor Hanks:

Tomorrow, Wednesday, we will deliver to you a request petition to remove Cliff Dr., Ridge Dr., and
Canyon Dr. from consideration in the Chapel Valley Access Study.

The petition is circulating.

Thank you for your consideration.
In appreciation,

JIM JOHNSON

James R. Johnson

3602 Ridge Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
(605) 348-3435

7/21/2009
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Observations about Rapid City Study of Chapel Valley Access Altematives
Overview
m%dWCWMMMMMmMGbBMMMMMMm
Ohapelvweywsumm‘gnaighbormdsmmdmbpedmm The generaiized altematives can be found at;
hitp:/. ¥.rcaov.ora/planning/tra lion/ChapeiValley/ConnectiopAtamatives pd
OlgreMwncemaretheproposedauelmﬁvesmatwouupmvidecmdwneywatﬂcmsmmcﬁmrm@mor
to Canyon Dr. (and potentialy points to the south).
mmdmmwmmdwnmmmmm,mmmmmmm
requestedwmumusbosm"mdbym
ThemmmmmMMmmwmmmmmmdonebycnymﬂandmewns\mams
foruptoSanema‘wsswemwmna-amm.wmlaaanreponmmdmeunmmlopmmbmcnycwndl
early next year.
mwﬁmmmmnlyﬂ\eanmmmmcmmwmandlorCanymDr.areunsoundbrme

SportationA Nap

idditional ACOBS

The study is moving due %0 an specious assessment that the current single point of access is inadequate. However,

facts do not support this assessment.

. Tmmmummsemdwummummmmmmbymmwmmmmwm
installation of a traffic signal at Chapel Valley/Jackson Bivd. If there is a desire 10 move traffic more quickly, surely additional
mmmmmmwammmummmmmmmwmm
construcling additional roadways.

. lnwniuncﬂonwinuadavelopmneadnghstyeanmecuyﬁreoepmnprwmdmopmnmﬁanewfacimyunder
consideration “does not negatively impact evacuation of the existing neighborhood due to fire, flood or other natural
disasters”.

. Bsedomhesefaﬂs,nawwsmmwnrmmsisddmpmywmemmmm

devehmummempd\hﬂeymea.Mbyadawudﬁcneedormmgemymmed.

L Aanvo!

. mmormmem.wcmm.mmwwmwym While these roads operate adequately
a!wrremuamclavels,MimmmmsdmmmMammmmwmmd
be the height of irresponsibility and would jeopardize public safety and neightorhood stability.

- Whllellispmbablywemat'givenalwghmwy.WsmmW.mnﬂondem
oonneaionswildesmylong-wﬂshedopmw,wﬂmﬂwwdofaﬁwadgﬁhmmmmeﬂwmm
mmmwmwmmmmmmmWMmmmmwmmwawm
on the solitude, stabillty and property values of our existing neighborhood. {s this the type of project that a “green” Rapid

City seeks to initiate?

ISHION 01 NOSC AROITTEATIVES IS & =G

* Al of the residents adj to CIMI Dr. and Canyon Dr. have made substantial personal investments in the acquisition and
improvement of our properties. No Indication of need for a traffic connection to our local streets has ever appeared on the
city’s Comprehensive Plan or Master Thoroughtare Plan.

- Introduction of a concept that has such negative impacts on neighborhood Stability and property values is a breach of faith
on the part of the city council.

Gaing Forward
Mmmmmmwwmwmmmmmmmmmmwﬁmw
aﬁmmmmmmwmnwnmmbemmmmmmmmm. We encourage
youmbeuomeawareoﬂheissuesmdmakemopinbnshwnbyamﬂwhysigvﬁngwdeﬁmhgmsamerequest

o
R AN L

14055 (

prior 10 the JJuly 22, 2009 deadiine.

Persons to contact include:
Alan Hanks, Mayor Karen Gunderson Otlson  Bill Waugh Lyle Devries
394-4110 390-9440 209-3362 303.721.1440
mayor@rcgov.org karen.olson@rcgovorg  bil.waugh@rcgov.org lyle.devries@fhueng.com

If you have questions, please give any of us a call. In addition please provide us with any correspondence that you send
regarding this study. Thank you.
Jerry Hisbert Jim Johnson Bill Cafruny

4730 CHift Dr. 3602 Ridge 3610 Ridge Or.
399.9851 348.3435 430-5063
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Request to remove Cliff Dr/Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr. from consideration in
the Chapel Valley Access Study

We request that the City Council immediately remove Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr. from consideration as
potanhalaocomanetnatnvesasapadonhempel\faneymsnny Our request is based on the following:

Thesmwwuwmbmwmwmspmassessmmmemmsngbmmmsm However,

facts do not suppost this assessment.

- Traffic information presented by the consultant indicates that traffic volumes by 2035 will stilt not be sufficient to wamant
installation of a trafiic signal at Chapel Valiey/Jackson Bivd. if there (s a desire to move traffic more quickly for whatever
reason, surely additional intersection widening and instaliation of a traffic signal could meet those needs without the
exponditure and disruption of constructing additional roadways.

* In conjunclion with a development hearing last year, the City Fire Department provided an apinion that the new fagility under
consideration “does not negatively impact evacuation of the existing neighborhood due to fire, flood or other natural
disasters”.
Bmedonttmwhmhwpearsmme'med'braddm|sdnvmpmdpdybyndweioraddinmal
demwmlnthWmmWa@wmmwormmmmm

NellharCllﬂDvJRmeDr eranyunDr areennsmmdtowmwysmndads While these roads operate adequately
atcurremuamelevels.mmmmnuwwmmmmummammmmmmwm
be the height of irresponsibility and would jeopardize public safety and neighborhood stability.

- While it is probably true that “given enough money, engineers can construct anything”, construction of either of these
connections will destroy long-established open space, will require removal of all or a significart part of the existing forested
area, will literally destroy the unigue rock ciiff that separates the vailey from the ridge above and will have a negative impact
on the solitude, stability and property values of our existing neighborhood. 1s this the type of project that a “green® Rapid
Cnyseekstoiniﬁate?

AnofmoresidmtsadiaoemeIIﬂDthGQeDr and Canyan Dr. have made substantial personal investments in the
acquisition and improvement of our properties. No indication of need for a traffic connection to our local streets has ever

appeared on the city’s Comprehensive Plan or Master Thoroughfare Plan.
* Introduction of a concept that has such negative impacts on neighbarhood stabiiity and property values is a breach of falth
on the pant of the city council.

Furthermore, publication and continued evaluation of Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr. as potential route
altemnatives has now degraded dozens of property values in the Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr. areas due to
property disclosure requirements. This should be resolved immediately.

Therefore the undersigned request thal the City Council immediately remove Clift Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr.
ﬁommnsderamnaspmmualawessmemauvwasapanmmechapelvmleymswy

_.PrintédName. | Signatre |  Address ' | . Telephone.
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Lyle.DeVries

From: jjackson [jjacksonshs@yahoo.com]

Sent:  Monday, July 20, 2009 6:47 PM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: jjacksonshs@yahoo.com

Subject: chapel valley access and route alignment study

I was not able to attend the meeting as I was out of the country. Ireceived a copy of the comment sheet
from my neighbor and will now give you my thoughts on the questions presented.

1. The main issue that must be addressed is that the only reason this topic has even come up is because
of Mike Derby's interest in expanding his resort.

2 and 3. No alternate route is needed. Based on the routes that were presented, none of them is
satisfactory. Many of them are too steep or require a long distance to be covered to exit to a road. If
Chapel Valley residents face a possible flood, advance warning is usually given, but if not, flooding
would affect very few residents. The ones who would be affected should all be able to make it out of
Chapel Valley. Our main concern should be from fire. Most of the routes that were presented would
have the residents driving into an area of heavy tree growth. This seems very impractical, if not
foolhardy. The best option would be to devise an emergency evacuation plan that is known to all
residents. One example of that is to indicate that Chapel Lane becomes a one-way exit out of Chapel
Valley, that is both lanes would be for exiting Chapel Valley in case of a fire.

My conclusion is that no new exit is needed. Just develop an emergency exit plan.
Julie Jackson

3701 Serendipity Ln
Rapid City, SD 57702

7/21/2009



Hle.DeVries

From: Elkins Marcia [Marcia.Elkins@rcgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2009 7:57 AM

To: PB

Cc: Heller Monica; Lyle.DeVries

Subject: RE: egress for chapel valley

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Patricia - Thank you for attending the meeting last week and sharing your comments. I am
forwarding them on to the consultant so they will be included in the official comment. I
think you make some very good points about when the access will be needed. It was great

to "officially" meet you and I look forward to seeing you on the bike path in the future!

————— Original Message-----

From: PB [mailto:plbraun@rushmore.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2009 7:37 PM
To: Elkins Marcia

Subject: egress for chapel valley

>

> Greetings, Marcia,

We met the other night at the Route Alignment Study open house.
As a resident of Chapel Valley, my only concern is getting out

o]

the event of fire. A majority of us could 'stay put' in a flood, we
need a fire egress. Unfortunately, that means (to me) another
bridge. It also means signage indicating escape route in the event
of fire (like they do for the hurricane routes). The 2nd bridge
could be single lane (thinking that the existing bridge could be a
2 lane exit onto Jackson) and only be accessed in the event of fire.
My other thought is a study of the flow of traffic that would

VVVVVVVEVY

best

> evacuate the area (one way-two lane down Chapel Valley road, etc).
> The residents would need education as to the exit with stress on

> the fact that, if an emergency is declared, this is THE only route

> that will be used.

> The roads that were a possibility seem improbable to me both for

> maintenance and grade. They also go right through the forest in any
> direction?

> Thank you for your time. Enjoy the weekend. Take care of that
knee.

> Patricia Braun

> Serendipity Lane

> 718-3817

>

> plbraun@rushmore.com



Lyle.DeVries

From: PB [plbraun@rushmore.com]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2009 7:41 PM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: egress for chapel valley (rapid city)

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYV

Greetings, Mr DeVries,

I did not meet you the other night at the Route Alignment Study open
house. I spoke with Marcia Elkin that evening.

As a resident of Chapel Valley, my only concern is getting out in the
event of fire. A majority of us could 'stay put' in a flood, we need a
fire egress. Unfortunately, that means (to me) another bridge. It also
means signage indicating escape route in the event of fire (like they
do for the hurricané routes). The 2nd bridge could be single lane
(thinking that the existing bridge could be a
2 lane exit onto Jackson) and only be accessed in the event of fire.

My other thought is a study of the flow of traffic that would best
evacuate the area (one way-two lane down Chapel Valley road, etc).
The residents would need education as to the exit with stress on the
fact that, if an emergency is declared, this is THE only route that
will be used.

The roads that were a possibility seem improbable to me both for
maintenance and grade. They also go right through the forest in any
direction?

Thank you for your time. Enjoy the weekend.

Patricia Braun
Serendipity Lane
718-3817

plbraun@rushmore.com



Dear Mr. DeVries:
Below are my comments on the Chapel Valley Access study now underway in Rapid City.

The two main issues to be addressed are exiting the valley in the case of fire and preventing further
flooding in the Red Rock Canyon drainage.

The flooding of Rapid Creek or the Red Rock Canyon drainage would not, in my view, require that
residents evacuate. Most of us live on high enough ground that we could survive a flood. Exceptions
would be the few buildings in lowlying areas near Canyon Lake. But the danger of forest fires is very
real, since we are almost surrounded by ponderosa pine forest.

I don’t think there is a good second exit. I’ve hiked the whole area, and I don’t see one. In the event of
an oncoming fire, I would head for the current exit across the Chapel Lane bridge to Jackson Blvd. and
hope that the RC emergency personnel would be managing traffic there. I’d head that direction because
it would be away from a fire coming from the south or west. Even with a fire coming from the north,
the creek is lined with deciduous trees, not pines. If that exit were blocked, I’d wade across the creek.

A second bridge across the creek (B) could work in a limited way. The problem is that it would take
traffic out to Highway 44, which leads into Jackson Blvd. In a fire event there would be a lot of traffic
coming down the hill on 44 (at 60 mph) and from the side canyons, all merging with the traffic exiting
on Chapel Lane. So I don’t know what would be gained other than a lot of confusion and possible
collisions.

The problem with exits C, D, E, F is they are through extremely rough terrain and surrounded by fairly
dense pine forest and end up in the Carriage Hills area, a maze of interconnected streets in a heavily
wooded area. I would never ever go that way.

Exit G from the bottom of Red Rock Canyon to the high ground above starts through very very rough
terrain and ends in cattle pastures, some of which have not been grazed in years and would be subject
to grass fire. Plus it’s a long route with no side exits—what if I get stuck behind a stalled vehicle?

Exit H goes right up the bottom of Red Rock Canyon to Red Rock Estates golf course. Building a road
that wouldn’t wash out after every heavy rain would be prohibitively expensive.

Finally, I have a big concern that building road G or H would increase the flooding we in Red Rock
Canyon have experienced on a regular basis ever since Countryside and Red Rock were developed. We
sometimes get golf balls down here after a rain.

As aresident I’ll be happy to provide further info on request.

Shirley Frederick

3411 Idlewild Ct.

Rapid City SD 57702
home phone 605-348-0208



Lyle.DeVries

From: Elkins Marcia [Marcia.Elkins@rcgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 10:43 AM
To: Shell O./Pat B.

Cc: Heller Monica; Lyle.DeVries

Subject: RE: Chapel Vally egress

Thank you for sharing your comments. I am forwarding them on to the consultant, Lyle
DeFries and our project manager, Monica Heller for inclusion with all of the public
comment received for this study. We appreciate your taking the time to share your
concerns and hope you will continue to participate in the process. We anticipate the next
public open house will be in late October. Again - thank you for taking the time to
provide input into the process.

Marcia Elkins

————— Original Message-—-—---—

From: Shell 0./Pat B. [mailto:faxmam@rushmore.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 10:35 AM

To: Elkins Marcia

Subject: Chapel Vally egress

Marcia,

I spoke to you very briefly at the planning meeting the other evening.

I spoke to Mr Stanton and Mr.Remmisnsch the majority of the time.

A couple of points I would like to make are 1) the grades and trees all along the valley
really warrant another bridge. That too is a concern as one "main" road to the bridges
would create a bottle neck and would be a challenge even with one way traffic out.
"Hurricane like" or planned evacuation routes would have to be enforced, but even with
that, raises some issues. 2) In speaking with several of the owners in Chapel Valley,
their concern to initiate or admit, if you will, that we need other accesses is a fear of
Mr Derby persuing his project again at the entrance of the valley. They have admitted to
me that as soon as we get another access he will "start up" again with his planned
project. Therefore, I think there were people that stated that they want nothing done!
Thank you all for investigating this very real concern for all of the residents of Chapel
Valley.

Michelle O'Toole
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Lyle Devries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

Mr. DeVries,

Routes I refer to in this letter are those identified on the Connection
Alternatives map handed out to residents at the Community Input Open House
meeting at West Side Community Ctr. in Rapid City, SD 7/8/09. Re comment
sheet also handed out at the meeting:

1. 1Is another access really necessary? If so, which is the LEAST costly and
most feasible?

2. Routes C or D are the obvious choices. They are the shortest, involve
less rugged terrain, most easily connect to existing paved roads which DO NOT
need further work and DO NOT require another crossing of Rapid Creek.

3, I would base my decision on which route is the least costly and easiest,
NOT on which landowner(s) would most benefit.

General Comments: Those of us south of the maintained section of Red Rock
Canyon Road enjoy the solitude, quiet and beauty that our privately owned, one
lane, dead end road provides us. This road ends at Conrad's. Beyond
Conrad's, high vertical rock cliffs rise above narrow boulder filled canyons.
The cost of building a road through here would be astonomical. Also, almost
every spring or early summer, at least one flash flood roars down Red Rock
Canyon. In front of my house these floods have been up to 5' deep and 40'
across since I moved here in '91. Red Rock Cny. Rd. is basically a creek
bottom. Flash floods cross it and run down it at various locations on the
paved section north of my place as well as to the south. Drainage control
here would be a serious problem. I urge you to leave Red Rock Canyon alone!

Terry Painter

“
4021 Red Rock Cny. Rd. {]”/(/V,’
Rapid City, SD 57702 M}
605 415 4713

hippymando@rap.midco.net



Lyle.DeVries

From: Jerry Hiebert [jerryhiebert@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 4:52 PM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: mayor@rcgov.org; karen.olson@rcgov.org; bill. waugh@rcgov.org; monica.heller@rcgov.org
Subject: Chapel Valley access study - additional ideas and alternatives

Greetings, Lyle

First, ideas to address the perceived need for additional emergency services to the Chapel
Valley area. I mentioned in my earlier correspondence the improvements to Chapel
Valley/Jackson Blvd.

intersection. However, as I have discussed this issue further with municipal management
colleagues I think that there are technological applications that could also enhance
emergency services within the area. With so many people now "connected" with cell phones
and text devices, many communities have recently been implementing autodial/ information
"blasting" systems that can warn entire communities about emergency issues, such as
tornado warnings. (See http://www.9llbroadcast.com/tech-emergency 22.htm)

. Perhaps that technology could be useful for neighborhoods that have limited access,
like Chapel Valley and Westberry Trails. I'm sure that ICMA and NLC can provide a great
deal of information about these types of systems.

In addition, why couldn't the City purchase the tennis court lots that Chapel Lane Village
wants to sell and construct a staging area for emergency vehicles for when the area is
threatened? That way the response time could be greatly reduced and the citizens would
enjoy a heightened sense of security.

With respect to another possible alternative access point, while I certainly do not
endorse use of eminent domain or the intrusion onto existing neighborhoods and properties,
why hasn't an alternative for a "lakeside drive" through the campground on the south side
of Canyon Lake been evaluated? While it would be an intrusion to the existing houses on
the south side of the lake, it would be a connection to streets meeting minimum city
design standards (unlike Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr.) and would not be dealing with
the geometric, grade and sight distance issues found on the Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon
Dr. alternatives.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Jerry Hiebert, AICP

4730 Cliff Dr.

605.399.9851
214.770.7363 (cell)
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Jerry Hiebert [jerryhiebert@gmail.com)

Sent:  Tuesday, July 14, 2009 12:26 PM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: mayor@rcgov.org; karen.olson@rcgov.org; bill. waugh@rcgov.org; monica.heller@rcgov.org
Subject: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

Greetings,

Following are my comments and requests for additional information to be provided to myself and other
area residents in order for us to make timely and informed comments during the study process.

1. Traffic Information. In discussing the issue with staff they indicate that there are 543 homes in the
service area and "several commercial establishments". Staff indicates that you are using ITE Trip
Generation tables to calculate traffic impacts. Please provide the total residential and commercial trip
generation information for the existing area that is being used for the study purposes.

Staff also indicates that there has been no origin-destination study conducted for this area. I believe that
to be fully informed about the possible impacts of connecting to existing local streets in the area, a
specific O/D survey is crucial. Any O/D study that is conducted should be done after school is back in
session.

2. Hydraulic Information. Staff provided a 100 year water surface elevation of 3370" at the Chapel
Valley Bridge. Will you provide the corresponding elevation of the low steel on the bridge so we can
assess the amount of freeboard that exists?

3. Characteristics of existing streets. The City of Rapid City employs minimum design standards for
streets within the city via their own manual as well as incorporation of the AASHTO Green Book
standards. In order for citizens to make an informed decision and provide input to the Council, we need
to know the standard and conditions of the streets to which the proposed alternatives would

connect. Please provide a assessment of the characteristics of each total route in order to get traffic to
an arterial street via each of the proposed connections. In particular, please identify where desirable or
minimum standards would not be met. We are particularly interested in a) right-of-way width, b)
pavement width, c) pavement cross section, d) horizontal curvature, €) vertical curvature, f) sight
distance, and e) street grades.

At a minimum these streets include Cliff Dr., Park Dr., Fairhaven, Canyon Dr., Penrose Place and any
other street potentially affected by redirected traffic from one of the alternatives being considered.

I believe that many of these streets are currently substandard based on city criteria. Direction of
additional traffic to these substandard streets would be irresponsible.

4. Cost Estimates. Staff indicates that at the appropriate time cost estimates for each of the alternatives
will be prepared as a part of any consideration. I would request a copy of these estimates when they are
available, and specifically request that they be sufficiently detailed to evaluate costs of property
acquisition, design, construction, construction management and maintenance for a time into the future.

5. Potential Design Exceptions. I would request a statement about each alternative regarding what, if
any, deviations or variances would be required for construction based on the Rapid City Street Design

7/14/2009
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Cirteria Manual or the AASHTO "Green Book", which is incorporated by reference by the City
Manual. The desired grade for a sub-collector (that serving over 20 homes) is 8 percent, with a lesser
grade for those areas subject to icing. The north exposure for several of the proposed routes would
certainly qualify for the icing consideration.

some detail how any connection to Cliff Dr. or Canyon Dr. could be accomplished without significant
destruction to existing stands of pine and native trees and/or the natural rock cliff that separates the
ridge from the valley.

7. Additional Alternative. I believe that another alternative should be added to consideration. The
engineer who designed the latest improvements to the Chapel Valley bridge indicates that additional
pilings were added to the bridge to harden it against flood potential. Consideration of additional bridge
capacity or a second bridge at an even higher elevation (independent roadways) should be considered as
a viable alternative. Combined with a cleared and regulated upstream floodway, this alternative should
provide sufficient safety to allow the Council to amend their policy to allow additional development
within the valley, and would have no impact on surrounding, stable neighborhoods.

I would request the ability to obtain/purchase the large scale plot of the area showing the various
alternatives. Staff indicated that this was not available in the larger scale format shown at the public
meeting.

I thank you for your time and will wait for the requested information. I would appreciate
acknowledgment of receipt of this communication.

Sincerely,
Jerry Hiebert, AICP
4730 Cliff Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
cell: 214/770.7363

7/14/2009
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Kristy Ward [wardson@rap.midco.net]

Sent: Friday, July 17, 2009 10:14 AM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: mayor@rcgov.org; ron.weifenbach@rcgov.org; patti. martinson@rcgov.org;

sam.kooiker@rcgov.org; deb.hadcock@rcgov.org; karen.olson@rcgov.org;
bill. waugh@rcgov.org; lloyd.lacroix@rcgov.org; ron.kroeger@rcgov.org;
malcom.chapman@rcgov.org; aaron.costello@rcgov.org

Subject: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Attachments: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study comments- Ward.doc

I have attached my thoughts and comments on the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study. | do not
know how committed the Council is to this...especially with Derby deciding to “scale back” after lawsuit results
(rcjournal 7-17-09). Because one of the road options directly effects my home (and value) it is difficult for me to
remove the “nimby” and emotions, but | feel that | have given it my best effort.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments.

Kristy Ward

4092 Canyon Drive
Rapid City, SD 57702
605-388-0543
wardson@rap.midco.net

7/22/2009



Dear Mr. Lyle DeVries,

I am writing comments re: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study as requested by the city of
Rapid City. I attended the July 8, 2009 open house at West Middle School to obtain information and discuss
the options with those available. I am not a Chapel Valley resident, but am located south of the subdivision,
above the Chapel Valley water tank.

I personally see four approaches/options to this issue as I will attempt to outline below. I have written them
in order of my preference.

1. No 2™ entrance/exit

A. Chapel Valley neighborhood has been faced with this issue for approximately 30 years. I find it
difficult to separate the fact that Mr. Derby’s lawsuit and the 2™ entrance are being paired. I believe that if
the residents truly wanted a 2™ entrance/exit, they would have long ago petitioned the city for this change.

B. But do they really need it and it should forge ahead even if the neighborhood is not in support?
The government tells us to wear seat belts...and it does save lives, but floods come and residents don’t need
to go anywhere (a small percentage of homes may be in direct jeopardy) and if a fire comes to Chapel
Valley, I can only assume that it would come from a treed area — south and southeast...where the majority of
the 2™ exits and entrances are proposed.

C. Although opinions vary within (and outside) the Chapel Valley community, have the residents
been polled as to their need, desire or concerns? Because of the given situation of potential development at
the “Chophouse” location it would be challenging to survey this group and be able to ask the 2™
entrance/exit question with no knowledge of potential development. Let’s face it, the community may want a
2" entrance/exit, but you tag hotel development onto that 2™ entrance/exit, then the community may not be
in favor of it. It would be difficult to remove that bias from your polling of residents, but it seems to me that
they are directly affected, so they should have the greatest weight in decision making. Now, according to
Council member Gunderson, “they need a 4 season additional access road”. If this is the case and the city
and residents are supportive of this, then the challenge still faces us.

2. Expand the existing bridge to 4 lanes and/or build an additional bridge in the same vicinity which allows
additional traffic to flow through the restricted/plugged area. I do recognize that existing or additional
bridges face the pressure of flood water and may be unstable at any time like the current bridge, but my hope
would be that evacuation would occur prior to this flood water pressure and the bridge would be closed for
any access by that time due to safety concerns. Of course additional safety lights (comparable to lights on
route 16 north of Catron- fire light) could be installed to maximize evacuation efficiency in addition (as
pointed out by Gunderson) to having police officers at that intersection.

3. Construct an additional access road to Chapel Valley that is appropriate for emergency level evacuation
only. A system would need to be created so that access upon emergency is expedient. A gate of some type
would allow traffic only when necessary. This steep grade road would limit the kind of “traditional traffic”
of year round city roads, but could offer year round biking access and could be “sold to the surrounding
communities” via this tactic. I often, when faced with biking Carriage Hills steep roads, will take this already
existing (to the Chapel Valley water storage tank) when biking. It offers a very direct route to the city bike
path and although a strong biker, the steep grade and gravel material requires me to walk the portion to my
home. Maintenance, including snow removal, is definitely an issue that needs to be addressed. In addition, I
believe that special requirements will be necessary when building a road in such close proximity to a
public/private water tank.




4. Construct an additional access road to Chapel Valley that is four seasonal

A. cost — I have no doubt that engineers could design a road meets required code, the limiting
question is always...for how much?

B. The amount of fill removal in some areas and addition in others would be tremendous for any of
the proposed routes. I am not sure how some of those steep embankments along Rapid Creek can be routed.
Additionally, if city standard width is required, I know that Canyon Drive (option E) will require deep
easements or extraordinary fill quantities along the impacted route.

C. grade, if the standard 10-12% grade is required, switchbacks — some locations more than others,
will be necessary which requires large land acquisitions. Significant cost.

D. effect on surrounding/impacted homes- Currently situated on a quiet cul-de-sac, if option E is
chosen making my street a thoroughfare, my home has just decreased in value. Yes, this is one individual,
but the 14 other homes will also suffer the same fate.

E. if the road is four season — upgrading the feeder roads that you have proposed in option C-H would
be costly and considerable.
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Lyle.DeVries

From: jim Johnson [jim.judy.johnson@rap.midco.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, July 21, 2009 11:02 AM

To: Hanks Mayor Alan

Cc: Lyle.DeVries; Gunderson-Olson Karen; Waugh Bill
Subject: Chapel Valley Request Petition

Mayor Hanks:

Tomorrow, Wednesday, we will deliver to you a request petition to remove Cliff Dr., Ridge Dr., and
Canyon Dr. from consideration in the Chapel Valley Access Study.

The petition is circulating.

Thank you for your consideration.
In appreciation,

JIM JOHNSON

James R. Johnson

3602 Ridge Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
(605) 348-3435

7/22/2009
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Lyle.DeVries

From: jim Johnson [jim.judy.johnson@rap.midco.net]

Sent:  Tuesday, July 21, 2009 2:08 PM

To: Hanks Mayor Alan; Gunderson-Olson Karen; Waugh Bill; Lyle.DeVries
Subject: Your Action Requested

Mayor Hanks

Representative Gunderson-Olson
Representative Waugh
Transportation Engineer Devries
All:

Our home is tucked away in a secure, quiet, and peaceful neighborhood, Canyon Lake Heights, in a
park-like atmosphere. We are now faced with the threat of losing much of that owing to the desires of
some and an apparent misled charge given by the City to the Colorado transportation consultants. If,
indeed, there is a real need for better access into Chapel Valley, that access must not be met at the
expense of adjacent, fully developed neighborhoods and their homeowners.

* Perfect Place When we purchased our property in 1974, we were fully aware that we were moving to
a dead-end street (Ridge Dr.) with access from another street (Cliff Dr.) designed to serve only the
neighborhood. What a dream place to raise kids and to retire. What a wonderful green city. We had
every right to expect that the character of our neighborhood would not change. In fact, to help provide
that assurance, we have a binding covenant with an adjacent neighbor which prevents either of us from
subdividing our property without joint permission. Why should we suffer loses from additional streets
and busier streets when all we gain is devalued homes through increased noise, congestion, as well as
loss of privacy?

* Minimal Use Any suggestion that routes to the east out of the Valley would be minimally used is
simply unrealistic. Even though the school district currently has an open enrollment policy, Corral
Drive and Southwest schools are the designated schools for Chapel Valley. City business district
expansion is booming in the area of Catron Blvd. More is coming. Three highways come into town
from the south. The destruction of neighborhoods in between to satisfy the desires of some in the
Valley is without conscience. People in the Valley purchased property fully knowing what their access
situation is, not how more convenient it might be.

* Betrayal Last week at the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study, we were completely
flabbergasted at the proposed routes to Canyon Dr., Ridge Dr., and Cliff Dr. With that Study released,
there was an immediate negative impact on us and our neighbors. Our property values are in limbo
until these routes are no longer in consideration. Those routes would destroy pristine wooded ridges
which define our very neighborhoods. The route selected would dump traffic onto streets not designed
for through traffic. Realistically, such design change would not be complete until better access is
completed to Park Dr. and possibly to Jackson Blvd. So, the "green" arrows which end at the
aforementioned streets are only the beginning of the City project expenses and homeowner losses which
must be included in any evaluation of these routes. With what logic can these routes be justified?

7/21/2009
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* Hidden Agenda We are left to wonder why the transportation study group was not allowed to consider
improving access into the Valley via Chapel Lane Valley at Jackson Blvd. There is no green arrow on
the route plan to that intersection. Yet, Captain Behlings, RCFD, in his August 11, 2008 letter to Karen
Bulman, made it abundantly clear that Mr. Derby's larger-than-now-proposed complex "does not
negatively impact evacuation of the existing neighborhood (namely, Chapel Valley) due to fire flood or
other natural disasters.” Traffic at that intersection now is too light to even warrant a traffic light. Why
then another access? If any access expenditures are warranted, why not improve the current access?

* Closure As long-standing Rapid City residents, we urge you act rapidly to remove our neighborhood from
consideration in this study.

JIM and JUDY JOHNSON

James R. Johnson
3602 Ridge Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
(605) 348-3435

Judith A. Johnson
3602 Ridge Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
(605) 348-3435

7/21/2009
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OPEN HOUSE NOTICE
CHAPEL VALLEY ACCESS AND ROUTE ALIGNMENT STUDY

Please join us! The Rapid City Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) will hold an open house to begin developing alternative alignments
for an alternate means of access for the Chapel Valley area.

Wednesday, July 8, 2009
5:00 PM to 7:00 PM
West Community Center
1003 Soo San Drive, Rapid City

A need has been identified to develop additional access to the Chapel
Valley area for the following reasons:

e A man-made or natural event could block ingress or egress from the
subdivision, which could create life/safety issues for residents and rescue
personnel.

e Other less threatening situations could impede access and cause
inconvenience for the residents.

¢ Due to public safety concerns, further subdivision of land within this area has
been prohibited, until an alternative means of access is developed.

For additional information contact Monica Heller with the Rapid City Growth
Management Department at 605-394-4120 or by e-mail at
Monica.heller@rcgov.org .
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Chapel Valley Public Open House #2-Overview

Date: November 17, 2009, 4:30pm — 6:00pm

Location: Canyon Lake Senior Center, 2900 Canyon Lake Drive

Attendance: 73 people, plus consultants, Project Advisory Group members,
and City representatives

Purpose: Provide overview of alternatives and alternative screening

process/results

Meeting Graphics:  Nine display boards, with several copies of alternatives screening
boards for public review

Feedback: Conversations with attendees, comment sheets (31), personal
letters and emails(9)

Comment Summary

Comment Sheet Questions:

4 Alternatives (No-Action, and Alignments G, F, and B) have been selected for final
screening. Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

There was a general consensus that the 4 selected options are the 4 most feasible.
Other responses included:
e Many reiterated that none of the build ideas seemed good and it would be better
to simply work on a better emergency response plan.
¢ One attendee felt a direct route east from Serendipity Lane would be best and
would affect very few homeowners
o A low-cost emergency only outlet is preferred (2)
e Add a No Action ‘plus’ option that would convert land owned by Mike Derby to
more parkland

Several drawbacks to each of the surviving alternatives were noted:

e All 3 go through a tight narrow canyon, not good
e Steep inclines
e Alternative G is too lengthy and expensive and vulnerable to flooding and fire.

Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

Preference for Alternative B (3)

Preference for Alternative G (2)

Preference for Alternative F (0)

Preference for No Action (16)

None of the alternatives are workable (4)

Need additional research into the remaining alternatives



What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route

Alignment Study?
o The second access would attract more traffic and problems (4)
e Construction of F or G would bring people through the Valley on shortcuts
e Construction of F would bring lawsuits
e City money should not go to building this road. Developer funding would be

permissible

Make the potential Chop House and Resort development a separate and distinct
issue from the emergency access

It is important to keep this process moving and identify a second outlet

General Comments from Comment Sheets:

Chapel Valley residents know the risk of living in the area and tolerate it (2)
Don’t build a 2" access, fix the current streets (4)

Would Alternative B actually work in a flood?

If safety is the issue, a walking path should be an alternative. A short walk to
safety is not a bad idea.

If a 2" access triggered development it would be a net negative for the
environment

Conversational Comments:

Drainage issues are a major consideration. The Alternative G alignment floods
on a regular basis.

Another option for a 2" connection is to extend Guest Road straight west to
Jackson Boulevard. This is an idea proposed by Leo Ham.

Where are the City Limits located relative to the proposed alignments?

An idea was presented that a new alternative could be considered that would
modify Alternative B to direct the alignment farther south before connecting to
Jackson Boulevard (SD 44). This would avoid the need for a new structure
crossing Rapid Creek.

An attendee also provided the idea of connecting a south alternative to
Dunsmore Road. This would be a modification of Alternative H.

Post Meeting Correspondence:

In addition to comment sheets and conversational comments received at the meeting,
the project team has received letters, petitions, emails and phone calls from interested
parties, including Patricia Braun, Steven Beardsley, Tom Martley, Jim Leach, Shirley
Frederick, Jerry Hiebert, Bill Cafruny, and Jim Johnson. Many of these letters have
echoed comments from the comment sheets and previous correspondence. Several key
points are highlighted as follows:

Carriage Hills residents dislike the idea of a new road through their area
(Alternative F)

Many Carriage Hills roads need upgrading now, would upgrades be forced by
construction of a new connection?



Only an emergency access plan is needed, no second access

A commenter recommend No Action at this time because the other options are
not workable. Alternatives F and G would go through forest and be susceptible to
fire. Option B is totally undoable because it takes residents part way up the
driveway of Dr. Loftus then would take drivers over a near-vertical cliff. Option G
would be vulnerable to flood.

Several residents who previously requested that routes extending east from
Chapel Valley should be eliminated reiterated this request. They affirmed the
screening out of the east options.
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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COMMENT SHEET

1. Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to the 4 ?
I think the alternatives presented cover all possibilities.

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the
screening results?

The study concluded that alternatives A, C, D, E, H, I, J, K, L
and M did not merit further study. The three “Action” alternatives
B, F, and G all originate from Red Rock Canyon Road....which is
not practical. Red Rock Canyon Road floods once or twice a year.
Last year it flooded twice. In case of a flood, Red Rock Canyon
would not be the place to exit Chapel Valley. These three
alternatives also go through heavy forest area. In case of fire, not a
viable exit.

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley
Access and Alignment Study?

The study was very will done and should conclude there is no
viable second exit.

4. General Comments:

Chapel Valley is a unique residential area. The residents of
Chapel Valley knew when they moved to Chapel Valley that there
was no second exit and in purchasing their homes, they were
willing to except that risk.

“No Action” is the only viable alternative. I hope this study
puts the talk of a second exit to bed once and for all. Use the
money a second would cost and fix the streets.

Residents for 29 years:

Richard and Jackie Tupper

4917 Steamboat Circle
Rapid City, SD 57702




Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you th|nk d|ﬁerent alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why’?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

. 1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4?7 Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study? j;, i&%‘%c
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME: e rese el
ADDRESS: 3(:1 5 (| cU{x \/az/éw‘ el
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F. 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different altematives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the agdress below by December 11, 2009.

YOUR NAME: ~aic / A
ADDRESS: __3974] fg\%\\-\e( e YL
PHONE# (Optional): 7?# F) 47

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:. 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME:  /rea bk /2 /b T
ADDRESS: _#7/7 Brecenrides e LE L Sp 57722
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening resuits?

)

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General C mments ;
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You may hand in this sheet at t{: oé)en house oLr you a/n mail, fax or email

it to the address below by December 11, 2009.
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Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries T
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832

Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOUR NAME: d e QC&Q)LA/@“/\

ADDRESS: 3700 v e p I
PHONE# (Optional): /[ 3 593 & K

Return Comments to;

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F. 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.

Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

/
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME: _ Ao/ e 75 bt oo
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PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.
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Return Comments to: s

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

P:303.721.1440
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E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?

A

SF « .’/l—!'\ J/L . /)
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

> / // ’ ,,,.//\ \ <, /\ ._l’y o t . N
// ot 2 Lo o Ame T oS AT S

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
lt to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME: ___~ 751 20 @ J/ém, >,
ADDRESS: __ 7° {/%{ i g/ @ P/

, , ,, _
PHONE# (Optional): __~ \ 5{ Z 5 el =

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comment /

/\V)(P J ‘e/\‘*‘.\;{QP/\/

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the add(r%ss below by Recember 11, 2009.

YOURNAME: {0 s b [<oc |

! B KRV /\
ADDRESS: JR YO f\<o f§ /\67 C é Cu «)\/)/ ) Q
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

X a | A ¢
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or yogaﬁn{ail, xor env@v—{gd@
! it to the address below by December 11, 2000. O™~

vourNave: [ YV \av i lee _ NN\ Lauahlin
ADDRESS: HAZl — Shadweo PN (A
PHONE# (Optional): 343 — [949y

General Comments
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Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

P:303.721.1440
F: 303.721.0832
E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

—_

4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
. Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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Based on the information presented, what do you thlnk about the screening results?
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What other co%u have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
} nvie  COPpa. ot/

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email

] lt to the-address below by December 11, 2009.
n YOUR NAME:

s ~ ADDRESS: M é@&/\

PHONE# (Optional): 3 5/ S 2 (&

e

Return Comments to:
- Lyle DeVries
4 Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440
ﬁ 6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?
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2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOUR NAME: i CH Ay T T i PPE
ADDRESS: L G,7 S7TeEpm o it
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think diﬁere? alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?

No fetion

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME:  —<he e B, Waoed \
ADDRESS: s Stemm bent B S
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments
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YOURNAME: _/3. A

ADDRESS: @( i e _szh o DKgg ;

PHONE# (Optional): i/ f/t»’/ ’7 ‘/,/7 P /:Z/{ < / / )/

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

HOILT &

-‘ FELSBU RG

{ ULLEVIG




Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think (}m‘erent alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?

\/é/?) Do Netbn nj.

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Commzn

7Z Pl 15 v do Kethn on "
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alee .
You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email

it to the address below by December 11, 2009.
YOUR NAM?@ L&ﬂLﬁJO evit g
ADDRESS: 49 / 2 Stean boat Cerefes
PHONE# (Optional): 7/ & 3750

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F. 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 47 Why? /
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d on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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/
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General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOUR NAME: Scaott Ve < ons
ADDRESS: D LD [ fhe ¢ [ L
PHONE# (Optional): 1 v/ ———\<“ 2 Ah

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

s e then @/Tﬂu/@fldés./ CreB  are At Seesble on

Aeve any immediave potesticl! 2
4 1

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?

a Q&;,M !p (a,rv

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOURNAME: 22 wnis  [Po cicen

ADDRESS:
PHONE# (Optional), Ges™ 430 _ diyog

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

HOILT &

" VFVELSBUR:G 7

{'ULLEVIG . S




Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

N

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screeni gresults’? "
W/hy dies The ety by Consaltanls ta tell s
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email

it to the fdg/below by December 11, 2009.
YOURNAME: £ =4/
ADDRESS: o7 CALen/ /7//:6/6 \

PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. 4 Alternatives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?

Ao

2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening results?
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3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by December 11, 2009.

YOUR NAME: //ﬁs o,  OZanm
ADDRESS: <2 026 Red Kok Coapo. [,
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440
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Do you think different alternatives belong in addition to these 4? Why?
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Shirley Frederick [shirleyf@theriver.com]
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2009 5:08 PM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley Access Comment

Here is my comment on the most recent Chapel Valley access proposals:
Of the four options, I choose No Action.

The three remaining options all take residents into the ponderosa pine forest. If
threatened by a forest fire, it is counterintuitive for residents to head into the forest
to escape. We will all head for the current exit, which takes us across the creek and away
from the forest.

Of the remaining options, Option B is totally undocable. It takes residents part way up the
driveway of Dr. Loftus. Where the driveway turns toward the SW the map shows the escape
route going straight west. That would take the driver over a near-vertical cliff below
which Rapid Creek flows.

Option F is very rugged and heavily wooded.

Option G also has its problems. It will open up the high meadows to development and
development means more flooding for those of us who live in Red Rock Canyon. Since
Countryside and Red Rock developments were constructed we have had multiple flood events
in the canyon. Complaints to the county have produced no results. There will be a great
deal of opposition from RRC residents if this route is used.

To repeat, I recommend no action at this time.

Shirley Frederick
3411 idlewild Ct
Rapid City SD 57702
605-348-0208



Lyle.DeVries

From: Elkins Marcia [Marcia.Elkins@rcgov.org]

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2009 6:35 AM

To: plbraun

Cc: Heller Monica; Lyle.DeVries

Subject: RE: re--chapel valley

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Good morning Patricia. No need to be upset. We will be glad to share the information
distributed at the meeting. I've forwarded this message to Monica Heller (Rapid City
Community Planning Coordinator) and Lyle DeVries (the consultant on the project.) (Monica

and Lyle - Would you please forward copies of the documents to Patricia? Thank you.)
Also, they will include your comments with those received at the open house.

Either one would be happy to visit with you by phone or call and make an appointment with
Monica - and she would be glad to review the information from the open house with you.
Thank you for being concerned with the future of your neighborhood and community. m

————— Original Message-----

From: plbraun [mailto:plbraun@rushmore.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 8:26 PM
To: Elkins Marcia

Subject: Hi: re--chapel valley

Hi, Ms. Marcia,
It is not polite to swear but picture that I did as I forgot the

Open House Chapel Valley access study!
I promptly called my neighbor, she explained most of the results to me and will share the
info she had taken from the meeting.

I have bugged you before about this all and stand by my original

thought that the majority of the valley need egress for fire, not for flood. We should

have a 'hurricane' escape route signage with the directive that, once a disaster is

declared, the route is strictly enforced. The other options sound improbable and

financially out of reach. If a second bridge is a possibility, I believe it should only

be for access during emergency. That way, the bridge would not have to be too 'fancy'.
Thank-you, for your service and time.

Marcia, hope your knee is better, have not seen you on the walk lately!: (

Patricia Braun
3661 serendipity lane



Lyle.DeVries

From: plbraun [plbraun@rushmore.com]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 10:51 AM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: marcia.elkins@rcgov.org

Subject: Chapel Valley South Dakota

Hi,

Once again, thank-you for sending the results of the study for an egress for Chapel
Valley.

The results are not surprising and all seem unrealistic. All efforts go through
wooded areas.

Route G is through the woods and is so long that I do not believe the county will fund it
and will surely raise the hackles of those who do not want traffic coming their way onto
Prestwick road- even IF the

road is 'roughed out' and to be ONLY used on an emergent basis.

Driving to the end of Red Rock Canyon to reach G is spooky during non- emergency times,
can't imagine during fire and smoke. Route B looks to be the most feasible even though
that, too, looks heavily wooded and must have a steep grade? Also, the roads, I would
hope/assume, would ONLY be used for emergency -not for everyday traffic. This, however
makes for problems as driving an unknown route during an emergency (fire) night or day,
would be tricky, at best.

The whole situation makes me sad. Chapel Valley residents, for the most part, are
suspicious of another egress as it opens the door for further development. Further
development should have been avoided 20 years ago as the population of this valley is
beyond it's capability.

This all is a moot point, unfortunately. I believe the only reason for an eqress is for
emergency- mainly fire. During a flood a majority of the valley could 'stay put'. Fire is
my main concern.

Placing money into a road that could very easily be enveloped IN a fire does not seem
feasible.

The egress plans do not seem possible. Do not seem financially possible. It is
amazing what possibilities were even studied! Thank you for that creative, analytical way
you all have! Engineers are great!

Highly visible signage along the existing roads indicating emergency escape routes
(as done in the hurricane states) is needed, at the very least. Once the signs are placed,
educating the neighborhood on safe, effective escape would need to be done making the
route familiar to the valley residents.

Thank you for your time.
patricia braun

serendipity lane
plbraun@rushmore.com
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Steven C. Beardsley [SBeards@blackhillslaw.com]
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 11:47 AM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: new route

I am vehemently against the proposed route through Carriage hills. | have a small child and am
concerned regarding the increased traffic. In addition | have lived in the neighborhood for many years.
The idea of living there in the first place was to preserve the privacy to its residents.

This does not sound like a fire road. There will be all sorts of people driving hurriedly in this residential
area. There are numerous young children which may be impacted. The noise will of course increase.

There must be alternative routes which will affect a lot less people and are safer.

I assume a road of this nature will affect the flow of water and will also flood the area below. Have there
been engineering studies regarding this adventure.

Thanks you for listening to my concerns.

Steve Beardsley

11/30/2009
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Lvle DeVries
Felsburg, Holt, Ullevig
Dec. 3. 2009

Re: Chapel Valley Road Aligninent, option F

Dear Lyle; Listed below are my comments on Chapel Valley road alignment. I will only be addressing
option F as I am not very familiar with the other options;

Option F in my opinion would be a very poor option for the following reasons,

1. The F proposal is located at the bottom of a long and steep canyon which is very heavily forested , wide
at the top and very narrow at the bottom. A road would require the removal of a least 1000+ pine trees
for the road right away. Many trees on the steep canyon walls not removed would remain a major fire
hazard as is the case currently. Any fire below would travel gp the canyon and be a major problem in the
gvent an evacuation is required, ic bumning trees falling across road, narrow ¢scape route. High winds
frequently blow up the canyon which would create an inferno in the event of fire.

2. Option F is currently a main drainage channel for a large part of the Carmage Hills Subdivision. The
roadwav would be right in the center of the drainage chanacl in it’s catire route. In the event of flooding
in the Chapel Valley Subdivision, and the loss of the bridge egress across Rapid Creek, the only
remaining egress (option F) would certainly also have high water, flooding problems causing major
problems for vehicle and pedestrian.

3. Option F would be close 10 the allowable 12% maximum grade allowed by the city and be very difficult
to navigate in the winter months.

Option F would join West Glen, Carriage Hills Dr. and Coral Dr. Alt are stecp, windy, narrow roads
with drop off ’s of 20+ feet with no guard rails. These road do not meet city standards and were never
designed to carry a large volume of traffic. They have stecp grades and are very slippery and hazardous in
the winter months.

4. Option F would destroy the views and the ambiance of the entire canyon area which is the home to
many expensive upper end homes, plus completely ruin the value of several irreplaceable lots. This
without a doubt will cause the filing of expensive lawsnits for both the city and the landowners. The
Carriage Hills Home Owners Association is against option F and will oppose it.

1 have walked option F and it is very rocky in it’s entirety. Road development would require drilling and
blasting along it’s route. The other aption would be to fill the 100° wide right of way. Both options would
appear lo be very expensive.

Please feel free to contact me anytime should yor have any geestions.
Sincerely yours;

Thomas Martley

4401 N. Glen PL.

Rapid City, SD 57702
605 343 9383
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Jim Leach [im@southdakotajustice.com]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 9:22 AM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley project - Rapid City, SD
Dear Lyle DeVries,

This e-mail is my comment on the possible Chapel Valley project in Rapid City, SD. | have not
commented previously. | was unable to attend the open house meeting.

I live next to alternative "F" in Carriage Hills. The project would severely impact me and the entire
Carriage Hills community, all to benefit one developer.

If this were a true public safety project -- for example, building a road that would be used only for
emergencies -- | would have no objection. But that's not the proposal. The "public safety" issue, as far as
I can tell, is a fig leaf for the real purpose: development. Why do | say that? Because if this were for
public safety, the proposal would be for a road that would be used only in emergencies. No one could
object to such a road. But this isn't for such a road. It's for a full-time, two-lane, regular-usage road.
There is no good reason to build such a road. Those of us who live in Carriage Hills moved to that
neighborhood partly because it's very quiet and there is little traffic there.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

Jim Leach
4415 N. Glen Place
Rapid City, SD 57702

12/7/2009
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Lyle.DeVries

From: b c [bcafruny@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Thursday, December 17, 2009 10:35 AM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley access study

Dear Mr. DeVries:

Please add our names to the list of residents who support the recent letters to you by Jerry
Hiebert and Jim Johnson.

We are in complete agreement with those letters, and believe the apparent conclusion to
remove from consideration

access routes which would severely damage the residential environment in the areas along
Cliff Drive/Canyon Heights,

is in the best long-term interest for Rapid City.

We thank you for your time and efforts in this matter, and we appreciate your willingness to
consider input from
potentially-affected local residents.

Thank you and sincerely,

William & Patricia Cafruny
3621 Ridge Dr.

Rapid City, SD 57702
430-5063

Hotmail: Powerful Free email with security by Microsoft. Get it now.

12/17/2009
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From: Jerry Hiebert [jerryhiebert@gmail.com]
Sent:  Thursday, December 17, 2009 8:53 AM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley Access

Dear Mr. DeVries;

I apologize for the lateness of my response to the November public meeting regarding
alternative access routes to Chapel Valley.

I am in concurrence with the apparent conclusions drawn by the study to date; that is that access
from Chapel Valley to the east is not a viable alternative. However, we want to reiterate
additional reasons than those stated at the meeting for arriving at this conclusion. These were
originally transmitted to you in my July 14, 2009 letter.

First, I do not believe that traffic warrants justify the need for additional access points to Chapel
Valley. Traffic projections shown to the community illustrate that a signalized intersection at
US 44 (Jackson Blvd.) would handle traffic at a very acceptable level of service through any
reasonable planning period.

Secondly, it would have been irresponsible to propose connecting any street (other than
an "emergency access only" street) to already sub-standard streets in surrounding areas. For that
reason [ am heartened by the apparent conclusions reached.

Third, I am in complete agreement with the apparent conclusion that extreme adverse impacts to
all adjacent properties would far out-weigh any potential benefits of constructing non-compliant
streets to the east.

Finally, as I mentioned to you in my July 21, 2009 letter I would suggest that the City strongly
consider implementing emergency notice technologies that would go a long way to addressing
concerns about emergency evacuation procedures for Chapel Valley now, and during any
interim implementation stage.

"However, as I have discussed this issue further with municipal management colleagues I think
that there are technological applications that could also enhance emergency services within the
area. With so many people now "connected" with cell phones and text devices, many
communities have recently been implementing autodial/information "blasting" systems that can
warn entire communities about emergency issues, such as tornado

warnings. (See http://www.911broadcast.com/tech-emergency 22.htm). Perhaps that
technology could be useful for neighborhoods that have limited access, like Chapel Valley and
Westberry Trails. I'm sure that ICMA and NLC can provide a great deal of information about
these types of systems."

If you have questions or would like to discuss these ideas further, please feel free to call
me. The best number is 214.770.7363.

Best Wishes for the Christmas Season,
Jerry Hiebert, AICP

4730 Cliff Dr.
Rapid City, SD 57702

jerrvhiebert@gmail.com

12/17/2009
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Lyle.DeVries

From: jim Johnson [jim.judy.johnson@rap.midco.net]

Sent:  Thursday, December 17, 2009 9:55 AM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Cc: Udager Tom& Ruth; Hiebert Jerry; Melanie Paulson; Simpson Val; Kieffer Chris&Kate; Koehn Mark;

Cafruny Bill; Kennison Larry; Mitzel Barb and Jerry
Subject: Re: Rapid City Chapel Valley Access Study
Lyle:

Thank you for your email and telephone conversation this morning regarding our desire to enter
into record our support for your removal of previously proposed access routes which would
have entered into Canyon Lakes Heights.

Our comments here are consistent with those many in Canyon Lake Heights who signed the
earlier request removal petition for 'Cliff Dr./Ridge Dr. and Canyon Dr.".

We recognize you have subsequently dropped from consideration the routes through our
neighborhood. Given I missed the December 11 deadline for comment, we appreciate your
encouragement for us to respond via this email.

We believe your group has made the correct decision in dropping Connection Alternatives C, E,
J, and K. We trust they will not be revisited.

Specifically, C would damage 70 properties, E would damage 87 properties, both of which
would greatly exceed your threshold of 20 properties negatively impacted or damaged.

J was dropped due to excessive steepness at 19.6% slope which is well above the 12% City
maximum with 8% preferred. K was dropped for the same reason, slopes unknown to me. For
both routes, we agree excessive steepness precludes the stated need to have all weather roads for
a second exit.

Please note these comments are on behalf of Johnsons, Udagers, and Hieberts because we have
not recently consulted with the others listed above who are copied into this email, and there is
no apparent need at this time to initiate another petition. Mr. Udager, and perhaps others, left a
completed Public Meeting Comment Sheet at the second meeting.

Your accessibility and responsive are appreciated.

JIM JOHNSON

On Dec 17, 2009, at 8:28 AM, Lyle.DeVries wrote:
Jim,
Greetings and yes, please feel free to send comments to me at your earliest convenience.
If it's possible for you and the others, | suggest that you submit the comments by the end of
the day tomorrow (Friday 12/1 8). I am willing to discuss your comments on the phone if that

would be easier for you.

Thank you, Lyle

From: jim Johnson [mailto:jim.judy.johnson@rap.midco.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 8:22 PM

12/17/2009
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Chapel Valley
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Thank you for coming to the

Alignment Study

This handout includes selected displays
from the November 17, 2009 Open House.

We look forward to your continued involvement in this project!
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Connection Alternatives N

After receiving input from the Public in July, a total of 14 access alternatives N

were developed for Chapel Valley (13 new roadways plus a No Action option). -

These alternatives have been subjected to a screening process, depicted in November 2009

this diagram. This screening has resulted in 4 remaining alternatives, which PrEROU
Project  will be further evaluated to reach a final Most Feasible Alternative. Number of

Progress Alternatives

14

(10 options
eliminated)

Detailed Screening based on:

¢ Social/Environmental Impacts

(Property, Floodplain, Trees,

Development)
e Traffic (Access, Network)

¢ Geotechnical

¢ Right-of-way 4
e Geometrics (B, F, G, No Action)
e Structures
e Cost

MOST FEASIBLE 1
ALTERNATIVE
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& Welcome to the

OPEN HOUSE

; for the

Chapel Valley Access and
Route Alignment Study

We look forward to hearing your ideas tonight
and to your continued involvement in this project.




= Project Process

i

n Begin Project m Data Review & Collection Traffic Forecasts m Development of Alternative m Reports & Meetings
+ Establish * Review Traffic & Land 200.1 Existing Conditions Route Alignments 600.1 Draft Access Study
Y édwsory Use Information « Seasonal Factoring 4001 Identify Alternatives + 15 Copies
roup * Review City Drainage Plans P . ;
[ X ; e 200.2 Future Conditions . . . Agency Presentations
« Confirm + Conduct Field Investigations * All Possibilities, Including No Build X
an Purpose . : * Year 2035 Forecasts 400.2 Level 1 ; 600.2 Final Access Study
: Pp o + Gather Electronic Information 00.2 Level 1 Screening 40 Cooi
;eﬁ:’ée;ub”c + Compile Mailing List l + Narrow List of Alternatives ) : °p'9: ”
’ + Conduct Traffic Counts . X . * Agency Fresentations
Process m Analysis of Traffic Operations 400.3 Examine Alternatives /
- 300.1 Existing Conditions Final Screening
« Level-of-Service Analyses of * Evaluate Design Factors
— No Build and Build Alternatives for up to 3 Alternatives
———y 300.2 Future Conditions 400.4 Approve Most
* Level-of-Service Analyses of Feasible Alternative
No Build and Build Alternatives o Sl e G
Most Feasible Alternative
* = Advisory Group Meeting ‘ = Public Meeting
m Public Information & Participation
‘ WE ARE HERE
Kick-off July 8, 2009 October 2, 2009
Meeting
June 5, 2009 ‘ ‘ ‘
. . July 8, 2009 November 17, 2009
June July August September October November  December January February
2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2010 2010
Month 0 Project Timeline (Months) Month 9
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Initial Connecting Points
(Presented July 2009)
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Some of What We've Heard ...

Key Study Issues:
* Feasibility of a 2nd access
« Traffic flow in an emergency

* Relationship between a 2nd access and
future valley development

Most Favored Locations for a Connection:
* No New Connection

* South from the Valley

 West from the Valley

Criteria That Should Be Used to Find the Best Option:
* Least property impacts

* Least expensive

 Most safe route in an emergency
« Shortest route

General Comments:

* Consider building a 2nd bridge across Rapid Creek
« There is no feasible 2nd access

* Don't build a 2nd access

* Two yes votes for doing "something"

« Don't build a 2nd access for the sake of future
development

HOLT &

{' FELSBURG

ULLEVI(J
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Alternative Performance Screening

Project Number of
Progress Alternatives

14

(10 options
eliminated)

Detailed Screening based on:

¢ Social/Environmental Impacts
(Property, Floodplain, Trees,
Development)
e Traffic (Access, Network)
e Geotechnical
¢ Right-of-way 4
e Geometrics
e Structures
e Cost

MOST FEASIBLE 1
ALTERNATIVE

HOLT &
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REASONS FOR FAILURE
1. PROVIDES NO 2ND ACCESS

2. DOES NOT MEET STDS.
3. IMPACTS >20 PROPERTIES
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Thank you for attending
tomght‘s meetlng'

m”;ﬁs‘s»,_,; w.ﬂ‘ o

= \

Before you leave, please be sure
. to provide your comments.

You may provide comments by
December 11, 2009

in the following ways:

Fill out a comment sheet and:
* place it in the comment box
* mail it to: Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Ste. 600
Centennial, CO 80111

 faxto:  303.721.0832

* sumbit your comments electronically via
email to: Lyle.DeVries@fhueng.com

'

HOLT &
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Chapel Valley Public Open House #3-Overview

Date: April 14, 2010, 4:30pm — 6:30pm

Location: Canyon Lake Senior Center, 2900 Canyon Lake Drive

Attendance: 100 people, plus consultants, Project Advisory Group members,
and City representatives

Purpose: Present final screening process and results, receive comments

from attendees on the draft report

Meeting Graphics:  display boards, with several copies of draft report and handout of
modified Executive Summary

Feedback: Conversations with attendees, comment sheets (63), personal
correspondence (5)

Comment Summary

Comment Sheet Questions:
Have you read the draft report?

Most respondents indicated that they read the Executive Summary. Some responded
that they read the full report.

Do you agree with the Selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

Of the 68 pieces of correspondence received, 56 respondents did not agree with the
selection of Alternative G. 4 people expressed neutral opinions, and 8 people expressed
support for Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative.

Those who opposed Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative provided the
following reasons for doing so:

e Significant expense

¢ Increased traffic through Chapel Valley, more vehicles going past recreational
areas and more traffic bound for Stevens High School

o Likely to not be passable in a forest fire or flood

¢ Not clearly better-performing than the other options, only wins by a narrow
margin

e Will only benefit developers, not residents

¢ Drainage is already poor along Red Rock Canyon Road, Alternative G would
make it worse

¢ Homes would be affected if and when existing Red Rock Canyon Road
alignment is raised

e Increased noise

e A new access would compromise security



There must be a more feasible way

Will cause erosion

Jeopardizes wildlife

Decrease in home value

Impacts to Conrad property

Impact to pedestrians and bicyclists

Alternative G may score well on many measures, but it does not perform well in
quality of life criteria.

e Alternative G has more ‘5’ ratings than Alternative F, therefore Alternative F
should be selected ahead of Alternative G.

Those who opposed Alternative G suggested that No Action would be their preference,
followed by some who favored Alternative F or B.

Those who supported the recommendation of Alternative G provided the following
thoughts:

It is the best choice, but it should be for emergency use only

It is the only alternative that will enable development to the south and west
Is it worth the money?

This alternative is the most feasible to open the land for development

What concerns do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?

Most people who commented highlighted the same concerns noted earlier. Minimizing
the flooding and traffic effects was a concern expressed by many.

General Comments from Comment Sheets:

Comments are too numerous to record here. Please see comment sheets for text of
actual feedback.

Post-meeting Correspondence:

e Correspondence provided some ideas for options other than Alternative G. They
include:

o A connection from the Chop House area toward the fish hatchery to
Jackson Boulevard, north of Guest Road.

o An elevated road from the Chop House east along the south shore of
Canyon Lake to the spillway.

o Acutin the ridge east of Chapel Valley that would provide a connection to
Miracle Place.

e Correspondence provided a history of flooding along Red Rock Canyon Road.
Runoff from the Red Rock development has affected the water situation along
Red Rock Canyon Road.

¢ Do not build a second exit, spend the money to fix the existing roadways.
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

Nes

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

e~ See Back ﬂl(% addiTone L OommenTS .

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by April 30, 2010.

YOURNAME: ko incle UdporTH -
pooRess: 290 Real Reell Cangew K. Res D 57707
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

¥P5
/

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

AP

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible /7terna‘uve oving forward?
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General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or emal%

it to tmpnl 30, 2010.
YOUR NAME: T%Qj
ADDRESS: 300 '7/ C/@UVL%/M & /(

PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
Centennial, CO 80111 E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com

HOLT & R
ULLEVIG  Beo

("FELSBURG =




a%yx@/ WWj W/ e £ W el
fuiies o et w1 G
[ M?M%M/WZ/V%W”W |

MMW%
, %



Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

\//(»%*’ we  have réad the dnged Epo it

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

se e pther Side

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?

see  ather oide

General Comments
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by April 30, 2010.

YOUR NAME: N[ &“C,( A 7" ’)u nsnlore E\ Pf)@ Cfif"( \)+ (&

ADDRESS: F40 7 Id Je w, |d <4 [aler {//%/ya/o

PHONE# (Optional): 5() 7 ~GH(—[28 (|

G4l - | S¢4

Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries
Felshurg Holt & Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

P: 303.721.1440
F:303.721.0832
E: lyle.devries@fhueng.com
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
i . v (f’)

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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YOUR NAME: Z,,//M mﬁ c//f’/faa«;,ew
ADDRESS: _. 74@ 7 a@/(/@ ot CF . RC A 7702
PHONE# (Optional): ——

Return Comments to:

Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig P:303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F:303.721.0832
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1. Have you read the draft report?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Doyou je with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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To: Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

Yes

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the most feasible alternative?

No, I don’t. I don’t agree with any of the alternative presented.
3. What concerns or questions do you have about the most feasible alternative moving forward?

None of the alternatives, including G, are acceptable. Alternative G will impact
Chapel Valley area by adding significant traffic volume, decrease the beauty and
property values, damage the environment (tress, etc.), decrease the safety of the
residents, particularly the children, and most importantly: it will jeopardize the safety
of the residents in case of the need for the evacuation due to flood or wild fires; the
added traffic may make safe evacuation of the residents impossible or at least
extremely risky.

4, General Comments

The Final Screening Criteria presented in the draft are not adequate. They are lacking
important risk assessment elements addressing worst case scenarios such as possible
flood or wild fires. Risk assessment that should include the review of the current
evacuation plans, in case of possible disaster, is missing in your draft. Adding a new
road connecting, already highly enclosed, Chapel Valley with the new, planned
development (more people, cut through traffic, etc.) will definitely put the Valley
residents at high risk.

Zbigniew J. Hladysz, Ph.D.

Professor, South Dakota School of Mines and Technology, Rapid City,

Geotechnical Engineering Manager, Deep Underground Science Laboratory at Homestake, Lead South
Dakota

Resident of Chapel Valley
4810 Powderhom Dr.
Rapid City SD 57702

Ph: 605-718-5719
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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1. Have you read the draft report?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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1. Have you read the draft report?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet
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Lyle.DeVries

From: Shirley Frederick [shirleyf@theriver.com]
Sent: Friday, April 23, 2010 4:20 PM

To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: comments on Chapel Valley exit

Dear Mr. DeVries:
Here are my comments on the proposed exit for Chapel Valley in Rapid City:
Yes, I read the draft report and attended the recent open house.

No, I do not agree that alternative G is the most feasible. It's definitely not the most
cost effective or the most intelligent.

Here are my concerns:

Wildfire is the biggest risk to those of us who live in the valley, and a mandatory
evacuation is possible. I would never drive west to escape a fire because wildfires
generally come from the west--or the southwest or the northwest. It's counterintuitive to
head into the pine forest to escape from a forest fire. It's stupid to head into a canyon,
because it's narrow and easily blocked and because fires on steep slopes burn fast and hot
and can jump huge distances.

There is every indication that this proposal is developer driven and not in the interest
of the valley residents. I've lived in several parts of the city, and Chapel Valley is the
safest and quietest. Residents here cooperate to make it a good place to live. A road
connecting the valley to Sheridan Lake Road would change all that. More traffic, more
speeding, more noise, more crime. Some homes would be destroyed. Others would lose a lot
of their value. Flooding, which is already a problem, would become worse. It doesn't take
much of a rain to flood the drainage ditch that runs along Red Rock Canyon Road. It's
raining now, and that ditch is running.

If the city decides that a second exit is imperative, I suggest a one-way gravel road that
heads away from the pine forest and is gated except for emergencies.

Shirley Frederick

3411 Idlewild Court, Chapel Valley
Rapid City SD 57702

605-348-0208
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From:

Halina Hladysz

4801 Powderhorn Dr.
Rapid City, SD 57702
605-718-5719

April 30,2010
Public Meeting Comment Sheet

Re.: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

1. Have you read the draft report?
Yes

2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
No, I do not agree with this Alternative.

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative
moving forward?

I have a severe concern. First of all — to my knowledge — not even one member of our
community (Chapel Valley) started the process of evaluating our area for a new exit. We
are a quiet community and want to stay this way. We do not want any new exits if this is
done for those who want to bring more business to our quiet neighborhood and with this
more traffic. It makes no sense to provide a new exit which will — after Mr. Derby or
whomever else pleases moves in to Chapel Valley with their new hotels, restaurants,
parking lots for 200 cars, etc. — bring so many more people to Chapel Valley on daily
basis, increase the traffic on our streets and parking lots, and through this — endangers us
so much more in case we need to be evacuated.

I am also concerned that the city is spending our tax money for an unneeded project
which was solely triggered by one of the developers in our town. The city citizens should
not be forced to pay for such ill-considered idea.

General Comments

Please, stop this process which is taking place solely against all the people who live in
our enclosed area. Leave us alone. Save our taxed money and use it for places where
there is a serious need.

Sincerely,

Halina Hladysz
Chapel Valley resident for 27 years
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Lyle.DeVries

From: doshibar@gmail.com

Sent:  Thursday, April 29, 2010 3:32 PM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valley Access Study

1. Yes, I have read the draft report.

2. B could be as well. It looks like it would be a less expensive alternative. If you do G, I would suggest the
road be a fire trail just as an escape route, not a major road.

3. I don't want Chapel Valley to have high traffic density like Sheridan Lake Rd. through the quiet
neighborhood.

Barb Doshier

3302 Snowmass Court
Rapid City, SD 57702

4/29/2010
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET:

1. Have you read the draft report? Yes.
2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

NO

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving
forward?

I am infuriated by the fact that [ am again being confronted with efforts to disrupt
the quality of life in Chapel Valley. I have lived in the Valley for almost fourteen years.
During that time I have put up with repeated efforts on the part of the Chapel Valley
Water Company to erect a water tower on the hill above my home. As residents we’ve
had to endure the efforts to build a huge motel/restaurant/entertainment complex at the
mouth of the canyon on Canyon Lake. It is clear to me that this effort to enable a second
exit from Chapel Valley will be closely followed by another effort and lawsuit toward
building up the Chophouse and motel property. When are you going to leave Chapel
Valley alone?! The answer is “no”. As residents, we want things to remain as they are.

There are numerous reasons why this proposal is stupid:

First, you would be creating a heavily used road right through our residential
neighborhood. We don’t want the noise or the traffic. In addition, the proposed exit will
be built on the road that travels right in front of the Chapel Valley residents’ swimming
pool and ball court. For three to four months of the year that area is already packed with
cars and people, especially children. During the Summer months that area is already
dangerous and your plan will send the danger beyond any acceptable limit.

Rapid City law enforcement hasn’t been able to control the “speedway” that already
exists down Red Rock Canyon Road and making the road wider and adding traffic isn’t
going to improve those conditions.

Creating more roads through the Valley further jeopardizes the wildlife that live here.
Bald eagles currently live and feed in our neighborhood. Your plan will disturb the
habitat for deer, fox, rabbits, coyotes, ducks, geese & the bald eagles.

We regularly have flooding in the ditch that runs next to Red Rock Canyon Road. The
bright red muddy water indicates the erosion that already exists. Further disturbing the
Canyon walls will only create more erosion problems. Leave it alone.

Your plan is totally unfair to the residents of the Valley, particularly those who live in
Red Rock Canyon and along Red Rock Canyon Road. The value of my home will
decrease if this plan is followed.



If you stop trying to keep the developers happy and focus on the needs of Chapel Valley
Residents, you could build a gated gravel access/exit that would allow for emergency
access and exits without creating all of the above problems in our residential
neighborhood.

Just having this study done and people wasting their time looking at this issue is a waste
of money. Just tell the developers no and make that stick.

I am willing to pursue every legal remedy to prevent this from happening. I don’t want to
talk about this or negotiate about this. I want the quality of life in Chapel Valley to
remain as it is.

Sincerely,
Kay 1indgren
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1. Have you read the draft report?
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Lyle.DeVries

From: JCWillman@aol.com

Sent:  Wednesday, April 28, 2010 4:29 PM
To: Lyle.DeVries

Subject: Chapel Valey Access Comment Sheet
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

eSS = N\ FULL

< §
2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
e s
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?

L

3. What concerns or questions do you have about the Most Feasible Alternative moving forward?
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You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or email
it to the address below by April 30, 2010.
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?

Ves
/

2. . Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet

1. Have you read the draft report?
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2. Do you agree with the selection of Alternative G as the Most Feasible Alternative?
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Rapid City, SD

Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

April 2010
Public Open House #3
Summary

Personal Letters and E-Mails



1.

3.
would be considered before moving forward with Alternative G. All property owners in
the Canyon Lake Heights, Carriage Hills, Chapel Valley, and adjoining areas purchased
land, built homes or purchased existing homes with the knowledge that there is only one
access route. Mr. Derby purchased property in Chapel Valley with the same knowledge.
Despite what we were told by a Council person, the citizens of Rapid City do not OWE
Mr. Derby a 2™ access route because of all the time, effort, and money he has spent.

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

I have read the DRAFT Executive Summary and found that Alignment F2 was not
identified in Figure S-1 and should not have been considered in Table S-1.
Alignments A and B on map (Fig. S-1) do not seem to have been drawn or selected in
a location that would NOT impact a great number of properties. It would appear that
the consultants are not aware of the former street going “upstream” from near the
Chop House parking area toward the fish hatchery (to the former Dr. Jackson
property). Surely, en§ineers could devise a least cost road and bridge over Rapid
Creek to provide a 2" access to SD highway 44 where the existing access near the ice
rink and “dog park™ are located. This route could (and should) be elevated above
Rapid Creek and have little, if any impact on existing properties and/or the fish
hatchery. Much less costly than G.

Another possible access route not shown on Figure S-1 would be to construct an
elevated road from the Chop House easterly along the south shore of Canyon Lake to
the spillway. Ultimately, this route would empty onto Sheridan Lake Road via Falls
Drive to Park Drive and/or to Wonderland Drive. I assume consultants have observed
elevated roadways around Dillon Lake west of Denver or on other mountain lakes.
This alternative would require less that % mile of construction along the south shore
of Canyon Lake with impact on 2 or 3 existing homes. Less costly than G.

A third alternative would require a “cut” or tunnel in the red ridge exiting easterly
from Chapel Valley into the existing driveway that serves 2 homes on the ridge. It is
in the vicinity of the Alternative J on Figure S-1. Exit would follow a small canyon
to Canyon Drive and ultimately to Wonderland Drive. Less costly than G.

2. 1 DO NOT AGREE with the selection of Alternative G. It is NOT the most feasible

and NOT the most economical alternative. I can only surmise that some property
owners desire this alternative for personal economic gain after taxpayer dollars
construct a roadway which would open more land for “development”.

I would hope that other alternatives suggested herein or proposed by other citizens

Robert Gartner
4011 Penrose PI.
Rapid City, SD 57702
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Public Meeting Comment Sheet: Red Rock Canyon Rd. development as secondary access
route.
1) We have lived in Red Rock Canyon since the mid ‘80’s. My grandfather lived
here since the 1950’s and had no flooding problems in all of those years.
2) The 1 flood we experienced in the canyon was in June 1997. No one could get in
or out for a day.
3) August 17,2007, the canyon flooded again making the road impassable for a day.
4) May 22,2008, the dry creek behind our home was flowing after 3” of rain in
24hbrs. The road was blocked to traffic again.
5) On June 13,2009, the dry creek flooded the road after only 1.28” of rain blocking
our road once again.
6) June 18,2009, after only .43” of rain the dry creek was flowing again.
Since the Red Rocks development began we have had increasing problems with “water
shed” and “run off” into Red Rock Canyon. The removal of trees, natural land structure,
and native shrubbery and grasses in that development have altered the water shed in ways
that were not well researched or anticipated by the county and developers in regards to its
negative effect on ‘down stream’ established homes in the canyon itself. Because of this
failure in planning several home owners in our canyon have incurred large expenses more
than once to rebuild driveway access and clean-up debris from this fairly recent “run-off
issue”. A larger access road with more development along that road can only incur more
problems with watershed for the residents and homeowners in the canyon. We have
serious concerns about further development above Red Rock Canyon, no matter where
the access road would be, because of the harmful impact on existing homes and the road
into Red Rock Canyon. The city and county have a responsibility 1* to the current
longstanding homeowners and taxpayers in Red Rock Canyon. The negative impact to
our property, privacy and chosen lifestyle in the canyon far out weigh the benefits of a
thoroughfare being excavated through the canyon.

We would invite the S.D. Department of Natural Resources into the discussion of this
proposed road to study the impact of debris and increasing water shed and the
environmental impact it has on Canyon Lake and Rapid Creek. A larger express route
and the development that would follow would surely increase the impact of run off and
debris to the lake.

The idea of an egress route for escape in case of fire through Red Rock Canyon has
questionable merit in that one would then be routing traffic through a highly forested area
where the chance of fire is only increased.

The residents of Red Rock Canyon live here because of the privacy and beautiful
surroundings. We moved to Rapid City from Minneapolis 33 years ago to find the
lifestyle and ‘sense of place’ that we have enjoyed for 20+ years in Red Rock Canyon.
We buy 4 wheel drive vehicles because of snowy roads in the winter and chainsaws to
clear fallen trees form the road from heavy snowfall. We don’t bother the county with
most of our ‘road passage challenges’. We take care of them ourselves. What we do not
want to become is a ‘high traffic route’ from Red Rocks and Countryside developments
to west Rapid City. We respectfully request that you pursue another solution.
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Felsburg Holt & Ullevig

6300 South Syracuse Way, Suite 600
Centennial, CO 80111

Attention: Lyle E. DeVries

Date: May 3, 2010

I attended your community review of the proposed exits to
Chapel Valley at Rapid City Senior Center on April 14, 2010. I have
also reviewed your draft report concerning the proposed second exit
into Chapel Valley.

Your draft report included public comments submitted in writing
from the people attending the public meeting of November 17, 2009.
The predominate comment was that the residents of Chapel Valley do
not want the problems associated with a second exit. Therefore it
seems odd that money is still being spent on studying a second exit.
Such is government!!!! What part of “no” do they not understand.

My comments on your preferred exit are:

Red Rock Canyon Road floods once or twice a year. Last year it
flooded twice. In case of a flood, Red Rock Canyon would not be the
place to exit Chapel Valley.

Red Rock Canyon is a heavily forested area, in case of fire this
would not be a viable exit.

Your report indicated that in case of flood or fire and if the Red
Rock Canyon exit was blocked than the present bridge exit could be
used. Why build a second exit (Red Rock Canyon) if during flood or
fire it will not be available?

The second exit would be an open route for Red Rock
subdivision residents to use, therefore creating a large flow of traffic
past Chapel Valley pool and a potential hazard for children using the
pool.

Do not build a second exit, spend the money and fix the streets.

et

P \> A e /(_/
Richard and Jackie Typper

4917 Steamboat Circle
Rapid City, SD 57702



Lyle.DeVries

From: Travis B. Jones [TJones@pblackhillslaw.com]
Sent:  Thursday, April 15, 2010 2:46 PM
To: Lyle.DeVries; Marcia.Elkins@rcgov.org; Heller.Monica@rcgov.org

Cc: Travis B. Jones

Subject: Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study
Dear Mr. DeVries, Ms. Elkins and Ms. Heller:

Please accept these as my comments on the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study. | have
reviewed the draft report as well as attended the public meeting held on April 14, 2010. | had the
opportunity to visit briefly with most of you as well as the other city and state transportation
representatives that were present. | thank you for making yourselves available to receive input from the
public that will be directly affected by these proposals. | trust that the final report will reflect what |
heard yesterday afternoon as the public’s overwhelming opinion that an alternative access is not
needed. There are a number of statements and items in the report that give me pause and which
seemingly deserve comment. They are as follows:

1.

4.

5/17/2010

Several times in the study it is stated that “because of its topography and vegetation,
Chapel Valley is vulnerable to flooding and fires.” It strikes me as peculiar that
notwithstanding these two perils, which seemingly were the driving force for the study, that
the recommended alternative access “route G” would be constructed in Red Rock Canyon
which is prone to flooding and surrounded by dense forest. Common sense tells you that
threat of fire to Chapel Valley is from the forested area to the south and the west. Route G
would run directly through the area of greatest danger to fire. Likewise, Red Rock Canyon
has flooded every year for the last four years and twice in 2007. Controlling the drainage
will be a monumental task.

Please do not call the proposal an “alternative means of access” for Chapel Valley. Itis
clear from the selected route that the alternative being proposed is not being championed
for the safety of the residents of Chapel Valley to provide an escape route in case of flood or
fire. Rather route G is being constructed to act as a southwest corridor connecting the
developments of Red Rock and Countryside to Highway 44 and to open up other land to
development. If route G is for the safety of the residents of Chapel Valley to get them out
of harms way in case of fire or flood then route G should not run through the bottom of
canyon that drains hundreds of acres or through the heart of the surrounding forest which is
susceptible to fire.

It would be shortsighted to assume that the proposed corridor would not significantly
increase the traffic in Chapel Valley given the number of families living to the south who
have children who attend Stevens High School. As such, the proposed road should be
viewed in the same light and with the same design standards as Sheridan Lake Road or
Catron Blvd because the road will have like volumes of traffic. What will be done with
parking on Red Rock Canyon road? Presently on any given summer weekend there are 20 to
30 cars parked along Red Rock Canyon Road as community members enjoy the association’s
swimming pool and basketball and volleyball courts. There simply is no other area for cars
to park to use the facilities and no area to develop for parking. Moreover many of the
homes in Red Rock Canyon are situated in very close proximity to Red Rock Canyon Road
and if the road is developed as proposed many of those homeowners will have traffic within
a few yards of their front doors.

The development of a road all the way through Red Rock Canyon drainage will also alter the

Page 1 of 2
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natural flow of drainage which will result in increased sedimentation being deposited into Canyon Lake and
Rapid Creek. Given the steepness of the canyon and the narrowness of the area for the for route G to be
constructed it is obvious that the drainage will have to be channeled down the canyon as opposed how it
presently meanders along and spreads out as the topography permits. Allowing the water to meander
generally results in the flood water dissipating by the time it reaches the point it drains into Rapid Creek.
Channeling the water to permit the construction of a road will cause the water and debris to flow into Rapid
Creek and Canyon Lake causing damage these recreational assets. Canyon Lake will run red from
sedimentation more often from the additional drainage that will be dumped into it as a result of this project.

5. The estimated cost is $50 million excluding property, engineering costs or the cost for improvements to
existing facilities. It is unclear from the presentation at what point construction of the road is considered
new and what would be considered as “improvements to existing facilities.” Red Rock Canyon Road is
without curb or gutter or any drainage control past the intersection with Powderhorn Drive. There are no
less than five areas from Powderhorn Drive to the mouth of Red Rock Canyon where the water runs over
Red Rock Canyon road with heavy precipitation. The what is presently Red Rock Canyon Road is part of the
“existing facilities” then one can assume that the price tag for this alternate access will increase by several
million dollars more given the current design and condition of the “existing facilities”.

Again | appreciate you receiving public input on this proposed project. | believe the sentiment of the public is that the
second access is not need and certainly cannot be justified at a cost of well over $50 million dollars. Furthermore, the
costs for maintenance of the new road have not been part of the discussion. Give the state of the economy is it
appropriate to add several more miles to the city street maintenance system. It is time to do more with less. If the city
is truly concerned with the safety of the citizens of Chapel Valley if faced with fire or flood let’s start with a community
education project and an evacuation plan?

Thank you for your considerations and for including these comments in the final report.

Travis B. Jones
4931 Steamboat Circle

Travis B. Jones

4200 Beach Drive, Suite #3

P.0. Box 9579

Rapld City, South Dakota 57709
Tel: 605.721.2800

‘ Fax: 6057212801
Beardsley Jensen & VonWald [esshe S

Paor L LG

This communication is protected by the attorney / client privilege. If you receive this in error, please delete i

immediately and contact me at tjones@blackhillslaw.com  Thank you,

HOTICE: Beardaley, Jansen £ Von Wald does not seeept ssrvice by eletronss madl (e mail) o facsimils transmission of noties or plesding: wnder South Dakats

lawr. You may provide a courbesy copy of your notece or pleadings by e-madl or fecsimale. Likewise, the provision of notice or pleadings by e-maal or facsirnile made by
Beardeley, Tensen & Von Wald ie inberwded a2 4 courtesy and o nol intended 1o affect service or irigeer the provisions of SDCL §156.5()). In order to properly effct
service upon Beardsley, Jensen £ Von Wald under the South Dakiota Fules of Crvil Procedue, sow must serve the notice or plesdings upon us by mail
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Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Hool @T"*‘””\ v Py

Introduction (el 9M&J 4 ﬁmami ma#

The City of Rapid City, in cooperation with the Rapid City Area Metropolitan Plannlné
Organization (MPQO) has undertaken an access study of the Chapel Valley neighborhood in
southwest Rapid City. Originally annexed in 1978, the 542-home neighborhood is located in a
valley with steep forested slopes on all sides that isolate the residents from the surrounding
area.

Because of its topography and vegetation, Chapel Valley residents are vulnerable to flooding
and fire. The Chapel Lane Bridge over Rapid Creek currently provides the lone vehicular access
to Chapel Valley. The bridge was submerged and collapsed in the flood of 1972. Rebuilt and
recently improved, this single access leaves Chapel Valley’s 500-plus residents vulnerable to
being stranded should it close for any reason. The twofold purpose of this project is:

(1) To develop alternative alignments for the alternate means of access for the Chapel
Valley area, and,

(2) to determine the feasibility of providing an alternate access for the Chapel Valley area.

The project team cooperated with the public to develop a list of 14 possible alternate access
alternatives. The alternatives, shown on Figure S-1, were developed to serve as year-round
City streets, and, subsequently analyzed using the City of Rapid City Street Design Criteria
Manual (City of Rapid City, June 1996 revision). An overall “footprint’ was developed for each
alternative, incorporating the amount of cut/fill earthwork needed to construct the alternative.
Due to the significant slopes in the area, most of the alternatives required large earthwork
quantities and impacted areas well beyond the pavement surface.

The list of 14 alternatives was reduced to four based on the following three critical questions: 1)
Does the Alternative provide a second access, 2) Does the alternative meet City/State design
criteria, and 3) Does the Alternative impact more than 20 properties(land and/or structures). The
Level 1 screening results were presented to the public in November of 2009. The results of the
initial screening are depicted graphically on Figure S-1. Each eliminated alternative is shown
with its reason for screening. Property impacts in excess of 20 properties and structures served
to eliminate four alternatives (A, C, D, E), one alternative does not provide a second access (M),
slopes that did not meet the City’s requirement of vertical grades not exceeding 12 percent
eliminated two alternatives (1, J), two alternatives were eliminated due to tight_ horizontal curves
(below City’s minimum radius) (H, K), and one alternative was eliminated by falling short of
SDDQOT access spacing requirements along Jackson Boulevard.

Following initial screening, alternatives B, F, F2, G, and No Action were evaluated based on
screening criteria developed in cooperation with the Project Advisory Group and the public.
Table S-1 identifies the screening criteria and the scoring of each alternative. The alternatives
were ranked by performance within each criterion. Alternatives could be ranked from 1.0 to 5.0
in a given category. The top performer in a category was typically ranked 1.0 with the poorest
typically awarded a 5.0. Each criterion was equally weighted in the final evaluation. Table S-1
provides the screening scores within each category.
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i i i ii Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The City of Rapid City, in cooperation with the Rapid City Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) has undertaken an access study of the Chapel Valley neighborhood in
southwest Rapid City. Originally annexed in 1978, the 542-home neighborhood is located in a
valley with steep forested slopes on all sides that isolate the residents from the surrounding
area.

Because of its topography and vegetation, Chapel Valley residents are vulnerable to flooding
and fire. The Chapel Lane Bridge over Rapid Creek currently provides the lone vehicular access
to Chapel Valley. The bridge was submerged and collapsed in the flood of 1972. Rebuilt and
recently improved, this single access leaves Chapel Valley’s 500-plus residents vulnerable to
being stranded should it close for any reason. The twofold purpose of this project is:

(1) To develop alternative alignments for the alternate means of access for the Chapel
Valley area, and,

(2) to determine the feasibility of providing an alternate access for the Chapel Valley area.

The project team cooperated with the public to develop a list of 14 possible alternate access
alternatives. The alternatives, shown on Figure S-1, were developed to serve as year-round
City streets, and, subsequently analyzed using the City of Rapid City Street Design Criteria
Manual (City of Rapid City, June 1996 revision). An overall “footprint” was developed for each
alternative, incorporating the amount of cut/fill earthwork needed to construct the alternative.
Due to the significant slopes in the area, most of the alternatives required large earthwork
quantities and impacted areas well beyond the pavement surface.

The list of 14 alternatives was reduced to four based on the following three critical questions: 1)
Does the Alternative provide a second access, 2) Does the alternative meet City/State design
criteria, and 3) Does the Alternative impact more than 20 properties(land and/or structures). The
Level 1 screening results were presented to the public in November of 2009. The results of the
initial screening are depicted graphically on Figure S-1. Each eliminated alternative is shown
with its reason for screening. Property impacts in excess of 20 properties and structures served
to eliminate four alternatives (A, C, D, E), one alternative does not provide a second access (M),
slopes that did not meet the City’s requirement of vertical grades not exceeding 12 percent
eliminated two alternatives (I, J), two alternatives were eliminated due to tight horizontal curves
(below City’s minimum radius) (H, K), and one alternative was eliminated by falling short of
SDDOT access spacing requirements along Jackson Boulevard.

Following initial screening, alternatives B, F, F2, G, and No Action were evaluated based on
screening criteria developed in cooperation with the Project Advisory Group and the public.
Table S-1 identifies the screening criteria and the scoring of each alternative. The alternatives
were ranked by performance within each criterion. Alternatives could be ranked from 1.0 to 5.0
in a given category. The top performer in a category was typically ranked 1.0 with the poorest
typically awarded a 5.0. Each criterion was equally weighted in the final evaluation. Table S-1
provides the screening scores within each category.
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Project Purpose

PURPOSE

(1) To develop alternative alignments for the alternate
means of access for the Chapel Valley area, and,

(2) to determine the feasibility of providing an
alternate access for the Chapel Valley area.

NEED

© A man-made or natural event could block ingress or
egress from the subdivision, which could create
life/safety issues for residents and rescue personnel.

© Other less threatening situations could impede
access and cause inconvenience for the residents

© Due to public safety concerns, further subdivision of
land within this area has been prohibited, until an
alternative means of access is developed

O An alternate access to Chapel Valley is needed to
meet City requirements. The City of Rapid City
requires that a single point of access cannot serve
more than 40 homes. Chapel Lane currently provides
the only access to 542 homes.
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Not to Scale
Aprll 2010

Figure 10
Final Screening Alternatives and Options

08-275, 4/7/10




Project Number of
Progress Alternatives

14

Detailed Screening based on:
¢ Social/Environmental Impacts
(Property, Floodplain, Trees,
Development)
¢ Traffic (Access, Network)
e Geotechnical
e Right-of-way 4
e Geometrics
e Structures
e Cost
¢ Funding

MOST FEASIBLE 1
ALTERNATIVE

Figure 8
D RAFT Alternative Screening Process

08-275,4/7/10 Page 16
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Final Screening Scores

Alternative Ranking within
Criteria and Aggregate Score
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Final Screening Criteria IS R &0 =& 8 2
Impacts to Property Only 3.0 5.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
Impacts to Structures 4.0 18 3.0 5.0 1.5
Park and Trail impact 5.0 285 25 2.5 2.5
errnaecst on viewshed for existing 50 40 40 40 10
Impact on treed acres 40 3.0 5.0 2.0 1.0
Drainage/Floodplain Issues 3.0 3.0 3.0 250 3.0
Provides two access points 285 2.8 215 2.5 5.0
ggt:]Nnoerits with regional roadway 50 35 10 35 50
Cut-through traffic volumes 20 2.3 5.0 815 1.0
Fitness o_f_ Connecting Roads to 50 45 30 45 10
serve additional traffic
Relative Construction Cost 3.0 20 5.0 4.0 1.0
Alternative Funding Availability 40 40 2.0 4.0 1.0
Geotechnical Feasibility 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
POINT TOTAL 41.5 42.0 41.0 45.5 25.0
Overall Alternative Rank 3 4 2 5 1
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Jan. 30. 2010 9:28AM
JAMES D. LEACH

Attorney at Law

1617 Sheridan Lake Road

Rapid City SD 57702

TELEPHONE NO.: (605) 341-4400

FACSIMILE NO.. (605) 341-0716

FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: 1/30/10
To: Lyle DeVries
FROM: Jim Leach

Dear Mr. DeVries:

TiME:
FAX;

CasE

NAME:

No. 3190 P

9:25 am.

303 721 0832

Chapel Valley
Access and Route
Alignment Study

Enclosed are Petitions signed by 118 residents of Rapid City, 113 of whom are residents of

Carriage Hills. Please include these as Public Comments in your study and analysis. If you

have any questions, please contact me. Thank you.

ToTAL PAGES 20
SENT:
(Including cover sheet)
X Original will not follow

Original will follow




Jan. 30. 2010 Y:/4AM

No. 3190t !/
3 [ ] e
: Public Meeting Comment Sheet
. 1. 4 Allematives (No Action, and Alignments G, F and B) have been selected for final screening.
-— Do you think different altenatives belong in addition to these 47 Why?

' 2. Based on the information presented, what do you think about the screening resuts?
o

3. What other comments do you have about the Chapel Valley Access and Route Alignment Study?

General Comments

You may hand in this sheet at the open house or you can mail, fax or emai

it to the addrass below by December 11, 2009.
YOUR NAME:

ADDRESS;
PHONE# (Optional):

Return Comments to:
Lyle DeVries

Felsburg Hoit & Ullevig P: 303.721.1440

6300 S. Syracuse Way, Suite 600 F: 303.721.0832
E: lyle. devries@fhueng.com

Centennial, CO 80111
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANSING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY 0PPOEING NEW ROADS

Thets is currently a study wndg:way known as the C A
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS }

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chape! Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Vallay and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, develo;:&me"'ta“"-l
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safefy.

New roads will become short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirabiiity, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Canmriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

@ a0 s w N

Y

7 Lunn

2

LV
.

vai. Jv.

Date Name Signature Address
QL[LQ’ a Ka wnp Meger ?(»v—sff V\’b“f/"‘— S0 Fpuvese Place, R.C., S D STWL
a/ "" o _C‘%/a ﬂéucr LA “ e /42¥4 /g’ﬂfﬂqf f/&(’&’, /PCg 5/3 57702

mﬁhﬁ.&__fg_r_ui% AN VoMY e ¢ \Wt: Hoﬁx Pgaacﬁﬁg &?}mgg gc S])S77oa
Brant ¢ Gt TS SH— L O few s P/cgrwﬁd

Z Lt
P, b2 e FREMMIK i U w
Lot O R poe S/ 2) (G s

oz foonns f/

e &H DHmES




nu, JI1Jv

7.LURAM

LVIv

valil. Jv.

PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNGIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW-ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an dption of a road from: Chapel Valley through Carrage Hills. .

Both Chapel Vailey and Carriage Hills are well established neighb
.- for more than.40.years. . .. S

orhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safely within the city

We, the undersighad, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
ciime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rodds will becomne short cuts resulting in increased iraffie, and-danger to owr cliildréfi-and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surround ing neighborhoods.

We do nof want riew roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red

Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills. /./\
Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeoﬁvners desiring quiet and safety within the city

for more than 40 years. ..., :

We, the undersigned, oppose the bullding of new roads through our neighborhoods which wxll result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
deslrabillty. and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We dg not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CIiTY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There Is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red

Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city

for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and

crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
des:rablllty and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hilis and surrounding neighborhoods.

We dé not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

v, J12v

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safefy.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Vailey, Carriage Hiils and surrounding neighborhoods.

We dg not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valiey Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have aftracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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& PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red

Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have atiracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for mqre than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will resuit in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want nev;/ roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

>

There is curréntly a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

wy. 217V

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet ang safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighberhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chape! Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Vailey and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have aftracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased ftraffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desnrabllity. and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to bulld a road through Chapel! Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Camriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will resuit in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will becorne short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

" Date Name Signature Address
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

? There is currently a study underway known as the Chape! Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
- Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.
R Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
Y for more than 40 years.
) We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased fraffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.
New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.
We dg not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a sfudy underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel! Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an optfon of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have aftracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the City
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We dg not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.
We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.
New rpads will become short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability. and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.
We dé, not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPFOSING NEW ROADS

There is curently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Acoess Roufe Alignment Study, to build a road thiough Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an-apition of a road from Chapel Valley through Carrage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hifts are well established fieighborhoods that have attracted homeowneis desiring quiet and safefy within the city
for'more.\han 40 years. e, " Ce . B T el

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through aur neighberhoods which will result in increased lraffic, noise, developinent and
crime at the expense of our peace, quief and safely.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in‘increased traffic, and danger t6 our children and pedestrians. This will téduté oursafety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Vafley, Carriage Hilfs and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our heighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

>

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hilis are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

nv. J17v

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

: Name Signature Address
//Z 4/) g _Tolh /7413& M//A% ‘/0‘/! pZUMj'Z '?[—- R

g Uit F(?:H/ \qﬁ» W« L ‘7«

-

7.J1hm

© ® N O O A N

LViv

-~
1

-l
-
.

vai. Jv.




v, 217V

FAR A Ralll]

FATRRY}

Jyaitt, JV.

MRyt oo e g PR AL e b 0t b b1 400

PET(TION TO THE RAFID CITY PLANNING COMMISSIGN AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently 4 siudy underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a raad through Chapel Veliey and Red
Rock Canyon with an optior of a toad frosh Chapel Vallsy through Caitiage Hills.

Bath Chiapel Valley and Canriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have atiracted homeowners desiring quief and safety within the city
for morathan 40.years. - .. - e e eeren e I T R

We, the undersigned, appose the buiiding of new raads through our neighborhoods which will resudt in increased trafiic, noise, development and
ctime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads wili becorme shart cuts resulling in increased traffic, and danger to aur children and pedestriarts. This will reduce our safely, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Cariage Hills and surounding neighborheods.

Wa do not want new roads in our neighborhoads.
Name W Address
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TELEPHONE NO.: (805) 341-4400
(605) 341-0716

Mar. 1. 2010 Y:5/AM
]AMES D. LEACH
Attorney at Law
1617 Sheridan Lake Road
Rapid City SD 57702
FACSIMILE NO.:

F. R SHEET

DATE; 3/1710

To: Lyle DeVries

From: Jim Leach

Dear Mr. DeVries:

TivE:
FAx;

Case

NAME:

No. 349y F. ]

9:65 a.m.

303 721 0832

Chapel Valley
Access and Route
Alignment Study

Enclosed are Petitions signed by another 31 residents of Carriage Hills. Please include

these as Public Comments in your study and analysis. If you have any questions, please

contact me. Thank you.

TovaL PaGes 8
SENT.
(Inctuding cover sheet)
X Original will not follow

Original will follow




PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

Lr v

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapei Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years,

nwv, J127

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result In increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased fraffic, and danger fo our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valiey, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will resuit In increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safefy.

New rpads will become short cuts resuiting in increased fraffic, and danger fo our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Camiage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There Is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chape! Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapet Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chape! Valley and Carrlage Hilis are weil established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safefy within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the bullding of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safefy,

New roads will become short cuts reguiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valiey, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We d:b not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is cusrently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study. {o build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an apfién of a road from Chapel Vialley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are wefl estabtished neighborheods that have ah:acied hbmeowners desmng qunet and safety wﬁhm the cﬂy
for more than 40 years. .

We, the undersigned, oppase the building of new roads through our neighborhiocds which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiét and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in Increased traffic, and danger t& our childreri and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapet Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods..

e do not wanf riew roads in our neighborhoods,
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There Is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chape! Valley through Carmiage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased fraffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chape! Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There Is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have aftracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY QPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignmenl Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canvan with an option of a road from Chapél Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 yeats. . . ..

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through ous rieighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet. and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased tfaffic, and dariger 10 our children and pedesirians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do riot want new roads m our neighborhoods.
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DATE:
To:

From:

Dear Mr. DeVries:

JAMES D. LEACH

Attorney at Law
1617 Sheridan Lake Road
Rapid City SD 57702

TELEPHONE NO.: (605) 341-4400
FACSIMILE NO.:  (605) 341-0716

FAX COVER SHEET

3/8/10 TIME:
Lyle DeVries Fax:
Case

Jim Leach NAME:

WY 2221 1. I

11.05 a.m.

303 721 0832

Chapel Valley
Access and Route
Alignment Study

Enclosed are Petitions signed by another 16 residents of Carriage Hills. Please include

these as Public Comments in your study and analysis. This is now a total of 160 residents

of Carriage Hills who have signed this petition. If you have any questions, please contact

me. Thank you.

ToraL PaGes

SENT:

(Including cover sheet)

Original will not follow

Original will follow
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Vailey Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New rpads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chape! Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

Date SIgnat Address
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts restiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general guality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

Date Name Signature Address
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Mar.30. 2010 2:06PM

JAMES D. LEACH

Attorney at Law
1617 Sheridan Lake Road
Rapid City SD 57702

TELEPHONE NO.: (605) 341-4400

FACSIMILE NO.:
FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: 3/30/10
To: Lyle DeVries
From: Jim Leach

Dear Mr. DeVries:

(605) 341-0716

TIME:
Fax:

CaAse

NAME:

No. 3824 P 1

2:00 pm

303 721 0832

Chapel Valley
Access and Route
Alignment Study

Enclosed are Petitions signed by 49 residents of Rapid City, the vast majority of whom

reside in Chapel Valley. Please include these are Public Comments in your study and

analysis. Thank you.

ToTAL PAGES 8

SENT;

{Including cover sheet)

X Original will not follow

Original will follow
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapei Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhocds.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.

Date Name Signature Address
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rack Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapet Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and

crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resuiting in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general qualify of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quief and safefy within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, and danger fo our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road from Chape! Valley through Carriage Hills.

Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established neighborhoods that have attracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city
for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety.

New roads will become short cuts resulfing in increased traffic, and danger to our children and pedestrians. This will reduce our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapei Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

We do not want new roads in our neighborhcods.
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PETITION TO THE RAPID CI'TY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF RAPID CITY OPPOSING NEW ROADS

There is currently a study underway known as the Chapel Valley Access Route Alignment Study, to build a road through Chapel Valley and Red
Rock Canyon with an option of a road frbm Chapel Valley through Carriage Hills.

_ Both Chapel Valley and Carriage Hills are well established nelghborhoods that have aftracted homeowners desiring quiet and safety within the city

for more than 40 years.

We, the undersigned, oppose the building of new roads through our neighborhoods which will result in increased traffic, noise, development and
crime at the expense of our peace, quiet and safety .

New roads will become short cuts resulting in increased traffic, andz danéer to our children and pedestrians. This will redtice our safety, the
desirability, and the general quality of the Chapel Valley, Carriage Hills and surrounding neighborhoods.

-We do not want new roads in our neighborhoods.
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