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Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Policy Committee (PC)
Date:
Time:
Place:

July 25, 2017
Noon
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR 97301
Phone: (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094
E-mail: mwvcog@mwvcog.org
Website: www.mwvcog.org

A.

Call to Order ............................................................................................... Cathy Clark

B.

Approval of Minutes of June 27, 2017 ...................................................... Cathy Clark

C.

Public Comment .......................................................................................... Cathy Clark

D.

OR 22W and Doaks Ferry Realignment Project Updates ...............Lisa Nell, ODOT
Background: ODOT staff will update the Policy Committee on the status of the Doaks
Ferry Realignment Project and OR 22W Safety Project.
Action
Requested:

E.

Informational item.

FY 2021-2024 STIP Schedule..............................................................Lisa Nell, ODOT
Background: Planning for the FY 2021-2024 Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program has started. ODOT staff will update the Policy Committee on the
proposed schedule and information regarding the STIP process.
Action
Requested:

F.

Informational item.

FY 2018 -2021 SKATS TIP Update Schedule ....................................Karen Odenthal
Background: When the FY 2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was
developed, there was uncertainty in the amount of CMAQ funds that
SKATS would receive in FY 2019 to FY 2021. Therefore, a conservative
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approach was used in selecting projects for the recently adopted FY 20182023 SKATS TIP. Now with a better estimate of CMAQ funds for
SKATS (See Item H), staff expects that approximately $5 million will be
available for projects for obligation in FY 2019 through 2021. The
proposed schedule for selecting projects to include in the TIP is attached.
Action
Requested:
G.

Informational item.

Representation on RAC for TPR Amendments .......................................... Mike Jaffe
Background: Last year, Commissioner Sam Brentano and Mike Jaffe were members of
a Rulemaking Advisory Committee (RAC) regarding updates to the
Oregon Greenhouse Gas Reduction targets for MPO areas. That RAC also
developed issues and potential recommended actions for amending the
metropolitan transportation planning requirements in the Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR). At their July 20th meeting, the Land Conservation
and Development Commission (LCDC) is expected to direct their staff to
form a RAC for the specific rulemaking changes in the TPR. This RAC
will include representatives from affected cities and counties inside of the
seven metropolitan areas in Oregon (but not including the Portland
Metropolitan area).
An invitation to participate (attached) has been sent out by DLCD to
affected agencies (Salem, Keizer, Marion County, Polk County) in the
SKATS MPO area. It is very important that the Salem-Keizer region
provide input into the next TPR Amendments. To emphasize the need for
local jurisdictions to be part of this RAC, note that the recommendations
for the TPR amendments say the following: “Cities, counties and the
MPO would coordinate, and could even choose to collaborate on planning
projects, but the TPR would be clear that cities and counties, not MPOs,
will be held responsible for meeting state requirements to increase
transportation choices.”
Action
Requested:

H.

Discussion of representation on TPR Rulemaking Advisory Committee.

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Update ................................. Mike Jaffe
Background: The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) is scheduled to discuss
CMAQ topics at their July 20th meeting. ODOT is recommending a
formula that was developed over 6 months by a CMAQ Program Advisory
Committee (with Cathy Clark representing SKATS). See Tables 1 and 2
in the attached ODOT July 10th memorandum, which are rounded
amounts and don’t take into account increases in the CMAQ funds over
time.
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In general, ODOT’s recommendation would provide at minimum $1.5 to
$1.6 million of CMAQ funds per year to SKATS, assuming that CMAQ
funds are at least $17 million statewide and that future population changes
don’t substantially change the allocation percentages. (Note: 80 percent
of the allocation formula is based on population)
The other CMAQ topic to be discussed on July 20th pertains to the types of
projects that ODOT would allowed to be funded with CMAQ funds.
Based on previous discussion with the OTC, ODOT staff developed a
proposal for their review: See attached “Narrowed List of Eligible
CMAQ project.” In general, the purpose is to try to match projects that
positively impact state goals of the environment, health, and equity. The
list of eligible projects is still very broad and encompasses the types of
projects SKATS would be interested in funding with CMAQ. This
proposal was discussed by the SKATS Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) in July, and based on that discussion SKATS submitted comments
about the ODOT proposed narrowed list.
Action
Requested:
I.

Discussion item.

Update on Legislative Funding ..................................................................... Mike Jaffe
Background: The transportation bill (HB2017) was passed by both the Oregon House
and Senate in early July and is now waiting for the Governor’s signature.
The final bill included project earmarks: Tables illustrating the projects
and funds for Region 2 (which includes Marion, Polk, and Yamhill
Counties) and Region 1 (primarily the Portland Metro area and
surrounding counties) are attached.
Action
Requested:

J.

Other Business..................................................................... Cathy Clark, SKATS Staff





K.

Information and discussion item.

Public Participation Plan (PPP) Schedule
OMPOC meets on August 11, 2017 - Portland Metro’s offices
August 22, 2017 SKATS Policy Committee meeting - Canceled
Next meeting of the SKATS Policy Committee meeting: September 26, 2017.
o OR 22E Facility Plan - Endorsement

Adjournment ............................................................................................... Cathy Clark
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DRAFT
Minutes

Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Policy Committee Meeting
June 27, 2017
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR
Noon
Policy Committee Members Present
Sam Brentano, Marion County Board of Commissioners
Cathy Clark, 2017 Chair, Keizer Mayor
Bob Krebs, 2017 Vice Chair, Cherriots
Paul Kyllo, Salem-Keizer School District
Craig Pope, Polk County Board of Commissioners
Tim Potter, ODOT
Gary Tiffin, Turner Mayor
Policy Committee Members Absent
Jim Lewis, Salem City Council
Others Present
Matt Berggren, Cherriots
Dan Fricke, ODOT
Ray Jackson, MWVCOG-SKATS
Mike Jaffe, MWVCOG-SKATS
Lori Moore, MWVCOG-SKATS
Lisa Nell, ODOT
Karen Odenthal, MWVCOG-SKATS
Kim Sapunar, MWVCOG-SKATS
David Trimble, Cherriots
Julie Warncke, Salem Public Works
Agenda Item A.

Call to Order

Chair Cathy Clark called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m. Introductions were made. Lisa Nell, ODOT, was
introduced. She will temporarily be replacing Tim Potter on the SKATS Policy Committee as he is retiring this
Friday.
Chair Clark recognized Mr. Potter’s service on the SKATS Policy Committee. She read a letter of appreciation
from Policy Committee members to Mr. Potter and presented him with a certificate representing his years of
dedication and service. Mike Jaffe presented Tim with a Certificate of Appreciation for his eleven years of
service on the Mid-Willamette Valley Area Commission on Transportation (MWACT).

Agenda Item B. Approval of Minutes of May 23, 2017
Motion was made by Paul Kyllo, seconded by Craig Pope, to approve the minutes of the May 23, 2017
meeting as submitted. Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs, Paul
Kyllo, Craig Pope, Tim Potter, and Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
Agenda Item C. Public Comment
There were no comments from the public.
Agenda Item D. Federal Performance Measures: Update
Ray Jackson reminded everyone that performance measures were introduced through the federal transportation
legislation MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century) and continued through the FAST (Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation) Act. Initially, national goals for the operation of the Interstate and National
Highway System (NHS) were defined. Performance measures have been developed for each goal with targets to
be set for each performance measure by the DOTs, MPOs, and transit providers.
There are six categories of performance measures based on the national goals that were defined. They are:
−
−
−
−
−
−

Safety-targets set annually
Bridge Condition-targets set every four years
Pavement Condition-targets set every four years
System Performance-targets set every four years
Transit Asset Management-Targets set annually and reported annually
Public Transit Safety-target frequency undetermined at this time.

Each of the above categories has several performance measures associated with it. Some of the performance
measures will require targets that are set annually while some will require that targets be set every four years.
MPOs do not have consequences if they do not meet their targets while state departments of transportation do
have consequences for failure to meet, or make progress toward, their targets.
Mr. Jackson reminded committee members that MPOs have the option of establishing their own targets or
endorsing state targets for each performance measure. Once ODOT finalizes their target, SKATS will have 180
days to establish a target for that performance measure. He noted that there will be a process and a schedule for
setting targets. A work group will be set up by ODOT to develop roadway-related measures. Available data,
known near-term investments, available funding, and other factors will be discussed by work group members.
During this time SKATS staff will assemble the relevant data for the area and present to the TAC and PC a
background summary of what is known. Updates will be provided as the ODOT-led group works to define a
statewide target. A process similar to this will be done with transit measures.
Mr. Jackson provided an overview of timelines.
Referencing the phrase “good repair” in relation to pavement quality/standards, Karen Odenthal responded to a
question about compatibility between locally used standards and national standards. She noted that they might be
slightly different rating systems, but they would likely be transferable.
Referencing the timeline section of the memorandum, Commissioner Craig Pope expressed concern related to the
risk of consequences for failure to meet specified targets. Is this something that we will be bound to meet whether
it is federally funded or not? Ray Jackson responded that there are no consequences if an MPO sets and misses a
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target. However, ODOT has different requirements. The point is for everyone to work toward achieving the
national goals. He noted that there is not much in the way of federal guidance to date. Commissioner Pope asked
why we should proceed with an exercise that will be unpopular with local constituents when it is unlikely to be
federally funded. Mike Jaffe replied that SKATS is required to set targets, based on federal statute and
regulations. One action that FHWA could take would be to refuse to approve our MPO planning process.
Without an approved planning process, the MPO would not be eligible for federal funds. Mr. Jaffe acknowledged
that at this time, establishing targets will be a challenge; and while there are not consequences for failure to meet
those targets currently, that could be changed by future legislation.
Tim Potter suggested that it is necessary to set measures, goals, and targets from which it can be determined if the
targets are reasonable or not.
Chair Cathy Clark commented that she hopes that establishing targets will help in the process to develop solutions
to problems.
Agenda Item E. Performance Measures: Transit Asset Management
Referencing the table included in the agenda packet, David Trimble, Cherriots, provided an overview of transit
asset management targets that have been developed and adopted. The MPO can develop separate targets or
endorse the Cherriots targets and work toward realizing them. The transit district must finalize a Transit Asset
Management plan by October 1, 2018.
Committee members discussed incorporating some flexibility in targets. Ray Jackson reminded committee
members that the transit targets will be set annually and can be changed, as necessary, then. Tim Potter added
that endorsement of the targets means that committee members are essentially agreeing that the targets are
rational.
Motion was made by Bob Krebs, seconded by Tim Potter, to endorse the transit district targets.
Committee discussion focused on infrastructure condition issues. It is important that all transit equipment be in
functioning condition. Vice Chair Bob Krebs noted that the list enclosed in the agenda packet is an inventory of
the district’s current assets. Mayor Gary Tiffin commented that as he has no idea if the transit targets can be met
or not, he would like to know what are the consequences of not meeting the targets. It was noted that the Policy
Committee needs to approve the transit district measures or develop their own as they are required to be ready by
June 30, 2017.
Discussion continued related to fuel types and fleet composition issues. Chair Cathy Clark commented on the
importance of working infrastructure regardless of the equipment fuel type.
Ray Jackson noted that FHWA has not yet provided any guidance on what constitutes “endorsement/approval”
regarding transit district targets.
Following discussion, Bob Krebs revised his motion to accept the transit district targets. Tim Potter
seconded the revised motion. Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs,
Paul Kyllo, Tim Potter, and Gary Tiffin. Craig Pope opposed the motion. The motion passed with six votes for
the motion and one vote against the motion.
Agenda Item F. TIP Amendments
Karen Odenthal reminded the group that last month the SKATS Policy Committee deferred amending the adopted
TIP to remove the Wheatland Rd. project pending further information from Keizer staff. The Policy Committee is
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asked to approve Resolution 17-9 removing the Wheatland project from the FY 2015-2020 TIP as it will not be
delivered within the timeframe covered by the TIP. 1
Motion was made by Tim Potter, seconded by Paul Kyllo, to adopt Resolution 17-9 amending the FY 20152020 TIP amending the FY 2015-2020 TIP to cancel Project Key Number 17979 - Wheatland Rd: River Rd
to North City Limit, Bike Lanes and Sidewalks. Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano,
Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs, Paul Kyllo, Craig Pope, Tim Potter, and Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
Karen Odenthal explained that the committee is being asked to approve the inclusion of the Wheatland Rd.
project, as illustrated in the material enclosed in the agenda packet, in the FY 2018-2023 TIP when it becomes
effective with the adoption of Resolution 17-12.
Motion was made by Tim Potter, seconded by Craig Pope, to adopt Resolution 17-12 amending the
FY 2018-2023 TIP to add new Project - Wheatland Rd: River Rd to North City Limit (Keizer). Those
voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs, Paul Kyllo, Craig Pope, Tim Potter,
and Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
Ms. Odenthal explained that ODOT is providing funds for transit capital projects by splitting funding from a state
program “bucket of funds.” An amendment is needed because these funds had not been through the public review
process. The funds will be used to purchase service, mobility management, capital projects, and preventative
maintenance for Salem Area Mass Transit District (SAMTD). Adoption of Resolution 17-11 is requested.
Motion was made by Gary Tiffin, seconded by Paul Kyllo, to adopt Resolution 17-11 amending the
FY 2015-2020 TIP to add Project Key Number 21075 - SAMTD-5310 E&D Transit Capital STP (2017-19).
Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs, Paul Kyllo, Craig Pope, Tim
Potter, and Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
Karen Odenthal explained that there is a proposal to combine two rail crossings on Industrial Drive into one and
have one set of train-activated flashing lights and gates that will include both crossing locations. She requested
that committee members adopt Resolution 17-13 to make this change in the TIP.
Motion was made by Sam Brentano, seconded by Paul Kyllo, to adopt Resolution 17-13 amending the
FY 2015-2020 TIP to add Project Key Number 21104 - Salem Industrial Drive Northeast Rail Crossing.
Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Bob Krebs, Paul Kyllo, Craig Pope, Tim
Potter, and Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
It was suggested that in the future, a link or some type of visual aide could be provided in order to provide a better
understanding of project details (such as the rail crossings). Ms. Odenthal suggested that she could possibly
include a picture of the project area on the website along with amendment details.
Agenda Item G. Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Update
Mike Jaffe reminded committee members that CMAQ funds and issues have been a topic of discussion for over a
year. Mr. Jaffe reported that the CMAQ Program Advisory Committee (PAC) met twice to continue the
discussion related to allocating federal CMAQ funds and reached an agreement on a recommendation to the
Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) at their June 2, 2017 meeting. SKATS would receive approximately
between $1.5 to $1.6 million per year if the agreed upon method of distribution is accepted.

1

Reminder: the last two years of the TIP are illustrative.
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Mr. Jaffe informed the group that the OTC has deferred decision on the distribution of CMAQ funds until their
July meeting or later, if necessary. The OTC is also discussing other CMAQ issues, including limiting CMAQ
funds to certain categories of projects.
Chair Cathy Clark complimented Mike Jaffe on his hard work related to CMAQ funding issues and his
preparation of a data driven formula funding compromise.
Tim Potter left the meeting at 1:27 p.m.
Mike Jaffe noted that the amount of CMAQ funding for 2019 and beyond was unknown during the development
of the FY 2018-2023 TIP. Staff programmed the CMAQ funds using the higher projections (provided by ODOT
in March 2016) since CMAQ funds cannot supplant existing funding. However, because of the uncertainty, an
equal amount of STP-U funds was not programmed in the event that SKATS did not receive any CMAQ funds for
those years. Staff and the TAC are starting discussions on programming those additional STP-U funds this
fall/winter. The actual funding level will be finalized when the amount of CMAQ funding available is known.
The Policy Committee will be kept up to date on this topic at their next meeting.
Agenda Item H. Update on Legislative Funding
Mike Jaffe provided an update related to proposed Oregon Legislature’s transportation funding bill.
Updates/changes are occurring frequently. He distributed material related to the latest version (HB2017-3) of the
proposed legislation. It is unknown at this time when the next version of HB2017 will be released and if it will be
approved by the Joint Committee on Transportation Preservation and Modernization and forwarded to the House.
Staff will keep the Policy Committee advised and updated, as possible.
Agenda Item I.

SKATS Planning Certification Review Report

Mike Jaffe reminded Policy Committee members that MPOs are certified for compliance to federal transportation
planning rules every four years by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration. An
onsite review was conducted in October 2016, and the federal review team certified SKATS’ planning process for
a period of the next four years in their letter of November 18, 2016. The Quadrennial Review Certification
Report was issued on May 24, 2017; the Executive Summary from that report is enclosed in the agenda packet.
Mr. Jaffe reported that there are 5 corrective actions and 11 recommendations listed in the report. Mr. Jaffe
reported that it is common for these FHWA/FTA reviews to have corrective actions.
Regarding a correction action on public participation, Mr. Jaffe informed the group that SKATS will modify its
process to increase the public involvement efforts earlier in the planning process. Regarding congestion relief, he
noted several actions that staff are currently involved with such as use of ODOT’s iPEMS data for analyzing
travel time and travel speeds along road corridors.
Commissioner Craig Pope encouraged SKATS staff to defend the work that they have done. Mr. Jaffe agreed and
responded that some of the actions/recommendations in the Quadrennial Review were based on the previous
2015-2018 TIP, as opposed to the recently adopted 2018-2015 TIP which included much more public
participation and other changes.
Agenda Item J. TIP Modifications
Karen Odenthal announced that the administrative amendments made to the TIP since the last Policy Committee
meeting are illustrated in the table included in the agenda packet.
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Agenda Item K. Other Business
−

Next meeting of the SKATS Policy Committee is scheduled for noon on Tuesday, July 25, 2017.

Polk County Commissioner Craig Pope requested that there be an agenda item related to Highway 22 W
Expressway issues on the next Policy Committee agenda.
Chair Cathy Clark adjourned the meeting at 1:53 p.m.
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Agenda Item D.
OR 22W and Doaks Ferry
Realignment Project Updates
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
July 25, 2017
Action Requested:
Informational item.

OR 22 (EAST) FACILITY PLAN
FINAL REPORT SUMMARY
Salem, Oregon
June 2017

Prepared for
Oregon Department of Transportation
455 Airport Road SE
Salem, OR 97301
Prepared by
DKS Associates
117 Commercial Street NE, Suite 310
Salem, OR 97301
503-391-8773
dksassociates.com

INTRODUCTION
This document is intended to provide a summary of the results and findings of
the OR 22 (East) Facility Plan. More details regarding the background, methodology, results, and recommendations can be found in the final report and its
supplemental appendices.
The OR 22 (East) Facility Plan evaluates existing and future transportation operations and safety conditions on OR 22 (Mission Street) between 25th Street and
Gaffin Road in Salem, as shown on Figure 1.

Figure 1.
OR 22 (East) Facility Plan Study
Area Extents

The OR 22 (East) Facility Plan documents the existing conditions of the study
area transportation system, as well as the forecasted future conditions for a
2035 horizon year. The primary objective of this plan is to identify system improvements that will create a safe and efficient facility for all roadway users. In
addition to evaluating the study area intersections that exist today, this plan also
considers a new interchange on OR 22 at Cordon Road.
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Multiple interchange configurations were evaluated at OR 22 and Cordon Road
based on the expected impacts on safety, operations, and land use. A tight diamond interchange would balance the needs for safety, mobility, property impacts, and cost effectiveness. In addition to a small footprint and limited rightof-way impacts, a major advantage of a tight diamond with signalized ramp
terminals is that both intersections can run on a single controller, resulting in
efficient operations. For these reasons, the tight diamond interchange form was
assumed for analysis purposes in the OR 22 (East) Facility Plan, however further
study will be required to determine the optimal interchange design at this location.

This facility plan is the result of collaboration between agencies, jurisdictions,
and the surrounding community to create a common vision for the future of
the OR 22 corridor. The OR 22 (East) Facility Plan was developed for the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT), in partnership with the City of Salem
and Marion County, and involvement from local stakeholders and members of
the public. A complete list of stakeholders can be found in the appendix of the
final report.
This document provides a high-level overview of the facility plan and key recommendations. The final OR 22 (East) Facility Plan should be referenced for
further information on the assumptions, methodologies, results, and recommendations outlined below.

Figure 2.
Conceptual Design of OR 22/Cordon
Road Interchange

AGENCY PARTNERS
ODOT

¤¤

City of Salem

¤¤

Marion County

¤¤

Mid-Willamette Valley
Council of Governments

¤¤

Cherriots

¤¤

Department of Land
Conservation and Development

¤¤
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BACKGROUND
This project is a continuation of past work to examine and improve the OR
22 (East) corridor, including the Southeast Salem Area Transportation Study
(SESATS), conducted in 2005, and the Cordon Road Interchange Study (CRIS),
completed in 2012. In addition to these two studies, there are several local, regional, and statewide planning documents, policies, and regulations that impact
the study area of this facility plan. The plan summarizes relevant documents and
presents key points from previous studies and regional policies.
Several of the local, regional, and statewide planning documents have a common
goal – to improve the safety, mobility, and efficiency of the transportation network in the Salem-Keizer area. Many plans specifically identify the OR 22 (East)
corridor as a vital component of the transportation system for passenger vehicles, freight, bicycles, and pedestrians. The benefits of providing an interchange
connection between OR 22 (East) and Cordon Road were discussed in several
of the documents. The recommendations presented in the final report were
developed in accordance with the goals, objectives, regulations, and planned
improvements outlined in the aforementioned planning documents.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
The existing conditions of the study area transportation system were evaluated
on the basis of safety, operations, and environmental considerations. The final
report presents a summary of the existing roadway facilities (including bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit facilities), observed traffic patterns, roadway and intersection safety performance, intersection operational performance, and key environmental features within the study area.

Safety Performance
The existing safety performance of the OR 22 (East) corridor was evaluated using ODOT’s most recent Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) findings, the ODOT
All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS) project findings, and an analysis of the
past five years of collision data.
The raw collision data was obtained from the ODOT Crash and Analysis Reporting Unit for the most recent five years (2009-2013) of collision data along OR
22 and the adjacent streets. The severity of a crash is determined by the most
severe injury of any participant in the crash, and falls into one of five categories:
fatal, severe injury (Injury A), noticeable injury (Injury B), possible injury (Injury
C), and property damage only (PDO).
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Figure 3 summarizes key collisions and safety findings along the OR 22 (East)
Study corridor. Two study intersections along OR 22 (East) exceed the average
ODOT State Highway Critical Crash Rates for similar urban three-leg and fourleg signalized intersections (0.51 and 0.86, respectively).
The most prevalent collision types of all severity levels are rear-end and turning
collisions. Together they account for approximately 65 percent of the reported
collisions, which is typical for urban highways with signalized intersections. The
majority of turning collisions were related to drivers not yielding or turning improperly.
There were two fatal collisions along OR 22 (East) during the study period. The
first occurred at the intersection of Mission Street (OR 22) and Hawthorne Avenue and involved a pedestrian that was struck by a passenger vehicle that ran
a red light. The second occurred on the segment of Mission Street (OR 22)
just east of Airport Road/Turner Road and resulted from a head-on collision
between two motor vehicles.

Figure 3.
Collision Data (2009-2013)
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A total of five severe injury crashes were reported during the study period, one
of which involved a cyclist. Three of the collisions were rear end collisions while
the other two were turning and angle related. Three collisions occurred during
the daytime and two occurred at night where street lights were present.
Ten collisions along OR 22 (East) involved a bicycle or pedestrian during the
study period. Seven of the bicycle and pedestrian collisions occurred along OR
22 (East) while three occurred on Lancaster Drive in the vicinity of OR 22 (East).

Operational Performance
The following is a brief summary of the existing traffic conditions of the OR 22
(East) study corridor, including segment volumes, bicycle and pedestrian volumes, and intersection operations.
Segment Traffic Volumes
Directional 24-hour traffic volumes were collected on OR 22 (East) between
25th Street and Cordon Road. As shown on Figure 4, traffic volumes are highest
west of Lancaster Drive while 85th percentile speeds are highest east of I-5.

Figure 4.
24-hour Traffic Volume Counts
along OR 22

OR22 (EAST) FACILITY PLAN | CITY OF SALEM, MARION COUNTY, OREGON

5

Bicycle and Pedestrian Volumes
The study area includes residential, industrial, and office uses as well as several
shopping centers that generate pedestrian and bicycle trips within the study
area. The intersection with the highest volume of bicyclists and pedestrians is
Mission Street (OR 22) at 25th Street with 28 total pedestrian crossings and
six total bicycles during the peak hour. This intersection has crosswalks across
the north, south, and west legs. There is a near side transit stop located on the
east leg, approximately 100 feet upstream from the intersection, and a far side
transit stop located on the south leg, approximately 250 feet downstream from
the intersection.
Intersection Operations
The existing operational performance of the study intersections was evaluated
using Synchro™ software, which employs methodology from the 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual1 for unsignalized intersections and 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual2 for signalized intersections. The existing traffic volumes and roadway
configurations were used to determine intersection levels of service (LOS) and
volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios. Several intersections do not meet mobility targets.
¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22) /25th Street

¤¤

OR 22/I-5 Northbound Ramps

¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22)/Airport Road

¤¤

Gaffin Road/Cordon Road

A traffic signal is currently being constructed at the Gaffin Road/Cordon Road
intersection. The proposed interchange at Cordon Road will also relieve some
of the traffic demand on Lancaster Drive and on Gaffin Road.

FUTURE (2035) CONDITIONS
The first step in analyzing the future conditions was to forecast 2035 traffic volumes at each of the study intersections using the Mid-Willamette Valley Council
of Governments’ (MWVCOG) Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
VISUM model. The MWVCOG model that was used included the planned interchange at OR 22 and Cordon Road (currently assumed to be a diamond interchange).

2035 Intersection Operations
For all but two of the study intersections, the 2035 operations analysis evaluated the performance of existing infrastructure (traffic control, lane geometry, etc.) under future traffic volumes. However, the analysis did include planned state and city improvement projects that are expected to
be completed by 2035, including the signalization of the Cordon Road/Gaffin Road intersection and the proposed OR 22/Cordon Road interchange.
1
2

2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2010.
2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2000.
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There are several intersections that are not expected to meet operating standards under 2035 traffic forecasts.
¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22) /25th Street (v/c 1.10)

¤¤

OR 22/I-5 Southbound Ramps (v/c 0.88)

¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22)/Airport Road (v/c 1.28)

¤¤

OR 22/I-5 Northbound Ramps (v/c 0.94)

¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22)/Hawthorne Avenue (v/c 0.89)

¤¤

Lancaster Drive/OR 22 Westbound Ramps (v/c 1.36)

The failing movements at each intersection are depicted graphically on Figure 5.

Figure 5.
2035 Future 30th Highest Volumes
Failing Movements
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Future Planned Projects
The final report identified a list of either “committed” or “included” projects
in the 2015 Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS) Regional Transportation System Plan (TSP) that are within the OR 22 (East) study area (there
were no projects listed in the 2012 Salem TSP with committed funding). These
projects were considered when developing recommended improvements. The
final report also identified locations in the 2015 ODOT ARTS Hot-Spot Project
List that are within the OR 22 (East) study area. These projects are currently being scoped by ODOT and implementation will depend on the final prioritization
rankings. A list of the future planned projects can be found in the final report.

IDENTIFIED SYSTEM DEFICIENCIES
Several of the study intersections will fail to meet current mobility targets under 2035 traffic demands without capacity improvements. These intersections
are listed in Table 1 along with a description of the capacity improvements that
would be required to meet mobility targets in 2035.
Table 1. Summary of Deficient Intersections and Necessary
Improvements
INTERSECTION

NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS TO MEET MOBILITY TARGETS IN 2035

Mission Street (OR 22)/25th Street

Add third WB left-turn lane (requires SB receiving lane), add third WB thru
lane, add third EB thru lane, add separate EB right-turn lane; Or, construct a
grade-separated interchange

Mission Street (OR 22)/Airport RoadTurner Road

Add third WB left-turn lane (requires SB receiving lane), add WB shared
thru-right lane, add fourth EB thru lane, add separate EB right-turn lane,
add a second EB left-turn lane (requires NB receiving lane); Or, construct a
grade-separated interchange

Mission Street (OR 22)/Hawthorne
Avenue

Add a separated WB right-turn lane, add a second SB right-turn lane.

OR 22/I-5 Southbound Ramp Terminal

Add a third SB left-turn lane (requires bridge widening)

OR 22/I-5 Northbound Ramp Terminal

Add a third EB thru lane (requires bridge widening)

Lancaster Drive/OR 22 Westbound
Ramp Terminal

Signalize intersection, add a second WB right-turn lane

Cordon Road/Gaffin Road

Add a shared thru-right turn lane to the NB and SB approaches (requires
widening of Cordon Road)
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Alternative Mobility Targets
Along OR 22 (East), the operational analysis identified six intersections which
are not expected to meet ODOT’s existing mobility targets under forecasted
2035 traffic volumes, even with implementation of feasible intersection improvements.
¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22) /25th Street

¤¤

OR 22/I-5 Southbound Ramps

¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22)/Airport Road

¤¤

OR 22/I-5 Northbound Ramps

¤¤

Mission Street (OR 22)/Hawthorne Avenue

¤¤

Lancaster Drive/OR 22 Westbound Ramps

The final report documents the need for alternative mobility targets (AMTs)
for the OR 22 (East) study corridor and describes the methodology applied to
determine the recommended AMTs. Representatives from the City of Salem,
Marion County, and ODOT were all involved in the process of identifying study
locations that warranted AMT evaluation and the selection of the final recommended AMTs. The recommended AMTs for the OR 22 (East) study corridor
can be found in the final report.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Industry, commercial development and residential areas are all key elements
of the OR 22 (East) corridor. In addition, it is a critical freight and expressway
route and is used by cyclists and pedestrians. The project team conducted interviews with key stakeholders and garnered feedback from project advisory
committees to identify ideas and concerns for the corridor. A list of interested
parties and stakeholders formed the basis for targeted outreach and recruiting
to the two Open Houses. Additional information related to the public involvement process, including detailed summaries of public comments and a list of
stakeholders, can be found in the final report.

Figure 5.
Open House and Advisory Group
Meeting Dates
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RECOMMENDED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
The final report summarizes the recommended system improvements for the
OR 22 (East) corridor. The recommended safety improvements include upgrading signal hardware and software, providing enhanced pedestrian crossings,
constructing a separated multi-use path, improving bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity, expanding transit services, constructing the Cordon Road
Interchange to improve mobility along OR 22 (East), and other specific intersection improvements.
The recommended intersection improvements are summarized with accompanying figures depicting the existing (solid black arrows) and recommended lane
configuration (hollow arrows are unchanged lanes, blue arrows are new or reconfigured lanes). Conceptual figures for these recommendations can be found
in the final report.
Mission Street (OR 22)/25th Street
Construct a dedicated westbound right lane on Mission Street (OR 22). This
addition would require acquiring right-of-way and would impact the adjacent
property owner.
With the improvements shown in the figure, the peak hour intersection
operations are enhanced but would still not meet the current mobility
target. Recommended alternative mobility target (0.95 v/c) would be
met.
Mission Street (OR 22)/Airport Road-Turner Road
Reconstruct the intersection to allow the northbound and southbound dual
left turns to operate simultaneously. Construct a second eastbound left turn
lane (which would require an additional receiving lane on the north leg of
the intersection) and construct a dedicated eastbound right turn lane. These
additions would require removing the existing raised median along the west leg
and acquiring the right-of-way.
With these improvements, the peak hour intersection operations would
improve but would not meet current mobility targets. Recommended
alternative mobility target (0.90 v/c)would be met.
Mission Street (OR 22)/Hawthorne Avenue
Construct a westbound right turn lane. This addition would require right-of-way
and would impact the landscape strip adjacent to Costco.
With these improvements, the peak hour intersection operations would
improve but would not meet current mobility targets. Recommended
alternative mobility (0.90 v/c) target would be met.
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Gaffin Road/Cordon Road
In additional to the planned signalization of this intersection, widen Cordon
Road to a five-lane cross-section (two through travel lanes in each direction).
With these changes the operating conditions of the intersection would
improve and will meet current mobility targets.

Cordon Interchange
Construct an interchange between OR 22 and Cordon Road. If a tight-diamond
configuration is selected, the bridge structure should provide two through travel
lanes, a single left turn lane, buffered bicycle lanes, and wide sidewalks in both
directions. Figure 2, presented previously on page 2, depicts a conceptual design
for the interchange.
If constructed according to the conceptual design, the interchange
terminal intersections are expected to meet current mobility targets.
The final report documents additional analysis of the Cordon Road
interchange. An interchange consideration matrix was developed to
highlight the characteristics of different interchange functional forms
being considered for the Cordon Road Interchange.
Conceptual designs of selected recommended improvements are provided in
the final report, including intersection improvements, a preliminary concept for
the Cordon Road interchange, and a potential alignment for a multi-use path.

EVALUATION OF RECOMMENDED
IMPROVEMENTS AND PRIORITIZATION
The final report discusses the evaluation methodology used to consider the
community wide impacts, direct benefits, and estimated costs of each recommended improvement. A set of six focus areas served as the framework for
the evaluation methodology: transportation impacts, environmental considerations, social and economic impacts, and community values. The goals associated with each focus area and the associated criteria are summarized in the final
report.
The evaluation of cost effectiveness was combined with the level of public support for each project to determine a final prioritized list of recommended improvements. The prioritized list of recommended improvements is presented
in Table 2.
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Table 2: Prioritization of Recommended Improvements
SHORT,
MEDIUM,
LONG TERM

EVALUATION
SCORE

PLANNING
LEVEL COST
ESTIMATE

Install Westbound Right Turn with
Storage Lane

Short

3.0

$350,000

Install Eastbound Right Turn with Storage
Lane

Short

3.0

$350,000

Improve North/South Intersection
Geometry

Short

3.6

$500,000

Install Eastbound Left Turn with Storage
Lane (Dual Lefts)

Long

2.0

$350,000

Mission Street (OR 22)/
Hawthorne Avenue

Install Westbound Right Turn with
Storage Lane

Short

3.0

$350,000

OR 22/Cordon Road

Construct an Interchange with the
recommended Signalized Intersections
and Lane Configuration

Long

3.2

$30,000,000

Install Northbound Through Lane on
Cordon Road

Long

3.4

$500,000

Install Southbound Through Lane on
Cordon Road

Long

3.4

$500,000

Medium

3.8

$225,000

LOCATION

IMPROVEMENT

OPERATION IMPROVEMENTS

Mission Street (OR 22)/
25th Street

Mission Street (OR 22)/
Airport Road-Turn Road

Cordon Road/Gaffin
Road

Corridor

Adaptive Signal Timing

SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

Multiple Intersections

Improve the Signal Hardware

Short

3.4

$42,000

Mission Street
(OR 22)/25th Street

Install Pedestrian Refuge Island on West
Leg

Short

3.8

$250,000

Long

3.3

$475,000

Medium

2.1

$25,000

BIKE/PED/TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS

Corridor

Construct a separated Multi-use Path1

Corridor

Infill Existing Gaps in Bicycle Lane
Network

1

Begins at 25th Street and continues to Cordon Road.
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Agenda Item E.
FY 2021-2024 STIP Schedule
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
July 25, 2017
Action Requested:
Informational item.

7/13/2017

2021-2024
Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program

SKATS MPO Policy Committee
July 25, 2017

Transparency

Accessibility

Openness

2

7/13/2017

2021-2024 STIP Schedule
Public Review
And Approval

Program Allocation

Project Selection

Summer-Fall 2017

Winter 2017-Fall 2019

Fall 2019Summer 2020

Commission allocates
funding among
programs

Review STIP
considerations

Develop draft STIP

Develop preliminary
Commission releases
project lists (150% lists) for public comment
3

Timeframe for Program Allocation
July

August

Timeline
and
funding
framework

Nonhighway
and local
programs

September

October

Highway
Discuss
conditions
funding
and
scenarios
funding
with stakescenarios
holders

November
Approve
funding
scenario

4

7/13/2017

How ODOT will engage stakeholders

Engage at
meetings

Regular e-mail
updates and
online OTC
materials

Actively seek
input to OTC

Agenda Item F.
FY 2018-2021 SKATS TIP Update
Schedule
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
July 25, 2017
Action Requested:
Informational item.

SKATS FY2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program
Funding Update - Proposed Schedule
Year Month Activity
Aug

Sep

2017

Oct

Nov

Notice of application availability

Date
1-Aug

Complete the applications

Aug-Oct

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) - Presentation of projects

10-Oct

Applications due to SKATS

13-Oct

TAC members indivdual scoring of project applications

Oct-Nov

TAC - Initial evaluation and prioritization of projects

14-Nov

Policy Committee (PC) - Presentation of projects

28-Nov

Scoping by ODOT

Nov - Dec

Dec
Adjustment of applications after scoping

2018

Jan

Feb

Dec-Jan

TAC - Recommended project and alternate list

9-Jan

PC - Project review and release for public review

23-Jan

30-day public review period as required by the SKATS Public Participation
Plan
PC - Public Hearing and decision
(could slip to March)

Jan-Feb
27-Feb

Mar
Apr

STIP approval process

Mar-Apr

May

Performance based planning requirement effective for all TIPs

27-May

Agenda Item G.
Representation on RAC for TPR
Amendments
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
July 25, 2017
Action Requested:
Discussion of representation on TPR Rulemaking Advisory
Committee.

Oregon

Department of Land Conservation and Development

Kate Brown, Governor

635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540
Phone: (503) 373-0050
Fax: (503) 378-5518
www.oregon.gov/LCD

RULEMAKING ON METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
July 14, 2017
TO:

Interested Persons

FROM:

Department of Land Conservation and Development

RE:

Invitation to Participate in Rulemaking Advisory Committee

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) is inviting participation on a
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (RAC) to advise the department in the development of
amendments to existing rules.
The RAC will consider amendments to Chapter 660, Division 12 of the Oregon Administrative
Rules (OAR 660-012) – also known as the Transportation Planning Rules (TPR), in order to
clarify rules for transportation planning in the state’s metropolitan areas.
The recommended scope of the rules changes are to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Separate the rules for local governments in metropolitan areas from the rules for all local
governments;
Outline and clarify the roles of local governments and the role of metropolitan planning
organizations;
Exempt very small local governments in metropolitan areas from the state metropolitan
planning requirements;
Allow local governments to meet state requirements within their local plans;
Give local governments a broader range of choices of implementation measures toward
increasing transportation choices;
Give local governments a broader range of choices in how to demonstrate progress
toward meeting these measures; and
Clarify requirements for reporting on progress and updating plans.

The department will be asking the Land Conservation & Development Commission (LCDC) to
commission the new RAC at their meeting in July. The RAC will meet five or six times in the
second half of 2017, and potentially into early 2018. The RAC will take the general
recommendations from an earlier process in 2016 and recommend specific rules changes to
LCDC.

Rulemaking on Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Invitation to Participate in Rulemaking Advisory Committee

Page 2 of 2

Who is affected?
This rulemaking effort will largely be focused on seven metropolitan areas in Oregon, not
including the Portland Metropolitan area. Some rulemaking will be necessary for the Portland
Metropolitan area, but there will be differences due to the fact that Metro has land use planning
authority that does not exist in other parts of the state. The rulemaking will not affect the Oregon
portions of the Kelso-Longview or Walla Walla Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs),
which are currently exempted and will remain so.
Currently, all local governments in metropolitan planning areas are required to jointly develop &
adopt regional transportation system plans (RTSPs) in coordination with the MPO. The
recommended changes would exempt the smallest jurisdictions (under 2,500), and provide midsized jurisdictions (2,500 to 10,000) the ability to request opting-out of some requirements.
The cities above 2,500 population in metropolitan areas outside Metro include: Albany, Ashland,
Bend, Central Point, Corvallis, Eugene, Grants Pass, Eagle Point, Jacksonville, Jefferson, Keizer,
Medford, Philomath, Phoenix, Salem, Springfield, and Talent. The counties with more than
2,500 people in unincorporated areas within metropolitan areas outside Metro include:
Deschutes, Jackson, Josephine, Lane, Marion, and Polk.
For more information, you can read the January 2017 staff report to the commission here:
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/meetings/lcdc/012517/Item_14_TPR.pdf
Contact Us
Please contact us if you have a staff member, or an elected or appointed official who is interested
and available to participate in the RAC. The RAC membership will include a representative
cross-section of participants. Meetings of the committee will be held at the department offices in
Salem; however a teleconference link will be made available.
Not every affected jurisdiction will be able to directly participate on the RAC. However DLCD
will maintain an interested party email list to share information throughout the process.
Please send your request to serve on the RAC or to receive RAC updates to:
Bill Holmstrom at bill.holmstrom@state.or.us or 503-934-0040.

Oregon

Department of Land Conservation and Development

Kate Brown, Governor

635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540
Phone: (503) 373-0050
Fax: (503) 378-5518
www.oregon.gov/LCD

July 6, 2017
TO:

Land Conservation and Development Commission

FROM:

Jim Rue, Director
Bill Holmstrom, Land Use and Transportation Planning Coordinator
Cody Meyer, Land Use and Transportation Planner

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item 6, July 20, 2017, LCDC Meeting

Metropolitan Transportation Planning Rulemaking Initiation
I.

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

The Land Conservation and Development Commission (commission) will consider initiating
rulemaking for transportation planning in metropolitan areas. Chapter 660, division 12 of the
Oregon Administrative Rules – also known as the Transportation Planning Rules (TPR) –
requires cities and counties within metropolitan areas to plan for increasing transportation
choices. The rulemaking would streamline existing TPR requirements and add additional options
for local governments. The department recommends that the commission appoint a Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (RAC), appoint a commission liaison to the RAC, and set the scope of
work for the RAC. The department anticipates that the RAC will meet five or six times in the
second half of 2017, and potentially into early 2018.
For additional information about this report, please contact Cody Meyer, Land Use and
Transportation Planner at cody.meyer@state.or.us or 503-934-0005.
II.

BACKGROUND

The TPR sets requirements applicable to all cities and counties, with additional requirements for
cities and counties within metropolitan areas. This rulemaking would address the requirement to
plan for increasing transportation choices in metropolitan areas.
In 2016, the LCDC appointed a RAC to review and update greenhouse gas emissions reduction
targets for metropolitan areas, and to review how greenhouse gas emission reduction efforts
could better integrate into the requirement to increase transportation choices. The RAC
recommended new emissions targets, identified issues with the existing processes for
transportation planning within metropolitan areas, identified a general policy approach to
amending the TRP, but did not recommend specific rule changes for the TPR.
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The issues identified with the existing process included:
1. The existing rules are confusing and ambiguous.
2. There are too many local and regional plans and requirements.
3. The TPR requires a Regional Transportation System Plan (RTSP) that duplicates the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) required by the federal government.
4. MPOs do not have adequate resources to prepare RTSPs because they focus on the RTPs.
5. The RTSP is a land use decision that should be adopted by cities and counties, but some
local government are reluctant to adopt a regional plan.
6. Mobility goals and congestion standards often conflict with land use goals.
7. There is a lack of data to monitor performance.
8. Reducing vehicle miles traveled is difficult, and alternative measure requirements are
vague.
9. Changes in geography and modeling tools limit the ability to track progress over time.
The policy approach is described in “Recommendations for Amendments to the Transportation
Planning Rules” included as Attachment A. In summary, the RAC recommended that the TPR
should be amended to:
1. Separate the rules for local governments in metropolitan areas from the rules for all local
governments;
2. Outline and clarify the roles of local governments and the role of metropolitan planning
organizations;
3. Exempt very small local governments in metropolitan areas from the state metropolitan
planning requirements;
4. Allow local governments to meet state requirements within their local plans;
5. Give local governments a broader range of choices of implementation measures toward
increasing transportation choices;
6. Give local governments a broader range of choices in how to demonstrate progress
toward meeting these measures; and
7. Clarify requirements for reporting on progress and updating plans
Who would be affected?
This rulemaking effort will largely be focused on seven metropolitan areas in Oregon, not
including the Portland Metropolitan area (Metro). Some rulemaking will be necessary for Metro,
but there will be differences due to the fact that Metro has land use planning authority that does
not exist in other parts of the state. The rulemaking will not affect the Oregon portions of the
Kelso-Longview or Walla Walla Metropolitan Planning Organizations MPOs, which are
currently exempted from the TPR rules for metropolitan areas.
Currently, all local governments in metropolitan planning areas are required to jointly develop
and adopt RTSPs in coordination with the MPO. The recommended changes would exempt the
smallest jurisdictions (under 2,500), and provide mid-sized jurisdictions (2,500 to 10,000) the
ability to request exemption from some requirements. The cities above 2,500 population in
metropolitan areas include:
Albany
Bend
Corvallis
Grants Pass
Ashland
Central Point
Eugene
Eagle Point
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Jacksonville
Jefferson
Keizer

Medford
Philomath
Phoenix

Salem
Springfield
Talent

Six counties have more than 2,500 people in unincorporated areas within the metropolitan area:
Deschutes
Josephine
Marion
Jackson
Lane
Polk
III.

SCOPE OF WORK

The department recommends that the commission set the scope of work for the advisory
committee as follows:
1.
The advisory committee will take the general recommendations from the earlier
process in 2016 (Attachment A) and recommend specific rule changes to the
commission.
2.
The advisory committee should consider opportunities for better integrating
metropolitan transportation planning with local transportation planning and local land
use planning.
3.
The advisory committee should consider opportunities for better integrating state
planning requirements with federal planning requirements for metropolitan areas.
4.
The advisory committee should consider opportunities for better integrating
metropolitan transportation planning with greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
5.
This review will be based upon the purpose of the TPR set out in OAR 660-012-0000.
The commission is not asking the advisory committee to reconsider the purpose
statement. Specifically, the advisory committee is asked to find better ways to meet
the purposes listed below:
Purpose
Sources
Increase transportation choices
OAR 660-012-0000 (1)(b) and (2)
OAR 660-012-0035(3)(e), (4), and (8)
Reduce reliance on the automobile
OAR 660-012-0000 (1)(b) and (3)(c)
OAR 660-012-0035(3)(e), (4), and (8)
OAR 660-012-0045(5)
Reduce emissions of greenhouse gases ORS 468A.205
that contribute to global climate
OAR 660-012-0000(3)
change
IV.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ROSTER

Some members are still “to be determined” because the department has not yet received formal
replies from all of the invited organizations and individuals. An updated list will be provided at
the commission meeting. The department may also add additional representatives.
Organization
Land Conservation and Development
Commission

Name
To be determined
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Albany Area
Bend
Central Lane (Eugene-Springfield)
Corvallis Area
Middle Rogue (Grants Pass)
Rogue Valley (Medford)
Salem-Keizer Area
Oregon Department of Transportation

V.

Tara Campi, MPO Planning Manager
Tyler Deke, MPO Manager
Karen Swirsky, City of Bend
Paul Thompson, MPO Program Manager
Local government to be determined
Ali Bonakdar, MPO Director
Local government to be determined
Karl Welzenbach, Planning Program Manager
Local government to be determined
Karl Welzenbach, Planning Program Manager
Local government to be determined
Mike Jaffe, MPO Program Director
Local government to be determined
Michael Rock, Transportation Planning Unit
Manager
Brian Dunn, Transportation Planning and Analysis
Unit Manager (alternate)

RECOMMENDED ACTION AND DRAFT MOTION

The department recommends that the commission appoint the advisory committee members
listed above, delegate to the department the authority to fill in blanks and add committee
members, appoint an LCDC liaison to the advisory committee, and set the scope of work for the
advisory committee as described above.
Motion to accept the staff report:
I move to appoint an advisory committee as listed in the staff report; to authorize the department
to revise the committee roster; and to set the scope of work for the advisory committee as listed
in the staff report.
Motion with revisions:
I move to appoint an advisory committee as [listed in the revised roster / revised in commission
discussion]; to authorize the department to revise the committee roster; and to set the scope of
work for the advisory committee [as revised in commission discussion].
VI.

ATTACHMENTS

A.

Recommendations for Amendments to the Transportation Planning Rules (Endorsed by
LCDC on January 27, 2017)
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Recommendations for Amendments to the
Transportation Planning Rules
– Endorsed by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, January 27, 2016 –

Background
These recommendations have been developed since March 2016 by the Advisory Committee on
Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets. It is
recommended that a new rulemaking advisory committee be appointed to draft the text of
amendments to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 660, Division 12 (Transportation Planning
Rules, or TPR) consistent with the overall policy approach described in these recommendations.
Summary of Recommendations
1. Separate the rules for local governments in metropolitan areas from the rules for all local
governments;
2. Outline and clarify the roles of local governments and the role of metropolitan planning
organizations;
3. Exempt very small local governments in metropolitan areas from the state metropolitan
planning requirements;
4. Allow local governments to meet state requirements within their local plans;
5. Give local governments a broader range of choices of implementation measures toward
increasing transportation choices;
6. Give local governments a broader range of choices in how to demonstrate progress
toward meeting these measures; and
7. Clarify requirements for reporting on progress and updating plans.
Scope of these Recommendations
Applicability to Certain Metropolitan Areas
These recommended changes are intended to apply to the seven smaller metropolitan areas in
Oregon, not the Portland metropolitan area. Metro has a role as the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (“MPO”) for the Portland metropolitan area, but also has regional land use
planning abilities and responsibilities as the only metropolitan service district in the state. Many
of the issues about proper governmental roles do not apply in the same way to Metro and the
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local governments in the Portland metropolitan area. The TPR will need to include requirements
for Metro that are somewhat different than those for the other metropolitan areas in the state.
State metropolitan planning requirements will continue to not apply to the two small Oregon
portions of Washington State-based metropolitan areas: The Kelso-Longview MPO, and the
Walla Walla Valley MPO.
Policy Approaches
This memo describes recommended approaches for changing the process of transportation
planning in metropolitan areas, but does not get to a level of detail that includes drafting new
rules.
The work to implement the recommendations, including amendments to the TPR, should be
conducted later in 2017 by recruiting a new committee.
Recommended Changes
Rules Changes and Organization
TPR rules 0010 through 0055 should be reorganized to provide a clear distinction between
requirements applicable only within metropolitan areas and requirements applicable elsewhere.
The new rules applicable within would include the changes described below.
Role of MPOs
Ambiguities in the current rules can give the impression that MPOs are required to comply with
some of the rules. The rule amendments would clearly give the responsibility to cities and
counties for state-required work, so that MPOs can focus on federal requirements. Chief among
these is the requirement to complete a Regional Transportation Plan (“RTP”) at regular intervals.
Cities, counties and the MPO would coordinate, and could even choose to collaborate on
planning projects, but the TPR would be clear that cities and counties, not MPOs, will be held
responsible for meeting state requirements to increase transportation choices.
Although MPOs would not have obligations under the TPR, the rules would recognize the
importance of federal requirements (e.g. 23 USC 124, 49 USC 5303, and 23 CFR 450) and
ensure that local transportation system plans support the MPOs’ preparation of the RTP.
Role of Cities and Counties
Cities and counties within a metropolitan area would be individually responsible for meeting
state planning requirements. By default, the rules will assume that each city or county will
individually plan for their area of planning responsibility. Currently, the rules require
metropolitan areas to jointly develop and adopt a Regional Transportation System Plan
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(“RTSP”). The new rules will allow local governments to meet their obligations within local
TSPs rather than within an RTSP.
Cities and counties could choose to cooperate to do the planning work within each metropolitan
area. The rules will accommodate this choice by providing additional options for local
governments to meet requirements through greater regional cooperation. These options will
provide some more flexibility in exchange for working regionally.
Local governments would choose the level of regional cooperation they desire in order to
accomplish the required planning efforts.
Exemptions
Currently all cities and counties within metropolitan areas are required to meet the TPR
requirements to increase transportation choices. In the seven smaller metropolitan areas, there are
24 cities and eight counties included. Three counties have portions in more than one
metropolitan area.
Cities
The TPR allows cities with population under 10,000 to request an exemption from some
or all requirements under the TPR. The decision to grant the exemption is delegated to
the agency director. Following this existing practice, cities under 10,000 could ask to be
exempt from the requirements applicable in metropolitan areas. Cities under 2,500 would
be automatically exempt.
Out of the 24 cities in the seven smaller metropolitan areas:
•
•
•

Eleven are larger than 10,000, and must meet the planning requirements: Albany,
Ashland, Bend, Central Point, Corvallis, Eugene, Grants Pass, Keizer, Medford,
Salem, and Springfield.
Six are between 2,500 and 10,000, and may ask for an exemption from the
planning requirements: Eagle Pont, Jacksonville, Jefferson, Philomath, Phoenix,
and Talent.
Seven are smaller than 2,500, and would be automatically exempt: Adair Village,
Coburg, Gold Hill, Millersburg, Rogue River, Tangent, and Turner.

The existing provision in the TPR that allows local governments to ask for an exemption
from requirements is found in OAR 660-012-0055(7), and provides for the director’s
decision to approve an exemption to be based on the following factors:
•
•

Whether the existing and committed transportation system is generally adequate
to meet likely transportation needs;
Whether the new development or population growth is anticipated in the planning
area over the next five years;
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•
•
•

Whether major new transportation facilities are proposed which would affect the
planning areas;
Whether deferral of planning requirements would conflict with accommodating
state or regional transportation needs; and
Consultation with the Oregon Department of Transportation on the need for
transportation planning in the area, including measures needed to protect existing
transportation facilities.

Counties
The role of counties in metropolitan areas is varied, but those counties that have planning
responsibility for substantial parts of urbanized unincorporated land should be required to
continue to meet these requirements. Counties with minor roles in a metropolitan area
should be provided with an option to receive an exemption either by request or
automatically.
Detailed population information is harder to come by for these areas, as this requires
determining who is inside the metropolitan area, but outside the incorporated city. In
some cases this is a straightforward subtraction problem, but half of the metropolitan
areas include territory in more than one county. Cities and counties also vary in how they
manage planning in urban areas outside city limits. This will require more work.
There are 8 counties with 11 portions in smaller metropolitan areas. Benton, Jackson, and
Marion Counties each have portions within two smaller metropolitan areas. This table
describes where we believe the unincorporated portions of counties within the smaller
metropolitan areas fit within the population thresholds.

Metropolitan Area

Included
(> 10,000)

May Apply for
Exemption
(2,500 < 10,000)

Albany
Bend
Corvallis Area
Eugene-Springfield
Middle Rogue
Rogue Valley
Salem-Keizer

Automatic
Exemption
(< 2,500)
Benton
Linn
Marion

Deschutes
Benton
Lane
Josephine – uncertain
Jackson
Jackson
Marion
Polk – uncertain

Options for Increasing Transportation Choices
All cities and counties would have a wider menu of options to meet planning requirements to
increase transportation choices. These options are similar to some existing requirements. The
existing rules provide for local governments to work together to meet a Vehicle Miles Traveled
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(“VMT”) reduction option, or alternatively to develop their own set of measures. Under the new
rules, cities and counties would have a choice in how they meet the requirements. Cities and
counties would not be stuck with any particular option, and could change options when updating
plans.
•

Default Option: Cities and counties could use a set of measures defined by the state to
measure increasing transportation choices. Local transportation system plans would
show how the selected projects would meet benchmarks set against the measures.
While the measures would be set statewide, individual benchmarks for each
community could be approved by LCDC. The development of these measures will
require additional work by the agency and local and state partners.
Some examples of existing measures include: the number of new dwelling units
located close to frequent transit routes; the share of travel in non-auto modes; and the
percentage of arterials and collectors with bicycle facilities.

•

Individual Measures Option: Individual cities or counties may develop their own set
of measures and benchmarks to measure increasing transportation choices, subject to
review and approval by LCDC. Local transportation system plans would show how
the selected projects would meet the benchmarks.

•

GHG Emissions Reduction Option: Regions that agree to cooperate across the
metropolitan area could develop and implement plans that are projected to meet the
GHG emissions reduction target for the horizon year of the RTP. These plans would
include interim benchmarks measuring progress towards meeting the emissions
reduction goal. Local transportation system plans would show how the selected
projects would meet the benchmarks.

•

VMT Reduction Option: Regions that agree to cooperate across the metropolitan area
could develop and implement plans that are projected to result in a 5% reduction in
VMT per capita at the horizon year of the RTP. These plans would include interim
benchmarks measuring progress towards the VMT reduction goal. Local
transportation system plans would show how the selected projects would meet the
benchmarks.

Reporting on Progress
The TPR requirements for reporting on progress toward meeting the TPR requirements to
increase transportation choices have not worked well. Reporting requirements need to be revised
to reflect the chosen policy approach, to clarify responsibilities, and to set a workable schedule.
Local governments would set their own reporting schedule with a report every five years or more
frequently. This gives local governments the ability to coordinate with the MPO’s schedule of
Regional Transportation Plan updates, which happen at four or five year intervals in different
metropolitan areas.
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Timing & Frequency of Plan Updates
The existing rules were written in a time when Periodic Review requirements would ensure that
local jurisdictions regularly revisit planning requirements. Now, most jurisdictions do not have to
engage in Periodic Review. Aside from the federal RTP updates, there are few triggers to
provide for updates to local and regional plans. The TPR could require updates to local TSPs
either when benchmarks are not met, or on a regular schedule. This would work in conjunction
with required reporting on progress.
Consistent Planning Horizon Years
Currently, regions have a multitude of local and regional transportation and land use plans,
population forecasts, and models that start and end at different years. This makes coordinated
development of plans difficult. Updated rules will allow for easier and more flexible
coordination of horizon years, potentially based on RTP horizon years or giving local
governments a range of years to choose from.
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Matthew L. Garrett
Director

SUBJECT:

Agenda G – CMAQ Funding Program Design Decision

Requested Action:
Request approval of a redesigned Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement
Program for Oregon for fiscal year 2019 and beyond.
Background:
Oregon receives approximately $18 million per year in federal CMAQ funding, which the Commission
has historically allocated to eligible Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and rural cities to
decide how best to invest funds. $250,000 has been directed to the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality for diesel retrofit work, in accordance with legislative requirements. The
remainder has been allocated by formula distribution to eligible areas, with 97 percent going to MPOs
and 3 percent to rural cities.
In 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) confirmed two new MPOs are eligible for
CMAQ and also proposed federal CMAQ performance measures. In response, the Commission asked
to revisit the current distribution of CMAQ funds, with an interest in assuring strategic investments.
The Commission formed a Program Advisory Committee (PAC) to provide program design
recommendations. The PAC included representation from each historically eligible MPO (Portland
Metro, Rogue Valley, and Middle Rogue), the newly eligible MPOs (Salem-Keizer and Central Lane),
the largest non-MPO recipient (Klamath Falls), other state agencies (Oregon Health Authority and
Department of Environmental Quality), and FHWA. The PAC was chaired by Commissioner Tammy
Baney. In addition to the PAC, staff supporting each eligible MPO and non-MPO recipients met and
worked through details that informed PAC decisions.
The PAC met five times and reached a compromise on program design elements for CMAQ funds in
FY 2019 and beyond. ODOT shared the full recommendations from the PAC with the Commission in
June 2017.
PAC Recommendation:
The PAC recommended that non-MPO recipients receive 3-percent of CMAQ funds (around $550,000
per year), in line with historic amounts. The PAC perceived an amount smaller than this as too small to
spread investments and achieve benefits among the rural cities. The PAC also recommended
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distributing funding annually to the largest city (Klamath Falls) with the remaining funds targeted to
one of the smaller cities (La Grande, Oakridge, and Lakeview) annually ) as a way to cycle the funding
in a more effective manner than each city saving multiple years of funding.
For the MPO allocation, the PAC considered everything from a full competitive program to a formula
allocation of funds. Ultimately, the PAC agreed that a formula distribution was best. Formula
allocations would allow MPOs to plan ahead and program more aggressive projects to improve air
quality due to the greater level of certainty of available funding. In consideration of a formula
distribution, the PAC recognized that the current formula cannot be recreated because it used data that
does not exist today.
The PAC came up with factors to consider in a new MPO formula allocation. In line with Commission
direction, the group worked to identify factors they felt helped to demonstrate a strategic allocation.
The identified factors include:
• Level of Impact – This factor focuses on air quality benefits at the statewide level,
recognizing that the improvements from any one project will likely be larger in areas with
more people. MPO population is used as a proxy for Level of Impact.
• Complexity Factors – Complexity is comprised of several components, including:
o Level of Effort – This factor accounts for formal commitments to air quality
improvements. The source document for this is the State Implementation Plan (SIP),
discussed briefly below.
o Level of Risk – This factor accounts for formal commitments to air quality
improvements if certain conditions occur, such as reaching a vehicle miles traveled
threshold. The source document for this is also the SIP. In addition, Level of Risk
accounts for identified existing challenges, including inversion issues and traffic
congestion.
o Air Quality Status – This factor accounts for the designated severity of air quality issues
so that funding can be targeted to address local and regional problems. This is based on
the federal air quality designation of each MPO area.
As mentioned above, the State Implementation Plan is the source document used to calculate Level of
Effort and several components of Level of Risk. The SIP includes each area’s federal commitments to
air quality improvements. It should be noted that not all PAC members favored the SIP, but the PAC
settled on it as the best available source document available today.
The Complexity Factors were weighted on a scale of 1.0 to 2.0. ODOT staff assigned weights based on
described or documented challenges. As an example, Rogue Valley’s inversion factor was assessed as
very challenging and assigned a weight of 2.0, whereas biking improvements in Portland were scored
at the other end of that spectrum.
A number of calculation options were shared with the PAC, which discussed and worked though
options over multiple meetings. Ultimately the PAC favored a formula with 80 percent based on Level
of Impact (population) and 20 percent on Complexity Factors. The PAC examined additive and
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multiplier calculations, reaching a compromise on an additive formula with Complexity Factors
weighted by population.
Level of Impact + (Complexity Factors x Population)
Table 1 shows the results of the formula. The critical numbers in the table are the percent allocations.
Rough amounts are shown for illustrative purposes and use the FY2016 CMAQ MPO dollar amount,
with historical numbers shown for comparison. An adjustment was made for Middle Rogue MPO to
attain a minimum of around $500,000, which was viewed as the lowest amount feasible to
meaningfully administer a program.
Table 1: MPO Formula Allocation with a Minimum Amount for Middle Rouge (2016 dollars)
MPO

Rough
Amount

Historical (2016) Numbers
for comparison

73%

$12.5M

$14.1M (82%)

Salem-Keizer

9%

$ 1.6M

N/A

Central Lane

9%

$ 1.6M

N/A

Rogue Valley

6%

$ 1.1M

$ 2.5M (14%)

Middle Rogue

3%

$ 0.5M

$ 0.7M ( 4%)

Portland Metro

Percent
Allocation

The PAC noted that the Rogue Valley MPO would see a substantial reduction from previous CMAQ
allocations. The PAC considered options for lessening the impact to Rogue Valley. Some PAC
members suggested that a permanent increase may be appropriate, while others recommend a phaseddown approach. A phased-down approach would raise Rogue Valley’s initial allocation to around 8.5
percent, and then slowly lower it to 6 percent to match the outcome of the formula above. ODOT staff
recommends this approach because the formula will be the long-term basis for allocations, not an
adjustment.
Table 2 on the following page presents an option for bridging funding for Rogue Valley MPO,
increasing their allocation to around 8.5 percent in the short term but phasing down to their percent
according to the formula (6 percent) within five years. One option discussed at the PAC was to do this
by taking money from the three larger MPOs. The table below shows how that could be done.
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Table 2: MPO Formula Allocation with a Minimum Amount for Middle Rouge and Phaseddown Funding for Rogue Valley (2016 dollars - million)
MPO

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

FY 2022

FY 2023

%

%

%

%

%

Portland Metro

72%

Salem-Keizer

$

$

$

$

$

$12.3 72%

$12.4 72%

$12.4

72% $12.5

73% $12.5

9%

$ 1.5

9%

$ 1.5

9%

$ 1.5

9% $ 1.5

9% $ 1.6

Central Lane

9%

$ 1.5

9%

$ 1.5

9%

$ 1.6

9% $ 1.6

9% $ 1.6

Rogue Valley

8%

$ 1.4

8%

$ 1.3

7%

$ 1.3

7% $ 1.2

6% $ 1.1

Middle Rogue

3%

$ 0.5

3%

$ 0.5

3%

$ 0.5

3% $ 0.5

3% $ 0.5

Beyond a formula allocation, the PAC briefly discussed options for increased accountability after
funding is distributed to the MPOs. ODOT shared a few options with the Commission in June 2017.
Based on the Commission discussion and previous comments from the PAC, the option of narrowing
the list of eligible CMAQ projects seemed to be preferred. ODOT staff suggested the list be narrowed
by looking at closely related state goals identified in Commission-adopted transportation plans. These
goals include environment, health and equity.
Following the June Commission meeting, ODOT staff used those goals and associated plan policies to
narrow the federal list of eligible CMAQ projects, also considering MPO interests and historic
spending. Some items, such as traffic flow improvements, were refined to be eligible only when there
are congested conditions; other eligible project categories such as market research focus groups and
freight strategies were removed. ODOT shared the narrowed list with the PAC for feedback. A few
minor edits were made and the document finalized (Attachment 1).
Based on the PAC recommendations and comments from Commission members, a redesigned CMAQ
funding program design (see below) is proposed for Commission consideration.
CMAQ Program Design for FY2019 and Beyond:
ODOT requests the Commission consider taking action on three program components described below
that make up CMAQ.
1. Eligible Rural Cities (non-MPOs)
Carve out 3 percent of CMAQ funding to rural cities, with annual funding to the largest city
and targeted funding every three years to the other three.
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2. Eligible MPOs
Allocate funds via a formula with phased funding for Rogue Valley MPO (see Table 2).
3. Increase Accountability After CMAQ Funds are Distributed
Narrow the list of eligible CMAQ projects (see Attachment 1).
Next Steps:
Following Commission approval of the CMAQ program design, ODOT staff will work with the MPOs
and rural cities on their precise allocations. ODOT will also develop program guidance for CMAQ
recipients and provide administrative support as needed. Moving forward, ODOT will confer with
recipients on a regular basis at Quarterly MPO Transit-District meetings or by pulling staff together.
Changes to the eligible areas, including any factors considered in the MPO funding allocation, will be
tracked so that modifications to the allocations can be considered. The Commission may consider what
actions or adjustments may be needed as part of the update cycle of the STIP, similar to other funding
programs included in the STIP. This will provide an opportunity to consider adjustments to the way
CMAQ funds are used in Oregon, to consider any modifications to which areas are eligible, and to
adjust for any changes made at the state or federal level.
More information on the CMAQ program development process, including meetings materials and a
detailed staff report, can be found on the PAC website at:
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/LocalGov/Pages/CMAQ.aspx.
Attachments:
• Attachment 1 – Narrowed List of Eligible CMAQ Projects
Copies(w/attachment) to:
Jerri Bohard
Travis Brouwer
Mac Lynde,
Amanda Pietz
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Narrowed List of Eligible CMAQ Projects
Introduction
At the June Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) meeting, ODOT staff presented a number of
increased CMAQ accountability options to be applied following formula allocations. This was done to
support OTC interest in assuring strategic use of CMAQ funds. The three main options presented
included:
1. Performance-based approach, where a MPO would have full discretion to select projects from
the list of allowable CMAQ project types and report on how those projects contributed to state
goals such as the environment, health, and equity
2. Narrowed list of eligible CMAQ projects. Under this option the list of allowable CMAQ projects
would be reduced to focus in on those projects most likely to positively impact state goals such
as the environment, health, and equity.
3. Targeted approach, where a portion of each MPOs allocation would be targeted to specific
activities such as transportation options, and vehicle and fuel efficiency improvements.
Option 3 appeared not to be favored because it would carve up an already small pot of money. ODOT
staff communicated that Option 1 was not necessarily favored by the MPOs because of increased
administrative burdens of having to measure and report on the outcomes of CMAQ projects in each
area. Option 2 appeared to have the highest level of support for its simplicity and alignment with state
goals adopted in the OTCs statewide transportation plans.
Option 2 will be presented to the OTC for approval – along with other CMAQ program design elements –
at their meeting in July.
The purpose of this document is to lay out the approach for narrowing the list of eligible CMAQ projects,
and present the list.

Background
The goal of the federal CMAQ program is to provide funding for transportation projects and programs to
states and local governments in order to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. Funding is
available to support congestion reduction and improve air quality for areas that are currently in or
formerly have been in nonattainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, carbon
monoxide, or particulate matter. The federal program has identified twenty different project types for
eligible use of CMAQ funds (click here to view the list). Projects must demonstrate a marked
improvement in air quality and FHWA guidance suggests that cost-effectiveness (i.e. volume of emission
reductions for cost of project) be considered.
States are allowed discretion as to how projects are prioritized for funding.

Historically, the recipients of the Oregon funds have chosen to use their funds in the categories of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs, paving projects, congestion reduction and traffic flow
improvements, transit improvements, alternative fuels and vehicles, diesel retrofits and travel demand
management/transportation options programs. A historical look at the projects funded between 2012
and 2016 shows the percentage of projects in each category.
Table: CMAQ Project Types Historically Funded by MPOs from 2012-2016
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Programs

36%

Paving

19%

Congestion Reduction and Traffic Flow Improvements

16%

Transit Improvements

11%

Alternative Fuels and Vehicles

9%

Diesel Retrofits

6%

Travel Demand Management/Transportation Options

4%

Approach
The Oregon Department of Transportation and Oregon Transportation Commission is granted the
flexibility by the Federal Highway Administration to narrow the list of projects eligible for funding and
develop program criteria for project selection. ODOT staff recommends that the number of eligible
project types is reduced to prioritize project types that support both state transportation policy goals,
MPO priorities, and have a measurable impact on air quality improvements. The three policy goals
selected to help screen and narrow the list of eligible projects come from OTC adopted transportation
plans, and include environment, health, and equity. Each goal is summarized below, including
information on the types of polices it includes – this language comes from the OR-Plan website, which is
a repository and relational database of Oregon’s statewide transportation plan’s goals and policies.
Environment: Environmental sustainability focuses on the environment and impacts from
transportation, such as clean air and water. Policies cover promotion of low and zero emission modes,
technologies and fuels that reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, construction and maintenance
practices, and environmental stewardship.
Health: Health focuses on the outcome of transportation infrastructure and choices on personal and
public health, such as physical activity associated with walking or biking, or the impact of vehicle
pollutants on chronic disease. It also touches on access to medical services. Policies cover health
considerations, data, and analysis to inform health/transportation-related decision making.
Equity: Equity is providing opportunities and choices for people of all ages, abilities, and incomes in
urban, suburban, and rural areas across the state to reach their destinations and to access
transportation options, assuring transportation disadvantaged populations are served. It is also about
guiding ODOT’s interactions with the public and stakeholders to ensure a meaningful two-way dialogue
to inform decisions. Policies cover Title VI and Environmental Justice populations, as well as equity

considerations related to public involvement and engagement strategies, data, and analysis to inform
decision making.
Based on the goal areas above, in looking at the type of projects MPOs have historically funded, and
potential cost-effectiveness of different types of efforts, ODOT staff narrowed the list of eligible CMAQ
projects to seven categories. The categories include: public transportation improvements,
transportation option (aka transportation demand management) strategies, pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure, vehicle and fuel efficiency (including diesel retrofits), intelligent transportation systems,
traffic flow improvements and paving for dust mitigation in rural areas. The next section discusses the
specifics of eligible projects under these categories and the table below describes how each broad
category benefits the identified state goals.
Table: Description of How Each Eligible Category Helps to Further State Goals.

Eligible
Category
Environment
Increasing or enhancing
Public
Transportation public transportation service
Improvements means more people are
likely to ride than drive
alone. A higher share of the
transit fleet that is low-no
emissions helps to improve
overall air quality.

Transportation More people choosing to
telecommute, drive off-peak
Option
hours, or carpool, vanpool,
Strategies

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Infrastructure
Vehicle and
Fuel Efficiency

Intelligent
Transportation
Systems (ITS)

take the bus, walk to bike,
helps reduce overall
emission and improve air
quality.
Biking and walking are zero
emission modes, thus they
are the most energy
efficient modes.

Cleaner fuels have less
carbon intensity and are
better for the environment.
Diesel retrofits, in-particular,
are important for reducing
key pollutants like black
carbon. Turning over fleets
to no-low emission vehicles
can substantially reduce
emissions.
ITS can improve air quality
by smoothing traffic and
creating less stops-and-

State Goals
Health
Most people walk or bike to
the bus, increasing physical
activity and helping to
reduce obesity rates. More
people riding transit than
driving alone will lead to
cleaner air and less
occurrence of chronic
disease.
Transportation Option
strategies target increased
use of biking and walking
and taking transit, all active
modes of transportation
that improve individual and
societal health.
Biking and walking are the
most physically active forms
of transportation, having the
greatest health benefits.
Cleaner fuels and low-no
emission vehicles help
improve overall air quality.

Health benefits from these
types of projects come from
overall improved air quality.

Equity
Added or expanded service
can reach transportation
disadvantaged areas,
providing new opportunities
to reach essential services.
Transit is also low cost,
helping to reduce the
amount each household
spends on transportation.
These types of strategies
seek out low income and
transportation
disadvantaged groups, and
facilitate their opportunities
for travel to jobs and critical
services.
Walking is zero cost and the
only option available to
some low income groups.
Biking is the second lowest
cost transportation mode.
Poor air quality impacts all
people and some of the
worse conditions may be in
low cost neighborhoods.
Fewer high-pollutant
vehicles and cleaner fuels
can benefit these locations.

Equity benefits from these
types of projects come from
improved air quality for all

Eligible
Category
Traffic Flow
Improvements

Dust
Mitigation

Environment
starts, thus reducing idling.
Traffic flow modification can
improve air quality by
smoothing traffic and
creating less stops-andstarts, thus reducing idling.
Dust creates fine
particulates, clouding overall
air quality.

State Goals
Health
Health benefits from these
types of projects come from
overall improved air quality.

Fine particulates from dust
can be harmful to public
health, and may increase
asthma rates.

Equity
people.
Equity benefits from these
types of projects come from
improved air quality for all
people.
Many of the gravel/dirt
roads that could be paved
through these projects are
likely in low-income
neighborhoods, benefiting
these economic groups.

Narrowed Eligible Projects
The seven categories are further defined below with the specific type of allowable projects. CMAQ
recipients will be required to select projects under these seven categories.
Public Transportation Improvements
• Capital projects, including:
o Transit stop infrastructure to support increased use of buses and trains
o Bus pullouts to improve roadway traffic flow and enhance transit rider safety
o Fixed guideways or tracks for high-capacity transit improvement to reach more riders
• Capital purchases, including: electric or alternative fuel transit vehicles with no or low emissions
• Operational improvements, including:
o New or expanded service to reach transportation disadvantaged populations and others
o Increased frequency of existing routes to increase service capacity and accommodate a
broader array of potential riders
Transportation Option Strategies, including:
• Support for Transportation Management Associations working on geographic-specific
congestion issues
• Employer based programs that support alternative work schedules, telecommuting, bus passes,
carpooling, etc.
• Safe Routes to School education and encouragement programs that help kids to safely use the
transportation system and have interest in taking the bus, biking or walking, which can help
reduce school-related congestion. Preferred priority towards Title I schools.
• Targeted transportation options, making people, employees, or students aware of new,
enhanced, or existing transit service and biking and waking opportunities
• Traveler information to support awareness of travel choices and help people plan ahead to use
public transit or other modes
• Vanpool/rideshare operations and capital expenses so people can rideshare rather than drive
alone to and from work or school

•

Congestion pricing to send a monetary signal to roadway users on the cost of congestion and
impacts in an effort to lessen worsening congestion

Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure; including
• Completing gaps or addressing biking or walking mobility issues near transit, schools,
downtowns, employment centers, shopping and to medical services to provide people with the
ability to use these modes to reach critical destinations and services
• Off-road paths within and connecting communities that provide a statewide benefit according
to the Regional Paths policy (2.5D) of the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Vehicle and Fuel Efficiency Efforts, including:
• Diesel engine retrofits of school buses and government fleet vehicles as one of the top costeffective approaches identified by FHWA to improve air-quality
• Electric charging station infrastructure to encourage no-emission vehicle use
• Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) or Recycled Natural Gas (RNG) fueling stations and
infrastructure to encourage low-emission vehicle use
• Vehicle purchases for government fleets, including: electric and alternative fuel vehicles with
low-no emissions
Intelligent Transportation Systems for congestion reduction, including:
• Signal synchronization to improve traffic flow, with fewer stops and starts
• Multi-modal traveler information to share information on crashes and detours and reduce
intermittent delay that negatively impacts air quality
• Electronic toll collection systems to implement congestion pricing as discussed above
• Incident clearance equipment and management programs to help reduce intermittent delay
Traffic Flow Improvements for congestion reduction, including:
• Transit signal priority
• High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) or High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes
• Turn lane additions/improvements and intersection modifications when a threshold – such as
Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) – is reached. The threshold is to be determined in collaboration with
the ODOT Transportation Planning and Analysis Unit.
Road Dust Mitigation (rural communities only) to remove fine particulates, including:
• Paving gavel streets
• Purchase of a street sweeper
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https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2017R1/Downloads/FloorLetter/2219
ODOT Region 2 Projects (Section 71d of bill)
Oregon Manufacturing Innovation Center Access Roads in
Columbia County
I-5 at Aurora - Donald Interchange, Phase 1
OR 99E in City of Halsey
OR 214 pedestrian safety improvements at the intersection
with Jefferson Street in City of Silverton

MWVCOG

Funding

x

$ 4,000,000
$ 25,000,000
$ 13,000,000

x

$

Territorial Highway jurisdictional transfer (see section 134)
US 20 Safety Upgrades: Albany to Corvallis
OR 58, passing lanes west of Oakridge
OR 22, Center Street Bridge seismic retrofit in City of Salem
OR 99 Improvements in Eugene - jurisdictional transfer (see
section 134)
OR 1 26 Florence - Eugene Highway EIS Study
42nd Street in City of Springfield (see section 134)
Newberg - Dundee Bypass, Phase 2 (design only)

750,000

$ 30,000,000
$ 20,000,000
$ 7,200,000
x

$ 60,000,000

x

$ 5,000,000
$ 3,000,000
$ 12,000,000
$ 22,000,000

Region 2 Total -> $ 201,950,000
Other for Region 2
Extend Brooks rail siding (Brooks) - ConnectOregon
Mid-Willamette Valley Intermodal Facility (likey Millersberg)
- ConnectOregon
Total for MWVCOG area

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J

ODOT Region 1 Projects (Section 71d of bill)
State Highway 211, (Molalla)
WaNaPa Street improvements , City of Cascade Locks
Port of Hood River bridge replacement EIS
Columbia Blvd pedestrian safety
Southeast Powell Blvd ("Outer Powell") jurisdictional
transfer, per section 134 of this 2017 Act
Interstate 205 active traffic management project
Interstate 205 corridor bottleneck project
Hwy 217 NB
Hwy 217 SB
Graham Road near I-84 (Gresham)

x

$

2,600,000

$ 25,000,000
x

$ 110,350,000

Metro

X

X
X
X
X
X

$
$
$
$

Funding
750,000
750,000
5,000,000
1,500,000

$ 110,000,000
$ 15,200,000
$ 15,500,000
$ 54,000,000
$ 44,000,000
$ 3,000,000

Region 1 Total -> $ 249,700,000

7/10/2017

Other for Region 1
I-5 Rose Quarter
Vallue Pricing (from Fiscal Impact report by LFO)
Study of cost for upgrading inner Powell Blvd

x
x
x

$ 450,000,000
$ 3,000,000
$ 1,500,000

Total for Metro area

x

$ 694,700,000
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