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LAKEWOOD TOGETHER PARTICIPATION SUMMARY  
 

 
 

Total number of surveys received: 30 
 
Survey open from June 27 to July 5, 2019. 
 

 

Definitions: 

Aware Visitor 

A website visitor that has viewed only the main Union Neighborhood Vision Plan website, 
without clicking on other links, viewing other pages, or participating in surveys or “Ask a 
Question”.  If a visitor visits the main page more than once, they are counted only once.   

Informed Visitor 

A website visitor that has viewed pages beyond the main Union Neighborhood Vision Plan page.  
Also considered an aware visitor, a visitor becomes “informed” by clicking on meeting 
information or pictures, or by downloading a document. 

Engaged Visitors 

An engaged visitor has, beyond viewing the main page or clicking for further information, taken 
a survey or asked a question in the Q&A.   

 Pageviews 

A count all the website visits of aware visitors, even if they’ve visited multiple times. 
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 
Vision Statement 
 

The Vision Statement for the Union neighborhood is accurately reflected. 
 

 

 If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 

6/27/2019 12:47 The survey was biased in that people could only pick from a list of pre-chosen topics for them. The 
inputs of the survey were highly flawed. We will never truly know what vision the community and 
citizens actually have because they were never asked.  

7/4/2019 17:13 If the word 'here' means in the Union Corridor, I disagree.  A Plan needs to consider impacts to and 
support for those in nearby neighborhoods that will be impacted by redevelopment, not just those 
who may one day live in the corridor itself.  

7/4/2019 17:21 The area should provide employment and services which primarily support people living in nearby 
neighborhoods (more permanent residents) and visitors  rather than the transient renters within 
the corridor. How can this corridor be "tranquil" and "vibrant" at the same time? 

7/5/2019 16:10 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] You can't make Colfax safely walkable and you can't have a 
busy Union Blvd that's safe to walk - too many entrances & not enough room for secondary roads 
(especially, like Union West apartments, when buildings closely front the street 

7/5/2019 16:13 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Where are we creating green space if parking lots then how is 
parking created too many buzz words that have ill defined meaning  

7/5/2019 16:23 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Need to add sustainability to the vision - energy, water, 
materials, etc 

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Landscaping - yes 

7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Where is the open space? Where is the attractive building 
design? Too much traffic - will never be safe for bikes or walking. Will bee too dense like Belmar and 
don't need it here. 

7/8/2019 8:01 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] I think people want retail/restaurants/services to support 
residents or employees in the area but NOT to make this area  a destination. Nothing that increases 
traffic to the area. Don't want Belmar 2.0! Agree with all the rest, just not that part. 

7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] It needs to have jobs that support people so they are able to 
live in Lkwd. Traffic flow on Union needs to be maintained as there aren't really alternative routes 
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 
Planning Areas – Future Characteristics and Key Features 
 

The future characteristics for Planning Area #1 (Gateway) are accurately reflected. 
 

 
 

If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 Again, The survey and these results are highly biased in that people could only pick from a list of 

pre-chosen topics for them. The inputs of the survey were highly flawed. We will never truly 
know what vision the community and citizens have because they were never asked. In this 
question are now looking at prioritizing the pre-chosen and highly limited list of priorities . This 
has been a sham of a public input exercise, but consistent with the usual shams.  

6/27/2019 14:56 I strongly disagree with 1A there are business in the area already and business that were TORN 
DOWN  and replaced with high density apartments. This area will not benefit from increase 
development.  Areas are now  clogged with traffic and other transportation issues poor signal 
set up of intersections and so on. 

6/27/2019 17:59 Concerned with mitigating traffic on union. It’s a major access road, where are you putting it 
instead? 

7/3/2019 13:18 It is not physically possible for Union Blvd to be pedestrian friendly while also accommodating 
high auto traffic. It's not true that the entire area is a 5-10 minute walk to the station. A person 
can wait at the traffic light for a few minutes. Even building a pedestrian/bike bridge over Union 
Blvd will not save time, as it will require extra time to walk up, across, and down the bridge. That 
alone could take 5-10 minutes for an able bodied person. 
 
It is not possible to add more streets to this area to mitigate traffic on Union. All the proposed 
development will add traffic to Union. 

7/4/2019 17:13 There is no residential planned, and this area includes the sprawling parking lots of the light rail 
station which are ripe for redevelopment. Lakewood should follow the lead of Westminster and 
Englewood who have used the location of a light rail station to build or plan multi-story station 
parking surrounded by market rate apartments with ground floor retail. Focusing residential in 
Area#1 will be supported by a new Route Street bridge providing for residential traffic flow to 
highway 6.  

7/4/2019 17:21 If there is to be new residential anywhere in this corridor, it should be placed at the light rail 
station.  Doing this would reduce car traffic in the Union Corridor.  Also, safe and efficient 
pedestrian access to the rest of the Corridor from the light rail should include above grade or 
subgrade pedestrian walkways.  This would assist movement of visitors to the area from the 
light rail station without increasing vehicular traffic. 

7/5/2019 16:10  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] 1E High auto traffic and pedestrian friendly just don't mix! 
7/5/2019 16:16  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Light rail station is the best Assets in terms of mobility. We 

should expect an increased use of pub. transportation. As a result, Etc should go up on the list  
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7/5/2019 16:23  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] There is a conflict between being a destination gateway 
and providing a quality life with ever increasing growth. Where can you provide additional 
streets? Also, mention need to provide for bicycles. 

7/8/2019 7:46  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Connection to light rail - yes. 1E is perfect  
7/8/2019 7:56  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Can never be ped friendly with all the traffic. Safe? a joke. 

Additional streets? where? area is over developed already. Cars/parking? 
7/8/2019 8:05  [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] It should not eliminate the large amount of employment 

that is currently there. 1E is very important.  
 

 
The future characteristics for Planning Area #2 (Mixed Use Neighborhood) are accurately reflected. 

  

 
 

 If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 Again, The survey and these results are highly biased in that people could only pick from a list of 

pre-chosen topics for them. The inputs of the survey were highly flawed. We will never truly 
know what vision the community and citizens have because they were never asked. In this 
question are now looking at prioritizing the pre-chosen and highly limited list of priorities . This 
has been a sham of a public input exercise, but consistent with the usual shams.  

6/27/2019 14:56 I strongly disagree with 2A this area has seen over development of  residential dwelling and  
town-homes already. How would hits area benefit from continued over development? This area 
will not benefit from increase development.  Pedestrian crosswalks in there area are atrociously 
unsafe for pedestrians and bikers. Areas are now  clogged with traffic and other transportation 
issues poor signal set up of intersections and so on. 

7/3/2019 13:18 It is not possible to add streets to this area that will mitigate traffic on Union Blvd. All the 
development proposed will only add to Union traffic. 

7/4/2019 17:13  Residential replacing parking lot would be an improvement in Area #1 but Area #2 is the natural 
hub of the business center and should remain business focused with minimal residential. 
Replacing employment and tax revenue generating business with residential in Area #2 does not 
serve the City or the neighborhood. Putting residential in Area #2 will create traffic congestion 
on Union Boulevard as well. Not putting residential here will eliminate the need to add more 
streets.  

7/4/2019 17:21 We don't need anymore residential in this area.  There are already a lot of apartments in this 
area.  If you don't add anymore residential, you won't need to add more streets.  We need 
offices for employment (like government contractors for the Fed Center, etc) for nearby 
residents and revenue generating businesses for the City. 

7/5/2019 16:10 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF - THESE ARE COMMENTS ENTERED IN MARGIN NEAR THIS 
QUESTION] You LISTENED to us - THANKS! 

7/5/2019 16:13 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Core of high density as hub for surrounding areas  
7/5/2019 16:23 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Where can you provide additional streets? More streets = 

more traffic with increased growth. 
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Too much mixed use, & not enough space yet to be 

developed.  
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7/8/2019 8:01 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] 2A - Take out the residential - that would help the traffic 
and be more of a buffer. 2B & 2C - agree  

7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] There doesn't need to be anymore residential, there is 
nothing BUT residential to the west. Additional roads will be at the expense of existing buildings, 
etc  

 
The future characteristics for Planning Area #3 (Local Center) are accurately reflected. 

  

 
 

 If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 Again, The survey and these results are highly biased in that people could only pick from a list of 

pre-chosen topics for them. The inputs of the survey were highly flawed. We will never truly 
know what vision the community and citizens have because they were never asked. In this 
question are now looking at prioritizing the pre-chosen and highly limited list of priorities . This 
has been a sham of a public input exercise, but consistent with the usual shams.  

6/27/2019 14:56 Strongly disagree with 3 A developing to put more into already occupied spaces is not a positive 
development solution.  The term ' lower scale residential'- is a farce- define the intent of the 
development in appropriate terms- 'low scale' compared to what a 150-200 unit building or a 
1,000 unit project?- This terminology is unacceptable at best and merits a strongly disagree just 
on principle.  

7/3/2019 13:18 Having a fancy feature/beautification at Alameda/Union will do nothing to improve this 
intersection. I would hope that the existing businesses are not pushed out so that huge 
apartments would be built, such as what happened with the property that Beacon 85 was built 
on. It's very disappointing that several small businesses were pushed out for a luxury, residential 
only monstrosity. That isn't even fully occupied, since there is no demand in Lakewood for luxury 
apartments. 

7/4/2019 17:13 Too many unexplained terms such as ‘lower scale residential, maker space, and community 
serving uses.  Per the Union Transportation Study,  "Projects that require coordination with 
private property owners and use of private property, such as private street connections, 
sidewalks between buildings and across parking lots, have been identified as potential TMA 
involvement in the comments and not prioritized for funding".  Since 3c, Improved Connectivity, 
has no funding plan connectivity is unsupported.  Infrastructure support must be a requirement 
of the plan. The TMA does not exist and there is no funding request in the DRCOG 2019 funding 
asks.  

7/4/2019 17:21 What does lower scale residential mean?  Some townhomes may be ok.  We don't need any 
apartments, we already have plenty in this area. 
What does stronger building edge mean?  Building up to the street like Beacon?  If that is what it 
means, then NO. 

7/5/2019 16:13 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Keep light industry 
7/5/2019 16:16 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] A local center should emphasize on walkability (safe Bike / 

walk path) lower speed limit need to be considered  
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] All of these goals speak to more development & overuse of 

a small area with no consideration given to homeowners in surrounding areas on  Green Mt & 
neighborhoods South of Alameda. 
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 
Union Corridor Design Principles – Key Principles for Design Guidelines 
 

The design principles for “Contextual” are accurately reflected. 
 

 
 

If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 Respectful of neighboring properties is key and should be a top priority--something the City of 

Lakewood has completely ignored the past few years. But Again, the survey and these results 
are highly biased in that people could only pick from a list of pre-chosen topics for them. The 
inputs of the survey were highly flawed. We will never truly know what vision the community 
and citizens have because they were never asked. In this question are now looking at prioritizing 
the pre-chosen and highly limited list of priorities . This has been a sham of a public input 
exercise, but consistent with the usual shams.  

6/28/2019 8:51 Specifically, limit height and density with ample parking and ample traffic flow.  
7/4/2019 17:13 As stated previously I disagree with the proposed characteristics of Area 1 and Area 2.  I am 

concerned about 'stronger building edge treatment' along major streets will create canyon 
effect, which is wrong for western Lakewood as it would not reflect the landscape, nor protect 
views.  

7/4/2019 17:21 I agree with C3 - this is the most important concept here.  Since I disagree with the 
characteristics of some of the areas, I don't agree with trying to "respond" to them. 

7/5/2019 16:23 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] What about principles for open space? 
7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Respectful & provide transition - yes!  
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Ugly boxy buildings do not correspond to surrounding 

neighborhoods. Do not protect views - too high. 
7/8/2019 8:01 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] C3 should be the top priority  
7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] C3 is key 

 
The design principles for “Expressive” are accurately reflected. 
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If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL 
TIME RESPONSE 

6/27/2019 
12:47 

This survey is reminiscent of  the completely FAKE Rooney Valley citizens planning exercise 
where people said they wanted a grocery store and places to eat but were 100% ignored and got 
tons of residential only. We voted for and were told we would have genuine mixed use buildings 
here and 100% residential has been built. Community input does not matter at all.  

6/27/2019 
17:59 

To many styles can look tacky. Some continuity should be considered. Also the area is older and 
ultra modern and sterile design would not mesh with surrounding areas.  

6/28/2019 8:51 Specifically, limit height and density with ample parking and ample traffic flow.  
7/4/2019 17:13 The corridor already has a variety of building styles. I agree with E1 and E2 but am concerned 

about the type of over-densification shown in the example photograph. This may work in Denver 
but will not be appropriate in the Union area unless it it farther off of Union, perhaps where RTD 
asphalt covers large spaces now.  

7/4/2019 17:21 This doesn't really indicate whether or not the buildings will be "big boxes with little boxes stuck 
on them" type architecture. There is already a diversity of building types/facades there now. 
Maybe have a theme of stone masonry that fits the area (similar to Colorado Mills stone work).  
Don't want to look like Denver's buildings.  Remember we are  suburban, not urban. 

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Too Tall  
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Ugly boxy cheap dwellings too high  

 
The design principles for “Lively” are accurately reflected. 

  

 
 
  

 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 The principles are good BUT THEY SHOULD HAVE BEEN LOOKED IT PRIOR TO ALL THE NEW 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WHICH DOES NOT INCORPORATE THEM!!! Its a bit of too little too 
late---or wait its not too late for the citizens to increase taxes to make small adjustments in 
these areas after the developers put in Beacon which did not consider any of them. Oh, right, 
that would have cut into their profits, so it could not have been done earlier.  

6/27/2019 17:59 Sounds good but again consider existing traffic. I’d also like to see non chain stores well 
represented.  

6/28/2019 8:51 lighting does not always help safety and has environmental impacts  
6/29/2019 6:18 Need not so many over consumable shops. Especially chain stores that focus too much on 

profitability over sustainability.  Lightning and safety is good but hopefully there are ways but 
get rid of light pollution.   

7/3/2019 13:18 Union Corridor is a traffic corridor. It is similar to Alameda and Wadsworth. It is not Belmar, and 
it's not possible to transform Union Blvd into Belmar. It is a traffic corridor. 

7/4/2019 17:21 No residential stoops.  Outdoor restaurant seating is fine.  Mostly interested in safe, open public 
areas. 

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Plazas & trees  
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The design principles for “Sustainable” are accurately reflected. 
  

 
 

 If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 The principles are good BUT THEY SHOULD HAVE BEEN LOOKED IT PRIOR TO ALL THE NEW 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WHICH DOES NOT INCORPORATE THEM!!! 
6/27/2019 17:59 Again, underestimating parking and vehicle use would be a mistake. Encouraging other 

transportation is great but people still need cars. We are not NY City, a lot of traveling the 
greater metro area is a reality for most people.  

7/3/2019 13:18 I like all the above except the part about encouraging alternative transportation. That means 
there won't be enough parking. So those of us who don't live there, but might want to check out 
a restaurant, will not be able to since there won't be enough parking.  
It does nothing to alleviate traffic congestion/pollution, since more people will be sitting at the 
lights, and circling lots to find a place to park. 

7/4/2019 17:13 S2 concerns me because use is defined by zoning not a plan.  Any statement in a plan that 
supports changing use over time, say from commercial to residential, undermines zoning and is 
inappropriate. S4 concerns me because alternate transportation modes may or may not be 
appropriate here and should not be encouraged since community need and the impacts of 
alternate transportation modes have not been adequately defined.  Studies confirm increasing 
housing density increases vehicular use since 83% of people who live near light rail own cars.  
Increasing density works against sustainability unless everyone gives up their vehicles, which is 
unrealistic.  

7/4/2019 17:21 Solar should be required on new buildings and recycling required of new businesses.  New 
residential is NOT sustainable for this area unless it is right next to the light rail station and 
prohibits residents from having cars. 
Support local economy - Yes.  No more chain restaurants. 

7/5/2019 16:10 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] S4 New development encouraging & incorporating 
alternative transportation mode options - does that mean, therefore, scooters all over as well as 
bikes? Does it mean designated Lyft stops? Or taxi stops? This is pretty vague.  

7/5/2019 16:23 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] How does this fit into the greater Lakewood & Denver 
metro area? Need to take a holistic view. 

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] added cost for no benefit  
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] S4? How do you expect people not to use their cars? 

Buildings still UGLY! 
7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] If you want people who live in other areas of Lakewood to 

be able to come to this area there needs to be parking 
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 
Union Corridor Mobility Policies – Mobility and Accessibility Draft Recommendations 
 

The statements for Mobility Policy #1 are accurately reflected. 
 

 
 

If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 NOBODY LOOKED AT THE 1000'S OF MORE CARS COMING THROUGH HERE DUE TO NEW 

DEVELOPMENT IN ROONEY VALLEY.  Residents asked for this but it was not done. What about 
Beacon that was developed so close to the sidewalk?  It doesn't leave much room. But 
regardless---pedestrian walkways are necessary due to the increased traffic. HOWEVER, THE 
DEVELOPER OF BEACON SHOULD HAVE PAID FOR A WALKWAY!!  

6/27/2019 14:56 P1.3  in principle is agreeable in practice what will the outcome look like?  P1.1 is an issue when 
taking into consideration the section of union blvd  extending south of 6th avenue to alameda is 
lined with mature trees and removal of the trees to put on the proposed 10ft would dramatically 
change the neighborhood feel of this corridor.  Again paving the way is not the most creative 
development solution. 

6/28/2019 7:59 P1 as funding permits is suspect. P3 in future development or redevelopment is too vague. 
7/4/2019 17:13 If enhancing bike and pedestrian use is a priority of the plan, then providing accommodation for 

it 'as funding permits' does not work to accomplish it.  With that language it may never happen.  
As both a biker and a pedestrian I know pedestrians often walk two abreast taking up the path 
so bikers cannot pass, and bikers rarely give adequate notice when passing pedestrians, often 
startling people as they pass. Some separation, at least by striping, is recommended.  A path set 
back from Union will feel safer.  

7/4/2019 17:21 Above grade or subgrade pedestrian walkway from light rail station to Union Corridor should be 
first priority. Safe bike path (separate from pedestrian walkways) should be incorporated in 
Corridor, but not too close to high speed traffic on Union. 

7/5/2019 16:10 P1.1 - the "as funding permits" for the proposed 10-foot-wide shared used path pretty much 
means it won't happen - no space - great renovation required.   [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY 
STAFF - THE FOLLOWING WAS WRITTEN IN THE MARGINS NEAR THIS QUESTION] General - the 
space provided for comments is too small.  Online would I have had more? You give multiple 
principles and policies but there's only room to address ONE in each box. 

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Not room for bike path. Need WALKABILITY  
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Impossible - over use & too much traffic. Ped walkways OK  
7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] This is fine as long as it doesn't reduce the amount of 

parking that is already present which is at times inadequate  
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The statements for Mobility Policy #2 are accurately reflected. 
  

 
 

If you disagree or are uncertain, tell us why: 
SUBMITTAL TIME RESPONSE 
6/27/2019 12:47 I STRONGLY AGREE WITH P2.1. THIS SHOULD HAVE BEEN DONE LONG AGO!!  

P2.4 should have been done before all the residential until went in!! Its disgusting that taxpayers 
foot the bill for infrastructure while the developers get massive profits. Its not ok how this city 
has been putting all the costs on residents.  

6/27/2019 14:56 P 2.2 connecting cedar drive to routt will not alleviate traffic flow south or 6th avenue.  the 
development south of 6th avenue is  improper use of development and funds, there are many 
more higher priority transportation issues that would benefit from re-development. 
I do agree with point P2.3 

6/27/2019 17:59 Transportation study needs to be done. It sounds good on paper seems to equal traffic 
nightmare in reality. Also please consider street widths, many of the local residents own SUVs 
and trucks that don’t play well with compact parking and narrow roads.  

6/28/2019 9:43 I'm uncertain extending over 6th is realistic 
7/3/2019 13:18 Union Blvd is a traffic corridor. Turning it into anything else disrupts traffic to/from 6th Ave and 

Colfax. This will cause increased traffic on neighboring streets. Already, my husband drives Van 
Gordon instead of Union to avoid the Union traffic. With all the new apartments on Van Gordon, 
and proposed new apartments, Van Gordon will also need to be avoided. This will definitely 
change where we drive and spend our money (which will be outside of Lakewood). 

7/4/2019 17:13 I support the recommendations but cannot vote to agree for 2 reasons.  First, the 
recommendations as listed puts the traffic management 'cart' before the funding 'horse'. 
Lakewood has apparently not even taken the first step in regard to the West Corridor TMA, 
which would be to apply with partners to DRCOG for grant funding to set up the TMA and do a 
study as a prelude to future grant requests.  The July 2019 grants are out in draft form and 
Lakewood has no funding requests listed for this area.  Second, while I like recommendation P1, 
the concept of shuttle buses must be supported with bus pullout lanes being added on Van 
Gordon since it is a 2 lane road, and possibly on Union due to the heavy traffic load.  Since no 
TMA exists and no study can be done without a TMA and grant funding,  I think it is premature 
to support the shuttle bus concept before the City makes it a priority in the Union Plan to set up 
the TMA and request study funding.    

7/4/2019 17:21 Get funding to do a "comprehensive" traffic study prior to trying to mitigate traffic impacts.  
Work on funding so plan can be implemented based on priority rather than as funding becomes 
available. 

7/5/2019 16:10 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] P2.2 Extending Routt across 6th Ave means a costly bridge 
TO NOWHERE that is too close to the ramp off the Union Blvd. bridge.   

7/8/2019 7:46 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] Need to accommodate the thru traffic. It is not going away 
7/8/2019 7:56 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] overbuilt area already and there's only a small amount of 

area to develop - already done  
7/8/2019 8:05 [PAPER SURVEY ENTERED BY STAFF] P2.2 is great but expensive & been talked about for years. 

Don't know what TMA is even after reading definition  
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"The statements for Mobility Policy #2 are 
accurately reflected."
Number of Responses: 27
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RESPONSE SUMMARY 
Representation 
 

To better understand who is interested in the Union neighborhood, please let us know if you live or work  
in the area.   

  
 Number Percentage 
Live 21 72% 
Work 0 0% 
Both 8 28% 
Total 29  

   
 
 
 

Please indicate in which area of the map you live.  
  

Area Number Percentage 
1 0 0% 
2 0 0% 
3 8 26% 
4 0 0% 
5 0 0% 
6 0 0% 
7 9 29% 
8 3 10% 

Other 11 35% 
Total 31  
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Please indicate in which area of the map you work.  
  

Area Number Percentage 
1 0 0% 
2 0 0% 
3 0 0% 
4 2 33% 
5 1 17% 
6 2 33% 
7 0 0% 
8 1 17% 

Other 0 0% 
Total 6  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 


