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April 14, 2016 
Time:  8:30 a.m. 

Location:  
Motor Carrier Transportation Division  

3930 Fairview Industrial Drive S.E. 
Salem, Oregon  97302 

2nd Floor – Ashland Conference Room 
 

Facilitator:  David McKane 
          

 
I. OAR Updates . . . Kim Cline 

 
II. SHV Update . . . Bert Hartman 

 
III. DMV Service Transformation Program changes . . . Ben Kahn 

 
IV. DMV Updates . . . Lydia Beebe 

• Commercial Learner Permit Project 

• Third Party CDL Testing Program 
 

V. Fleet and Mileage growth . . . Amy Ramsdell 
 

VI. Highway Over-dimension Load Pinch Points (HOLPP) Study 
. . . Erik Havig 

VII. Freight Highway Bottleneck Project . . . Roseann O’Laughlin 
 

VIII. MCTD Service Center Announcement . . . Amy Ramsdell 
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MINUTES 

MOTOR CARRIER TRANPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
April 14, 2016 

 
 
Attendees: 
Bob Wilhelm – Wilhelm Trucking 
Cliff Speck – Wilhelm Trucking 
Tom Lauer – ODOT/Chief Engineer 
Roger Banks – Wildish Group 
Matt Briggs – North Santiam Paving Co. 
Kevin Hutchison – Clackamas County Motor Carrier 
Debi Normand – Clackamas County Motor Carrier 
Tony Coleman – ODOT/Mobility Liaison 
Ben Kahn – ODOT/DMV 
Steve Bates – V. Van Dyke, Inc. 
Kristine Kennedy – Highway Heavy Hauling 
Ryan Walsh – Glostone Trucking Solutions 
Alex Vukonich – Glostone Trucking Solutions 
Gregg Dal Ponte – ODOT/MCTD 
Sven Johnson – ODOT/MCTD 
Bob Russell – OTA 
David McKane – ODOT/MCTD 
Kim Cline – ODOT/MCTD 
Amy Ramsdell – ODOT/MCTD 
Bert Hartman – ODOT Bridge 
Christy Jordan – ODOT/MCTD 
Dave Gray – Glostone Trucking Solutions 
Leon Fischer – Siletz Trucking Co. 
John McLaughlin – RCM, Inc. 
David Jostad – May Trucking Co. 
Gail Levario – EROAD 
Paul Clark – EROAD 
Brice McKenna – ODOT/DMV 
Lydia Beebe – ODOT/DMV 
Erik Havig – ODOT/TDD 
Roseann O’Laughlin – ODOT/TDD 
Tara L. Caton – ODOT/MCTD 
 
Facilitator:  David McKane 
 

OAR Updates . . . Kim Cline 

♦ (See Attach. A)   
The following OARs are affected by the annual re-adoption of the Federal Safety 
Regulations and have been updated accordingly: 
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o 740-100-0010  
o 740-100-0065 
o 740-100-0070 
o 740-100-0080 
o 740-100-0085 
o 740-100-0090 
o 740-110-0010 

 
♦ In order to implement the changes required by Senate Bill 142A, the following OARs 

have been updated or repealed: 
o 740-020-0010 
o 740-030-0010 
o 740-035-0010 
o 740-035-0145 The significant changes are found in this OAR and are due to 

the deregulation of for-hire Passenger Carriage.  There is a new Class 1P 
Permit and application for an “Oregon Intrastate Permit to Transport 
Passengers In Regular Route, Full-Service Scheduled Transportation.”  

o 740-035-0150 
o 740-035-0160 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-035-0165 
o 740-045-0110 
o 740-050-0010 
o 740-050-0020 
o 740-050-0050 
o 740-050-0060 
o 740-050-0070 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0080 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0090 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0100 
o 740-050-0110 
o 740-050-0120 
o 740-050-0130 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0140 
o 740-050-0210 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0220 
o 740-050-0230 
o 740-050-0270 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0400 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0410 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0430 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-050-0500  
o 740-050-0610  
o 740-050-0630  
o 740-050-0820  
o 740-050-0830  
o 740-055-0150  
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o 740-055-0170  
o 740-055-0190  
o 740-055-0210  
o 740-055-0310 (repealed in its entirety) 
o 740-055-0500  
o 740-300-0040  

 
Gregg Dal Ponte explained that the majority of for-hire passenger carriage services 
have moved from the private sector to the public transit sector over time.   
 
Steve Bates asked for clarification on what a 1P permit is.  Kim answered that it’s a 
permit for regular route for-hire passenger carriage.   

 
Bob Russell moved that the group approve all of the proposed OAR changes.  The 
motion was seconded by Bob Wilhelm and passed unanimously.   
 

SHV Update . . . Bert Hartman 

♦ Bert shared the latest Specialized Hauling Vehicle PowerPoint presentation.   An 
FHWA memo required that states evaluate the load rating of all bridges specifically 
for SHVs.  Category 1 bridges must be evaluated by December 2017 and Category 
2 bridges must be completed by December of 2022.  There is a map of all bridges 
which need to be evaluated by 12/17 available 
at: https://gis.odot.state.or.us/transgis/  
 
The topic of today’s update is the SHV Live Load Rating Factor, which is calculated 
using Oregon Calibrated Live Load Factors for State Highway Bridges, and Live 
Load Factors from the Manual for Bridge Evaluation on Local Agency Bridges.   
(See Attach. B) 
 
There are 246 concrete bridges for which ODOT has no “as built” plans or 
blueprints, which means their load capacity cannot be calculated.  In these cases, 
judgement must be used.  Bridges which have been in service for 20 years or more 
and have no distress are deemed adequate for legal loads up to SU4 (4 axle single 
unit).  Concrete bridges without plans that are in fair or better condition will be 
posted for the SU5, SU6, and SU7.  Capacity will be reduced based on the condition 
of the bridge. 
 
There are a total of 728 Category 1 bridges, of which 186 have already been rated.  
The rating procedures for Arch bridges and Timber bridges are still being developed.  

https://gis.odot.state.or.us/transgis/
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There are currently 42 bridges that we are in the process of writing load restriction 
letters on. 

Bob Russell asked if it was time to get the Blue Ribbon Committee back together 
since one of their members raised the concern about SHV Live Load Rating and he 
thinks an update to that group would be appropriate.   
 
Gregg said that the Blue Ribbon committee had completed its purpose and been 
disbanded.  He added that there are some points that cannot yet be addressed 
because we don’t know the total impact.  Many bridges have yet to be load rated by 
an external contractor and many of them belong to local agencies.  We won’t know 
for quite some time what actions a local agency might take for a bridge that is rated 
as being deficient.  Could it be premature to reassemble the Blue Ribbon 
Committee?  He suggested that Bert take this question back to Paul Mather. 

 
Tom Lauer added that it’s going to be a question of how much we have and how 
much it’s going to cost to fix the bridges in question.  There are multiple options that 
need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis:   

1. We can replace a bridge 
2. We can reinforce a bridge 
3. We can smooth the approach to reduce impact 
4. We can post the bridge at a reduced capacity 

We won’t know which of the options will be taken to resolve the concern for each 
bridge if we reconvene the Committee now. 
 

DMV Service Transformation Program changes . . . Ben Kahn 

♦ The current DMV business process is paper-centric, error prone, difficult to use, and 
has limited online services.  The computer system is out-of-date and in need of 
replacement.  DMV is beginning the process of overhauling their entire system, 
which is going to occur over the next 10 years and will be taken in multiple stages.  
Here’s a link to their YouTube video:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PHRqXkiWTKA 
(See Attach. C) 
 
The new system will provide improved customer service, efficient business 
processes, increased flexibility, enhanced fraud protection, security and controls, 
and real-time access to data and information.  DMV’s two Salem offices will begin 
accepting credit/debit cards in May.  If that goes well, credit/debit availability will roll 
out to all field offices thereafter.  You can keep up-to-date on the process by 
checking out the Service Transformation Program 
website:  www.oregon.gov/odot/dmv/pages./stp/stp_information.aspx 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PHRqXkiWTKA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PHRqXkiWTKA
http://www.oregon.gov/odot/dmv/pages./stp/stp_information.aspx
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Dave Gray said that he is looking forward to the process change.  He did suggest 
that Ben keep in mind that managing fleets is much more difficult than the average 
person going in to DMV to deal with one vehicle.   

 
Bob Wilhelm asked what kind of manpower savings DMV expects to see due to this 
transformation.  Ben answered that he doesn’t expect to reduce any FTE since freed 
up staff will be redeployed.  DMV expects to realize cost savings through increased 
electronic transactions and less paper.  The process should streamline workload and 
perhaps reassign employees to new areas from ones that have become obsolete.  
Staff that are currently doing the microfilm/microfiche tasks will be reassigned to 
different processes.  The new system will be more efficient and allow DMV to better 
respond to customer needs. 
 

DMV Updates . . . Lydia Beebe 

(See Attach. D) 
♦ Lydia announced that she would be retiring from the Senior CDL Policy Analyst 

position at the end of May.  Russ Casler will be the new Sr. Analyst.  She will 
introduce him to MCTAC in May if we have a May meeting.   
 

♦ New Medical Certification form:  As of April 20, 2016, only the new Medical 
Examiner’s Certificate (Form MCSA-5857) will be accepted as proof of physical 
qualification for exams performed on or after April 20.  DMV will continue to accept 
other medical certificate forms after April 20 only if the examination was performed 
before April 20, 2016.  FMCSA has sent the forms to all of the physicians on the 
National Registry of Certified Medical Examiners, so drivers no longer are required 
to print and bring a form with them to the examination.  

 
♦ Vehicle inspection question:  DMV has been looking at our CDL testing process.  

We try to be fair and objective with the correct level of difficulty.  One of the parts 
we’ve been looking at is the memory aid sheet that we allow testers to use.  During 
the test, the applicant is given the CDL PRE-TRIP VEHICLE INSPECTION 
MEMORY AID.  This sheet lists the vehicle components that the applicant is 
expected to be able to touch or point to and then explain how they know the 
component is in good condition and working properly.  It is supposed to show that 
the potential driver could properly do a pre-trip inspection.  Lydia wanted to know if 
the group thinks the memory aid gives away too much information. 

 
FMCSA has a required checklist for pre-trip inspections, so the group feels that 
providing a similar memory aid during testing is appropriate, though they suggested 
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that Lydia compare DMVs form to the FMCSA checklist and ensure that the DMV 
version aligns with the FMCSA version if necessary. 

 
♦ Commercial Learner Permit project:  The new federal guidelines for the 

Commercial Learner Permit (CLP) indicate that the states can issue the CLP for 180 
days (6 months) and then can renew it for another 180 days – for an additional fee.  
The previous Instruction Permit was valid for 1 year.  Oregon did not agree with the 
180 day limit, which seems to have no other purpose than generating additional 
paperwork and fees.  As a result, Oregon submitted a request for regulatory release 
from the 180 day permit requirement.  The request was granted and the exemption 
will last for 2 years.  Oregon’s CLPs will be valid for 1 year. 
 
FMCSA is planning a rewrite that will say that the CLP is valid for up to 1 year.  If the 
CLP is allowed to expire before the driver obtains their CDL, then the driver will have 
to start over and retake all of their tests.  If a person is issued a Class B CLP and 
then subsequently needs a Class A, they will have to start the entire process over as 
well.   
 

♦ National Registry 2:  We hope to be able to get the I.S. project started for the 
National Registry of Medical Examiners sometime this year.  It will mitigate a lot of 
the fraud on medical certifications because the examiners send the certification 
information to the DMV electronically.  The Final Rulemaking says FMCSA is 
providing 3 years for implementation: 1 year to develop specifications and 2 years 
for the states to implement the changes.  The implementation date is June 22, 2018. 
 

♦ Entry Level Driver Training:  A notice of preliminary rulemaking (NPRM) was 
published March 2, 2016.  Oregon and other states protested and asked for an 
extension of the 30 day comment period.  Oregon listed the following objections: 

1. 30 days to review and comment on a proposed rule of this size was not 
enough time. 

2. It will take longer than 3 years for states to comply with changes that are this 
complex.  Oregon adamantly disagrees with FMCSA’s approach in this case 
and feels that it is promoting noncompliance.  Oregon urges FMCSA to 
provide a longer period. 

3. The methods and processes for notification of training completion are vague 
and in some cases just wrong. 

4. FMCSA may not have given sufficient consideration to the opportunities for 
fraud with ELDT. 

5. Refresher training:  
a. Completely out of scope for ELDT and should be eliminated 
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b. Must be limited to disqualifications under 49 CFR 383.51(b) – majors – 
and only if it was in a CMV. 

c. The “restricted CDL” would mean extra visits to a DMV field office and 
having to get two replacement cards. 

6. The costs seem to be under-estimated and the benefits over-estimated. 
7. Many other problems: 

a. Requiring a surety bond from training providers to cover when they are 
removed from the training registry would be better than leaving people 
in the lurch. 

b. FMCSA did not do enough to learn about the costs of this rule-making. 
c. The language in the preliminary rule is often too vague. 

8. FMCSA should publish another NPRM rather than making changes in the 
final rule. 
 

FMCSA estimated that the total cost for all states to implement these changes would 
be 26 million dollars.  Oregon estimates our costs at 1.1 million so the 26M quoted 
appears to be drastically under what the actual costs will be. 
 
We are also concerned that students who have paid a school which is subsequently 
removed from the program will be unable to get their tuition returned without a surety 
bond for the school.  When DMV broached that topic the advisory committee 
suggested leaving it up to the driver to try and get their funds back directly from the 
discredited school.  

 
♦ CDL Third-Party Testing Program:  Bryce McKenna, the Driver Programs 

Manager, said that DMV had the opportunity to fund a limited position through 
FMCSA which reviewed CDL third-party testing.  The person they hired was an 
experienced CDL examiner and knew what he should be seeing.  He found a couple 
of third-parties which had significantly higher pass/fail rates than other examiners. 
He also found several other things that didn’t look right.  DMV conducted covert 
operations and found suspicious situations.  A CDL examination can’t be done in 
under an hour if all necessary steps of the exam are followed.  It appears that these 
two entities cut corners.  As a result, DMV has revoked their ability to administer 
CDL testing.  Both have requested administrative hearings.  Additionally, DMV is 
looking at a third for possible revocation. 

 
DMV has involved the fraud protection unit.  Some of the concerns are that these 
testers potentially may not just be cutting corners on the administrative side.  It is 
possible they have been accepting payment to pass drivers.  DMV is also concerned 
that they may be issuing a certification without actually conducting a test.  This issue 
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isn’t new.  We have similar documentation and findings for third party testers and 
examiners from 10 years ago.  The names may have changed, but the bad behavior 
seems to be the same.  Some of the challenges that DMV faces are a lack of 
investigatory and statutory authority to do something like set up a false credential 
and send that person to a testing site.  Law enforcement isn’t likely to step in unless 
this is a criminal offense rather than just administrative.  The bottom line, per Bryce, 
is that DMV doesn’t have the authority to do what they’d like to address the problem. 
 
Ben Kahn asked if DMV is going to increase CDL testing in the field to make up for 
losing the third parties mentioned.  Bryce answered that DMV is now ramping back 
up their internal resources to be able to administer CDL tests at DMV.  It takes 
approximately 2 weeks depending on where you are testing to get a drive test 
scheduled through DMV.  The third-party examiners can usually do it within a few 
days. 
 
Lydia said that she hasn’t yet heard any complaints about timely testing concerns 
since the revocations were processed. 
 
Bob Russell wanted to know what percentage of tests are administered by third 
party testers.  The answer is that about 75% are done by entities other than DMV.  
There are about 8 third-party entities that test the public. 
 

Fleet and Mileage growth . . . Amy Ramsdell 
 

♦ IRP registered fleets are slightly down, but the number of power units continued to 
increase over the last 5 years.  The number of IRP vehicles per fleet has also been 
increasing steadily.  Weight Mile Tax receipts have also been going up since 2012.  
The numbers include annual receipt and temporary pass miles.  Overall, business is 
increasing. (See Attach. E) 

 
MCTD Service Center Announcement . . . Amy Ramsdell 

 
♦ The Salem Registration office and Service Center averaged 16,690 calls per month 

in 2015.  This was up from 15,476 calls per month in 2014.  Of those, 1,844 were 
abandoned in 2015, which was up from 1,173 abandoned in 2014.  The current 
average hold time is 3 minutes.  It was 2.5 minutes in 2014.  In reviewing the 
numbers it became obvious that calls volumes drop dramatically between 12 a.m. 
and 4:30 a.m.  In order to better allocate our resources and cover peak call times, 
we will be eliminating phone service from 12 a.m. – 4:30 a.m.  This change will allow 
us to shift the two staff who cover those hours to a 5 day 8 hour shift instead of the 4 
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day 10 hour shift they currently have.  Trucking On-Line can provide the services 
that are requested after hours.  (See Attach. F)   
 
We anticipate that this change will improve productivity during our busiest times.  It 
will reduce wait times during our peak periods, and it will improve staff skills and 
knowledge as it will expose everyone to the same types of work throughout the day.  
We plan to implement the change during our next shift rotation, which will be start 
October 3, 2016.  This change will take place in time for us to address our peak 
season, which lasts from October through February.  In addition to sharing this 
update at MCTAC, we will have an article in the Motor Carrier Newsletter and place 
a feature story on our web page.  We will also include the information in our 2017 
Renewal Packets, post a news piece on Trucking On-Line, and record the 
information on our Alternate Greeting.  We will reach out to our partners within 
ODOT such as Communications to help spread the information. 
 
Amy asked Bob if he would put an article in the OTA newsletter too.  Bob agreed. 
 

Highway Over-dimension Load Pinch Points (HOLPP) Study . . . Erik Havig 
 

♦ The ODOT Freight Planning Unit, Transportation Development Division, has created 
district-specific pinch point reports for all of the 15 maintenance districts in the state.  
Erik shared the District 12 Pinch Point Report.  Each report has a table which breaks 
down the type of pinch point noted within the report, a color-coded and numbered 
map showing where the pinch points are, and a table which refers back to the map 
and shows information about each pinch point, including an image of the obstruction.  
This study has provided a data-driven approach to say where these points exist and 
tie them in to our State Transportation Improvement Program.  We can take care of 
some of these pinch points as we are already out doing work.  (See Attach. G) 
 
Bob Russell asked if Erik has an industry advisory committee.  Erik answered no.  
His group has been working directly with Christy Jordan with Motor Carrier and the 
district staff.  He added that these reports will all be available and posted on their 
website within the month so that the industry can provide feedback. 
 
Erik said that this doesn’t cover every freight route in Oregon.  The study focused on 
the Reduction Review Routes and encompasses all of the National Freight Routes. 
 
Tony Coleman asked if the high routes are covered and was told that the vertical 
clearance high route definition was used for this report. 
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Tony said that Region 1 is currently working with Multnomah County and others for 
vertical clearance local routes.   
 
Erik said that the FAST legislation has resulted in a lot of work for his group.  There 
is additional federal funding available for freight mobility projects and there is a 
FASTLANE grant available.  The freight plan must include an inventory of freight 
needs in order to comply with the grant requirements.  The freight plan must be 
adopted by November of 2017. 
 

Freight Highway Bottleneck Project . . . Roseann O’Laughlin 
 

♦ The Freight Bottleneck Project is designed to identify Oregon data and analytical 
tools available to provide information relevant to freight movement, develop data-
driven freight metrics designed to reveal bottleneck locations, and develop an 
approach to prioritizing freight bottleneck locations using an identified set of criteria.  
TDD is looking to identify the bottlenecks, not evaluating solutions or determining 
costs.  The preliminary list will be unranked, but should be available in September.  
Roseann stressed that stakeholder input will be critical throughout. (See Attach. H) 
 

Roundtable 

♦ Steve Bates said that his company is still receiving late billings from ODOT’s Claims 
Against Others department for property damage.  Gregg said that he will have 
information soon about this topic and will share it at that time. 
 

♦ Steve also asked about alcohol and drug test positive results in Oregon.  He is 
wondering specifically about positive alcohol tests and if they are being reported to 
DMV.  Washington reports both positive drug tests and positive alcohol tests to 
DMV.  David McKane said he will check and subsequently provide the official 
answer as to what is occurring in Oregon. 
 

♦ A question was asked on when the credit card service fee would be implemented.  
Gregg answered that it will be in place later this year, possibly as early as July. 

 
♦ The next MCTAC meeting is scheduled for May 12. 

   

Meeting adjourned at 11:20 a.m. 
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Posting Bridges for Specialized
Single-Unit Trucks

Bert Hartman
April 2016

ATTACH. B
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FHWA Memo on SHV Ratings
November 2013

• Category 1 Bridges

– Rating factors less than 1.3 for any of 
the 3 standard legal vehicles

– Must be complete by December 2017

• Category 2 Bridges

– All remaining load ratings need to be 
updated for the SHV’s

– Must be complete by December 2022
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Map of bridges to be evaluated 
by December 2017 is available

https://gis.odot.state.or.us/transgis/
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Expert Panel – December 2014

• Review ODOT’s approach to SHV’s

• Comment on the benefits and risks 
associated with the time frame to 
conduct load ratings

• Evaluate Load Posting Signs

• Review public outreach plan
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Blue Ribbon Panel –Nov 2014

• Provide questions and concerns from 
owners and operators

• Provide the local agency perspective

• Receive the final report

• Review and provide comments on the 
draft report to ensure that questions 
or concerns raised are addressed
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Expert Panel Results

• ODOT’s general approach to SHV’s is 
reasonable

• Minor Adjustments to ODOT Load 
Rating Manual

• Disagreement on live load factors by 
one panel member

• Development of signs
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What is a Rating Factor?

Safe Level of Loading
RF =

Load of Vehicle Considered
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Capacity - Dead Load
RF =

Liveload + Impact
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(γ L) * (LL + IM)
Live load
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Oregon Calibrated Live Load 
Factors

Capacity - Dead Load
RF =

Liveload + Impact
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National and Oregon-Specific
Live Load Factors for SHV’s
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Live Load Factors in Oregon

• State Highway Bridges

– Oregon Calibrated Live Load Factors

• Local Agency Bridges

– Live Load Factors from the Manual for 
Bridge Evaluation
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Oregon Permit Live Load Factors
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Manual For Bridge Evaluation 
Single Trip  Live Load Factor 

• Escorted, no other vehicles on bridge

– 1.1

• Mix with traffic

– 1.2
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Weight Limit Reduced for Legal
Loads
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Weight Limit Reduced for Single 
Unit Vehicles Only
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Bridge With 15 Foot Spans
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Concrete Bridges With No Plans
(246)

• Load capacity cannot be calculated

• Judgement is used

– Bridges in service more than 20 years 
with no distress have adequate load 
capacity for legal loads up to the SU4

– Concrete bridges without plans that are 
in fair or better condition will be posted 
for the SU5, SU6, and SU7
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Concrete Bridges With No Plans

• Reduced capacity based on condition
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728 Category 1 Bridges To Rate

• 259 Reinforced Concrete Girder

• 213 Timber

• 178 Steel I Girder

• 43 Steel Truss

• 15 Arch Bridges

• 12 Complex Bridges

• 4 Culverts

• 2 Post Tensioned Girder

• 2 Steel Box Girder
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186 Category 1 Bridges Rated

• 59 Reinforced Concrete Girder

– 20 Rating Factors Above 1.0

– 39 Under Review

• 126 Steel I Girder

– 15 Rating Factors Above 1.0

– 111 Under Review (Bracing Issues)

• 1 Post Tensioned Girder

– 1 Rating Factor above 1.0
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Category 1 Load Rating Status

• Arch Bridges

– Procedures under development

– 2 bridges to be rated

– 13 remaining arch bridges

• Timber

– Procedures under development

– 4 bridges to be rated

– 194 remaining timber bridges
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Load Restriction Letters

• There are currently 42 bridges that 
are in progress for writing load 
restriction letters on.
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Steel I-Girder Bridge Under Review
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Steel I-Girder Bridge Under Review
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Retrofit of ODOT Bridge
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Retrofit of ODOT Bridge

96 holes drilled in the deck of a 
22 foot by 26 foot bridge
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Steel I-Girder Bridge, Steel Deck
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Load Testing
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The End
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Key drivers of change

Error prone

Paper-centric

Inadequate tools

Difficult to use

Limited online services

Expensive to adapt to 

changes

DMV’s Business Case



Business Case for Transformation – Video
DMV’s current business processes

3



Improved customer services

Efficient business processes

Increased flexibility

Enhanced fraud protection, 

security and controls

Real time access to data 

and information

Service Transformation Program Benefits
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Approach to Service Transformation

Technology 

Enabled Business 

Transformation

Rigorous Project 

Management

Communication 

and 

Transparency

Effective 

Governance

STP pillars of transformation
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STP 2015-17 Key Milestones 

6

Planning for Service Transformation

IS Solution 

Vendor hired

July 2017

Strategic Goals for DMV

Business Requirements Documentation

IT Solution Vendor RFP

Various other Procurements

Data Migration Preparation

DMV Website Improvements

Organizational Change Leadership planning

Program/Project Documentation – Stage Gate

STP Team/Program Administration

Structures in 

place to 

ensure 

success

IS Product 

Deployment

2017-19

Business 

Transformation

&



STP Key Milestones

20162016

• Complete STP readiness planning

• Secure key vendors

20172017

• Begin business policy/process transformation

• IS product deployment

• Begin vehicle system components project

20182018
• Ongoing business transformation and organizational change 

leadership work

20192019

• Complete vehicle system components project

• Begin driver system components project

• Begin the DMV2U online transactions/portal project

7

Looking to the future



Accomplishments to Date
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• Sharing data

• Fee structures

• Service delivery 

methods

• Leveraging the web

Improving the way we do business
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Looking forward
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Release IS solution RFP and 

begin evaluation

Create data migration physical 

model

Prepare legislative requests

─ Simplified fee structure

─ STP continued funding 

package

What do we plan to accomplish in 2016?



Four ways to stay up to 

date with STP

Sharing our progress
Enter subtitle here

11

STP website

Sign up for info

MCTAC 

Contact STP 



DMV Service Transformation Program

Questions?

Ben Kahn

Transformation Manager

Benjamin.S.Kahn@odot.state.or.us

503-945-5353
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Update

MCTAC 

April 14, 2016

ATTACH. D



Update

• Senior CDL Policy Analyst position 

• New med cert form 

• Vehicle inspections question

• CLP project 

• National Registry 2 

• Entry Level Driver Training – DMV’s comments

• CDL Third-Party Testing Program

MCTAC 4/14/2016



Update - ELDT

1. 30 days was not enough time for stakeholders 

to thoroughly review this lengthy and 

complicated rulemaking.

2. 3 years for states to comply is not enough 

time. We adamantly disagree with FMCSA’s 

approach of planned noncompliance and urge 

FMCSA to provide a longer period.

MCTAC 4/14/2016



Update - ELDT

3. The methods and processes for notification of 

training completion are vague and in some cases 

just wrong. 

4. FMCSA may not have given sufficient 

consideration to the opportunities for fraud with 

ELDT.

MCTAC 4/14/2016



Update - ELDT 

5. Refresher training:

– Completely out of scope for ELDT and should be 

eliminated.

– Must be limited to disqualifications under 49 CFR 

383.51(b) – majors – and only if it was in a CMV.

– The “restricted CDL” would mean extra visits to a 

DMV field office and having to get two 

replacement cards.

MCTAC 4/14/2016



Update - ELDT

6. The costs seem to be under-estimated and the 
benefits over-estimated.

7. Many other problems:

– Requiring a surety bond from training providers to 
cover when they are removed from the training 
registry would be better than leaving people in the 
lurch.

– FMCSA did not do enough to learn about the costs of 
this rule-making.

– The language in the preliminary rule is often too 
vague.

MCTAC 4/14/2016



Update - ELDT

8. FMCSA should publish another NPRM rather 

than making changes in the final rule.

MCTAC 4/14/2016
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Quarterly Business Review Phone Stats

• We averaged 16,690 calls per month in 2015, 

up from 15,476 per month in 2014.

• We averaged 1,844 abandoned calls per 

month in 2015, up from 1,173 in 2014.

• The current average hold time is 3 minutes.  

The average hold time in 2014 was 2.5 

minutes.



• Eliminate phone service from 12 a.m. – 4:30 a.m effective.
• Shift the two staff that cover those hours to a 5 day 8 hour 

shift. 
• Trucking On-Line can provide the services that are 

requested after hours.
• This provides additional staff during the following hours:

Service Center Changes

• Improved productivity during our busiest times.
• Reduced wait times during peak periods.
• Improved skills and knowledge.

Anticipated Results









When will the hours change?

• We plan to make the change during our next 
shift rotation.

• We rotate shifts every six months.  The next 
change is scheduled to start October 3, 2016.

• This change will take place in time for us to 
address our peak season which lasts from 
October through February.



• We will provide information in the Motor Carrier 
Newsletter and place a feature story on our web page.

• We will put the information in our 2017 Renewal Packets, a 
news piece on Trucking On Line and record the 
information on our Alternate Greeting.

• We will reach out to our partners within ODOT such as 
Communications to help spread the information.



Questions?



    

Pinch Point Report 

Introduction

The ODOT Freight Planning Unit, Transportation Development Division, is conducting the Highway Over-dimension Load Pinch Points 

(HOLPP) study. The purpose of the study is to identify, analyze and rank highway pinch points that restrict the movement of over-

dimension loads. A pinch point report will be developed for each of the 15 maintenance districts. The Oregon Freight Advisory 

Committee and other freight stakeholders will review the pinch point reports. The study goal is to develop a list of key pinch points that 

will be presented to the ODOT Regions and the Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs) so that they may recommend projects 

that will remove some of these pinch points. Please see the appendix for more information about the study including definitions, 

methodology and rating criteria.  

Region 5 - District 12 Pinch Points

The map below shows the location and types of pinch points in Maintenance District 12. A map showing District 12 boundaries and 

High Routes is located on page 16 in the Appendix. Following the map is the Pinch Point Data Table, which includes a brief description, 

analysis and recommendation for each of the 26 pinch points. Each pinch point in the table has an ID number in the first column that 

corresponds to the pinch points in the map.

(Insert map after this page in the PDF)

Region 5
Maintenance District 12

Wide & Long Load 
Pinch Pts

Vertical Clearance 
Pinch Pts

Heavy Load 
Pinch Pts

Combination Pinch Pts   
(ex.- WL/VC)

Total

Total 18 7 0 1 (WL/VC) 26

Low Priority Pinch Pts 12 3 0 0 15

High Priority Pinch Pts 6 4 0 1 11

 

Region 5

Maintenance District 12January 20, 2016

mcss103
Text Box
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Region 5 – Maintenance District 12 Pinch Points 
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Red: Wide & Long (WL) Load Pinch Pt. 

Green: Vertical Clearance (VC) Pinch Pt. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #1 

US730/I-84 

Hwy# 002 

County: Morrow 

MP 168.23 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 on US730 

 

 Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the US730/I-84 interchange east 

of Boardman.  OD loads have difficulty 

because the ramps/connections have 

sharp curves with narrow shoulders. 

 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint.   

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 

  

Pinch point #2 

US730 

Hwy# 002 

County: Umatilla 

MP 197.65 to 198.10 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

48 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section is located along the 

Columbia River just east of Umatilla. 

OD loads have difficulty because of the 

narrow roadway, shoulders, rock face 

and guardrail. 

 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and is the only pinch point on 

this RRR segment (see appendix for 

definition of RRR segment).  

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This RRR 

segment would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

 

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point.    

Pinch point #3 

US730 

Hwy# 002 

County: Umatilla 

MP 182.6 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This bridge is located in Umatilla and 

spans the Umatilla River.  OD loads have 

difficulty because of the narrow 

roadway with no shoulders. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 1 mile east (#4). 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #4 

US730 

Hwy# 002 

County: Umatilla 

MP 183.26 to 183.51 

Travel Direction: EB 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 

 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section is located in Umatilla (6th St 

couplet) east of L St to Sloan Ave. OD 

loads have difficulty because of the 

narrow roadway, raised median and on-

street parking. 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 1 mile west (#3). In addition, 

the city would  probably not want to 

remove parking from the street. 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 

Pinch point #5 

I-82 

Hwy# 070 

County: Umatilla 

MP 0.0 to 0.40 

Travel Direction: SB 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month: 

273 on one bridge  

 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This bridge is located in Umatilla and 

spans the Columbia River. OD loads have 

difficulty because of the narrow 

roadway with no shoulders. There is a 

bridge in each direction. The pinch point 

is the SB bridge (the older bridge with 

steel trusses) which has two SB lanes. 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there are two lanes for SB 

travel. 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 

Pinch point #6 

US730/US395 

Hwy# 002 

County: Umatilla 

MP 184.87 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month: 

60 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the US730/US395 intersection in 

Umatilla. Turning movements are 

difficult for OD loads except EB US730 to 

SB US395 because there is a free-flow 

right turn lane (not visible in image). 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and is the only WL pinch point 

on this segment (see appendix for 

definition of RRR segment).  

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

intersection would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

 

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #7 

OR207/US395 

Hwy# 333 

County: Umatilla 

MP 7.05 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

18 

 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the OR207/US395 intersection in  

Hermiston. Turning movements are 

difficult for OD loads. 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 1 mile west (#8). In addition, 

the city would  probably not want to 

increase capacity at the intersection just 

for OD loads. 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
 

Pinch point #8 

OR207 

Hwy# 333 

County: Umatilla 

MP 8.07 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

7 

 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the intersection of W Elm Ave and 

NW 11
th

 St in Hermiston. OR207 makes a 

sharp turn here and OD loads have 

difficulty because making the turn. 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 1 mile east (#7). In addition, 

the city would  probably not want to 

increase capacity at the intersection just 

for OD loads. 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

  

Pinch point #9 

US395 

Hwy# 054 

County: Umatilla 

MP 5.46 to 5.54 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

17 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway is located in 

Hermiston between E Main Street and E 

Hurlburt Ave. OD loads have difficulty 

because of the curve, narrow roadway 

with no shoulders. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there are two lanes in each 

direction. In addition, the city would  

probably not want to increase capacity at 

the intersection just for OD loads. 

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #10 

OR207 

Hwy# 333 

County: Umatilla 

MP 9.93 to 10.05 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

6 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway is located SW of 

Hermiston. OD loads have difficulty 

because of the curve, narrow roadway, 

narrow shoulders and guardrail. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 2 miles north (#8).  

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 
Pinch point #11 

OR207 

Hwy# 333 

County: Umatilla 

MP 11.45 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

6 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL & VC     

This is the UPRR (Hinkle) Railroad Trestle 

located SW of Hermiston near I-84. 

OD loads have difficulty because of the 

narrow roadway, bridge structure and 

no shoulders.  

This is a Non-NHS and Non-High Route 

and VC should be 16’-0” but the NB VC is 

15’00” and the SB VC is 15’00”. 

Carriers can bypass this structure by 

taking US395, US730, I-82, I-84.  It may 

also be possible to use county roads 

(contingent on county approval). 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint as it is the only VC pinch point 

on this RRR segment (see appendix for 

definition of RRR segment).  

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This RRR 

segment would probably be able to 

accommodate taller, wider and longer 

loads.   

 

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point.    
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #12 

I-82/I-84 

# 070 

County: Umatilla 

MP 10.61 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

558 on I-82 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the I-82/I-84 interchange west of 

Stanfield.  OD loads have difficulty 

because the ramps/connections have 

sharp curves with narrow shoulders. 

 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint.  This is the only pinch point on 

this RRR segment (see appendix for 

definition of RRR segment).  

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
Pinch point #13 

I-84 

Hwy# 006 

County: Umatilla 

MP 187.24 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

843 

 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the Echo-Meadows Rd 

overcrossing west of Stanfield. 

This is a High Route and VC should be 

17’-4” but the EB VC is 16’10” & WB VC 

is 16’08” & 16’10”. 

Motor carriers can bypass this structure 

by taking US395, US730, and I-82.  

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint as it is the only VC pinch point 

on this RRR segment (see appendix for 

definition of RRR segment).  

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This RRR 

segment would probably be able to 

accommodate taller loads.   

 

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point.   

 
Pinch point #14 

US395/I-84 

Hwy# 054 

County: Umatilla 

MP 12.44 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

20 on US395 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the US395/I-84 interchange south 

of Stanfield.  OD loads have difficulty 

because the ramps/connections have 

sharp curves with narrow shoulders. 

One ramp has a hump which makes it 

difficult for OD loads with low clearance. 

 Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another WL pinch 

point about 7 miles north (#9).  

 

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #15 

US395/I-84 

Hwy# 028 

County: Umatilla 

MP 1.68 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

701 on I-84 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the US395/I-84 interchange 

Pendleton.  OD loads have difficulty 

because the ramps/connections have 

sharp curves with narrow shoulders. 

 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint.  The closest WL pinch point on 

this RRR segment is 32 miles south (#24).  

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
Pinch point #16 

US395 

Hwy# 028 

County: Umatilla 

MP 1.66 

Travel Direction: SB 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

5 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the I-84 overcrossing in 

Pendleton. 

This is an NHS Route and VC should be 

17’-0” but the SB VC is 16’01” & 15’10”. 

In addition, the SB left turn lane to EB I-

84 is 16’02”. 

Carriers can bypass this structure by 

going west on I-84, then take Exit 207 to 

US30, cross over Hwy & enter I-84 east, 

& then take Exit 209 to US395 south.  

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and is the only VC pinch point 

on this RRR segment. 

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate taller loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

Pinch point #17 

OR11 

Hwy# 008 

County: Umatilla 

MP 0.14 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:   

4 

 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the UPRR Railroad overcrossing in 

Pendleton. 

This is an NHS Route and VC should be 

17’-0” but the NB VC is 16’07” & 16’11” 

and the SB VC is 16’05” and 16’01”. 

Carriers can bypass this structure by 

taking I-84 and the Umatilla-Mission 

Highway/OR331. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and the closest VC pinch point 

on this RRR segment is #19 which is over 

19 miles NE.  

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This RRR 

would probably be able to accommodate 

taller loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #18 

OR331/I-84 

Hwy# 331 

County: Umatilla 

MP 4.44 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

22 on OR331 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This is the OR331/I-84 interchange east 

of Pendleton.   OD loads have difficulty 

because the ramps/connections have 

sharp curves with narrow shoulders. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and is the only WL pinch point 

on this RRR segment. 

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate wider and longer loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
Pinch point #19 

OR11 

Hwy# 008 

County: Umatilla 

MP 19.62 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:   

21 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the Blue Mountain Railroad 

Overcrossing in Weston. 

This is an NHS Route and VC should be 

17’-0” but the NB VC is 16’02” & 16’03” 

and the SB VC is 16’02” and 16’05”. 

Carriers can bypass this structure by 

taking OR204, Johnson Rd., Schrimpf 

Rd., re-enter OR11 (contingent on 

county approval). 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint and is the only VC pinch point 

on this RRR segment. 

 

Impact of Removing Pinch Point: This 

interchange would probably be able to 

accommodate taller loads.   

Recommendation: High Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
Pinch point #20 

I-84 

Hwy# 006 

County: Umatilla 

MP 218.17 to 224.13 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

697 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway known as 

Cabbage Hill is located 10 miles east 

Pendleton.  Long loads have difficulty 

because of the sharp curves and steep 

grades. 

 

 

This pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but extends for several miles. 

There are at least two lanes in each 

direction with adequate shoulders. 

The highway winds through mountainous 

terrain with huge rock faces. Removal of 

the pinch point would involve significant 

environmental issues and major 

earthwork and construction.  

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #21 

I-84 

Hwy# 006 

County: Umatilla 

MP 233.95 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

697 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the West Emigrant Springs 

Interchange overcrossing north of 

Meacham. 

This is a High Route and VC should be 

17’-4” but the EB VC is 16’11” & 16’03” 

and WB VC is 16’04” & 16’08”. 

 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another VC pinch 

point (#22) about 1 mile south. 

 

Recommendation:  Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 
Pinch point #22 

I-84 

Hwy# 006 

County: Umatilla 

MP 235.04 

Travel Direction: EB 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

697 

 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the Old Emigrant Springs Rd 

overcrossing north of Meacham. 

This is a High Route and VC should be 

17’-4” but the EB VC is 17’02” & 17’03”. 

No known local detour. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another VC pinch 

point (#21) about 1 mile north. 

 

Recommendation:  Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

 
Pinch point #23 

I-84 

Hwy# 006 

County: Umatilla 

MP 243.83 

Travel Direction: WB 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

697 

 

Pinch Point Type: VC.      

This is the Summit Road overcrossing 

south of Meacham.  

This is a High Route and VC should be 

17’-4” but the WB VC is 16’11” & 17’00”. 

No known local detour. 

 

Pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but there is another VC pinch 

point (#22) about 9 miles north. 

 

Recommendation:  Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

DIST 12 PINCH POINT 
DATA TABLE

General Information

Pinch Point Type *
Location & Description

Analysis & Recommendation Image

Pinch point #24 

US395 

Hwy# 028 

County: Umatilla 

MP 34.0 to 43.0 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway is located south 

of Nye and runs through Battle 

Mountain Forest State Park. 

OD loads have difficulty because of the 

sharp curves and narrow shoulders. 

Pinch point is located on a highway that 

is a MCTD Route Map 6 restriction (max. 

12’ width). 

 

 

This pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but extends for 9 miles. The 

highway winds through mountainous 

terrain with earthen slopes and rock faces 

adjacent to the pavement. Removal of the 

pinch point would involve significant 

environmental issues and major 

earthwork and construction.  

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 
Pinch point #25 

US395 

Hwy# 028 

County: Umatilla 

MP 50.0 to 63.0 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway is located south 

of Ukiah along Camas Creek near the 

Bridge Creek Wildlife Area.  OD loads 

have difficulty because of the sharp 

curves, narrow shoulders, rock walls and 

earthen slopes. 

Pinch point is located on a highway that 

is a MCTD Route Map 6 restriction (max. 

12’ width). 

 

This pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but extends for 13 miles. The 

highway winds through mountainous 

terrain with earthen slopes and rock faces 

adjacent to the pavement. Removal of the 

pinch point would involve significant 

environmental issues and major 

earthwork and construction.  

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 

Pinch point #26 

US395 

Hwy# 028 

County: Umatilla 

MP 77.0  to 80.0 

Travel Direction: Both 

Approx. # of Over-

dimension loads/month:  

10 

 

Pinch Point Type: WL      

This section of roadway is located about 

10 miles north of Long Creek near the 

intersection with Ritter Road. 

OD loads have difficulty because of the 

sharp curves, narrow shoulders, rock 

walls and earthen slopes. 

Pinch point is located on a highway that 

is a MCTD Route Map 6 restriction (max. 

12’ width). 

 

This pinch point appears to be a significant 

constraint but extends for 3 miles. The 

highway winds through mountainous 

terrain with earthen slopes and rock faces 

adjacent to the pavement. Removal of the 

pinch point would involve significant 

environmental issues and major 

earthwork and construction.  

Recommendation: Low Priority Pinch 

Point. 

 



APPENDIX

 

The HOLPP Study

The Highway Over-dimension Load Pinch Points (HOLPP) study is being conducted by the ODOT Freight Planning Unit. The purpose 

of the study is to identify, analyze and rank highway pinch points that restrict the movement of over-dimension loads. This study will 

implement Strategy 5.2 in the Oregon Freight Plan. http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/pages/ofp.aspx. Please refer to the HOLPP 

scope of work for more information about this study.

Pinch points are due to width, length, vertical clearance (VC) or weight constraints and can include low overpasses, narrow roadways, 

sharp curves, weight-restricted bridges and other features. Since the daily routing for over-dimension loads is coordinated between the 

Motor Carrier Transportation Division (MCTD) and the ODOT maintenance districts, both of these groups are actively involved in this 

study.  Each maintenance district will be analyzed to obtain information about pinch points.

The economy of the state and nation depends on transporting over-dimension loads such as equipment and goods from where the 

product is manufactured or assembled to where it will ultimately be used. The efficient and safe movement of over-dimension loads is 

critical to Oregon in meeting its goals of economic competitiveness, retaining, and attracting heavy industry including those that involve 

haulage of large loads.



DEFINITIONS

Heavy Load Pinch Point 

Pinch points for heavy loads are bridges along the highway that cannot support the weight of over-dimension loads.  The most current 

list of weight-restricted bridges provided by the ODOT Bridge Program shows that none of the weight-restricted bridges can handle a 

weight in excess of 60,000 lbs. Since the MCTD’s definition of an over-dimension load includes vehicles and/or combination weight that 

exceed 80,000 lbs., pinch points for heavy loads are weight-restricted bridges. The MTCD Permit Unit is providing the data for Heavy 

Load pinch points for this study.

High Route

High routes are state highways designated as the routes used to move over-dimension loads that need a high vertical clearance.  The 

High Routes are listed in the Highway Design Manual. A map showing the High Routes in District 3 is located on page 16 of the

Appendix. See “Vertical Clearance Pinch Point” below for more information about High Routes.

Over-dimension Load

This study uses the definition in ORS 818 to define what an over-dimension load is. Drivers need a permit when a vehicle combination 

exceeds any of the following dimensions: 

• Width of the load exceeds 8 feet 6 inches

• Height of the vehicle or vehicle combination exceed 14 feet

• Front overhang exceeds 4 feet beyond the front of the bumper of the vehicle

• Load is greater than 40 feet and extends 5 feet beyond the end of the semi-trailer; or load less than or equal to 40 feet exceeds 

1/3 of the wheelbase of the combination, whichever is less.

• Vehicle combination length that exceeds those authorized on the reverse of MCTD Group Map 1. 



13 

*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

• Any single axle weight that exceeds 20,000 lbs.  Any tandem axle weight that exceeds 34,000 lbs. and gross combination weight

that exceeds 80,000 lbs. 

Examples of over-dimension loads include cranes, excavators, steel plates, modular/manufactured homes, steel beams, generators, 

bulldozers, wheel loaders, forklifts, boats, feller bunchers, scrapers, dump trucks, backhoes, drillers, transformers, windmill turbines 

(blades, hubs & nacelles) and other industrial equipment.

Reduction Review Routes (RRR)

Reduction Review Routes are the highways associated with ORS 366.215 and OAR 731-012-0010. The statute states that the OTC 

may not permanently reduce vehicle-carrying capacity of identified freight route. Exceptions are allowed if safety or access 

considerations require the reduction. An exception may be granted by OTC if it is in the best interest of the state and freight movement 

is not unreasonably impeded.

These highways were selected as the routes to be analyzed in the HOLPP Study because most of the truck freight moves on these 

highways, it includes all of the Oregon Highway Plan Freight Routes and the freight stakeholders identified these as the highways 

critical to the movement of freight in the state.  



RRR Segment 

A Reduction Review Route (RRR) segment is a section of a RRR between two intersecting RRR.

Vertical Clearance Pinch Point  

VC pinch points are based on the vertical clearance design standards in the Oregon Highway Design Manual: 17’-4” on High Routes,

17’-0” on NHS Non-High Routes and 16’-0” on Non-NHS and Non-High Routes. The MCTD Over-Dimension Permit Unit is providing 

the data for VC pinch points.

The VC measurements in this report are the actual VC measurements used for ODOT Bridge data. The MCTD takes the actual VC 

measurement from the Bridge Unit and adds a 4” buffer when routing over-dimension loads as a safety buffer.  For example, if an 

overpass has an actual VC of 16’-4”, the MCTD will not route any truck under it that has a load that is taller than 16’.

If there is at least one travel lane with the minimum clearance then it is NOT a VC pinch point in that direction. Each direction is 

reviewed separately in this determination. If there is an up & over at an interchange that does not meet the VC then it is NOT a pinch 

point. There must be an up & over for each direction in order for it NOT to be a VC pinch point. Data for sign bridges was not available 

for this study.
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

Wide and Long Pinch Point  

Pinch points for wide and long loads are specific locations along the highway where it is difficult or impossible to move some over-

dimension loads due to horizontal constraints.  This study does not define any minimum dimensions of an over-dimension load. ODOT 

Maintenance District staff has identified Wide and Long pinch points based on their experience and knowledge of routing over-

dimension loads on the highways within their district.

Examples of pinch points for wide and long loads may include narrow horizontal clearance (due to rock faces or slopes), guard rails, 

sharp curves, narrow bridges,  diamond interchanges, curbs, non-removable signs, medians, enhancements at pedestrian crosswalks, 

intersections and other horizontal constraints. Temporary width restrictions due to maintenance or construction are not included.



MAINTENANCE DISTRICT 12 BOUNDARIES AND HIGH ROUTES

                             The green highways are the High Routes. All of the High Routes in District 12 are RRR.



Pinch Point Rating Criteria

High Priority Pinch Points for Wide & Long Loads

1. All High Priority WL Pinch points on the same RRR segment (See “RRR segment” definition in Appendix) must be separated 
from any other WL pinch point on that RRR segment by at least 15 miles (either direction). This criterion may help focus on 
situations where by removing one pinch point can open up a RRR segment to wider and longer loads.

2. All High Priority WL pinch points must be less than one mile in length.

High Priority Vertical Clearance Pinch Points

3. All High Priority VC pinch points must be at least 6” less than the design standard for that type of highway.

4. All High Priority VC Pinch points on the same RRR segment (See “RRR segment” definition on page 14) must be separated from 
any other VC pinch point on that RRR segment by at least 15 miles (either direction). This criterion may help focus on situations 
where by removing one pinch point can open up a RRR segment to taller loads

High Priority for Combination Pinch Points

5. Combination pinch point types (like a WL/VC pinch point) only have to meet the criteria for one type of pinch point listed above. 

For example, if a WL/VC pinch point meets the criteria listed above for WL pinch points, then it does not need to meet the criteria

for VC pinch points in order to be categorized as a High Priority pinch point.
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*  Pinch Point Types:  WL = Wide & Long Loads,  VC = Vertical Clearance  HL = Heavy Loads 

High Priority Heavy Load Pinch Points

6. All HL pinch points are categorized as High Priority pinch points since there are very few weight-restricted bridges on the RRR. 

Other Information

7. Special circumstances can warrant a High Priority ranking of a pinch point and must be documented.

8. All other pinch points not meeting the criteria listed in 1 through 7 above are rated as Low Priority.
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