FRA-Scioto Bikeway Connector
Alternatives Discussion

Logical Termini

A primary purpose of the proposed Scioto BikewaioCis to serve as a connecting segment in
the Columbus Regional Bikeway System, tyingtangyOded Scioto Bikeway systems together.
Logical termini were chosen for this projecuttidtest accommodate the desired connectivity.
Therefore, the western terminus (Begin Prigieat¢dswhere the existing Scioto Trail Greenway
meets the western study area boundary (i.eievérandnue, south of the eastbound 1-670
exit/entrance ramps). This location was chusethaatthe other end of the existing trail, near
Watermark Drive, because that segment will sersteitagonnector to the surrounding street
system when the bikeway is completed. Thehiggioaglplan envisions the main bikeway route
to extend westward from the selected Grandwewetvemus, along the 1.5-mile trail that already
extends to the Rivers Edge development on BdpAndRonward to Trabue Road, and ultimately
to Hayden Run and the Hilliard Heritage Rdih Bddition, a Scioto River crossing is planned a
short distance west of the study area, to secam@asction to the Camp Chase Rail-Trail, which is
part of the statewide Ohio-Erie Trail project.

At the east end of the project study area, ithes tisrfocated at the intersection of Souder Avenu
and Rickenbacker Drive. This location providesvagrwith both the Lower Olentangy, and Lower
Scioto, Multi-Use Trails via Confluence Parkessegndhether the preferred Scioto Bikeway
Connector alternative will follow the north baskudf the river to reach the eastern terminus.

Depending on which alternative is under camsiéactti of these termini lie some distance from
the ‘end’ of the existing paved bikeway. Atehe evel, this has already been explained in terms
of the stub connector to the street system maWddeive. In addition, at each end of the projec
area there is a portion of the originally ptokeseg that has been constructed. Depending on th
alignment of the preferred alternative thagns sbiwe portions of these existing segments may no
be incorporated into the Scioto Bikeway Conojector Phe project termini lie at the outermost
limits of these alignments.

FRA-670-Al Bikeway (Alternative A)

A discussion of the preliminary alternativetsonustiwde a brief overview of the history of this
project. The Spring-Sandusky Interchange [&$l{aian Project No. FRA-670/315-1.25/0.00)
included a component designated FRA-670-Ali#kelwaws to be constructed at the same time

as the aforementioned freeway construction Paojedaif the bikeway were constructed, including
the western portion lying between Watermarnd@neevast bank of the Scioto River at Grandview
Avenue. Also constructed at that time wasathdypaytbetween Confluence Park (at SR 315) and
the Dublin Road Water Treatment Plant. Thagemagment was planned to follow the north

riverbank to connect these two sections otalstdygted bikeway.

However, subsequent riverbank erosion and cenyfitigls between the river and US-33 combined
to make this alignment prohibitively cositly tAsairesult, the ODOT project developmsst proce
has been employed to reevaluate the projeataggplase additional alternatives to comgleting th
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bikeway connector. Currently, the westernrfextt &Qbe existing eastern bikeway (from the City
of Columbus Water Intakes to the US-33/Dubtinveoag located across from the Columbus
Utilities Complex) is not accessible to clicisidosed off with chain-link security f&eep to
intruders from the city’s water treatmens.facilitie

Developing Alternatives

Prior to developing preliminary bikeway coitidorsviich a number of different alignment

alternatives can be proposed, it was necessgalyate ¢he range of environmental features that
may be present within the project area, anthéooabe project mapping, to serve as an aid in
developing alternatives that avoid or minirvigmentowvith these ‘red flag’ areas. Red Hag area
are those that have the potential to signditecitlyproject cost or schedule if they cannot be
avoided. Not all red flag items can be avoidbaultbthey. However, they serve to alert the
project design team of the need to carefullftressestect on the outcome of the projeat, and th

need to mitigate it to the extent possible.

For the Scioto Bikeway Connector, the knownteedsflavere shown on mapping, and a series of
short, interconnected corridor segments wengedewvehich avoid these areas as much as
practicable. These short corridor segmentemwassémbled into a variety of combinations to
create alternatives that were then named adlgab€lie exhibits prepared for the November 29,
2005 Public Involvement Meeting illustrated(Elgvalternatives, designated ‘A’ through ‘I’
(including two sub-alternatives). Each oftémeagvals was shown with a listing of which corrid
segments (also designated by letters, ‘A’ @ozayhbined to form the alternative in qUémsion.
corridor segments were also labeled on the displays

In addition to Alternative ‘A’—which is confiphisezkisting segments and the originally proposed
segment described above—the other preliminatiyedtare described below. Brief discussions of
potential advantages or disadvantages are imthedfmtegoing descriptions where appropriate.

Alternatives B1 and B2

Generically designated ‘B’, this alternaties itvetusub-alternatives, B1 and B2. Begiin@ng at t
western project limit, they differ only in tlom latavhich they cross the Scioto River at the
Grandview Avenue Interchange. AlternativewB1ltHellpreviously constructed bikeway along
Segments E and A, beneath I-670 and the Graredeleandge ramps, and crosses the river north
of the WB [-670 exit ramp (Ramp S-B). Al@Pnfatiosvs Segment E, but crosses the river south
of the EB 1-670 entrance ramp (Ramp S-A), lhmfong tbe path of an existing dirt and gravel
maintenance road beneath the freeway and raghfegatent ‘O’.

Only minor distinguishing factors have beeditenten sub-alternatives B1 and B2. The river
crossing for B2 could be slightly more sustepéldsion (stream scour) around its pier

foundations—due to its location just downsinearbena—and thus, further analysis may require
countermeasures to safeguard against it. Fgegegistd elevation at the B1 crossing location is
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higher than the surrounding terrain (except&30teenbankment), providing users with what may
be considered a more aesthetically pleasingp@ntage

Beginning with Segment C, Alternatives B1 anddfieal. The corridor follows Segments C and
D, adjacent to the north embankment of I-6a@aildablke corridor is wider in Segment C, along the
[-670 embankment. Thus, it is possible thvéobdeviay a short distance away from the freeway,
which is desirable from the users standpoidistafice, and possibly some additional landscape
plantings, can serve to mitigate the undesealalg foise and appearance.

With Segment D, the corridor deviates from it6&@stedy to cross the river again just
downstream from the low-head dam (Yeager Baitopd Tantrol structure is located adjacent to
the water intakes for the City of Columbus &dateenirPlant, which lies on the north riverbank.
The crossing site is generally laid out toecross tht an angle—between the south end of Yeager
Dam and a point on the north riverbank sevezdlfeahdownstream from the water intakes. This
alignment is intended to keep cyclists andapsdastaly from the city facilities, thus avoiding
security concerns expressed by the City. dbeisdaid out to avoid two large wetlands located
between 1-670 and US-33/Dublin Road, near tingHsender. One of these, lying on the south
riverbank, was constructed by ODOT during oarwtibeti-670 freeway. The other—Ilarger of the
two—is comprised of the lowlands of the noxtihéa@nthe river bends sharply before reaching the
[-670/Dublin Road Interchange.

Because of its proximity to these wetlandgivekbeBriaand B2 have some aesthetic advantages for
users who enjoy the natural environment. Mhdd@®@@T has recently let a contract for
constructing a short bikeway loop, which ealigdedio the high ground overlooking the wetland on
the north riverbank. Presumably, this loopidéligpportunities for nature observations, etc.

After crossing the river, Alternative B jokistihg eastern section of bikeway, across €dgn the
Utilities Complex, to follow it to the easeatipridj Both existing sections of bikewzyratedr

into this alternative are in good conditionl gmobaldly not require significant modifications to
incorporate them into the completed facility.

At the eastern project limit, there is a dinectioarwith the Lower Olentangy, and Lower Scioto
Multi-Use Trails. However, this alternativetdaoeside a formal connection to the Scioto West
Bank Trail, which begins across the Souder Adgeuand8 proceeds to Downtown Columbus.
Currently, cyclists use either the vehiculdanes/edr the pedestrian sidewalk, to movesfrom on
side of the river to the other and travel baeveen bike trails. While not providing an optimal
connection to the Scioto West Bank Trail, itige exdste can remain, as a less-than-optimal link,
since this alternative does provide direct @orioethie primary components of the Regional
Bikeway System.
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Alternative C

This alternative begins at the western projexs does B1, with the same Scioto River crossing
location. Although a sub-alternative simila mnotBshown, this alternative could also leel modif

in the same way, if a strong preference fdagtoeiB&ere identified. Continuing east, Vdt€rnati
also follows the same path along the north embahk&@0. However, instead of continuing
northeasterly to cross the river, this altemmasv@uth to pass beneath 1-670 using Segment G,
beneath an overflow bridge designed to accomxt@aéeflood events. There is ordinarily no
stream flow beneath this bridge.

Although designed to accommodate very higheflanesfédws, the area beneath this bridge
nonetheless does not remain completely drydinengamnditions. Therefore, a bikeway passing
beneath this bridge would experience moderat®nrtadd muddy residue—on a somewhat
regular basis. Another disadvantage of thig eééttemative C is the higher potentialditis assa

on cyclists by individuals taking advantagetohibipgdor concealment provided by an underpass
in an isolated setting.

After crossing beneath 1-670, Alternative @<@atstialong the south edge of the freeway and
Dublin Road exit ramp, and wraps around thé Bxxgpweers floodwall to the right. The corridor
follows the floodwall to Souder Avenue. ThdSegticent J) of Alternative C is among the most
tightly constrained of any in the range ofiadernat some points, there is as little as @0-fee
separation between the floodwall and the e@@g@opsved shoulder. Preliminary evaluations
indicate this is sufficient to provide the dléao@athway necessary within which to construct a
bikeway. However, this provides little adpisioaavithin which to place concrete barrardvalls
fencing. Thus, users will be directly adjabentré@way traffic—shielded from vehicles by the
barrier wall, but not from the associatedoissficTinere may be some opportunities for éandscap
plantings to act as a screen, but the effectswailildr to the 1-670 Bikeway located northeast of
Downtown Columbus, near Fifth Avenue.

At Souder Avenue, the most likely configuaatiew,iseparate, bikeway bridge across the Scioto
River, located on the downstream side of tige Soister Avenue Bridge. Currently, the existing
5-0” sidewalk provides access across thetrihes,dmes not constitute a desirable configuratio
for what is likely to become a highly usedduityglthat is also used by pedestrians.

Because of the cantilever configuration otitigelmdsge piers, it is unlikely that the éxidgeg

can be widened sufficiently to provide adeqlveds/bdkeeway/pedestrian width. Since the bridge
was built very recently, and is in excellertngaeglacement with a new, wider bridge waaild not
seen as prudent. Consequently, the most pticteist aseparate bikeway bridge. This has the
following advantages: avoidance of high cosiranchental impact of demolition of an otherwise
satisfactory bridge; more complete separaticulairiekeway traffic; and the potentialdp devel

a more favorable intersection with the exestiag atkRickenbacker Drive.
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Alternatives D1 and D2

Alternative D, in general, makes use of a lewlearthalong the south bank of the Scioto River,
between the Grandview Avenue Interchange andeh®afa. From the beginning project limit
through the interchange, it is divided int@ersalbhads D1 and D2, exactly as was done with
Alternative B. The same discussion applieswaleexsept that Alternative D2 provides a more
favorable geometry, since Segments O and Ntrérdiceup with one another. If Alternative D
were selected as a preferred alternative gthcotddtweigh in favor of D2 over D1.

The earthen berm along the riverbank is a retheaquarry edges from rock quarries that existed
here in the past. It is lined with trees, mdmghaofay need to be removed in order to build the
bikeway. Depending on the actual footprimattefrthgve, there may be permit issues that could
disallow this alternative.

The alignment must remain within the generaldsoahtize existing berm embankment due to
unsuitable soils extending throughout the aegea bewGrandview Avenue Interchange and the
Yeager Dam. This area—formerly used as resk agidescribed above—was subsequently used
by the City of Columbus as a lime sludge disposaicacovered with a thin layer of soil. Lime
sludge is a byproduct of the drinking watentrpaio@ss. It is an inert substance, and does not
pose a health hazard to the environment. Hbveeegtremely poor as a roadbed foundation
material. Construction of the 1-670 freeway eeqeirsive and costly countermeasures to provide
a suitable roadbed. A similar degree of remediasibprohibitive for the proposed bikeetay, whi

is the reason for the limitation on the lodaitioteformer lime sludge disposal area.

After reaching the Yeager Dam area, Alternataved D2 follow the exact same path as
Alternative B. The same discussion appearititautiderapplies here as well.

Alternative E

Near the western project limit (Segment Efertiatival crosses the Scioto River at the same
location where a bridge would be requirechitiveeB2 and D2, as well. After crossirey,the riv
the corridor follows the southern edge of tleenb&A@ment—as constrained by the former lime
sludge disposal area (Segment F). At the IiBG@W bviege (Segment G) the corridor passes
beneath the freeway, from south to north, aesl ttressver again at the same location as
Alternatives B and D (Corridor Segment D)t nits the existing bikeway and proceeds east
along Segment M, to the ending project lineaABenue. Since this alternative is a cambinatio
of segments used in other alternatives, theodisfubsir relative merits can be found elsewhere
this document.

Alternative F
Beginning with the same alignment as Alterrthts/@lternative continues straight at the 1-670
overflow bridge—rather than turn north—fokosantethlignment as Alternative C for the eastern
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half of the project area. Thus, the consideliatiossed above for Alternatives E and C, as
appropriate for the location, apply here as well.

Alternative G

This alternative begins at the western préjectdlirmmediately crosses the Scioto River in a
roughly parallel alignment to Grandview Avenpeopd$ed bike trail will most likely form a “T”
intersection with the existing Scioto Trail re&hwgabridge crossing alignment is located in a
somewhat better location (for avoiding/mitigestmgssour/erosion around the pier footings) than
Alternatives B2, D2, E and F.

After crossing the river in Segment H, thavaltiathaivs Segment ‘I’ parallel and adjacent to th
Corps of Engineers floodwall to the vicinityo@Dtlogerflow bridge. Here, it turns nooltoessd f
Segments G and D (as with Alternative F) taosgathecriver in the same configuration as
Alternatives B, D and E. On the other sidevef thiee corridor joins the existing bikeway and
follows Segment M to the eastern project limit.

Alternative H
This alternative combines components from thehaksié Alternative G, with the eastern half of

Alternative F. The discussion for these a&tcapgies to Alternative H as well, as appmpriate
location.

An additional discussion item can be appliegrdaghe alternatives that use the Souder Avenue
location to cross the Scioto River (C, F, Hhsuogppsed to remaining alternatives (A, 8).D, E,
The latter group of alternatives makes usengflikesivay facilities to a greater extent than doe
the former. Approximately 3,500 feet of thg &«astio Bikeway is incorporated into these
alternatives, thereby reducing the final constnsttby a corresponding factor. Since there are
otherwise no options under consideration faséutirthis portion of the facility, anceimnaittl r
largely unused.

Alternative |

The last alternative uses the McKinley Avethie wiitria marked, on-street, shared roadway bike
lane. Beginning at the western project hosses the Scioto River using Corridor Segment H, i
the same configuration as Alternative H. Hostaat,of turning to follow the floodwall, the
corridor continues south, across the CSX radksadot follow the access roadway past the COTA
headquarters building to McKinley Avenue. AASemde the corridor crosses the Scioto River
again—most likely on a new bikeway bridge—on ISejgisteas Alternatives C, F and H. To
accommodate the additional two 5-foot lanedanabddalkeway, McKinley Avenue would have to
be widened accordingly, with one lane on eaicthsideadway.
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A significant obstacle to using this alterrthgvatigrade crossing of the CSX railroade@acks n
the western project limit. The owner of thetastckgree to permit the crossing beforevglternati
could be adopted as a preferred alternative.er Hduwee\to safety and operational concerns,
railroads are generally unlikely to grant sashpaotéssion.

The on-street character of this alternativeadvarndage, since all other portions of thet adjacen
bikeway system consists of independent falflisesould tend to violate user expectations, and
would not provide a cycling environment comenestbuthat found on adjacent sections of the
route.

There are many tight constraints along this doeitlo the closeness of many of the commercial
buildings to the street. A thorough studyrtondet@pacts to adjacent property owners and
businesses, has not been carried out at thiSipomtaffected property owners generally do not
support this alternative, (a conclusion supptiree@ity of Columbus’ McKinley Avenue Corridor
Plan) thorough impact studies will not be oafoedkernative | unless a decision to fetain it
further consideration is made. The primarythisasdternative was included in the range of
alternatives is to avoid prematurely eliminatmognaconsideration until a determination could be
made that insurmountable obstacles were nottlpaieseetiuded use of all other alternatives.
Based on the current status of the projecesimatt deem to be the case.

Summary

At the conclusion of the public involvement poonesnts will be summarized and evaluated to
determine if there are common preferencesesrrdgsilding certain alternatives or segments.
These will be combined with a weighted evdltiegientoe range of factors affecting therselecti
With this analysis in hand, recommendations\adk lier one preferred alternative, or a few most
viable ones. If necessary, some preliminasriaggcévities will be performed to betteindeterm
the actual environmental impacts of these rexaadhdzges. Finally, a preferred alternaize will
selected to advance through the design andiconstooess.
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