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between the two studies for this project, and lack of mitigation to meet the AASHTO
thresholds for mtersectlonc as was done for the Belden Barns project must be
addressed. |

In addition, joint road use conflicts with large trucks and bicycles were not
addressed at all. Westside| Road is a heavily used bicycle route with a bicycle LOS E.
The April 2017 Level of Servxce Analysis shows that Westside is already at Level of
Service C, with at least three (3) known projects in addition to the subject project,
the Level of Service Analy31 s should address cumulative impacts of existing and
known projects.

Marc Bommersbach
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Dean,
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We are requesting a written explanation from the DTPW that demonstrates mitigations able to create safe
sight distances at the project's entrance.

Marc




