859 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401-2910
541.682.4283 (office)

Agenda

May 11, 2022
5:30 to 7:30 PM
To join the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone:
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83078072875?pwd=Mm9mbEJLYjh6Q0haWlZKVWVSR28wQT09

To dial in using your phone:
+1 253 215 8782

Meeting ID: 830 7807 2875 Passcode: 983570

Note: Times listed are approximate. Items may be considered at any time or in any order at the
discretion of the Chair and members of the Commission in order to conduct business efficiently.
Individuals interested in a particular item are advised to arrive at the start of the meeting.

1.
2.

Call to order (welcome and introductions) Quorum = 14

5:35

3.

Consent items (quorum required)

5:40

Review agenda (additions or deletions)

5:30

The following items are considered routine and will be enacted in one action by
consensus, without any discussion. If discussion is desired, that item will be
removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.

4.

a. Approve minutes from April 13 meeting
Comments from the audience

5:45

The LaneACT Chair will ask if there are any comments. Please state your name
and address.

5.

6.

Announcements and information sharing (please be brief)
a. ODOT update
b. Central Lane Metropolitan Policy Committee update
c. Member updates

Connect Oregon Update

5:50

6:00

Summary: Update on project ranking.
Presenters: Shelley Humble – Chair, Sean VanGordon – Vice-Chair
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7.

LaneACT Area Strategy
Action: Decide whether accept final draft LaneACT Area Strategies Report.
Presenter: Phil Worth – Kittelson; Erik Havig ‒ ODOT

6:10

8.

Cascadia 2022 Drill
Summary: Learn about drill components assessing readiness.
Presenters: Jim Origliosso ‒ Oregon Disaster Airlift Response Team

6:35

9.

Beltline Project Overview
Summary: Learn about project details and impacts.
Presenter: Molly Cary ‒ ODOT Project Manager

7:05

Other attachments (for information only)
 Monthly attendance report
 Membership list (December 2021)

Upcoming meetings (all meetings are online)
• May 20 ‒ Steering Committee (11:00 to noon)
• June 8 ‒ LaneACT (5:30 to 7:30 PM)
• June 17 ‒ Steering Committee (11:00 to noon)
• July 13 ‒ LaneACT (5:30 to 7:30 PM)

Meeting materials are posted at www.LaneACT.org prior to each meeting. To be included on the email
notification list, please contact Denise Walters at 541-682-4341 or dwalters@lcog.org.
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APRIL 2022 -- M I N U T E S
Lane Area Commission on Transportation (LaneACT)
The meeting was held via teleconference

April 13, 2022
5:30 p.m.

PRESENT:

Shelley Humble, Other Stakeholder, Chair
Sean VanGordon, Vice Chair
Heather Buch, Lane County, Ambassador
John Fox, Coburg
Jeff Gowing, Cottage Grove
Shelly Clark, Creswell
Claire Syrett, Eugene
Karen Leach, Junction City
Keith Weiss, Veneta
Don Nordin, Lane Transit District (LTD)
Gwen Jaspers, Lane County Transportation Advisory Committee (LC TrAC)
Pete Petty, Highway 126 East
Jim Gamble, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Paul Thompson, Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
Doug Barrett, Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians
Sarah Mazze, Bicycle & Pedestrian Designated Stakeholder
Rob Zako, Environmental Land Use Designated Stakeholder
Eugene Organ, Other Stakeholder

ABSENT:

Dunes City, Florence, Lowell, Oakridge, and Westfir; Port of Siuslaw.

OTHERS:

Erik Havig, Bill Johnston, Mark Bernard, Naomi Zwerdling, Lisa Perry ODOT;
Curtis Thomas, City of Creswell; Erin Tierney, Creswell Chronicle; Rob Inerfeld,
City of Eugene; Matt Michel, City of Veneta; Becky Taylor, Lane County; Matt
Hughart; Tiffany Edwards; Denise Walters, Lane Council of Governments
(LCOG); Garrett Gray, Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw
Indians; and Phil Worth, Kittelson & Associates.

1.

Call to Order (Welcome and Introductions)

Chair Shelley Humble called the Lane Area Commission on Transportation (LaneACT) meeting
to order at 5:30 p.m. She welcomed Jim Gamble, the Interim Area 5 Manager, to LaneACT.
2.

Review Agenda – Additions or Deletions

No changes to the agenda were made.
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3.

Consent Agenda
•

Approve Minutes from March 9, 2022 meeting.

Mr. Zako made the following correction on page 4: “Mr. Zako said the project was very
important to the community. When he expressed surprise an EmX route was not under
consideration, Mayor VanGordon explained a dedicated bus lane was not proposed but over time
features of an enhanced bus corridor, e.g., improved transit stops or queue jumping, were being
considered. Ms. Newman added they were working with LTD staff on bus stop balancing.”
Consensus:
4.

Approve the Minutes from the LaneACT March 9, 2022 meeting as revised.

Public Comment

No one wished to provide public comment.
5.

Announcements and Information Sharing
•

ODOT Update

When Mr. Johnston re-introduced Mr. Gamble, the Interim Area 5 Manager, Mr. Gamble
described his background. Mr. Johnston also explained LaneACT members would soon receive
a survey from ODOT gathering information required by House Bill 2985. Ms. Walters added the
survey was anonymous.
•

Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) Update

Mr. Thompson said the MPO did not meet the prior week. He said staff had proposed using
some of the unrestricted funding from the Covid relief bill to develop a broadband strategic plan
to better position Lane County to apply for grants from the federal infrastructure bill. Mr.
Thompson also gave an update on LinkLane. Ridership was up 48% over last year. The March
operations report indicated the route connecting Eugene and Florence had 450 riders.
When asked about the ConnectOregon Region Two meeting, Mr. Thompson said three of the
four Lane County projects were above the cut line. The Florence airport project was below, but
very close. He had not seen the results from the statewide review committee.
•

Other Member Updates

Councilor Syrett described which agencies participated in the United Front trip to Washington,
D.C., with whom they had met, and some of the topics discussed.
Commissioner Buch announced Lane County had decided to submit a grant application for the
London Road corridor for the Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity
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(RAISE) grant in lieu of Territorial Highway because it better met the grant criteria. She
described her efforts to follow up with Ms. Matthews (who had presented public comment at the
previous LaneACT meeting) regarding a bicycle/pedestrian path on Haceta Road near Florence.
Commissioner Buch flagged some concerns regarding the criteria used for the Oregon
Community Path program grants.
Mr. Nordin announced LTD had five strong candidates to fill the General Manager position. He
expected a decision in June. Mr. Nordin also referenced the improved content of financial
material, including the proposed budget, on the LTD website.
Mayor VanGordon also discussed the United Front trip. He explained one project of importance
to Springfield was replacing the 42nd Street levee, which protected about a third of Springfield
from flooding. He offered to send Ms. Walters a handout describing the project and its impact
for distribution to LaneACT members.
Tribal Council Member Barrett discussed the Cushman underpass situation and noted
conversations were underway with the railroad to see if there were grant opportunities that might
fund a solution. He also referenced concern to expansion proposed for the Port of Coos Bay and
its impacts to natural and cultural resources of importance to the Confederated Tribes of Coos,
Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians. Additionally, he expressed concern on the safety of
Highway 126 and suggested restoring passing lanes or adding more pull-off spots on Highway
126. In response, Mr. Johnston and Mr. Gamble described ODOT’s efforts in both areas.
Ms. Humble discussed a recent emergency situation training exercise staged at the Creswell
Airport. She added they were also participating in a Cascadia Rising 2022 training exercise.
6.

Creswell OR 99 Intersection Improvements

Mr. Johnston, ODOT Transportation Planner, reminded LaneACT members this was one of a
series of presentations to brief members on major projects in Lane County. He gave a
Powerpoint presentation entitled City of Creswell, OR Highway 99 Intersection Improvements.
Mr. Johnston explained when Creswell adopted their Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 2019,
it contained a special focus on the Oregon Highway 99 “jog” downtown. Subsequent to the TSP,
ODOT and Creswell city staff had undertaken a feasibility and scoping study of the project.
Mr. Johnston reviewed a map and aerial view of the project area where Highway 99 crossed on
Oregon Avenue from Mill Street to Front Street. He pointed out the existing signal and signage
as well as the railroad track. Mr. Johnston reviewed the purpose of the feasibility and scoping
study: verify feasibility and refine cost estimates; determine if individual projects can be phased;
and refine the project footprint. He explained both intersections needed to be improved at the
same time, as the signals needed to be aligned and coordinated with the railroad crossing.
Although the cost estimates haven’t been finalized, Mr. Johnston anticipated the project would
require around $3 million. At this time, no funding had been identified.
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When Mr. Zako asked if the project qualified for the Great Street program, Mr. Johnston said it
might. He also referenced the RAISE grants and other funds for rural surfacing as potential
funding sources.
Creswell City Councilor Clark emphasized the importance of fixing the intersections: the overlap
of state highway, railroad, and city streets was problematic. She noted there were pedestrian
facilities only on one side of the road and it was not accessible according to the American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. Councilor Syrett and Mr. Nordin concurred the intersection
was problematic.
Creswell Planner Curtis Thomas added the project area also had an economic implication
because it was difficult to recruit businesses to the area given the road configuration.
Mr. Zako observed the project area was very dangerous for bicyclists.
Ms. Humble noted the intersections were especially challenging for people who don’t live in
Creswell and are unfamiliar with the layout. She relayed she had seen a lot of “near misses”.
Commissioner Buch said were many places along Highway 99 that were a problem. She
wondered if there was an advantage to bundling them as one project when submitting an
application for federal grant funding.
7.

LaneACT Area Strategy

Erik Havig, ODOT Planning Section Manager, began the Powerpoint presentation entitled
LaneACT Area Strategy Report, Project Overview and Draft Report Presentation. He said they
wanted LaneACT members to have a good understanding of how the draft was developed and
find out if they approved of it as it was or needed more time. Mr. Havig reviewed the purpose of
the Area Strategies pilot.
Phil Worth, Kittelson & Associates, described the workshops, other tools, and approach used to
create the strategies. He started with the vision statement (“Lane ACT envisions a transportation
system that provides people and businesses with access within and beyond Lane County that is
interconnected, efficient, safe, secure, healthy, equitable, sustainable, and resilient.”) and then
detailed the four themes (access, connectivity, and efficiency; safety, security, and health; equity;
and sustainability and resiliency). Mr. Worth referenced the sixteen Desired Outcomes, noting
that an outcome could address more than one theme just as the strategies could support more
than one outcome. Mr. Worth gave a number of examples of how themes, outcomes, and
strategies were linked.
Mayor VanGordon thanked those who had participated on the subcommittee. He thought the
document needed to more clearly state how the Area Strategy Report would be used and that it
did not restrict or reduce the role of individual jurisdictions. In response, Mr. Havig assured
Mayor VanGordon the document was not binding but rather a tool to inform discussions and
decisions.
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Councilor Syrett said she has a number of suggested edits. She agreed with Mayor VanGordon
that the purpose should be clearly stated as well as the fact it did not restrict any jurisdiction from
advocating for specific projects or programs.
Councilor Fox asked for a month to review the document prior to agreeing to its adoption. He
did not serve on the subcommittee and felt he needed time to think about the strategies proposed.
Councilor Clark also asked for more time to review the Area Strategies Report and work with her
elected colleagues. She emphasized it was important rural communities were represented.
Mr. Zako thanked ODOT staff and the consultants for supporting the pilot process. He thought
the report was good but felt it incomplete. Mr. Zako suggested they take one more month before
deciding on any action related to the report and that ODOT staff link strategies to potential
funding sources.
Mr. Nordin observed the Area Strategies Report would be useful for the new LTD General
Manager to help inform them as to what LaneACT finds important. When Mr. Nordin asked
about the Area Strategies Report from the other ACT that had participated in the pilot project,
the Northeast ACT, Mr. Havig said they had a stronger emphasis on asset management and
connectivity.
Ms. Mazze also recognized how much work it had taken to get to the proposed draft. However,
she had concerns that some of the strategies did not accurately represent what the subcommittee
had discussed. When she asked if there was time for substantive changes, Mr. Worth requested
all proposed edits be submitted to him by Friday, April 22, 2022. They would work with ODOT
staff to produce a final version of the report by the end of April which would be shared with
members of the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC). Mr. Havig clarified the purpose of
sharing the document was to evaluate the pilot project.
Councilor Syrett said LaneACT members should be given another opportunity to address the
revised Area Strategies document. She noted some of the strategies were not dependent on
available funding, e.g., those in the Equity category. She recalled one of the reasons LaneACT
had participated in the pilot was their desire for a vision statement.
Mayor VanGordon expressed concerns about ODOT staff sharing the Area Strategies document
with the OTC before LaneACT had adopted it. He requested ODOT staff insert a DRAFT
watermark on each page until LaneACT members agreed to the content.
Ms. Humble summarized areas of agreement. LaneACT had not adopted the document. Mr.
Havig would resend the document as a Word document (with track changes) and LaneACT
members had until April 22, 2022 to submit comments. The revised document would include a
reference to it being nonbinding. The document would have a DRAFT watermark if shared prior
to adoption by LaneACT members.
8.

Adjournment
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Ms. Humble reviewed the upcoming meetings. She adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m.
(Recorded by Beth Bridges)
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MINUTES
Metropolitan Policy Committee
Virtual Meeting via Zoom
March 3, 2022
11:30 a.m.
PRESENT:

Randy Groves, Chair; Lucy Vinis (City of Eugene); Sean VanGordon (City of
Springfield); Joe Berney, Heather Buch (Lane County); Ray Smith (City of Coburg);
Frannie Brindle (Oregon Department of Transportation); Caitlin Vargas, Don Nordin
(Lane Transit District), members; Anne Heath (City of Coburg); Dan Hurley (Lane
County), ex officio member.

Brenda Wilson, Paul Thompson, Kelly Clarke, Dan Callister, Ellen Currier, Drew Pfefferle, Rachel
Dorfman, Syd Shoaf (Lane Council of Governments); Emma Newman (City of Springfield); Rob Inerfeld
(City of Eugene); Sasha Vartanian (Lane County); John Marshall, Megan Winner (City of Coburg); Tom
Schwetz, Andrew Martin, Mark Johnson (Lane Transit District); Bill Johnston (Oregon Department of
Transportation); Rob Zako, (Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation), Metro Television.
WELCOME, CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS
Mr. Groves convened the meeting of the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) and a quorum was
established. He thanked Mr. Berney for serving as MPC chair during the past year and expressed
appreciation for his leadership.
APPROVE February 3, 2022, MPC MEETING MINUTES
Mr. VanGordon, seconded by Ms. Vinis, moved to approve the February 3, 2022,
meeting minutes as presented. The motion passed unanimously, 9:0.
ADJUSTMENTS TO THE AGENDA/ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM MPC MEMBERS
There were no adjustments to the agenda.
Ms. Buch announced that she had provided testimony to the Oregon Transportation Committee (OTC) on
behalf of Lane County and thanked other local agencies that also provided testimony.
COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
Mr. Groves explained procedures for providing testimony during the virtual ZOOM meeting.
Rob Zako, Better Eugene-Springfield Transportation (BEST), presented a resolution for a better Central
Lane Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). He listed a number of organizations had already signed the
resolution. He said the plan was headed in the right direction, but goals without action were meaningless
and the MPC was not seen as a body that had yet discussed how to spend about $1.6 billion in the future.
He recognized there were many technical federal requirements that staff was required to work on, but the
MPC was a policy, not a technical committee, and its role was to set policy/priorities. He hoped to see a
continuation of that work that could not be finished because of the federal deadline, but remained
skeptical.
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Mr. VanGordon indicated he had reviewed the resolution and noted that the term "provisional" plan had
been used. While the MPC would be working through a number of issues in the future, the RTP was the
current plan and not provisional. He said the resolution also raised questions about projects included in the
plan and hoped BEST would continue to engage with local jurisdictions when they conducted their project
planning work as there were many opportunities to provide input on jurisdictions' transportation priorities.
He gave Springfield's Main Street project as an example of a current project that would provide those
opportunities for public involvement.
Ms. Vinis thanked Mr. Zako for his testimony and the many organizations that shared the MPC's interest in
exploring other ways to think about projects and regional planning.
Mr. Groves also thanked Mr. Zako, BEST and other organizations for their offer of assistance. He agreed
with the need to connect goals and objectives with action items and outcomes.
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) ISSUES
Central Lane Planning Through 2026
Mr. Thompson briefly described the agenda materials developed in response to the MPC's desire to be
continuously engaged in the RTP and related issues on a monthly basis, as well as receive an overview of
regional transportation planning issues at all levels over the next four years. He reviewed a spreadsheet of
state and local transportation planning activities on a quarterly basis over the next four years, including
those points at which the MPC would be engaged.
Mr. Thompson stated the next federal deadline for an update of the RTP was in four years in the first
quarter of January 2026. He said staff did not envision it happening that far in the future. He said in
response to the MPC's request staff were planning on initial activities to review and update data. Sufficient
time would be available to conduct the review in depth, with public engagement opportunities as
appropriate. He noted that one of the most important implementation steps of the new RTP was
establishing priorities for use of discretionary funding in competitive grants to local jurisdictions. The
MPC would be engaged in that process over the next six to nine months. He asked for feedback and
direction from committee members.
Ms. Vinis commented that it would be challenging to create a filter that could be agreed upon for
establishing priorities and reviewing projects with respect to issues such as meeting climate and equity
goals.
Mr. VanGordon observed that it was difficult to identify a common horizon toward which the MPC was
heading with extensive detail included in the spread sheet. He did not object to establishing goals for the
MPO's in the RTP and changing project applications to respond to those goals, but expressed concern
about the MPC getting in specifics about projects or telling jurisdictions what should be in their
transportation system plans (TSP) or rejecting an application because it was not going in the right
direction. Those were policy decisions that the respective elected bodies should make.
Mr. Berney concurred with Mr. VanGordon. He said the MPC as a policy body should be able to envision
the future without overriding local jurisdictions and instead provide direction and incentives in partnership
with communities so local plans could be organized in a way that addressed the MPC's overarching goals.
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Mr. Smith echoed Mr. VanGordon and Mr. Berney's comments. He said there was a way to have
overarching goals that provided an umbrella for local decisions. He used the example of the amount of
work involved in Coburg's efforts to update its TSP in conformance with state mandates as well as taking
into consideration the RTP, then feeling as though Coburg had to compete with other jurisdictions and
agencies. The citizens of Coburg had also expressed a desire to have more engagement in the TSP update
process. He preferred that jurisdictions be able to help each other address regional policies and achieve
goals instead of feeling they had to compete against their partners.
Ms. Buch said the many activities reflected in the spreadsheet required MPC members to work
collaboratively. She asked how smaller communities with fewer resources could be supported to meet the
goal of updating the RTP. She also questioned whether the MPC, as a policy group, could achieve the
goals and timelines when it only met periodically.
Ms. Vinis said there were certain federal deadlines that had to be met, but the MPC included very different
communities and had to acknowledge their individual unique characteristics, needs and transportation
plans while moving forward on significant regional goals. She said there should be a policy conversation
about project categories and weighting related to deeper impact on specific goals such as greenhouse gas
emissions or accessibility and equity. Such a policy direction might help smaller communities focus their
efforts. She said the intent was to change trajectory and build toward the future; not all problems had to be
solved in the next four years. It would be easy to become lost in the enormous list of activities and project
details and miss the overarching goals of achieving healthier communities.
Mr. Thompson displayed the seven goals set forth in the new RTP and reminded the MPC that also
adopted in the plan were objectives and performance measures that supported those goals. He said those
could be expanded on in a future meeting to gain an understanding of how projects could be implemented.
He noted that the RTP was trying to accomplish local and regional priorities while meeting reporting
requirements on federal performance measures such as travel time reliability on the national highway
system. That occasionally required balancing competing goals. He said the MPO did provide federal funds
to jurisdictions to support their participation in MPO activities. More federal funds could be provided to
assist their engagement in the federal process, but unfortunately federal funds could not be used to develop
local TSPs or accomplish state requirements and activities. He said after the MPC agenda materials were
published staff learned the MPO would be second instead of first to implement new Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) rules, pushing that activity out another year or two.
Mr. Groves suggested it might be appropriate to schedule a joint meeting between the MPC and LaneACT
to see if there was a common understanding. He also acknowledged that while there was some turnover
among MPC and ACT members, it would be beneficial to have some institutional knowledge of shared
mission and goals.
Mr. Smith wanted to see the MPC establish good policies and discuss priorities specific to projects, smaller
communities like Coburg had some anxiety about trying to meet new goals and requirements. He hoped
new regional policies and goals would help Coburg move forward with its transportation planning efforts
by providing clear guidelines.
Mr. VanGordon appreciated the conversation about how to balance multiple needs and the question of
regional capacity and vision versus what local jurisdictions could achieve. He hoped the conversation
would continue at the next meeting. He felt if a project approved by a local jurisdiction met the goals of
the RTP it was not the MPC's role to approve or reject it.
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Mr. Thompson said the section of his presentation that set forth each RTP goal and the objectives,
performance measures and relevant federal requirements could provide a starting point for a more in depth
discussion of priorities.
Regional Primary Funding Considerations
Mr. Callister said the MPO periodically opened a call for discretionary fund project applications and the
next cycle would begin in the next few months. Approval of the new RTP and its associated goals in
January 2022 would require updating the funding application forms to reflect the seven new RTP goals. He
explained how the application would allow jurisdictions to explain how their project would meet a specific
goal or goals. This would more firmly establish a connection between the RTP and the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), which was required as part of the MPO's federal
certification process.
Mr. Thompson reviewed the four funding considerations in the current application and asked for direction
to replace those with the seven RTP goals. Staff could provide the updated application form at the next
MPC meeting and that could be the basis for further discussion about whether a description of how a
project addressed new objectives and performance measures should be included. The MPC could also
discuss whether it wished to prioritize any of the goals, objectives and performance measures during this
funding cycle.
In response to a question from Mr. Berney, Mr. Thompson said reduction of greenhouse emissions was
addressed under the goal related to healthy people and environment, although it was not a standalone goal.
Mr. Berney felt reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should be an independent goal. He said many
organizations had entire fleets that ran on clean energy and the Lane County Board of Commissioners was
considering a net zero Lane County by 2050 that was business friendly. He did not see that priority in the
RTP goals. He pointed out Russia's dirty oil and gas extraction and the amount of methane gas that was
emitted and how it put in perspective how small, but important those greenhouse gas emission goals were.
Mr. Groves agreed with Mr. Berney and appreciated that he had raised those issues.
Ms. Vinis also agreed with Mr. Berney and said the issue of climate change and transportation's role as a
contributor. She said those conversations could be bolder in addressing a triple bottom line with respect to
investment of transportation dollars.
Mr. Smith said funding applications should include more details and justifications in order to inform
decisions. Greenhouse gas was an increasingly important consideration. He was not certain it was
necessary to prioritize the RTP goals.
Mr. VanGordon supported updating the application and requiring more details about projects. He said
there were new state guidelines regarding the nexus of land use and transportation and cautioned that the
updated forms should not send applicants in one direction and then have to be revised when those
guidelines were issued.
Mr. Thompson summarized that the MPC approved of substituting the seven RTP goals for the current
funding considerations in the project application form, with a more in depth discussion at the next meeting
about how those would be implemented in the funding application. He asked for clarity in whether there
should be a separate climate goal as previous MPC discussion had indicate there should not be one and
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climate issues incorporated in a larger goal. Establishing a separate climate goal would result in amending
the RTP. It could be called out specifically on the funding application instead of creating a separate goal.
Ms. Vinis said the MPC's scheduled discussion at the objectives level would provide an opportunity to
apply a climate filter.
Ms. Buch agreed with Ms. Vinis. This was not the ideal time to change the RTP; however, a discussion at
the objectives level could clarify what was meant by the goals and inform applicants about the project
information that was being requested.
Mr. Smith said Coburg's update of its TSP had been stalled when extensive planning efforts were
concluded and then new requirements arose. He said the RTP goals covered a wide range of issues and
requesting greater detail in project applications; applicants should not have to contend with changing
requirements for information.
Mr. Berney agreed that the process should not be slowed and the planned discussion of objectives could
clarify how applications could demonstrate adherence to RTP goals.
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) Flexible Funding - Next Steps
Mr. Thompson provided an update on the MPC's discussions with the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) about the priorities for use of IIJA flexible funding. The MPC had indicated that
funding Scenario 2 was its priority. He said no new materials from ODOT regarding the four proposed
scenarios would be presented and he assumed the MPC was still supporting Scenario 2. The agenda
materials described a proposed public scenario identified as Scenario 2b that built on Scenario 2, but
redistributed all of the funds allocated in Scenario 2 for the Enhance, Fix-it, and Maintenance categories
($148 million total) to a new category titled “Local Transportation Funding.” "Local Transportation
Funding" dollars would then be directed to local jurisdictions across the state allowing those agencies to
determine how to best use the funds to meet their community’s specific transportation needs. He asked for
direction from the MPC regarding support for Scenario 2b.
Ms. Buch said commissioners around the state through the Oregon Association of Counties had a
fundamental priority of local dollars being allocated through local agencies. Mayors had the same priority.
She supported Scenario 2b.
Ms. Vargas said Lane Transit District also supported Scenario 2b.
Ms. Vinis and Mr. Groves also supported Scenario 2b.
Mr. Berney agreed that local officials were most in touch with communities' needs and best suited to make
decisions about the allocation of funds. He supported Scenario 2b.
Mr. VanGordon and Mr. Smith also supported Scenario 2b.
Mr. Smith, seconded by Mr. Berney, moved to submit a letter from the MPC in
support of Scenario 2b. The motion passed unanimously, 9:0.
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Follow-up and Next Steps
•

ODOT Update—Ms. Brindle reported that the LaneACT would discuss vision and
strategies at its April meeting, with adoption potentially at the May meeting. She said the
ACT would also receive a presentation on ODOT's Beltline project at its May meeting and
there would be a discussion of funding opportunities, including for a local arterial and
replacing of the overcrossing. She said Region 2 ACT chairs and co-chairs would meet on
March 10 to prioritize the region's projects for the statewide OregonConnect funds.
Ms. Brindle said an interim area manager would be in place when she retired at the end of
March until a permanent hire was made. She asked MPC members who were interested in
being on the interview panel to contact her.
MPC members congratulated Ms. Brindle on her retirement and thanked her for her
leadership and support over the past several years.

•

MTIP Administrative Amendments—There were no questions.

•

Next Meeting/Agenda Build—April 7 Virtual Meeting, May 5 Virtual Meeting, June 2
Virtual Meeting

Mr. Groves adjourned the meeting at 1 p.m.
(Recorded by Lynn Taylor)
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 984685F9-135E-41E5-87D1-298F35F55D09

April 28, 2022
The Honorable Peter DeFazio
United States House of Representatives
2134 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
Re: Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge over Beltline
Dear Congressman DeFazio,
On behalf of the Lane Area Commission on Transportation, we strongly urge you to seek funding for the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge over Randy Papé Beltline. This new bridge will provide a safe connection
between the River Road and Santa Clara neighborhoods. It will enable students traveling to school and
other community members traveling for transportation and recreation to avoid the unsafe intersections
at the River Road/Beltline interchange.
As the highest-ranking project in the local Safe Routes to School project prioritization list, an important
connector in the city’s Transportation System Plan, and a priority project in the developing
neighborhood plan, this project has the potential to connect a community currently divided by highways
and arterials that are on the Vision Zero “High Crash Network.”
The bridge will provide a regional link that will connect people to schools, shopping, and services. This
project will provide connections to other key regional investments including Lane Transit District’s new
Santa Clara Transit Center and a brand-new North Eugene High School.
North Eugene High School serves the highest need student population of Eugene School District 4J's four
traditional high schools in a community bisected by the Beltline Highway. The bridge will connect half of
the North Eugene High School service area to the high school and allow students to travel on quiet
neighborhood streets and avoid unsafe, high traffic volume streets.
The LaneACT supports the City of Eugene’s project and understands they already have some dedicated
funding for the project. We encourage your support of this vital regional connection.
Sincerely,
Shelley Humble, Chair
Lane Area Commission on Transportation
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895 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401-2910
541.682.4283 (office)

Agenda Item 6

Connect Oregon 2021 Update
Presenters
Shelley Humble – Chair, Sean VanGordon, Vice-Chair
Summary
The State Legislature established the Connect Oregon program in 2005 to fund aviation, rail and
marine projects. The program is administered by ODOT staff in Salem, with assistance from
other state agencies.
The six previous funding initiatives (Connect Oregon I through VI) awarded $477 million in
funding for 285 projects. The last version of the program (Connect Oregon VI) was authorized
by the Legislature in 2015.
The 2021 Legislature authorized $46 million for another round of funding. This version of the
program is referred to as Connect Oregon 2021. 50 applications were received totaling
$128,387,360 in funding requests. 14 of the applications are within Region 2.
At its February 2022 meeting LaneACT ranked the four project proposals from LaneACT area.
LaneACT’s recommendations were presented and advocated for by Chair Humble and ViceChair Gordon at the Region 2 Review Committee which occurred on March 10, 2022. The
results of the Regional Review Committee process were then advanced to the Final Review
Committee who met in April. The attached recommended project list is what came out of the
Final Review Committee and will be presented to the Oregon Transportation Commission at its
May 12 meeting for final decision.
Attachments
A. Final Review Committee Recommended Project List
B. Final Review Committee Recommendations by Mode

LaneACT – May 11, 2022
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Connect Oregon
Final Review Committee Prioritized Funding Recommendation
APP. #

APPLICANT

CO GRANT
FUNDS
REQUESTED

TOTAL PROJECT
COST

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL PROJECT
MATCH

FINAL
COMMITTEE
RANK

Green = Recommend Fund

00
1R0446

Dominguez Family Enterprises

Juanita's Fine Foods Spur Track Replacement

$

400,000.00

$

276,000.00

$

124,000.00

1

3A0453

Jackson County

Medford Airport East Side Heavy Duty Aircraft Apron Expansion

$

12,050,000.00

$

2,500,000.00

$

9,550,000.00

2

2A0443

City of Eugene

Eugene Airport - Widening Taxiways Juliet & Lima to Air Cargo Apron

$

2,000,000.00

$

1,400,000.00

$

600,000.00

3

5R0448

Wyoming Colorado Railroad, Inc.

Oregon Eastern Railroad 286k Upgrade Phase 2

$

1,693,931.00

$

999,300.00

$

694,631.00

4

4A0463

City of Bend

Bend Air Traffic Control Tower (Design and Construction)

$

7,500,000.00

$

4,875,000.00

$

2,625,000.00

5

2R0455

Pacific Recycling

Pacific Recycling Spur Track Expansion

$

1,335,000.00

$

737,000.00

$

598,000.00

6

4R0430

Lake County

Lake County Rail Replacement

$

1,294,000.00

$

892,860.00

$

401,140.00

7

1M0442

Port of Portland

Terminal 6 Berth 607 Container Capacity Expansion Project

$

10,533,963.42

$

7,374,000.00

$

3,159,963.42

8

2R0434

Teevin Bros Land & Timber CO, LLC

Teevin Westport Multimodal Terminal Siding

$

1,634,115.00

$

1,100,000.00

$

534,115.00

9

2A0445

City of Corvallis

Corvallis Airport Runway 17-35 Rehabilitation and Lighting

$

4,000,000.00

$

375,308.00

$

3,624,692.00

10

4A0432

City of Klamath Falls

Klamath Falls Regional Airport Reconstruct Runway 7-25

$

10,826,000.00

$

550,000.00

$

10,276,000.00

11

3M0470

Port of Port Orford

Port of Port Orford Crane Replacement

$

2,313,656.00

$

1,619,559.00

$

694,097.00

12

3A0449

Coos County Airport District

eVTOLCargo and Pacific Northwest Seafood Transfer Facility

$

9,826,000.00

$

3,000,000.00

$

6,826,000.00

13

5R0450

Columbia Rail

Milton-Freewater Area Shortline Customer Track Extensions

$

989,000.00

$

692,300.00

$

296,700.00

14

2A0465

City of Creswell

Creswell Airport Runway 16-34 Reconstruction and Lighting
Replacement

$

4,692,000.00

$

250,000.00

$

4,442,000.00

15

2M0438

HYAK TONGUE POINT, LLC

Hyak Tongue Point 1500 Metric Ton Mobile Lift Project

$

21,061,758.00

$

13,900,000.00

$

7,161,758.00

16

5M0479

Morrow County Grain Growers

Boardman Rail Transloading Facility Grain Storage

$

3,000,000.00

$

2,100,000.00

$

900,000.00

17

1R0471

Hampton Lumber Sales

Hampton Lumber Sales Track Expansion

$

221,900.00

$

155,330.00

$

66,570.00

18

5A0447

Grant County

Grant County Regional Airport Widen and Rehab Runway 17-35

$

7,277,778.00

$

727,778.00

$

6,550,000.00

19

3A0440

Oregon Department of Aviation

Prospect State Airport - Runway Reconstruction and Electrical
Improvements

$

2,490,000.00

$

1,693,200.00

$

796,800.00

20

5A0444

Union County

Union County Airport Fuel & Maintenance Facility Improvements

$

1,400,000.00

$

980,000.00

$

420,000.00

21

4R0467

Klamath Northern Railway Company

Klamath Northern Railway Track Replacement

$

2,250,000.00

$

1,575,000.00

$

675,000.00

22

4A0478

City of Madras

Erickson Aero Tanker Expansion Project

$

14,373,755.00

$

3,400,000.00

$

10,973,755.00

23

1A0437

Oregon Department of Aviation

Mulino State Airport Waterline Improvements

$

1,062,698.40

$

722,634.91

$

340,063.49

24

3A0458

Josephine County

Runway 13-31 Extension

$

3,964,000.00

$

1,775,000.00

$

2,189,000.00

25

2M0473

Pacific Seafood - Warrenton, LLC

Warrenton Fuel and Ice Dock Rehabilitation

$

1,080,000.00

$

756,000.00

$

324,000.00

26

2A0474

City of Florence

Florence Municipal Airport Fueling Island Reconstruction

$

145,000.00

$

100,000.00

$

45,000.00

27

3R0475

Rogue Valley Terminal Railroad
Corporation

RVT Allweather Wood Rail Spur Construction

$

856,120.71

$

590,723.29

$

265,397.42

28

1M0460

Columbia Export Terminal LLC

Columbia Export Terminal LLC Upgraded Loading Booms

$

32,135,000.00

$

22,494,500.00

$

9,640,500.00

29

2M0461

Port of Astoria

East Mooring Basin Causeway Rebuild

$

10,134,612.00

$

7,094,228.00

$

3,040,384.00

30

4R0468

Basin Fertilizer & Chemical Co., LLC

Basin Fertilizer & Chemical Co., LLC Siding Extension

$

2,688,930.00

$

1,344,465.00

$

1,344,465.00

31

3M0457

Tarheel Aluminum

Charleston Shipyard Expansion and Rehabilitation

$

5,230,000.00

$

3,376,500.00

$

1,853,500.00

32

3M0452

Fred Wahl Marine Construction

Bolon Island Shipyard Boat Lift Pathway Improvement

$

1,020,700.80

$

714,490.56

$

306,210.24

33

1R0429

Peninsula Terminal Company

Peninsula Terminal Company N. Suttle Intermodal Yard

$

3,276,000.00

$

2,293,200.00

$

982,800.00

34

1R0472

Hampton Lumber Sales

Hampton Lumber Sales Transload Improvement

$

151,400.00

$

105,980.00

$

45,420.00

35

2M0476

Pacific Seafood - Newport, LLC

$

1,231,048.36

$

861,500.85

$

369,547.51

36

Pacific Seafood Pilings
Replacement
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Connect Oregon
Final Review Committee Prioritized Funding Recommendation
CO GRANT
FUNDS
REQUESTED

TOTAL PROJECT
COST

TOTAL PROJECT
MATCH

FINAL
COMMITTEE
RANK

APP. #

APPLICANT

PROJECT NAME

3A0459

Josephine County

Illinois Valley Airport Aircraft Fueling System

$

1,200,000.00

$

840,000.00

$

360,000.00

37

2R0466

Portland & Western Railroad

Northwest Passage Willamette Valley Rail Trestle Improvement Project

$

4,089,000.00

$

2,862,000.00

$

1,227,000.00

38

3R0431

Oregon International Port of Coos Bay

Coos Bay Rail Line Swing Bridge Steel Repairs

$

5,000,000.00

$

3,500,000.00

$

1,500,000.00

39

2R0462

Oregon Independence Railroad

Rehab Oregon Independence Railroad

$

612,843.00

$

422,861.67

$

189,981.33

40

1R0469

The Fruit Company INC

The Fruit Company INC Rail Spur

$

1,988,000.00

$

1,371,720.00

$

616,280.00

41

5R0456

Tidewater Transportation and Terminals

Umatilla Terminal Multi-Modal Energy Transition Project

$

12,904,907.00

$

9,033,434.90

$

3,871,472.10

42

2A0441

Oregon Department of Aviation

Pacific City State Airport - Public Access and Apron Rehabilitation

$

300,000.00

$

204,000.00

$

96,000.00

43

4R0464

Wilsonart LLC

Wilsonart Rail Expansion

$

1,410,000.00

$

987,000.00

$

423,000.00

44

Jackson County

Medford Airport Transportation Technical and Training Education
Center

$

5,000,000.00

$

1,750,000.00

$

3,250,000.00

45

5A0439

Morrow County

Morrow County Lexington Airport Utility Expansion Project

$

390,800.00

$

273,560.00

$

117,240.00

46

2R0435

Oregon Coast Scenic Railroad and Port of
Tillamook Bay

Nehalem River Bridge Pile Replacement

$

672,000.00

$

469,560.00

$

202,440.00

47

1R0433

Oregon Rail Heritage Foundation

Brooklyn Roundhouse Turntable Restoration and Reconstruction

$

3,290,273.00

$

800,000.00

$

2,490,273.00

48

5R0477

Oregon Military Department

Camp Umatilla Rail Upgrade and Switch Replacement

$

14,114,227.00

$

9,872,960.00

$

4,241,267.00

49

3A0454
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Connect Oregon Final Review Committee
Summary of Award by Mode and Region

$ Awarded By
Mode

Mode
Aviation Funded
Marine Funded
Rail Funded

Number of
Applications

% Total
Funds
Awarded
to Mode

10
4
7
21

35%
54%
11%
100%

$16,351,286.00
$24,993,559.00
$4,852,790.00
$46,197,635.00

Total Requested by
Mode
$25,416,480.91
$60,290,778.41
$40,081,694.86
$125,788,954.18

Award Summary by Region

12%

64%
41%
12%
37%

11%

17%

14%

35%

Region 2

Region 4
38%

Region 5

Aviation
Funded
Marine
Funded

Region 3

Region
Region 1
Region 2
Region 3
Region 4
Region 5

18
10
21
49

Award Summary by Mode

Region 1

19%

Total
Application
% of
Mode
s
Requested Request
by Mode
Funded

Rail Funded

54%

% Total
Funds
Awarded
$ Awarded By
Number of
Region
Applications to Region
$7,805,330.00
3
17%
$17,762,308.00
6
38%
$8,812,759.00
4
19%
$6,317,860.00
3
14%
$5,499,378.00
5
12%
$46,197,635.00
21
100%
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Total Requested by
Region
$35,593,364.91
$30,532,458.52
$21,359,472.85
$13,624,325.00
$24,679,332.90
$125,788,954.18

Total
Application
% of
s
Region
Requested Request
by Region Funded
9
22%
14
58%
11
41%
7
46%
8
22%
49
37%

Connect Oregon Final Review Committee
Summary of Award by Mode and Region
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Agenda Item 7 – LaneACT Area Strategy

895 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401-2910
541.682.4283 (office)

Agenda Item 7

LaneACT Area Strategies – final draft report
Presenters
Phill Worth – Kittelson Associates; Erik Havig – ODOT
Action requested

Accept the final draft LaneACT Area Strategies Report prepared by the consultant.
Summary

This is a continuation of the discussion that occurred at the April 13 LaneACT meeting.

Attached is the final draft LaneACT Area Strategies Report prepared for the LaneACT by
Kittelson Associates. It incorporates suggested edits received from LaneACT members
after the April 13 meeting.

The LaneACT Steering Committee met on April 22. They recommend the LaneACT
informally accept this document as a final draft prepared by the consultant. This is with the
understanding that (1) the draft report does not necessarily reflect a consensus of the ACT
members, and (2) the LaneACT may further refine the document on their own in the future.
(The consultant’s contract expires on May 31.)
The Steering Committee also recommends forwarding the report, as a draft, to ODOT staff
and the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) for their consideration. Recall that the
LaneACT (and the NEACT) are participating in a pilot effort to determine if there would be
a benefit in developing area strategies for all of the ACTs.

The LaneACT may or may not revisit and refine the draft report (on their own) within the
next year, depending on whether the document has any value to the ACT. This may also
depend on whether ODOT and the OTC determine these documents are useful.
Attachments

A.
B.
C.

Additional information – summary of revisions and future refinements (1 page)
LaneACT Area Strategies Report, final draft (9 pages)
LaneACT Area Strategies Report, final draft, track changes version (10 pages)

LaneACT – May 11, 2022
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Attachment 7A

Additional information
The following is a summary of the refinements that have been made to the draft report since it
was first provided to the LaneACT in February. Also included are some possible future
refinements suggested by Rob Zako.
February 24, 2022
The project team provided a first draft of the report to the LaneACT. The transmittal (email
from Brandon Williams) explained the document and requested comments. No comments
were received.
April 13, 2022 LaneACT meeting
The LaneACT discussed the draft report. The LaneACT decided to allow the members another
month to review and comment on the document, and to discuss it further at the May meeting.
Additional refinements
Following the April LaneACT meeting, the project team received comments and suggested edits
from Claire Syrett and Rob Zako. These edits have been incorporated into the revised final draft
of the document, along with a few additional minor refinements by the project team.
Attached are two versions of the document. Attachment B is a clean copy, with the changes
accepted. Attachment C is a track changes version showing the edits.
Future refinements
In addition to his suggested edits to the current draft of the document, Rob Zako suggested
some possible future refinements to the document. The following is a summary.
•

The desired outcomes for each theme (beginning on p.3) appear to simply repeat the
descriptions provided in the preceding Definition/Intent section, rather than providing more
objective and measurable outcomes. If this document is further refined in the future, the
outcomes should include this level of detail.

•

It would be useful to include an appendix identifying potential funding sources, for each
specific strategy. There may not currently be any funding sources for some of the
strategies.
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LaneACT
Lane Area Commission on Transportation

Area Strategies Report
May 2022
Final draft prepared by Kittelson Associates
May be further refined in the future by the LaneACT

The Lane Area Commission on Transportation (LaneACT) represents the area, agencies,
businesses, and people within Lane County, as shown in the map on page 2. LaneACT includes
29-31 voting members representing Lane County, 12 incorporated cities, 1 tribal council, the
Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Port of Siuslaw, the Lane Transit District, the
Oregon Department of Transportation, and 11-13 additional voting stakeholders.
LaneACT’s intent is to represent the collective transportation needs, interests, and desires of the
people, businesses, and organizations within the area, providing information and insights to the
Oregon Transportation Commission.
Development of the 2022 LaneACT Area Strategy Report was facilitated through a total of eight
workshops: three with the full ACT membership and five with a subcommittee of LaneACT
members. Occasionally, smaller work groups from within the subcommittee produced various
working papers for review and refinement by the subcommittee. At their May 2022 meeting,
LaneACT reviewed and accepted the Area Strategy Report, planning to “test drive” it as a
guiding document when making decisions over the following 6–12 months.
The LaneACT Area Strategy Report is considered a living document. As such, updates of this
report are expected, due to changing circumstances, new information, and/or changing
priorities, as determined by the LaneACT.
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LaneACT Vision Statement
Lane ACT envisions a transportation system that provides people
and businesses with access within and beyond Lane County that
is interconnected, efficient, safe, secure, healthy, equitable,
sustainable, and resilient.

Defining the Vision
LaneACT supports an understanding of the vision statement with four themes that define key
terms and further describe the Commission’s intent. Themes are followed by desired outcomes
that provide tangible examples of what the vision is meant to accomplish. The Area Strategy
follows the vision, themes, and desired outcomes and is expressed as a list of strategies that are
organized by these themes.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report

2
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Theme 1: Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency






Accessibility (also known as access) refers to the ability of people and businesses to
reach desired goods, services, activities, and destinations that are collectively called
opportunities.
Connectivity refers to connecting individual modes of transportation and/or
accommodating transfers between such modes.
An efficient transportation market offers a variety of different travel modes and levels of
service quality, from which users can choose the combination of quantity, quality and
price that best suits their needs.

Definition/Intent: Access is the ultimate goal of most transportation, except a small portion of
travel in which movement is an end in itself (jogging, horseback riding, pleasure drives) with no
destination. Motor vehicle traffic is a subset of mobility, and mobility is a subset of accessibility.
Accessibility encompasses travel options such as transit, ridesharing and nonmotorized modes;
mobility substitutes such as telework and delivery services; and strategies to increase land use
accessibility such as smart growth and location efficient development. Accessibility supports an
integrated view of transportation and land use systems, with attention to connections among
modes and between transport and land use patterns. It values modes according to their ability
to meet users’ needs and does not necessarily favor longer trips or faster modes if shorter trips
and slower modes provide adequate access. It considers walkability to be a particularly
important mode because walking provides basic access, including connections between
modes and to destinations. It supports the broadest use of transportation funding, including
mobility management and land use management strategies if they increase accessibility.

Desired Outcomes for Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency
(A)

Users have viable choices for methods and routes to achieve access that are without
barriers (i.e., they are seamless and easy to transition between).

(B)

An interconnected, multimodal transportation system efficiently and reliably
connects people to jobs, services, resources, and recreation facilities.

(C)

A transportation system that provides reliable alternatives to the automobile to
connect people to jobs, communities, and recreation facilities. Service must be
efficient and convenient.

(F)

Teleworking is readily available and affordable, providing equitable access for all
residents and businesses of Lane County.

(G)

Interstate highways and railroads and national/international air and sea ports provide
[Strategy] Lane County with competitive and reliable access to national and global
markets for tourism and commerce [Outcome].

(H)

Terminals, hubs, and intermodal facilities [Strategy] located in Lane County have
seamless, barrier-free access to regional, state, and interstate transportation facilities
to efficiently move people and goods [Outcome].

(I)

Economic activity and opportunity are readily and reliably supported by multimodal
facilities that are cost-effective to use.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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Theme 2: Safety, Security, and Health





Safety refers to the protection of life and limb from unintended threats, mishaps, or
accidents.
Security refers to the protection against deliberate threats, for example, crimes.
Health is a state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being and not merely the
absence of disease and infirmity.

Definition/Intent: This theme relates to the well-being of people.

Desired Outcomes for Safety, Security, and Health
(K)

Transportation facilities and services are designed, managed, and maintained with the
safety and security of users being paramount.

Theme 3: Equity




Equality means each individual or group of people is given the same resources or
opportunities.
Equity recognizes that each person has different circumstances and allocates the exact
resources and opportunities needed to reach an equal outcome.

Definition/Intent: This theme emphasizes strategies to realize other themes must spread benefits
and costs fairly.

Desired Outcomes for Equity
(M)

Everyone can get to where they need (as opposed to want) to go safely, affordably
(at a reasonable cost), and within a reasonable amount of time.

(N)

Lane County offers reliable, safe, and cost-effective transportation options that do
not require automobile ownership, to access work, school, services, or recreation.

(O)

All users of the system feel equally welcome and entitled to use all available modes
of transportation.

Theme 4: Sustainability and Resiliency




Sustainability means meeting our own (user’s, provider’s, society’s) needs without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. In addition to
natural resources, we also need social and economic resources. Sustainability is not just
environmentalism.
Resiliency is the ability of communities, through mitigation and pre-disaster preparation,
to develop the adaptive capacity to maintain important functions and recover quickly
when major disasters occur.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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Definition/Intent: This theme is about the long term, ensuring that efforts today can continue well
into the future, and not be unduly interrupted by natural disasters.

Desired Outcomes for Sustainability and Resiliency
(U)

Construction, operation, and use of the transportation system will be managed in
order to mitigate or eliminate ongoing adverse impacts on the natural and built
environment.

(W)

Mitigation of the impacts of climate change are interwoven into the construction,
operation, and use of the transportation system.

(X)

Strategic actions and investments are made considering best practices and
technology.

(Z)

Use of the system is protected against disruption (natural or created).

(AA)

Emphasis is given for ensuring that major distribution routes provide for the
evacuation of people as well as the movement of goods and services in the
aftermath of a catastrophic event such as an earthquake or tsunami.

LaneACT Area Strategies
Theme 1: Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency
Strategies
1.1

Improve transit between cities and increase schedules to encourage people to use
alternative modes of transportation.
a. Investment in land use to make the transit work (ex. land on which to place a
mobility hub).
b. Investing in mobility hubs, to improve service between communities.
c. Investment in more frequent and longer hours of service.
d. Investment in neighborhood stops, to improve safety and access.
e. Fill in gaps on bike routes and multi-use paths.
f.

Provide lighting on bike paths between Eugene and Springfield and other
high-use bike/ped paths.

g. Known gaps in transit system today:
i. LTD has a good process for closing gaps, but it is resource constrained
ii. What gaps would we fill in if resources weren't an issue?
1. Highway 99 corridor
2. Eugene > Florence, Florence > Coos Bay, Florence > Yachats
(all pilot projects)
h. Modernizing facilities to meet ADA standards.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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1.2

Complete active transportation networks within cities. If planning is needed, fund
planning as well as implementation.
a. Fund bike/ped master planning for cities and Lane County.
b. Provide funding to fully implement identified bike/ped needs by the year 2040
c. Add or improve bike lanes along all state highways and major county roads
within Lane County.
d. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.
e. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
f.

1.3

Refer also to Strategy 1.1.

Connect all Lane County residents to 1 GBPS broadband connectivity under
$X/month.
a. Affordable high-speed broadband is available to achieve teleworking
throughout Lane County.
b. Develop a Lane County Broadband strategy to leverage funding
opportunities.

1.4

Educate community about transit options (how to access, use, etcetera).
a. Provide easy to understand and readily available transit route information,
connections, and schedules to the general public.
b. Invest in transit education program for elementary school students.

1.5

Technology and infrastructure are in place and functionally supporting AV/EV
movements within cities and towns of Lane County and the corridors connecting
them.

1.6

High-speed rail for freight and passengers.
a. Invest in rail to alleviate pressure to widen I-5.

1.7

Gaps and barriers closed and overcome for each mode.
a. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
b. Identify and address (fund) gaps in pedestrian infrastructure in order to
facilitate use of transit.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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1.8

Create a network of protected bike lanes within and between communities.
a. Purchase and preserve rights-of-way for bike/ped paths.
b. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.
c. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
d. Fund and require implementation of these plans before more money is spent
on infrastructure for single-occupant-vehicles.

1.9

Transference between modes is accommodated without limitation.

1.10

Study OR 99 as an option for a multimodal corridor (as an alternative corridor to I-5).

Theme 2: Safety, Security, and Health
Strategies
2.1

Ensure each city has a plan for and then focus on building out the active
transportation network to increase safety and access.
a. Planning grants for completing and adopting planning work.
b. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.

2.2

Reduce speed limits.
a. Invest in greater speed enforcement and impose higher fines.
b. Support funding for planning and replacement of regulatory signs on
residential streets.
c. Replace 85-percentile rule (reflecting how fast people actually drive) with a
rule based on what is safe speed for the facility and users.
d. Lower speed limits along identified corridors with safety issues, e.g., Main
Street in Springfield or Highway 126 between Veneta and Eugene.
e. Use automated speed enforcement cameras to enforce safe speed limits

2.3

Increase patrols.
a. Create a county-wide partnership of public safety officials (OHP, Lane County
Sheriff, city police, fire & rescue) to coordinate traffic safety efforts.
b. Increase targeted public education campaigns related to following speed
limits, not driving under the influence, not running red lights, not passing in nopass zones, and generally avoiding dangerous behaviors.
c. Provide sufficient funding for traffic safety enforcement, including through the
use of higher traffic fines.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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2.4

Provide separated infrastructure for each ground mode of travel (i.e., pedestrian,
bicycle, and motor vehicle).

Theme 3: Equity
Strategies
3.1

Coordinated fares and schedules between systems.
a. Provide single mobile payment platform.

3.2

Directly engage BIPOC and historically marginalized communities in visioning and
planning transportation systems and infrastructure.
a. Invest in filling several LaneACT membership slots with members representing
the BIPOC and historically marginalized communities.
b. Provide grant funding to BIPOC organizations to enable them to engage
more fully in transportation planning and programming efforts.
c. Engage with BIPOC and historically marginalized communities to learn and
address what their transportation needs are.
d. LaneACT should hold occasional joint meetings with select BIPOC
organizations in order to increase shared understanding of challenges and
opportunities.
e. Target a fixed percentage (5%? 10%) of funding to go to address historical
inequities.
f.

3.3

Include additional funds in each project for engagement of underserved
communities.

Promote advocacy for the underserved.
a. Provide 1 or 2 ACT seats for transportation disadvantaged representatives.

Theme 4: Sustainability and Resiliency
Strategies
4.1

Use equity, climate, and safety lens to determine which projects are highest priority.
a. Invest in developing relationships with leaders/members of groups like the
NAACP, tribal nations, low-income neighborhoods, environmental
organizations, safe transportation groups, pedestrian groups, etc. for the
purpose of getting their feedback on the prioritization of projects.
b. Develop a system for independent scoring of projects based on criteria of
safety, equity, and climate change where some objective third party, rather
than the jurisdiction applying for funding or the organization providing
funding, does the scoring. This should apply to all projects to inform on what
each project is accomplishing.
c. Review all legacy highway projects, say, estimated to cost $50 million or more,
in light of safety, equity and climate change filters.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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d. Avoid projects that do not achieve a minimal score in terms of safety, equity,
and climate change.
e. Develop and support a transportation wallet (or equivalent concept) for
individuals who face barriers to accessing transportation (modeled after
Portland's transportation wallet). This would provide transportation options for
lower-income people.
4.2

When managing the increased use of facilities, prioritize operational improvements,
such as ramp meters or other traffic management, over adding additional lanes.
a. Invest in public service announcements, billboards, news stories and other
ways to remind the public of the importance of traffic management, (rather
than adding more lanes) to advancing our climate, food production and
other goals.
b. Develop a process for evaluating the transportation efficiency of city and
county land use plans, i.e., how much traffic planned development is
expected to generate.
c. Assign a cost to generated traffic from land use plans and weigh these
incurred costs against possible investments in infrastructure: A city or county
should not be rewarded for planning that generates more traffic with more
investments in transportation, as that would be a vicious circle.

4.3

Our airports are resilient to disasters.
a. Ask the airports what they need and support their efforts.

LaneACT Area Strategies Report
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Attachment 7C

LaneACT
Lane Area Commission on Transportation

Area Strategies Report
DRAFT - MarchMay 2022

The Lane Area Commission on Transportation (LaneACT) represents the area, agencies,
businesses, and people within Lane County, as shown in the map on page 2. LaneACT includes
29-31 voting members representing Lane County, 12 incorporated cities, 1 tribal council, the
Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Port of Siuslaw, the Lane Transit District, the
Oregon Department of Transportation, and 11-13 additional voting stakeholders.
LaneACT’s intent is to represent the collective transportation needs, interests, and desires of the
people, businesses, and organizations within the area, providing information and insights to the
Oregon Transportation Commission.
Development of the 2022 LaneACT Area Strategy Report was facilitated through a total of eight
workshops: three with the full ACT membership and five with a subcommittee of LaneACT
members. Occasionally, smaller work groups from within the subcommittee produced various
working papers for review and refinement by the subcommittee. The draft At their May 2022
meeting, LaneACT reviewed and accepted the Area Strategy Report, planning to “test drive” it
as a guiding document when making decisions over the following 6–12 months. 2022 LaneACT
Area Strategy Report was reviewed and endorsed by the LaneACT at their April 2022 meeting.
The LaneACT Area Strategy Report is considered a living document. As such, updates of this
report are expected, due to changing circumstances, new information, and/or changing
priorities, as determined by the LaneACT.
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LaneACT Vision Statement
Lane ACT envisions a transportation system that provides people
and businesses with access within and beyond Lane County that
is interconnected, efficient, safe, secure, healthy, equitable,
sustainable, and resilient.

Defining the Vision
LaneACT supports an understanding of the vision statement with four themes that define key
terms and further describe the Commission’s intent. Themes are followed by desired outcomes
that provide tangible examples of what the vision is meant to accomplish. The Aarea Sstrategy
follows the vision, themes, and desired outcomes and is expressed as a list of strategies that are
organized by these themes.

3
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Theme 1: Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency






Accessibility (or justalso known as access) refers to the ability of people and businesses
to reach desired goods, services, activities, and destinations (that are collectively called
opportunities).
Connectivity refers to connecting individual modes of transportation and/or
accommodating transfers between such modes.
An efficient transportation market offers a variety of different travel modes and levels of
service quality, from which users can choose the combination of quantity, quality and
price that best suits their needs.

Definition/Intent: Access is the ultimate goal of most transportation, except a small portion of
travel in which movement is an end in itself (jogging, horseback riding, pleasure drives) with no
destination. Motor vehicle traffic is a subset of mobility, and mobility is a subset of accessibility.
Accessibility encompasses travel options such as transit, ridesharing and nonmotorized modes;
mobility substitutes such as telework and delivery services; and strategies to increase land use
accessibility such as smart growth and location efficient development. Accessibility supports an
integrated view of transportation and land use systems, with attention to connections among
modes and between transport and land use patterns. It values modes according to their ability
to meet users’ needs and does not necessarily favor longer trips or faster modes if shorter trips
and slower modes provide adequate access. It considers walkability to be a particularly
important mode because walking provides basic access, including connections between
modes and to destinations. It supports the broadest use of transportation funding, including
mobility management and land use management strategies if they increase accessibility.

Desired Outcomes for Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency
(A)

Users have viable choices for methods and routes to achieve access that are without
barriers (i.e., orthey are seamless and easy to transition between).

(B)

An interconnected, multimodal transportation system efficiently and reliably
connects people to jobs, services, resources, and recreation facilities.

(C)

A transportation system that provides reliable alternatives to the automobile to
connect people to jobs, communities, and recreation facilities. Service must be
efficient and convenient.

(F)

Teleworking is readily available and affordable, providing equitable access for all
residents and businesses of Lane County.

(G)

Interstate highways and railroads and national/international air and sea ports provide
[Strategy]; Lane County with competitive and reliable access to national and global
markets for tourism and commerce [Outcome].

(H)

Terminals, hubs, and intermodal facilities [Strategy] located in Lane County have
seamless, barrier-free access to regional, state, and interstate transportation facilities
to efficiently move people and goods [Outcome].

(I)

Economic activity and opportunity are (readily and reliably) supported by (an
effective) multimodal facilities that are cost-effective to use.
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Theme 2: Safety, Security, and Health





Safety refers to the protection of life and limb from unintended threats, mishaps or
accidents.
Security refers to the protection against deliberate threats, for example, crimes.
Health is a state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being and not merely the
absence of disease and infirmity.

Definition/Intent: This theme relates to the well-being of people.

Desired Outcomes for Safety, Security, and Health
(K)

Transportation facilities and services are designed, managed, and maintained with the
safety and security of users being paramount.

Theme 3: Equity




Equality means each individual or group of people is given the same resources or
opportunities.
Equity recognizes that each person has different circumstances and allocates the exact
resources and opportunities needed to reach an equal outcome.

Definition/Intent: This theme emphasizes strategies to realize other themes must spread benefits
and costs fairly.

Desired Outcomes for Equity
(M)

Everyone can get to where they need (as opposed to want) to go safely, affordably
(at a reasonable cost), and within a reasonable amount of time.

(N)

Lane County offers reliable, safe, and cost-effective transportation options that do
not require automobile ownership, to access work, school, services, or recreation.

(O)

All users of the system feel equally welcome and entitled to use all available modes
of transportation.

Theme 4: Sustainability and Resiliency




Sustainability means meeting our own (user’s, provider’s, society’s) needs without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. In addition to
natural resources, we also need social and economic resources. Sustainability is not just
environmentalism.
Resiliency is the ability of communities, through mitigation and pre-disaster preparation,
to develop the adaptive capacity to maintain important functions and recover quickly
when major disasters occur.
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Definition/Intent: This theme is about the long term, ensuring that efforts today can continue well
into the future, and not be unduly interrupted by natural disasters.

Desired Outcomes for Sustainability and Resiliency
(U)

Construction, operation, and use of the transportation system will be managed in
order to mitigate or eliminate ongoing adverse impacts on the natural and built
environment.

(W)

Mitigation of the impacts of climate change are interwoven into the construction,
operation, and use of the transportation system. Need explicit inclusion of climate
change/climate impacts.

(X)

Construction, operation, and use of the transportation system will be managed in
order to mitigate or eliminate ongoing adverse impacts on the natural and built
environment.

(Y)(X) Strategic actions and investments are made considering best practices and
technology.
(Z)

Use of the system is protected against disruption (natural or created).

(AA)

Emphasis is given to keepfor ensuring that major distribution routes provide for the
evacuation of people as well as the movement of goods and services as well as
evacuation of people in the aftermath of a catastrophic event such as an
earthquake or tsunami.

LaneACT Area Strategies
Theme 1: Access, Connectivity, and Efficiency
Strategies
1.1.

Improve transit between cities and increase schedules to encourage people to use
alternative modes of transportation.
a. Investment in land use to make the transit work (ex. land on which to place a
mobility hub).
b. Investing in mobility hubs, to improve service between communities.
c. Investment in more frequent and longer hours of service.
d. Investment in neighborhood stops, to improve safety and access.
e.

Fill in gaps on bike routes and multi-use paths.

f.

Provide Llightsing on bike paths between Eugene and Springfield and other
high-use bike/ped paths.

g. Known gaps in transit system today:
i. LTD has a good process for closing gaps, but it is resource constrained
ii. What gaps would we fill in if resources weren't an issue?
1. Highway 99 corridor
6
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2. Eugene > Florence, Florence > Coos Bay, Florence > Yachats
(all pilot projects)
h. Modernizing facilities to meet ADA standards.
1.2.

Complete active transportation networks within cities. If planning is needed, fund
planning as well as implementation.
a. Fund bike/ped master planning for cities and Lane County.
b. Provide funding to fully implement identified bike/ped needs by the year 2040
c. Add or improve bike lanes along all state highways and major county roads
within Lane County.
d. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.
e. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
f.

1.3.

See completed strategies on TransitRefer also to Strategy 1.1.

Connect all Lane County residents to 1 GBPS broadband connectivity under
$X/month.
a. This was combined with: Affordable high-speed broadband is available to
achieve teleworking throughout Lane County.
b. Develop a Lane County Broadband strategy in order to leverage funding
opportunities.

1.4.

Educate community about transit options (how to access, use, etc.).
a. Provide Eeasy to understand and readily available transit route information,
connections, and schedules to the general public.
b. Invest in Ttransit education program for elementary school students.

1.5.

Technology and infrastructure are in place and functionally supporting AV/EV
movements within cities and towns of Lane County and the corridors connecting
them.

1.6.

High-speed rail for freight and passengers.
a. Invest in rail to alleviate pressure to widen I-5.

1.7.

Gaps and barriers closed and overcome for each mode.
a. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
b. Identify and address (fund) gaps in pedestrian infrastructure in order to
facilitate use of transit.
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1.8.

Create a network of protected bike lanes within and between communities.
a. Purchase and preserve ROWs rights-of-way for bike/ped paths.
b. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.
c. State provides funds for planning and requires all jurisdictions to create plan
that identifies needs and gaps in active transportation networks, including
connections to public transportation.
d. Fund and require implementation of these plans before more money is spent
on infrastructure for SOVssingle-occupant-vehicles.

1.9.

Transference between modes is accommodated without limitation.

1.10.

Study OR 99 as an option for a multimodal corridor (as an alternative corridor to I-5).

Theme 2: Safety, Security, and Health
Strategies
2.1

Ensure each city has a plan for and then focus on building out the active
transportation network to increase safety and access.
a. Planning grants for completing and adopting planning work.
b. Fund at a level commensurate to the desired mode share - i.e., provide 15%
of transportation dollars to bike infrastructure if you want 15% of trips made by
bike, etcetera.

2.2

Reduce speed limits.
a. Invest in greater speed enforcement and charge largerimpose higher fines.
b. Support funding for planning and replacement of regulatory signs on
residential streets.
c. Replace 85-percentile rule (reflecting how fast people actually do drive) with
a rule based on what is safe speed for the facility and users.
d. Lower speed limits along identified corridors with safety issues, e.g., Main
Street in Springfield or Highway 126 between Veneta and Eugene.
e. Use automated speed enforcement cameras to enforce safe speed limits

2.3

Increase patrols.
a. Create a county-wide partnership of public safety officials (OHP, Lane County
Sheriff, city police, fire & rescue) to coordinate traffic safety efforts.
b. Increase targeted public education campaigns related to following speed
limits, not driving under the influence, not running red lights, not passing in nopass zones, and generally avoiding dangerous behaviors.
c. Provide sufficient funding for traffic safety enforcement, including through the
use of higher traffic fines.
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2.4

Provide separated infrastructure for each ground mode of travel (i.e., pedestrian,
bicycle, and motor vehicle).

Theme 3: Equity
Strategies
3.1

Coordinated fares and schedules between systems.
a. Provide Fill in gaps on bike routes.
b. Lights on bike paths between Eugene and Springfield and other high-use
bike/ped paths.
c.a.

3.2

Ssingle mobile payment platform.

Directly engage BIPOC and historically marginalized communities in visioning and
planning transportation systems and infrastructure.
a. Invest in filling several LaneACT membership slots with members of
representing the BIPOC and historically marginalized communities.
b. Provide grant funding to BIPOC organizations to enable them to engage
more fully in transportation planning and programming efforts.
b.c.
Engage with BIPOC and historically marginalized communities to learn
and address what their transportation in what their actual needs are.
c.d.
LaneACT should hold occasional joint meetings with select BIPOC
organizations in order to increase shared understanding of challenges and
opportunities.
d.e.
Target a fixed percentage (5%? 10%) of funding to go to address historical
inequities.
e.f. Include additional funds in each project for engagement of underserved
communities.

3.3

Promote advocacy for the underserved.
a. Provide 1 or 2 ACT seats for transportation disadvantaged representatives.

Theme 4: Sustainability and Resiliency
Strategies
4.1

Use equity, climate, and safety lens to determine which projects are highest priority.
a. Invest in developing relationships with leaders/members of groups like the
NAACP, tribal nations, low-income neighborhoods, environmental
organizations, safe transportation groups, pedestrian groups, etc. for the
purpose of getting their feedback on the prioritization of projects.
b. Develop a system for independent scoring of projects based on criteria of
safety, equity, and climate change: Not where some objective third party,
rather than the jurisdiction applying for funding or the organization providing
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funding, but some impartial third entity does the scoring. This Sshould apply to
all projects to inform on what each project is succeeding inaccomplishing.
c. Review all legacy highway projects, say, estimated to cost $50 million or more,
in light of safety, equity and climate change filters.
d. Stop develop ofAvoid projects that do not achieve a minimal score in terms
of safety, equity, and climate change.
e. Develop and support Ta transportation wallet (or equivalent concept) for
individuals who face barriers to accessing transportation (modeled after
Portland's transportation wallet). This would provide transportation options for
lower-income people.
4.2

When managing the increased use of facilities, prioritize operational improvements,
such as ramp meters or other traffic management, over adding additional lanes.
a. Invest in public service announcements, billboards, news stories and other
ways to remind the public of the importance of traffic management, (rather
than adding more lanes) in to advancing our climate, food production and
other goals.
b. Develop a process for evaluating the transportation efficiency of city and
county land use plans, i.e., how much traffic planned development is
expected to generate.
c. Assign a cost to generated traffic from land use plans and weigh these
incurred costs against possible investments in infrastructure: A city or county
should not be rewarded for planning that generates more traffic with more
investments in transportation, as that would be a vicious circle.

4.3

Our airports are resilient to disasters.
a. Ask the airports what they need and support their efforts.
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Agenda Item 8 – Cascadia Rising 2022

895 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401-2910
541.682.4283 (office)

Agenda Item 8

Cascadia Rising – Oregon Disaster Airlift Response Team (ODART)
Presenter
Jim Origliosso ‒ Oregon Disaster Airlift Response Team
Summary

The Cascadia Subduction Zone is a 600-mile fault that runs from northern California up to
British Columbia and is about 70-100 miles off the Pacific coast shoreline. There have been 41
earthquakes in the last 10,000 years within this fault occurring as few as 190 years or as much
as 1200 years apart. The last earthquake that occurred in this fault was on January 26, 1700,
with an estimated 9.0 magnitude. Many Native American histories in the Pacific Northwest
document the quakes as do other sources such Japanese historic records discussing a
destructive distantly-produced tsunami struck their coast on January 26, 1700.
Oregon has the potential for a 9.0+ magnitude earthquake caused by the Cascadia Subduction
Zone and a resulting tsunami of up to 100 feet in height that will impact the coastal area. There
is an estimated 2-4 minutes of shaking or rolling that will be felt along the coastline with the
strength and intensity decreasing the further inland the location.
Oregon and Washington will be the primary states impacted. Following the main seismic event
Idaho and California will provide support for missions to assist Oregon and Washington.
Widespread damage to transportation infrastructure is anticipated to affect:
•
•
•
•
•
•

16,000 miles of highway
7,000 highway bridges
6,000 miles of rail
100 rail bridges
100 airports
700 port facilities

June 2022 will be the first ever exercise of the Oregon Disaster Airlift Response Team
(ORDART). This is a region wide exercise planned and conducted in accordance with the
National Incident Management System (NIMS) and sponsored by the National Tribal Emergency
Council (NTEMC). It will involve tribal communities all along the Northwest coast and is entitled
the “Thunderbird and Whale” exercise in keeping with tribal history of seismic and tidal wave
events.

LaneACT – May 11, 2022
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The scenario is roughly as follows:
•

June 9 – A 9.0 earthquake occurs along the Cascadia Subduction Zone resulting
in a 30-foot tsunami along the West Coast resulting in major property damage
and loss of life. The NTEMC participating Emergency Operations Centers are
activated.

•

June 18 – A massive airlift will occur originating at the Walla Walla WA airport
(KALW) to staging airports in Oregon. The Oregon portion of the airlift will
consist of 10,000 pounds of food and medical supplies transported entirely by
volunteer general aviation resources.

•

June 19-22 – Flights will continue from the staging airports to destination
airfields in or near the impact areas along the coast.

Details on the drill and functionalities assessed will be shared at the meeting.

Attachments
A. Cascadia Rising Story Map
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/68f09cddfd0e4dad940eb8deefbae1d9
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Agenda Item 9 – Beltline corridor improvements

895 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401-2910
541.682.4283 (office)

Agenda Item 9

Beltline corridor improvements
Presenters
Molly Cary – ODOT; Heather Carroll – Jacobs Engineering
Action requested

No action required. For information and discussion only.
Summary

ODOT staff have been providing the LaneACT with presentations describing future
improvements planned for ODOT facilities in Area 5 (Lane County). At the May 11 meeting
staff will describe improvements planned for the Beltline Highway (OR 569) in Eugene,
between River Road and Delta Highway.
Attached is a copy of the presentation. Time will be provided at the meeting for questions
and discussion.
The ODOT Area Manager (Frannie Brindle, now retired) originally anticipated asking the
LaneACT to prioritize the list of seven Area 5 projects (including the Beltline
improvements) presented to the LaneACT at the January 12 meeting. The Lane Steering
Committee discussed this on April 22. They no long think this is necessary.

ODOT management is responsible for selecting projects to recommend (to the OTC) for
funding, or to prepare federal grant applications for. The Steering Committee is concerned
that prioritizing projects could be complicated and potentially contentious. It also may not
be beneficial, if ODOT prioritizes other considerations in deciding which projects to select.
It is in the interest of the LaneACT to be informed about ODOT’s plans for their facilities.
There may other opportunities to provide input on these projects in the future.
Attached
A. Beltline Project Overview Presentation (11 pages)

LaneACT – May 11, 2022
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BELTLINE HIGHWAY:
RIVER ROAD TO DELTA HIGHWAY
May 11, 2022

ACT Presentation

1
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

Discussion Topics
1. Project Overview
• Concept Design
• Environmental
• Public Involvement

2. Implementation Plan
3. Questions
4. Next Steps

2
4/29/2022 12:20 PM
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Project Overview

Based on the 2014 Beltline Highway Facility Plan, we
worked on improving safety and travel times on the Randy
Papé Beltline Highway by constructing a project at Delta
Highway/Beltline Highway and finalizing improvement
concepts between River Road and Delta Highway.

3
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

Beltline Planning Timeline

DONE
2008 – 2009
Complete Beltline Refinement Plan

2014
Beltline Facility Plan identified corridor
improvement concepts

2019
Final design completed for Beltline/Delta
Highway Interchange project

DONE
Late 2019– Early 2022
Beltline/Delta Interchange construction
complete

ONGOING
Funding search with City and County to
construct Beltline improvements
according to implementation strategy

Completed environmental
documentation for improvement
concepts for Beltline: River Road to Delta
Highway project

Beltline: River Road to Delta Highway
project improvement concepts refined
Development of implementation
framework and strategy

4
4/29/2022 12:20 PM
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Project Overview
Roadway Characteristics (Beltline Highway)
•

Urban Principal Arterial-Other Freeway or Expressway

•

Flat terrain

•

Both straight and curved

Traffic Conditions
•

ADT: 77,300 (2017), 91,700 (Design for 2037)

•

Automated Traffic Recorder Volumes currently about equal to prepandemic levels

•

7% Trucks
5
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

Project Overview
• Beltline Highway was designed and built in the 1960s.
• Project is part of a bigger transportation system vision for
the area.
Over Capacity

Freight Travel

55,000 – 90,000
vehicles per day

Local industry

Ramp spacing

NHS Route

Short merge lanes

Bypass route for
trucks

Sight distance

High congestion

Crash Rate

6
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CURRENT CONCEPT DESIGN
Beltline Highway: River Road to Delta Highway

7
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A

B

C

D

8
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(D) Additional Delta Highway Interchange work
• Completes
interchange upgrades
identified in Facility
Plan.
• More capacity at new
westbound off-ramp
intersection.
• Connects with Local
Arterial.
• Additional
southbound lane on
Delta Hwy

9
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(C) River Avenue and Hunsaker Lane Interchange
Tie into County’s project
on Beaver Street

C-C
• Upgrades existing
interchange
• Connects with Local Arterial
• New overpass of Beltline
• Design vehicle for local road
intersections is a 45.5 ft semitrailer

10
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(C) River Avenue and Hunsaker Lane Interchange

• Reduces demand on Beltline.
• Local traffic can cross river without
using Beltline.
• Expected to carry 17,000 vehicles on
average per day.
• Accommodates LTD transit and
bike/ped use.
11
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

(B) Division Avenue and Beltline
• Add auxiliary lanes to Beltline.
• Repave Division with two wider lanes.
• Add a separated shared use path on Division.

A-A

12
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(B) Division Avenue and Beltline

13
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

Multimodal Connectivity

14
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Work Complete for FHWA Environmental
Compliance (NEPA)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Air Quality
Archaeological shovel probes and report
Endangered Species Act No Effect Memo and Biological Assessment
Section 106 Determinations of Eligibility and Findings of Effect
Noise
Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan
Hydraulic Memo
Section 408 Coordination
US Coast Guard Navigation Impact Report
CE Closeout documentation – Received Signed CE on 3/28/22
15
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Public Engagement Summary
• Website & Social Media
• Interested Parties List (Over 2,300 contacts)
• Presentations
• Commissions & Councils
• Neighborhoods & Community Groups
• Elected Officials

• Steering Committee & Community Advisory Committee
• Individual outreach & consultation
• Newsletter
• Public comments focus on cost, congestion, safety, and climate
change.
16
4/29/2022 12:20 PM
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Prioritize and schedule implementation

17
4/29/2022 12:20 PM

Draft
Implementation
Framework

18
4/29/2022 12:20 PM
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Draft Implementation Framework: Considerations
Phase Name

Const.
Est.

(millions)
2021 $
No R/W $

R/W Est.

Dev. time
(approx.)
Design and Description of major work
R/W
Acquisition

3/8/22

Predecessor/successor

Key drivers for this phase

$27.1

$150,000

18 months

Replace Delta Highway bridge over Beltline,
widen Delta Highway to provide two to
three southbound lanes between Green
Acres and Good Pasture Island. Construct
new westbound off-ramp with signal.

OR 569: Beltline at Delta
Highway Project was
completed in 2022 to precede
this phase.

Completes interchange modifications
identified in Facility Plan. Provides additional
capacity at westbound off-ramp intersection.
Additional southbound lane on Delta Hwy

Local Arterial

$118.8

$7.4
million

36 months

Construct new arterial from Delta Highway
to connect with Division Avenue and
Hunsaker Lane. Construct new westbound
on-ramp to Beltline.

Delta Interchange westbound
on-ramp must be relocated
prior to constructing the Local
Arterial, either as part of the
interchange phase outlined
above or as the first portion
of this phase.

Provides parallel route for local traffic to cross
the river, reducing traffic that must now use
Beltline. Serves vehicles and non-motorized
modes.

River/
Division
Interchange
Beltline
Willamette
River Bridges

$46.6

$20.6
million

36 months

Construct new interchange to replace
existing interchange with Beltline.

Local Arterial must precede or
be constructed in conjunction
with this phase.

Upgrades existing interchange and provides
full connectivity with the Local Arterial

$85.5

$6,000

24 months

Construct new bridge over river with new
auxiliary lanes from Delta Highway to
River/Division Interchange

Stand-alone.

Replaces existing bridges with new seismically
resilient structures. Auxiliary lanes improve
operations on Beltline with increased weave
distance for merging traffic.

Beltline
Auxiliary
Lanes

$26.6

$0

18 months

Construct auxiliary lanes on Beltline from
River/Division Interchange to River Road
Interchange. Includes construction of offramp improvements at River Road.

Beltline Willamette River
Bridges should be
constructed prior to this
phase.

Completes auxiliary lane component of Facility
Plan as the last modification to improve safety
and reduce congestion on Beltline.

Division
Avenue

$6.2

$0

36 months

Repave with two wider travel lanes and a
separated multi-use path as identified in the
City of Eugene Transportation System Plan.

Stand-alone.

Improved roadway safety to service all travel
modes. Replaces narrow roadway with wider
travel lanes and separated multi-use path.

Delta
Interchange
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Next Steps and QUESTIONS
• UGB amendment needed for Local Arterial
• Pursue Grants – In coordination with City and County
• Other outreach as needed
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THANK YOU
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2021-2022
July 14, 2021
2024-27 STIP: Fix-It and Public &
Active Transportation
ACT Membership
Area Strategies Pilot

•
•
•

August 11, 2021
Area Strategies Pilot
Disparities in Pedestrian Fatalities

•
•

October 3, 2021
•
•
•
•

Aviation Review Committee
appointment
Establish Nominating
Committee
Public & Active Transportation
Pedestrian Injury & Social
Inequity

•

Chair and Vice Chair
Appointments
Hwy 126W Project

OTP Update
ACT Refocus

•
•

•
•
•

Connect Oregon
Cobrug Interchange
Bicycle Pedestrian Member
appointment

•

Infrastructure Bill

•
•

Nominate Officers
Connect Oregon

March 9, 2022
•
•

May 11, 2022
•
•
•
•

Connect Oregon
Area Strategy
Cascadia Rising - ODART
Beltline Project

Area Strategies Pilot

December 8, 2021

February 9, 2022

April 13, 2022
• Area Strategy
• Creswell Highway 99 Safety
• Connect Oregon SuperACT Report

•

November 10, 2021

January 12, 2022
•

September 8, 2021

126B Springfield Main Street
Project
STF/STIF Rulemaking

June 8, 2022
•

OTC Decision on IIJA Funding

The topics listed are tentative and subject to change.
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Future potential topics (schedule to be determined)
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LaneACT Attendance 2021-2022
Stakeholder

JUL'21 AUG'21 SEP'21
Coburg
X
A
Cottage Grove
X
X
Creswell
X
X
Dunes City
A
A
Eugene
X
N
X
Florence
X
O
X
Junction City
X
X
Lowell
A
M
X
Oakridge
A
E
A
Springfield
X
E
X
Veneta
X
T
A
Westfir
A
I
A
Lane County
X
N
X
Port of Siuslaw
A
G
A
Lane Transit District
X
X
CTCLUSI
X
X
ODOT Area 5
X
X
Central Lane MPO
X
X
Lane County TrAC
X
X
Highway 126 E
X
X
DS Trucking-vacant
V
V
DS Rail-vacant
V
V
DS Bike/Ped
X
X
DS Envir LU
X
X
OS - Eugene Organ
X
X
OS - George Grier (V 1
X
X
OS-VACANT
V
V
OS - Shelley Humble
X
X
OS - NOT UTILIZED
TOTAL

20

Other Item 2‐Attendance 2021‐22

0

19

OCT'21
X
X
X
A
X
X
X
X
A
X
X
A
X
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
V
V
X
X
A
X
V
X
20

NOV'21 DEC'21 JAN'22 FEB'22 MAR'22 APR'22 MAY'22 JUN'22
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
X
X
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
X
X
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
A
A
A
A
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
A
A
A
X
A
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
A
A
X
X
X
X
X
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
X
A
X
X
X
X
19
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859 Willamette Street, Suite 500, Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.4283 (office)

Jurisdiction
Lane County
Primary Rep

Member

Membership 2020-21
Last Update April 2022
Email

Phone

Address

Heather Buch
Commissioner
Jay Bozievich
Commissioner

Heather.Buch@co.lane.or.us

541.682.4203

jay.bozievich@co.lane.or.us

541.682.3719

John Fox
Councilor
Ray Smith
Mayor

councilorfox@ci.coburg.or.us

541.682.7850

coburgray@gmail.com

541.682.7850

Jeff Gowing
Mayor
Mike Fleck
Councilor

mayorgowing@cottagegrove.org

541.510-5992

337 N. 9th St.
Cottage Grove OR 97424
923 S. U Street
Cottage Grove OR 97424

Shelly Clark
Councilor
Maddie Phillips
City Planner

shclark@creswell-or.us

541.895.2531

mphillips@creswell-or.us

541.895.2913

PO Box 276
Creswell OR 97426
PO Box 276
Creswell OR 97426

Robert Orr
Councilor
Jamie Mills
City Recorder

robertvorr@gmail.com

541.997.3338

recorder@dunescityor.com

541.997.3338

Primary Rep

Claire Syrett
Councilor

claire.m.syrett@ci.eugene.or.us

541.682.8347

Alternate Rep

Alan Zelenka
Councilor

alan.zelenka@ci.eugene.or.us

541.682.8343

Alternate Rep

Coburg

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Cottage Grove
Primary Rep

Alternate Rep

Creswell

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Dunes City

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Eugene

Other Item 3-Membership List

councilorfleck@cottagegrove.org
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125 E 8th Avenue, PSB
Eugene, OR 97401
125 E 8th Avenue, PSB
Eugene, OR 97401
PO Box 8316
Coburg OR 97408
PO Box 8316
Coburg OR 97408

83541 Jensen Ln.
Florence, OR 97439
PO Box 97
Westlake OR 97493
125 East 8th Avenue
2nd Floor, PSB
Eugene OR 97401
125 East 8th Avenue
2nd Floor, PSB
Eugene OR 97401
Page 1

Florence

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Junction City
Primary Rep

Alternate Rep

Lowell

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Oakridge

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Springfield

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Veneta

Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Westfir
Primary Rep
Alternate Rep

Confederated Tribes

Bill Meyer
Councilor
Mike Miller
Public Works Director

Bill.Meyer@ci.florence.or.us

541.997.8237

mike.miller@ci.florence.or.us

541.997.4106

Karen Leach
Councilor
Bev Ficek
Mayor

mamoaveri@gmail.com

541.998.2153

Jcsaddle1@aol.com

541.998.2153

Don Bennett
Mayor
TBD

donbennett47@q.com

541.937.2312

540 Sunridge Lane
Lowell OR 97452

Kathy Holston
Mayor
TBD

mayor@ci.oakridge.or.us

541.782.2258

PO Box 1410
Oakridge, OR 97463

Sean VanGordon
Mayor
Damien Pitts
Councilor

svangordon@springfield-or.gov

541.221.8006

dpitts@springfield-or.gov

541.726.3700

225 5th Street
Springfield OR 97477
225 5th Street
Springfield OR 97477

Keith Weiss
Mayor
Evan MacKenzie
City Planner

kweiss@ci.veneta.or.us

541.935.2191

emackenzie@ci.veneta.or.us

541.935.2191

Dawn Hendrix
Councilor

dmechelle@gmail.com

541-782-3103

47365 1st Street
Westfir OR 97492

P.O. Box
Florence, OR 97439
1245 Fulton Avenue
Coos Bay OR 97420

385 Timothy Street
Junction City OR 97448
PO Box 250
Junction City OR 97448

PO Box 458
Veneta OR 97487
PO Box 458
Veneta OR 97487

TBD

Primary Rep

Doug Barrett

dbarrett@ctclusi.org

541-888-7512

Alternate Rep

Garrett Gray

ggray@ctclusi.org

541.888.9577

Other Item 3-Membership List

250 Hwy 101
Florence OR 97439
250 Hwy 101
Florence OR 97439
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Port of Siuslaw
Primary Rep

See Florence

100 Harbor Street
Florence OR 97439
100 Harbor Street
Florence OR 97439

don.nordin@ltd.org
dnordin@efn.org
aurora.jackson@ltd.org

541.942.7895 (C)

239Adams Avenue
Cottage Grove OR 97424
PO Box 7070
Springfield OR 97475

Frannie Brindle
Area 5 Manager
Bill Johnston
Area 5 Planner

frances.brindle@odot.state.or.us

541.726.5227 (W)

Bill.W.JOHNSTON@odot.state.or.us

541.747.1354 (W)

2080 Laura St.
Springfield, OR 97477
2080 Laura St.
Springfield, OR 97477

Paul Thompson
Transportation and
Infrastructure Program
Manager
Brenda Wilson
Executive Director

pthompson@lcog.org

541.682.4405 (W)

859 Willamette St.,
Suite 500
Eugene OR 97401

bwilson@lcog.org

541.682.4395 (W)

859 Willamette St.,
Suite 500
Eugene OR 97401

Gwen Jaspers
TrAC Vice-Chair

burdock@efn.org

Email only.

Primary Rep

Pete Petty

ppetty541@aol.com

Alternate Rep

Charles Tannenbaum

caroltan@q.com

49460 McKenzie Hwy
Vida OR 97488
40882 McKenzie Hwy
Springfield OR 97478

Alternate Rep

Lane Transit District
Primary Rep

Alternate Rep

ODOT Area Manager
Primary Rep

Alternate Rep

Central Lane MPO
Primary Rep

Alternate Rep

LC TrAC

Primary Rep

Bill Meyer
Board Commissioner
David Huntington
Manager

See City of Florence

Don Nordin
Board Member
Aurora Jackson
General Manager

manager@portofsiuslaw.com

Alternate Rep

Highway 126 East

Other Item 3-Membership List
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541.736.8575

Page 3

Designated
Stakeholders

Term Expires
May 31, 2022
Term Expires
April 30, 2023

Trucking

VACANT

Rail

VACANT

Bicycle & Pedestrian
Primary Rep

Sarah Mazze

mazze_s@4j.lane.edu

541.790.7492

Rob Zako

rob@best-oregon.org

541.343.5201 (H)
541.606.0931 (W)

Alexis Biddle

alexis@friends.org

541.233.9001

Eugene Organ

eorgan@comcast.net

541.683.6556 (H)

VACANT
Shelley Humble

2850 Pearl Street
Eugene OR 97405

Term Expires
July 14, 2025

shumble@creswell-or.us

541.895.2913 (W)
541.953.9197 (C))

PO Box 276
Creswell OR 97405

Term Expires
July 14, 2025

Alternate Rep
Environmental Land Use

Other Stakeholders

VACANT

Other Item 3-Membership List
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1975 W. 8th Ave,
Eugene OR 97402

454 Willamette
Street, Suite 213
Eugene, OR 97405

Term Expires
January 12, 2024
Term Expires
July 14, 2025
Term Expires
June 30, 2023
Term Expires
June 2023
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