Agenda
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Date:
Time:
Place:

Tuesday, August 8, 2017
1:30 p.m.
MWVCOG Conference Room B
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 ............................................................................................... Cindy Schmitt

B.

Approval of TAC Minutes July 11, 2017 .................................................. Cindy Schmitt

C.

Federal Safety Performance Measures ..................................................Karen Odenthal
Background: States and MPOs must establish performance targets for four sets of
performance measures in 2018. The transit state of good repair targets
were accepted by the Policy Committee at their June meeting. The next
set of targets that must be established are for the safety performance
measures. See the attached memorandum for a general discussion on
setting performance targets and specific information on setting safety
performance targets including historical data.
Action
Requested:

D.

Information and discussion item. A recommendation is needed for the
SKATS Policy Committee in September.

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Update and
FY 2018-2023 TIP ............................................................................................. Mike Jaffe
Background: At their July 20th meeting, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC)
discussed CMAQ allocations and programming. After a long discussion,
the OTC approved the recommended formula that was developed over six
months by a CMAQ Program Advisory Committee (with Cathy Clark and
Mike Jaffe representing SKATS). See Table 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.

The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments is pleased to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If you need
special accommodations or translation services to attend this meeting, please contact Lori Moore at (503) 540-1609 or send e-mail to
lomoore@mwvcog.org at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Hearing impaired please call Oregon Telecommunications Relay Service, 71-1. Thank you.

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 OTC also had approved a revised “Narrowed List of Eligible CMAQ
projects” that was discussed at the July TAC meeting. Next steps include
doing the necessary air-quality benefit estimates for each CMAQ-funded
project in the TIP, which requires coordination between the local project
applicants, SKATS staff, and ODOT.
Action
Requested:
E.

Information and discussion item.

FY 2021 – 2024 STIP Process ...............................................Mike Jaffe and Dan Fricke
Background: ODOT is beginning the development of the FY 2021-2024 Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Over the next four months,
the “big picture” question for the Oregon Transportation Commission
(OTC) is how much of the available funds should go to preservation of
roads/bridges/culverts (Fix-It) versus highway and non-highway
enhancements (Enhance). The requirements of the recently passed
HB2017 Transportation bill will influence the split between Fix-It and
Enhance as does the Governor’s Vision Plan and adopted policies in the
Oregon Transportation Plan and Oregon Modal Plans, but the OTC will
still have a large say in program allocations. The process for determining
program funding levels began at the July 20th OTC meeting. See the
attached memorandum to the OTC from ODOT for the OTC’s schedule
on this allocation between July and November.
ODOT/OTC is on a compressed schedule for deciding the split between
Fix-It and Enhance. Therefore, if the SKATS MPO Policy Committee
wants to have input to the OTC, it should be done before the OTC’s
October workshop.
Additional information is attached:





August 8, 2017

Slides from the July 20, 2017 OTC meeting.
July 2, 2015 memorandum to OTC that defined the funding splits for
the last STIP cycle (2018-2021). The “Updated Scenario C” on page 3
defined how $107 million statewide would be available for three years
of the STIP (2019-2021).
A table comparing the July 2015 program allocations (FY 2019 to
FY 2021) to the actual allocations in the Final FY 2018-2021 STIP.
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Action
Requested:
F.

Discussion of potential comments to ODOT and OTC to recommend to
the SKATS Policy Committee.

OR 22E Facility Plan Final Report ........................... Karen Odenthal and Dan Fricke
Background: The OR 22E Facility Plan (25th Street to Gaffin Road) has been
completed. The Final Report Summary is attached, and the Final Report
is available at: https://tinyurl.com/OR22EFinalPlan. The next step is for
the plan to be reviewed by the city of Salem and Marion County. The
SKATS PC will review the documents in September to determine if it is
consistent with the Regional Transportation System Plan (RTSP).
Action
Requested:

G.

Information and discussion item.

Safe Routes to School ........................................................................................ Mike Jaffe
Background: HB 2017 provides $10 million per year statewide for Safe Route to School
infrastructure projects, increasing to $15 million per year after 2022. This
is an opportunity for TAC members and SKATS staff to begin the
discussion of how to prepare and coordinate to apply for these funds for
projects in the SKATS area and ways the MPO can assist local
governments.
Action
Requested:

H.

Other Business............................................................................................... SKATS Staff



I.

Information and discussion item.

Policy Committee Meeting – September 26, 2017 (August 22, 2017 meetingcanceled)
Next TAC Meeting – September 12, 2017

Adjournment ............................................................................................... Cindy Schmitt

August 8, 2017
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DRAFT
Minutes
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
July 11, 2017
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR
1:30 p.m.
TAC Members Present
Nate Brown, Keizer Community Development
Steve Dickey, Cherriots
Dan Fricke, ODOT
Victor Lippert, Salem-Keizer School District, 2017 Vice Chair
Austin McGuigan, Polk County Planning
Brandon Reich, Marion County Planning
David Sawyer, City of Turner
Cindy Schmitt, Marion County Public Works, 2017 Chair
Julie Warncke, Salem Public Works
TAC Members Absent
Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie, Salem Community Development
Sam Ayash, ODOT System Studies, (non-voting)
Vacant, DEQ
Bill Lawyer, Keizer Public Works
Robert Mansolillo, DLCD
Rachael Tupica, FHWA, (non-voting)
Todd Whitaker, Polk County Public Works
Others Present
Ray Jackson, MWVCOG-SKATS
Mike Jaffe, MWVCOG-SKATS
Kindra Martinenko, MWVCOG-SKATS
Lori Moore, MWVCOG-SKATS
Karen Odenthal, MWVCOG-SKATS
Kim Sapunar, MWVCOG-SKATS
Agenda Item A.

Call to Order

Vice Chair Victor Lippert called the meeting to order at 1:31 p.m.

Agenda Item B. Minutes of June 13, 2017
Motion was made by Dan Fricke, seconded by Steve Dickey, to approve the minutes of the
June 13, 2017, meeting as submitted. Those voting in favor of the motion were Steve Dickey,
Dan Fricke, Austin McGuigan, Brandon Reich, and Julie Warncke. The motion passed
unanimously.
Chair Cindy Schmitt and David Sawyer arrived at 1:33 p.m. Chair Schmitt conducted the
remainder of the meeting.
Agenda Item C. Update on Legislative Funding
Mike Jaffe provided an update related to legislative transportation funding. The bill was released
at the end of May. Recommendations for changes were made following several hearings. The
final bill was approved by the Legislature on July 6, 2017. Mr. Jaffe summarized major changes
including the removal of the proposed Congestion Relief Districts (CDF). The CDF concept had
received stiff opposition. An excise tax on new vehicles is included in the bill. The 2017
Legislative Transportation Bill will likely be signed by the Governor in July.
Referencing material distributed prior to the meeting, Mr. Jaffe provided an overview of projects
that will be funded in ODOT’s Region 1 and Region 2. The Center Street Bridge Seismic
Retrofit is on the project list.
Nate Brown arrived at 1:51 p.m.
Agenda Item D. Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Updates and FY 2018-2023 TIP
Mike Jaffe provided an update related to CMAQ issues. Mr. Jaffe reported that the Oregon
Transportation Commission (OTC) is likely to review the most recent recommendations during
their July meeting.
Referencing the June 14, 2017, letter to the OTC enclosed in the agenda packet, Mr. Jaffe
provided an overview of the issues covered in the letter including why the proposed funding
formula (at that time) was a good compromise option. He noted that there are still issues that
need to be fine-tuned such as the amount of funding to be allocated to Rogue Valley.
Committee members discussed the proposal to narrow the list of CMAQ-eligible projects. Some
concern was expressed that the constraint may be too narrow. While it seems unlikely at this
point, there could come a day when we don’t have any projects eligible for CMAQ funding if the
list is too constrained. Karen Odenthal responded that the proposed list is general enough that
almost every SKATS project, or some portion of a project, would qualify for funding.
Practically everything SKATS does is on the list.
Mike Jaffe volunteered to send TAC members a copy of his comments to ODOT related to the
proposal to narrow the eligibility for projects for CMAQ funding.

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
July 11, 2017
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Agenda Item E. FY 2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Application
Discussion on Allocating the STBGP-U Funds
With the likely addition of CMAQ funds to FY 2019-2021, Karen Odenthal explained it is time
to review the project selection process and the TIP update timeline. Referencing the proposed
schedule included in the agenda packet, Ms. Odenthal informed the group that of the two
options, one is faster paced than the other option. She noted that she is not requiring preapplications for this cycle. The application is nearly the same as the application for the last
update.
Committee members discussed the length of time it takes to complete an application along with
the two proposed timelines. Following discussion, TAC members recommended modifying
Option B to require that project applications be due by October 13, 2017. This would allow time
for project presentations at the October 10th TAC meeting and would also provide an opportunity
for feedback before the applications are finalized.
A list of the pre-applications submitted for funding last time along with a couple of additional
projects was distributed to TAC members.
The top section of the table contains information related to fully funded projects. A partially
funded transit project is in the middle section. The bottom section of the table contains the
projects that were unfunded during the last TIP cycle. The list could aide local jurisdictions in
determining projects to submit for funding this cycle.
Ray Jackson distributed lists of projects to each of the jurisdictions from the RTSP that could
assist them in selecting projects for funding.
Additional discussion continued during the review of the next agenda item.
Agenda Item F. Revising the Public Participation Plan (PPP)
Kim Sapunar reminded committee members that the recent update to the PPP was adopted in
May 2017; and due to a corrective action from the Quadrennial Review, the PPP would undergo
a second update in the latter half of 2017. To allow ample review or to formulate a response to
comments received relatively late in the public review period, it was decided to address the
comments received in April with the second update of the PPP.
Ms. Sapunar provided an overview of the response to the three comments received late in the
review period. It was suggested to include video as a public participation tool. Following
discussion, SKATS staff recommended to include video as a voluntary tool rather than a required
tool. As for the suggestion to provide technical data, staff recommended doing so if, or as, the
data is available. As often technical material is not generated in house, SKATS does not always
have this data available. Providing a link to the relevant local jurisdiction was suggested.
Finally, the comment regarding “eligibility, criteria for selection … regional priorities” was not
recommended for inclusion as these criteria and priorities are already included in the TIP and
RTSP planning process.

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
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Referencing corrective actions referred to in the 2016 Quadrennial Review Report, the first two
and last bulleted items have already been addressed.
TAC members discussed the item related to “Specific outreach strategies to engage traditionally
underserved populations.” Some members expressed the opinion that it is more difficult for
people to relate to regional planning efforts. Local jurisdictions generally have more success in
getting people to participate in planning efforts as the jurisdictions deal with events occurring in
the near future and specific projects. It was commented that it might be a big help if SKATS
could somehow incorporate the previous work of the local jurisdiction activities into meeting the
requirements of regional outreach. The “process to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach” was
discussed, and it was suggested SKATS should consider setting small increments of
improvement in achieving more involvement from the public rather than locking SKATS into
large, impossible achievements. Following discussion, TAC members approved of using metrics
with flexibility for implementing and evaluating success in achieving increased public
participation.
Committee discussion continued related to public involvement issues, in particular, early public
involvement. Establishing a limited-term Citizen’s Advisory Committee during the development
of the TIP might achieve earlier public participation. Discussion again focused on the
difficulties of involving the public in transportation planning at the regional level.
TAC members felt that public involvement activities conducted at the local TSP level should be
adequate to meet early federal public involvement activities. Committee members expressed
support for the variety and extent of activities and events during the recent update of the TIP.
Agenda Item G. Online Crash Quick Facts
Kindra Martinenko provided a demonstration of a new, interactive web application where crash
statistics in the SKATS area from 2007 to 2015 are presented. This application represents a
compilation of the data that was included in the annual Crash Report QuickFacts including the
available data from 2015. The application is not up and online yet but will be posted when it is
ready.
Committee members discussed differences in intersection distance standards from ODOT
standards. It was recommended that the Application Title should be simplified to QuickFacts
leaving the word “Storybook” out.
Ms. Martinenko distributed a handout in which the Top 25 Highest Crash Intersections, 20072015 are illustrated.
Agenda Item H. Other Business


Transit Asset Management Targets-Ray Jackson distributed a handout in which Transit
Targets for the next year are illustrated.

Announcements included the July State Street Corridor Plan Public Meeting and an August 2,
2017 Marion County Town Hall meeting with Kurt Schrader.

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
July 11, 2017
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The next Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for noon on Tuesday, July 25, 2017.
The next TAC meeting is scheduled for 1:30 p.m. on Tuesday, August 8, 2017.

Chair Cindy Schmitt adjourned the meeting at 3:52 p.m.
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Agenda Item C.
Federal Safety Performance
Measures

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC)
August 8, 2017
Action Requested:
Information and discussion item. A
recommendation is need for the SKATS Policy
Committee in September.

100 High St. SE, Suite 200 Salem, OR 97301 Phone (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094

Memorandum
Date:
To:
From:
Re:

August 1, 2017
SKATS Technical Advisory (TAC) Members
Karen Odenthal, Senior Transportation Planner
Federal Performance Measures and Target Setting – Safety Performance Measures

Question – Should SKATS agree to support the state safety targets (Option A), or set a
quantifiable target for each safety performance measure (Option B), or do a combination of
options A and B?
Action Requested – At the September 12, 2017, TAC meeting: Be prepared to provide a
recommendation to the SKATS Policy Committee and staff guidance on whether to agree to
support the state safety targets (Option A), set a quantifiable target for each safety
performance measure (Option B), or any combination of options A and B.
General Discussion on Federal Performance Measures and Target Setting
At previous meetings of the SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the discussion on
the requirements and process for setting targets for the federally required transportation
performance measures (safety, transit state of good repair, etc.) has been general in nature.
Now that the federal rules governing the performance measures are finalized, SKATS will
need to establish targets for four sets of performance measures in 2018 (the transit state of
good repair targets were accepted by the Policy Committee at their June meeting). With
that in mind, a more detailed discussion of the target setting process is presented below.
Before deciding on setting targets, historical data will be provided for each performance
measure. Some performance measures will have many years or decades of data available,
while others have more limited data sets. The historical data will allow for the trends to be
illustrated and considered with previous investments and other factors (such as changes in
population, gas prices, or the economy).
As discussed at the previous TAC meetings, SKATS can set the targets for the federal
performance measures by:

City of Keizer - City of Salem - City of Turner - Marion County - Polk County - Salem-Keizer School District – Salem Keizer Transit – Oregon Department of
Transportation – Cooperating Agencies: Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments – Federal Highway Administration – Federal Transit Administration

A) Supporting the ODOT target by agreeing to plan and program projects so that they
contribute toward the accomplishment of the ODOT target, or
B) Setting quantifiable SKATS‐specific targets for the performance measures, or
C) Any combination of (A) or (B) for the performance measures.
This means that it is possible, for example, if selecting Option C, to support ODOT’s targets
for four of the safety performance measures and set a SKATS specific target for the fifth
measure. This might be appropriate if the trend shown from the historical data is
substantially different for the SKATS area versus the state‐wide value, or if there is a
performance measure(s) the Policy Committee would like to focus on by setting a numeric
target.
Target setting is just one step in the process that the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have spelled out for MPOs to follow.
The performance measures, their targets, and the actual outcome is meant to inform the
transportation planning process at the MPO and State level. While only DOTs are held
accountable for not showing progress toward meeting their targets, MPOs are still required
to demonstrate how the performance measures and targets are integrated into the
planning process.
As the work on the RTSP begins in earnest in late 2017/early 2018, there will need to be a
discussion as to how the federal performance measures fit in with the Goals and the
existing performance indicators in the RTSP. In some cases, replacing the existing
performance indicator with one (or more) of the federal performance measures would be
appropriate. In others, the federal measures would supplement the ones existing in the
RTSP. Finally, additional performance indicators could be developed to address any
perceived limitations that are not met by either the existing performance indicators or the
federal performance measures.
During that time, it should also be discussed as to whether 20‐year goals should be set for
the performance indicators and performance measures.
Safety Performance Measure Targets
The next performance measures that we need to be concerned about are the safety
performance measures.
The recent 2016 FHWA Final Rule on National Performance Management Measures
established five safety performance measures for Federal‐aid highway programs (23 CFR
490.207).
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Number of roadway fatalities;
Number of roadway serious injuries;
Roadway fatalities per vehicle miles traveled (i.e., fatality rate);
Roadway serious injuries per vehicle miles traveled (i.e., serious injury rate); and
Combined number of non‐motorized fatalities and non‐motorized serious injuries.

ODOT is required to establish specific numeric statewide targets for each of the five safety
performance measures by August 31, 2017, for calendar year 2018, and annually
thereafter. ODOT developed targets in the 2016 Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan
(TSAP), which are summarized in Table 1. The targets listed in Table 1 for the 2018
report year will be submitted to FHWA as their Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) targets. The targets that were preliminarily set for 2019 and beyond may be
revised based on actual data before they are submitted for subsequent year targets.

Report
Year
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

Table 1 ‐ Oregon TSAP Performance Targets ‐ Five‐Year Average
Serious
Non‐
Injury Rate
motorized
Fatality Rate
Serious
(People per Fatalities and
Fatalities (People per
Injury
100 Million
Serious
Base
(People)
100 Million
(People)
VMT)
Injuries
Period
(2011‐
VMT)
(2010‐
(2010‐
(People)
(5‐years)
2015)
(2011‐2015)
2014)
2014)
(2010‐2014)
357
1.04
1,491
4.42
234
Baseline
2013‐
357
0.94
1,491
4.42
234
2017
2014‐
350
0.89
1,461
4.33
229
2018
2015‐
343
0.83
1,432
4.24
225
2019
2016‐
328
0.78
1,368
4.06
215
2020
2017‐
306
0.73
1,274
3.78
200
2021

MPOs must establish targets for the five safety performance measures within 180 days
after the state establishes targets – which is February 27, 2018. As discussed above, it is
staff’s reading of the rule1 that SKATS can either agree to support the state safety targets
(Option A), set a quantifiable target for each safety performance measure (Option B), or do
a combination of options A and B.
Agreeing to support ODOT’s target (Option A) means:
1) Working with ODOT and other safety stakeholders to address areas of concern within
the SKATS area regarding fatalities and serious injuries;
2) Coordinate with ODOT and include the safety performance measures and HSIP
(Highway Safety Implementation Program) targets in the RTSP;
1

SKATS staff has asked FHWA in Washington D.C. about this interpretation of the rule.

3) Integrate into the planning process the safety goals, objectives, performance measures,
and targets described in other ODOT safety plans and processes, such as the HSIP; and
4) Include a description in the TIP of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward achieving the
HSIP targets in the RTSP, linking investment priorities in the TIP to those safety targets.
And if SKATS decides to set specific target(s) (Option B), this would require:
1) Establishing targets for the performance measure(s) for all public roads in SKATS in
coordination with ODOT;
2) Estimate vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for all public roads within SKATS for use with the
rate targets (VMT is currently only available for the FAUB2);
3) Include the safety performance measure(s) and target(s) in the RTSP;
4) Integrate into the planning process the safety goals, objectives, performance measures,
and targets described in other ODOT safety plans and processes such as the HSIP; and
5) Include a description in the TIP of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward achieving the
HSIP targets in the RTSP linking investment priorities in the TIP to those safety targets.
SKATS Historical Trends
The first step in determining the appropriate method to set the SKATS safety performance
measure targets is to look at the historical crash data. A discussion of crash data was
presented in a memorandum at the September 2016 TAC meeting. Crash data is available
from 1994 through 2015. However, the crash data prior to 2007 is incomplete. Crash data
from 2007 through 2015 is summarized in Table 2 (attached) and Figure 1 (attached).
An estimate of the 2016 fatalities within SKATS is included on Figure 1 for illustrative
purposes only but are not official ODOT numbers and are likely undercounted. The traffic
fatality rate for SKATS, Oregon, and Nationwide are shown for both all modes and non‐
motorized traffic crashes for comparison purposes. Nationwide, approximately 44 percent
of the fatalities occur in urban areas. In Oregon, approximately 30 percent of the fatalities
occur in urban areas. Bicyclist and pedestrian fatalities are more likely to occur in urban
areas.
The targets for the safety performance measures are annual averages based on five‐years
of data. The historical five‐year crash data for the SKATS area from 2007 to 2015 is
summarized in Table 3, below. All number and rates of fatalities and serious injuries are
averages based on five years of data. For example, for the five years of 2010 to 2014,
there were an average of 11.4 fatalities per year for all modes (motorist and non‐motorist
fatalities). For that same five‐year period, there was an average of 3.4 non‐motorist
fatalities per year. Figure 2 (attached) is a graphical representation of the five‐year crash
data from 2007 to 2015 (including estimated number of fatalities for 2016). The dashed
line on Figures 2a through 2e indicates a linear trend for each of the performance
measures. On Figure 2a, the estimated five‐year average fatality number for 2016 is
shaded in gray; and the trend line that includes the 2016 estimate is also shaded in gray.
The number of fatalities and fatality rate showed a decreasing trend through 2015, but the
2

FAUB: Federal Aid Urban Boundary

addition of 2016 data seems to reverse that trend. The number and rate of serious injuries
and the number of non‐motorized fatalities and serious injuries have an increasing trend.
Table 3 ‐ SKATS Historical Five‐Year Average Crash Data (2007‐2015)
Annual Average Numbers and Rates (Based on Five‐Year Averages)
All Modes
Non‐Motorist
Fatality Serious Serious
Serio
Fatal
Fatalit
Rate*
Injuries
Injury
Fat
us
and
Repor
5‐year
ies All
All
All
Rate* All aliti Injuri Serious
t Year
Period
Modes Modes
Modes
Modes
es
es
Injury
2007‐
11.6
0.768
43.6
2.882
3.8
10.4
14.2
2011
2011
2008‐
11.4
0.763
42.8
2.866
3.6
11.0
14.6
2012
2012
2009‐
9.8
0.655
47.4
3.173
3.0
11.6
14.6
2013
2013
2010‐
11.4
0.751
56.2
3.702
3.4
12.8
16.2
2014
2014
2011‐
11.6
0.744
64.6
3.161
3.4
13.4
16.8
2015
2015
2012‐
13.6
2016**
2016
* Fatalities or significant injuries per 100 million vehicle miles traveled calculated using the
FAUB boundary, which is slightly smaller than the SKATS boundary.
**2016 data not official ODOT numbers ‐ staff estimated
This historical information is provided to help determine which approach to take – support
the state safety targets (Option A), or set a quantifiable target for each safety performance
measure (Option B), or a combination.
Next Steps
The schedule for the next several TAC and Policy Committee meetings to meet the February
27, 2018, deadline for establishing targets for safety performance measures is illustrated in
Table 4 (attached). The TAC and PC need to provide guidance as to which approach to
take – support the state safety targets (Option A), or set a quantifiable target for each safety
performance measure (Option B), or a combination (Option C) at the September meetings.
KO:lm
Attachments
h:/transpor/TAC/2017/Aug2017/Performance Measures/Safety perf measures.docx

Table 2 - SKATS Crash Data 2007 to 2015
SKATS Crashes All Modes

Year

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

Salem FAUB
VMT *
Millions

1,563
1,485
1,507
1,514
1,486
1,477
1,489
1,579
1,667

Average

Year

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Average

Salem FAUB
VMT **
Millions

TOTAL
Crashes

2722
2880
2825
3031
3096
3096
3306
3361
3750
3,119

Crashes per 100 Serious Injury SI Crashes per
MVMT
Crashes
100 MVMT

174.15
193.94
187.46
200.20
208.34
209.61
222.03
212.86
224.98
203.73

50
3.20
42
2.83
46
3.05
41
2.71
39
2.62
46
3.11
65
4.37
90
5.70
83
4.98
55.78
3.62
SKATS Non-Motorist Crashes

Non-Motorist
Non-Motorist
Non-Motorist Crashes per 100 Serious Injury
Crashes
MVMT
Crashes

1,563
1,481
1,507
1,514
1,486
1,473
1,489
1,579
1,667

99
107
130
133
135
139
140
135
157
131

6.33
7.22
8.63
8.78
9.08
9.44
9.40
8.55
9.42
8.54

7
11
13
9
12
10
14
19
12
11.89

Non-Motorist
SI Crashes per
100 MVMT

0.45
0.74
0.86
0.59
0.81
0.68
0.94
1.20
0.72
0.78

*Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the Salem Federal Aid Urban Boundary Provided through HPMS, converted to annual VMT
**Oregon and Nationwide Data from FARS and NHTSA

Oregon All Modes**

Fatalities

11
14
9
15
9
10
6
17
16
11.9

Non-Motorist
Fatalities

4
5
2
7
1
3
2
4
7
3.9

Fatalities per
100 MVMT

0.70
0.94
0.60
0.99
0.61
0.68
0.40
1.08
0.96
0.77

Non-Motorist
Fatalities per
100 MVMT

0.26
0.34
0.13
0.46
0.07
0.20
0.13
0.25
0.42
0.25

Fatalities

Fatalities per
100 MVMT

455
1.31
416
1.24
377
1.11
317
0.94
331
0.99
337
1.02
313
0.93
357
1.03
447
1.24
372.2
1.09
Oregon Non-Motorist**

Non-Motorist
Fatalities

63
61
43
63
61
65
51
64
77
60.9

Non-Motorist
Fatalities per
100 MVMT

0.18
0.18
0.13
0.19
0.18
0.20
0.15
0.18
0.21
0.18

Nationwide All Modes**

Fatalities

Fatalities per 100
MVMT

41,259
1.36
37,423
1.26
33,883
1.15
32,999
1.11
32,479
1.10
33,782
1.14
32,893
1.10
32,744
1.08
35,092
1.13
34,728.22
1.16
Nationwide Non-Motorist**

Non-Motorist
Fatalities

5400
5130
4737
4925
5139
5552
5484
5639
6194
5,356

Non-Motorist
Fatalities per 100
MVMT

0.18
0.17
0.16
0.17
0.17
0.19
0.18
0.19
0.20
0.18

Figure 1 - SKATS Fatality Rates 2007 to 2015

Traffic Fatalities in the Salem-Keizer Urban Area 2007-2015
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Figure 2 - SKATS Five-Year Crash Trends (2007 - 2015)

Fig. 2a - SKATS Five-Year Average Number of Fatalities
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Fig. 2b - SKATS Five Year Average Fatality Rate
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Table 4 - Establishing Safety Performance Targets
Proposed Schedule
Year Month

Aug

PC
Activity

Historical data and preliminary technical and
policy discussion on establishing MPO targets or
supporting state targets for safety performance
measures
Policy discussion on agreeing to support state
targets (Option A) or establishing specific safety
targets (Option B) for each safety performance
measure. Provide several different scenarios for
each measure including: following trend line, %
reduction per year, number reduction per year,
aggressive reduction, or other. Can use different
approach for each measure and can change
approach every year. Recommendation to the
PC.

2017

Sep

TAC
Activity

Oct

For each safety performance measure:
If Option A is preferred - Describe how this will
affect existing planning processes including future
impacts to the RTSP and TIP.
If Option B is preferred - Refine scenarios, refine
VMT to be used.

Nov

If Option A is preferred - No further analysis is
needed.
If Option B is preferred - Refine specific safety
targets for each measure selected, and
recommend specific targets for each safety
performance measure.
Recommendation to PC

2018

Dec

Jan

Feb

No Meeting

Policy discussion on agreeing to support state
targets (Option A) or establishing specific safety
targets (Option B) for each safety performance
measure. Provide several different scenarios for
each measure including: following trend line, %
reduction per year, number reduction per year,
aggressive reduction, or other. Can use different
approach for each measure and can change
approach every year.
Provide staff direction - either support ODOT
safety targets (Option A) or establish SKATS
targets (Option B)

Review the recommended safety targets. Provide
staff direction on any requested changes.

No meeting
Finalize the PC recommendation for safety
performance targets for each performance
measure.

Action - Establish targets for each safety
performance measure to report to ODOT.

Targets due to ODOT February 27, 2018

Agenda Item D.
Congestion Mitigation Air
Quality (CMAQ) Update and
FY 2018-2023 TIP

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC)
August 8, 2017
Action Requested:
Information and discussion item.

Oregon Transportation Commission
Office of the Director, MS 11
355 Capitol St NE
Salem, OR 97301-3871

DATE:

July 10, 2017

TO:

Oregon Transportation Commission
[Original signature on file]

FROM:

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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Tom Fuller
Susan Peithman

Bob Gebhardt

Agenda Item E.
FY 2021-2024 STIP Process

SKATS Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC)
August 8, 2017
Action Requested:
Discussion of potential comments to ODOT and
OTC to recommend to the SKATS Policy
Committee.

Oregon Transportation Commission
Office of the Director, MS 11
355 Capitol St NE
Salem, OR 97301-3871

DATE:

July 10, 2017

TO:

Oregon Transportation Commission

[Original signature on file]
FROM:

Matthew L. Garrett
Director

SUBJECT:

Agenda F – 2021-2024 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program Development

Requested Action:
Provide direction to the Oregon Department of Transportation on development of the 2021-2024
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Background:
With the 2018-2021 STIP presented to the Oregon Transportation Commission for approval, the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) will begin development of the 2021-2024 STIP. The
process will begin with the Commission working through how to allocate funding among the various
categories of programs before shifting to project selection.
Given the findings of the ODOT Management Review from McKinsey about transparency in decisionmaking, ODOT intends to use communications tools at our disposal to advance the goals of
transparency, openness, and accessibility for the 2021-2024 STIP decision making process.
• Transparency: ODOT will share clear and concise information and present it to the public in a
way that helps them understand the decision-making process.
• Accessibility: ODOT will make information easily available to the public through a variety of
means, including the web, email updates and streaming video.
• Openness: ODOT will invite the public and stakeholders to provide feedback on how to spend
money.
STIP Funding Allocation Timeframe
STIP funding allocation will be a multi-month process expected to culminate in November with the
Commission’s approval of a funding scenario.
• July: Discuss timeline and funding framework
• August: In-depth discussion of non-highway and local programs
• September: Present funding scenarios and highway condition information
• October: Discuss funding scenarios with stakeholders at workshop
• November: Approve funding scenario
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Funding Categories
In the 2015-2018 and 2018-2021 STIPs, ODOT used three primary funding categories:
• Off the Top, for programs (primarily non-highway and local grant programs) that received
funding before splitting money among other categories.
• Fix-It, for projects that preserve the transportation system and make it safer.
• Enhance, for projects that improve the transportation system and expand its capacity.
ODOT recommends breaking up the Off the Top category to provide greater transparency into what is
included in this large category and facilitate discussion about allocation among programs.

Current and Proposed STIP Categories
2015-2018/2018-2021
Off the Top
Fix It
Enhance

2021-2024 Proposal
Non-Highway
Local Programs
Administration
Fix It
Safety
Enhance

Funding Background
The STIP includes state funds and federal funds. ODOT will analyze the implications of the recentlypassed legislative transportation funding package (HB 2017) and compare funding levels to the
Commission’s adopted investment strategy. This will help determine to what degree the funding in HB
2017 will meet the need defined in the investment strategy and allow the Commission to allocate
funding in the STIP to fill any gaps.
Federal funding levels are unknown throughout this STIP period because the FAST Act expires
September 30, 2020. The Highway Trust Fund exhausts its balances in 2020, and funding will be cut
by more than one third if Congress does nothing. Based on past fluctuations in funding levels, ODOT
should assume some level of federal funding reduction in 2021 and beyond. This will help mitigate the
risk that federal funding cuts will force the Commission to cut projects. For the 2018-2021 STIP, the
Commission assumed a 10 percent reduction in federal funding in any year in which a surface
transportation authorization is not in place. ODOT recommends continuing this approach because it
strikes a good balance in mitigating risks.
Plan for August
In August ODOT will present a workshop that will facilitate in-depth discussion around the nonhighway and local programs. Federal or state law requires funding some of these programs; ODOT
distributes some by agreement; and others are discretionary programs the Commission has created.
This workshop will provide the Commission an opportunity to better understand these programs in
order to make decisions about how to allocate funding.
Agenda_F_2021_2024_STIP_Development_Ltr.docx
7/11/2017

The Big Question

To be answered over the next few months
How should the state allocate funds among the
categories?
• How much funding should we dedicate to nonhighway and local programs?
• What is the appropriate funding level for highways?
• Among highway programs, what is the appropriate
split between Fix-It, Safety, and Enhance?
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2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2015-2018 STIP
in effect

2018-2021 STIP
in effect

2021-2024 STIP
in development

FHWA/FTA

2018-2021 STIP
in development

FHWA/FTA

2014

2021-2024
STIP in effect
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2021-2024 STIP Schedule
Program Allocation

Project Selection

Public Review
And Approval

Summer-Fall 2017

Winter 2017-Fall 2019

Fall 2019Summer 2020

Commission allocates
funding among
programs

Review STIP
considerations

Develop draft STIP

Develop preliminary
project lists (150% lists)

Commission releases
for public comment

Scope preliminary
projects

Commission approves
final STIP

Develop and finalize
recommended project
lists (100% lists)

FHWA and FTA
approval
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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
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Funding Categories

2015-2018, 2018-2021

2021-2024 Proposal

Enhance

Enhance
Non-Highway

Off the Top

Local Programs
Other Functions

Fix-It

Fix-It
Safety
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Fix-It - Highway

Program
Safety
Bridge
Preservation
Seismic

Current
Funding*
$33.5m
$93.1m
$91.9m
$11.7m
(one-time)

Additional
Funding in
HB 2017**
$10m
$50m
$30m
$37.5m

Percent of
Investment
Strategy Level
20%
50%
30%
188%

Annual numbers
*2018-2021 Adopted STIP, July 2017
**2022-2024 average annual funding
11

Enhance - Highway

$600m+ in modernization directed to specific projects

I-5 Rose
Quarter

OR 217

I-205
projects

Other
Regions

12

Bicycle & Pedestrian

Program
Bike/ped on
roadways
Outreach
and
Education

Current
Funding
$40m (state
and local)
$0.5m

Funding in
HB 2017*
$16.7m

Percent of
Investment
Strategy
Level
84%

$0m

0%

Annual numbers
*2022-2024 average annual funding; includes Safe
Routes to School and 1% for bike/ped
13

31-Jul-17
This table compares the programming decisions made by the Oregon Transportation Commission in July 2015 , then modified in March 2016 (after the FAST
Act added federal funds), to the actual amounts of funds that were programmed in the final ODOT FY2018-2021 STIP. All columns are for 3 years (FY2019,
2020, & 2021). Several types of "off-the-top" funds included in the Final STIP (see shaded rows) were not included in the 2015 & 2016 OTC memos. Dollar
amounts in bold show a change (from 2015 to 2016 memos, or from 2016 memo to Final STIP).

STIP Program,
OTC memo
3/3/2016

STIP Program, OTC
memo 7/2/2015
"Off the Top" Programs
1 IOF - Immediated Opportunity Fund - state
2 TGM - Transportation Growth Management
3 Public Transit
4 Mass Transit
5 SRTS Education
6 Active Transportation Discretionary
7 State Planning and Research
8 MPO Planning
9 STP to large MPOs
10 Transp. Alternatives to large MPOs
11 Recreational Trails
12 CMAQ
13 Local Bridge
14 STP Allocation to cities, small MPOs, counties
15 Workforce Development/On Job Training
16 Rail-Highway Crossing-State - state
17 Local Tech Assistance Program
18 TOC/IR Labor (Trans. Operation Center/Incident Response)
19 511 System Operatons
20 ICAP (Indirect Cost to Projects) Highway and Planning
21 Transportation Options - Individualized Marketing
22 State Match Funds for Fed Off Top Funds - state
Off the Top Total
Enhance Programs
State Highway System Leverage funds (1)
Enhance Non-Highway (1)
Active Transportation Leverage Opportunities (1)
Strategic Investments (2) (3)
National Highway Freight Program (2) (3)
Enhance Programs Total

Total for FY 19-21

Total for FY19-21

10,500,000
12,825,000
31,500,000
1,500,000
4,200,000
58,500,000
10,556,951
85,417,662
4,937,873
4,124,825
47,718,339
69,271,208
73,683,378
3,150,000
2,100,000
-

$

419,985,236

10,500,000
12,825,000
31,500,000
1,500,000
4,200,000
58,500,000
12,585,950
111,017,154
5,488,877
4,389,277
55,489,705
84,615,066
87,925,451
3,150,000
2,100,000

$

485,786,480

$

50,000,000
35,000,000
6,000,000
25,000,000
49,000,000
165,000,000

$

815,461,953
35,000,000
15,000,000
11,000,000
876,461,953

50,000,000
30,000,000
6,000,000

$

86,000,000

$

738,461,953
15,000,000
6,000,000
759,461,953

Grand Total --> $

1,265,447,189

Final STIP, Table 6
7/11/2017

Difference
between March
2016 and Final
STIP.

10,500,000
12,825,000
37,500,000
6,000,000
1,500,000
4,200,000
76,516,806
12,585,950
111,017,154
5,488,877
4,389,277
55,489,705
84,615,066
87,925,451
3,150,000
2,100,000
1,050,000

6,000,000
6,000,000
18,016,806
1,050,000

$

19,500,000
600,000
84,000,000
1,500,000
22,454,760
644,908,046

19,500,000
600,000
84,000,000
1,500,000
22,454,760
159,121,566

$

50,000,000
35,000,000
6,000,000
25,000,000
49,000,000
165,000,000

$
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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
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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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