Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee (SRAC)
December 17, 2018
10:00 -4:00 p.m.
Location: Chemeketa Center for Business and Industry,
626 High St NE, Salem, OR 97301
Room 103
SRAC Members: Scott Bohl, Anthony Buczek, Sonny Chickering, Kim Crabtree,
Laughton Elliot-Deangelis, Steve Dickey, Jonetta Everano, Mavis Hart, Rob Inerfeld,
Dana Nichols, Luis Ornelas, Brian Potwin, Kari Schlosshauer, Jodi Tool, Leticia Valle,
Tom Venables, John Vial
ODOT Staff: LeeAnne Fergason, Heidi Manlove, Amanda Pietz, Susan Peithman, Tami
Weil
Facilitator: Chris Watchie, Cogito

To join this meeting online, click JoinMe - https://join.me/ActiveTransportation1.
Anyone calling in is asked to join fifteen minutes prior to the meeting start to address
any technical issues before the meeting starts.

Welcome to the Safe Routes to School Advisory
Committee
- Key charge for the day
Overview of the day
- Revised Charter (Action: SRAC Decision)
- Meeting Summary (Action: SRAC Decision)
- Group Operating Agreements (Action: SRAC
Decision)
Public Comment

LeeAnne Fergason

Selection Process Overview
-GIS Report of Applications

LeeAnne Fergason

11:00 a.m.
11:30 a.m.

Break

Chris Watchie
LeeAnne Fergason

10 a.m.

10:15 a.m.

Chris Watchie

Chris Watchie

10:35 a.m.

11:45 a.m.

12:15 p.m.

SRAC comments received
- Lens Discussion
- SRAC Agreement Areas
Presentation: Lens Scenarios

1:00 p.m.

Lunch

1:30 p.m.

Discussion: Lens Scenarios
- SRAC Agreement Areas
Discussion: 100% list
- SRAC Agreement Areas
Break
SRAC Recommendation (Action: SRAC Decision)
Next steps
-2019 Meeting schedule

2:15 p.m.
2:30 p.m.
2:45 p.m.
3:45 p.m.

4:00

LeeAnne Fergason

LeeAnne Fergason
Chris Watchie

LeeAnne Fergason
Chris Watchie
Chris Watchie
LeeAnne Fergason
Chris Watchie

Adjourn

To join this meeting online, click JoinMe - https://join.me/ActiveTransportation1.
Anyone calling in is asked to join fifteen minutes prior to the meeting start to address
any technical issues before the meeting starts.
Next Meeting:
TBD
The 2019 SRAC meeting schedule will be determined at the December 17th meeting.
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Oregon Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee (SRAC)
Charter
DRAFT V.2
Background
The Oregon Safe Routes to School Program consists of two parts: infrastructure and
non-infrastructure both administered by the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT). Both programs focus on efforts that improve safety conditions for children to
walk or bike to school. These programs are intended to address safety risks, such as
any one of the components of a Priority Safety Corridor, and other safety needs
considering the unique perspectives and behavior of children who walk or bike. A
comprehensive Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program is inclusive of both noninfrastructure and infrastructure elements.
Since 2006, ODOT has invested in SRTS program to increase safety and
encouragement of children walking and biking to school. Due to new state funding from
2017 Keep Oregon Moving Act (House Bill 2017) the SRTS Infrastructure program will
allocate $10 million annually for SRTS infrastructure projects, which increases to $15
million in 2023 and beyond. By fall 2019, the SRTS Non-Infrastructure program, will
increase its distribution of federal funding from $500,000 to $1M annually.
Within ODOT the SRTS program is housed within two divisions. The SRTS
Infrastructure Program is managed by the Transportation Development Division and the
Non-Infrastructure Program by the Transportation Safety Division.
Purpose of Charter
The Oregon Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee (SRAC) Charter provides a
clear and mutually agreeable statement of the roles and responsibilities of SRAC
members and ODOT staff. It identifies the ways in which the SRAC will operate,
including decision-making processes and meeting protocols. The charter will guide the
work and conduct of the SRAC to create and maintain an open and transparent
process.
Committee Purpose
The SRAC is formed to guide the Safe Routes to School Infrastructure and NonInfrastructure programs. The SRAC is advisory to the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT), the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC), and in
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consultation with the Oregon Transportation Safety Committee (OTSC). The SRAC’s
charge is outlined in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 737-025.
Committee Composition
The SRAC is composed of 10-18 volunteer members representing interests including,
but not limited to: the OTSC, Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
(OBPAC), Safe Routes to School practitioners, school districts, eligible entities, and
equity and safety representatives.
SRAC Responsibilities
The SRAC is charged with two key tasks:
• Providing ODOT with program guidance and developing recommendations for
the OTSC and OTC as appropriate. Recommendations for non-infrastructure
programs go first to the OTSC before going to the OTC, that serves as the
decision-making body over both programs.
• Setting project selection criteria and making project selection recommendations. 1
Project selection recommendations go to the OTC for infrastructure projects and
to the OTSC prior to the OTC for non-infrastructure. The OTSC and OBPAC will
be consulted on policy direction to the Safe Routes to School Advisory
Committee.

Members of SRAC agree to fulfill their responsibilities through attending and
participating in quarterly SRAC meetings and additional meetings as needed, studying
all available information prior to meeting, and fully participating in the development of
recommendations. Members of SRAC agree to participate in good faith and to act in
the best interests of the SRAC and its charge. For purposes of the SRAC, “good faith”
means honesty in fact and conduct.

ODOT Staff Responsibilities
ODOT staff will provide:
• Technical support for SRAC’s informed discussions and decision making
• Expertise on SRTS infrastructure and non-infrastructure processes
• Logistical and administrative assistance
• Advice to the SRAC when warranted

For the initial 2018-19 Competitive Grant cycle, project selection criteria was determined by
the SRTS Rule Advisory Committee. The SRAC will be charged with this responsibility for all
subsequent grant application processes.
1

DRAFT Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee Charter

A representative from ODOT regions’ staff has been appointed to the SRAC by the
ODOT Director to represent the agency’s perspective in the discussions. Otherwise,
ODOT staff will not participate in the SRAC’s decision and recommendation processes
but may provide comments or make suggestions prior to relevant decision points.
Key staff includes:
Amanda Pietz, Program Implementation and Analysis Unit Manager
Susan Peithman, Active Transportation Policy Lead
Heidi Manlove, Oregon SRTS Outreach and Education Program Manager
LeeAnne Fergason, Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Program Manager
Tami Weil, Safe Routes to School and Connect Oregon Coordinator
Terms
SRAC members will serve a four-year term and a maximum of two terms.
SRAC Officers
After the initial 2018-19 funding cycle recommendation process, staff will request the
SRAC provide nominations for the SRAC Chair and Vice-Chair for a term of two-years 2.
The Chair will work with the SRTS Program Manager to set the agenda for SRAC
meeting and provide leadership in SRAC meetings and funding recommendation
processes.
The Vice-Chair will serve in a supporting role should the Chair be unable to attend
meetings.
Meeting Protocols
• Meetings will be set by the SRAC for the following year by December of the
previous year.
• All meetings will be led by ODOT staff and/or facilitated by a neutral third party
facilitator to ensure the discussions are consistent with the SRAC Charter, and to
ensure that feedback and recommendations advance from the group and adhere
closely to the project schedule.
•

Upon review and discussion at the first SRAC meeting, members will be asked to
accept the SRAC Charter and proposed SRAC Meeting Agreements.

Election of a Chair and Vice Chair will occur after the SRTS 2018-19 Competitive Grant
Recommendation process and prior to presentation to the OTC and OTSC.
2
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•

Members will make their best effort to attend all meetings ideally in-person or via
phone and notify ODOT staff if unable to attend. If a meeting is missed, it is the
responsibility of the SRAC member to contact the ODOT SRTS Program
Manager and set up a phone meeting to remain updated and not slow the overall
SRAC progress.

•

No alternates will be allowed unless directed by the ODOT Director to ensure
consistency for informed discussions and decision-making.

•

SRAC recommendations will not be revisited unless agreed to by a majority of
the members present.

•

Public notification of SRAC meetings will occur at least one-week in advance and
the agenda and meeting materials will be made available on the project website.

•

ODOT will make every effort to ensure meeting materials are finalized one-week
prior to meetings; however, there may be instance where updated versions of
materials are provided. In these cases, staff will describe any changes and allow
for questions at the time of review.

•

Meetings will begin and end on time. If agenda items cannot be completed on
time, the SRAC will decide if the meeting should be extended, an additional
meeting schedule, or the discussion continued at the next scheduled meeting.

•

Meeting summaries will be produced for each meeting to reflect key discussion
items, feedback, outcomes, and tasks and assignments related to advancement
of the group’s work. Draft summaries will be distributed within seven (7)
workdays and SRAC members will be given the opportunity to clarify or propose
edits to a meeting summary for an accurate record.

•

A public comment period will be at the beginning of every meeting with a threeminute limit to any person who signs to comment.

Decision-Making Process
• While the SRAC has no final decision-making authority, its purpose is to engage
diverse perspectives in its recommendations to OTC and OTSC subject to
infrastructure or non-infrastructure projects. All SRAC feedback will be
respectfully considered. OTC and OTSC may or may not make decisions based
on advice received from the SRAC.
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•

All members are encouraged to challenge themselves to approach their SRAC
responsibilities with creativity, curiosity, and commitment and come fully
prepared to all meetings. This is essential for well-informed discussions and
decision-making.

•

It is important for all points of view to be expressed in SRAC meetings and for all
to give serious consideration to the comments made by all SRAC members and
ODOT staff. Listening to wide ranging opinions and evaluating the merit of
differing points of view is critical to develop reasoned and thoughtful funding
recommendations.

•

During the recommendation process, it is crucial the SRAC member not
advocate for particular projects which they may have had a role in creating but to
consider it as any other project and apply the same considerations and facts to it.

•

To facilitate SRAC’s decision-making and to ensure that the SRAC receives the
collective benefit of the individual views, experience, background, training and
expertise, a consensus decision-making model will be used to assist the SRAC in
drafting, editing and refining its recommendations.
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•

Consensus decision-making is a process that allows meeting participants to
consider proposals, express opinions, and discuss options for reaching general
agreement. This model provides an opportunity for discussion of underlying
values and concerns in the overall effort of developing widely accepted solutions.
Consensus does not mean 100% agreement on every aspect of every issue.
Instead, consensus means general support for a decision taken as a whole. This
allows group members to vote in support of a recommendation even though they
might prefer to have it modified in some manner in order to give it their full
support.

•

Members will work together to fulfill the SRAC Charter and seek to achieve
consensus to the extent possible. For the purpose of the SRAC, consensus is
achieved when all members can say:
I am fully supportive of this decision or choice.
or
While I may not be fully supportive of this decision or choice,
I can live with it and I will not oppose it.
•

With such a diverse membership, differences of opinion are expected. If the
SRAC is unable to reach consensus, the staff or facilitator will call for a
traditional vote if a quorum is in attendance. A quorum is defined a half of
the SRAC roster’s voting members plus one.

•

A minority report will accompany all SRAC’s recommendations to the OTC
and OTSC unless unanimous in nature.

Communication with Media
SRAC members are requested to:
• Defer to ODOT staff for all media communications related to SRAC process and
its recommendations.
•

Not negotiate through the media, or use the media to undermine the work of the
SRAC.

•

Raise all of their concerns, especially those being raised for the first time at a
SRAC meeting and not in or through the media.
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SRAC as Public Officials
SRAC members are considered public officials in their volunteer SRAC roles.
According to ORS 244.020(14), “Public Official” means any person who, when
an alleged violation of this chapter occurs, is serving the State of Oregon or any
of its political subdivisions or any other public body as defined in ORS 174.109
as an elected official, appointed official, employee or agent, irrespective of
whether the person is compensated for the services.
This includes:
• Public Employees
• Elected Officials
• Members of Boards and Commissions
• Volunteers
• Relative:
o ORS 244.020(15) “Relative” means:
(a) The spouse, parent, stepparent, child, sibling,
stepsibling, son-in-law or daughter-in-law of the public
official or candidate;
(b) The parent, stepparent, child, sibling, stepsibling, son-in-law or
daughter-in-law of the spouse of the public official or
candidate;
(c) Any individual for whom the public official or candidate
has a legal support obligation;
(d) Any individual for whom the public official provides benefits
arising from the public official’s public employment or from
whom the public official receives benefits arising from that
individual’s employment; or
(e) Any individual from whom the candidate receives benefits
arising from that individual’s employment.

Safeguard of the Public Trust
“The Legislative Assembly declares that service as a public official is a public
trust, and that as one safeguard for that trust, the people require all public
officials to comply with the applicable provisions of this chapter.” ORS 244.010
(1)

Conflict of Interest
In brief, a public official is met with a conflict of interest when participating in an
official action could result in a financial effect to the public official, a relative of
the public official or a business with which either are associated.

Statutory conflicts of interest have three components:
1. An “action”, “decision”, or “recommendation” made in an “official
capacity”, which causes;
2. A private pecuniary benefit or detriment, for;
3. The “public official”, the public officials “relative”(s), or a “business
associated with which the person is associated”, the public
official or the public official’s relative.

Types of Conflict of Interest
Oregon Government Ethics law identifies and defines two types of conflicts of
interest. An actual conflict of interest is defined in ORS 244.020(1) and a
potential conflict of interest is defined in ORS 244.020(12).
Actual Conflict of Interest
•

•

Any action or any decision or recommendation by a person acting in a
capacity as a public official, the effect of which would be to the private
pecuniary benefit or detriment of the person or the persons relative or
any business with which the person or a relative of the person is
associated unless the pecuniary benefit or detriment arises out of
circumstances described in subsection (12) of this section.
If the financial effect of an action is both specific and certain, then
that action presents an actual conflict of interest.

Potential Conflict of Interest
•

Any action or any decision or recommendation by a person acting in a
capacity as a public official, the effect of which could be to the private
pecuniary benefit or detriment of the person or the persons relative, or a
business with which the person or the persons relative is associated,
unless the pecuniary benefit or detriment arises out of the following:
(a) An interest or membership in a particular business,

industry, occupation or other class required by law as a
prerequisite to the holding by the person of the office or
position.
(b) Any action in the persons official capacity which would affect

to the same degree a class consisting of all inhabitants of the
state, or a smaller class consisting of an industry, occupation or
other group including one of which or in which the person, or the
persons relative or business with which the person or the

persons relative is associated, is a member or is engaged.
(c) Membership in or membership on the board of directors of a

nonprofit corporation that is tax-exempt under section 501(c) of
the Internal Revenue Code.

When to Declare a Conflict of Interest
Officials on Boards or Commissions and Elected Officials ORS 244.120(2)
•

•

•

When any action or any decision or recommendation by a person acting
in a capacity as a public official, the effect of which would be to the
private pecuniary benefit or detriment of the person or the person’s
relative or any business with which the person or the person’s relative
or any business with which the person or a relative of the person is
associated.
When any action or any decision or recommendation by a person acting
in the capacity as a public official, the effect of which could be to the
private pecuniary benefit or detriment of the person or the person’s
relative, or a business with which the person or the person’s relative is
associated
Disclosure must occur when appointed officials are met with a
conflict of interest, regardless whether the conflict is actual or
potential.

How to Declare a Conflict of Interest
Officials on Boards or Commissions & Elected Officials ORS 244.120(2)
•
•
•

Must publicly announce the nature of the conflict of interest on each
occasion the conflict arises.
Must publicly announce potential conflicts of interest, on each
occasion before taking action.
Must publicly announce actual conflicts of interest, on each occasion,
and refrain from participating in discussion, debate, or voting on the
issue out of which the actual conflict arises.

Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee (SRAC)
DRAFT Meeting Summary
10.24.18, 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
Oregon Department of Transportation
355 Capitol St NE, Gail Achterman Room
Member Attendees: Scott Bohl, Anthony Buczek, Sonny Chickering, Kim Crabtree,
Laughton Elliot-Deangelis, Steve Dickey, Mavis Hartz, Rob Inerfeld, Luis Ornelas, Brian Potwin,
Kari Schlosshauer, Leticia Valle, John Vial
Phone: Mychal Tettah, Corp. Tom Venables
Not in Attendance: Jonetta Everano and Dana Nichols
ODOT Staff: Amanda Pietz, Susan Peithman, LeeAnne Fergason, Heidi Manlove, Tami Weil
Facilitator: Chris Watchie
Welcome & Introductions
LeeAnne Fergason welcomed the group and noted the representation reflected different types of Safe
Routes to School (SRTS) expertise and perspectives including SRTS practitioners, engineers, tribes, health
professionals, business leaders, planners, and representatives from ODOT committees
from all over the Oregon. All serve as partners around the table to focus on new funding for SRTS
Infrastructure (IN) and available Non-Infrastructure (NonIN) funding programs. The SRAC’s charge is to
make funding recommendations for these two related but distinct programs.
Chris Watchie reiterated the diversity of perspectives around the table and led the group in an activity to
discover what each other had in common with another.

Draft SRTS Advisory Committee
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Safe Routes to School at ODOT
LeeAnne reviewed the core components of SRTS, where they are housed within ODOT, and the
programmatic areas that overlap.
Transportation Development Division
SRTS Infrastructure Program
$10 million annually/increasing to $15 million annually in
2023

Engineering

Transportation Safety Division
SRTS Non-Infrastructure Program
$1 million annually
Encouragement
Education
Enforcement

Equity
Evaluation

Group Operating Agreements
Chris reviewed the draft SRAC’s Group Operating Agreements for discussion. She highlighted the group
would be asked to sign the Agreements at the next SRAC meeting.
SRTS Infrastructure: A Retrospective
LeeAnne provided a SRTS retrospective to the SRAC including history of federal and state program.
Below is additional information not reviewed at the meeting about the SRTS development.
Federal
• 1990s: SRTS first started in United States
• 2005 to 2012: Congress approved funding for implementation of Safe Routes to School programs
in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. SRTS initiatives were funded through a standalone
federal Safe Routes to school program.
• 2012: Congress passed MAP-21 the Safe Routes to School program was combined with other
bicycling and walking programs into a program called Transportation Alternatives.
• 2015: Congress passed a new transportation law, the FAST Act.
If interested in learning more about the SRTS Federal history, please see
https://www.saferoutespartnership.org/safe-routes-school/101/history
State
•
•
•
•

2001: House Bill 3712 passes with pushed local public agencies to reduce barriers for pedestrian
and bicycle access to schools.
2003: ORS 195.115 is enacted into law requiring that local governments and schools collaborate
on how to best promote walking, biking and skating to schools.
2005: Oregon House Bill 2742 creates a statewide Safe Routes to School Program to utilize
federal funding from SAFETEA-LU.
2012: The federal funding folded into the more general Surface Transportation Program (STP).
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has continued to allocate STP funds to help local
SRTS programs.
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•

2017: The Oregon Legislature passes a $5.3 billion Transportation Package, which will fund $10
million (until 2023 and then increased to $15 million annually) for schools to improve miles of
sidewalks and bike lanes.

Rulemaking Advisory Committee
LeeAnne reviewed the work of the RAC including program development, initial guiding principles, and focus
areas. She highlighted the RAC’s guiding principles and highlighted the three targeted for the initial
competitive funding cycle including:
Safety:
Social Equity:
Geographic
Equity:

The most unsafe areas are addressed
Underserved or economically depressed areas (including Title 1 schools) are identified and
addressed
Balance of selected projects within and outside of Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs)

Current status of State funding:
SRTS Rule Advisory Committee recommended and OTC approved three programs with the following:
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Immediate focus for the SRAC is on the Competitive Program with Rapid
Response and Project Identification scheduled for later in the year. Overall
available funding for these three programs is shown to the right.

SRAC Comments/Questions
Q: Who does the ground conditions review?
Staff response: Rely on applicant; applicant may work with Active Transportation Liaisons (ATLs)
for further site visits. Capacity-wise ODOT region staff cannot go and check the sites of every
application. The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) will review project list in Jan-Feb and
sign agreements in March.
Q: Is the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) process through the Department of Justice (DOJ)?
Staff response: Trying to streamline process with DOJ and the internal review to speed up the
program delivery process. Staff is working on a template to speed the process because we know
that is a barrier.
Comment: Concerned that it might take six months to get the IGA process completed if we are trying to
build projects by 2020.
Q: For problem applications, is there a plan for what happens when a project is under scoped?
Staff response: The local agency is responsible as stated in the Rule. No money is reserved for
cost over runs.
Q: Is there any defined expectation of how they develop cost review? Is any staff doing this?
Staff response: We are flagging any problems. For future rounds we can tighten the information up
front. We can’t knock anyone out right now without the detail.
Comment: It would be good to post what has been done already on the website.
• Encourage staff to post online applicants and how much was requested
• Staff can learn from the All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS) program
about scoring.
Q: Local infrastructure projects are coming in cost wise much higher that what was projected. Will
project delivery and impact of market come into consideration?
Staff response: We have internal cost estimates. The ADA consultants are building in risk into cost
estimates to bring cost overruns down but estimates may seem to be high to compensate. Staff
has an internal estimate cost guide to check feasibility of cost estimates in applications.
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Weighting Priorities
LeeAnne reviewed the SRTS Infrastructure application’s weighting priorities including:

SRAC Comments/Questions
Q: Are there any education or encouragement programs required of applicant?
Staff response: For this round, we looked at if education and encouragement programs exist.
However, we didn’t quantify a small program versus a large education program for the scoring. We
qualified when the program occurred.
Q: Can projects partially funded?
Staff response: Yes. By partially funded we mean funding certain locations in the application. We
do not intend to ask applicants to fund half of a proposed sidewalk for example, but may ask
applicants to remove an entire location from their application. Those applications where this could
apply will be noted. We will know before the December meeting, if the applicant will be ok with
being partially funded. The SRAC will be asked to review this as well.
SRAC Charter Review
Chris reviewed the draft Charter for discussion.
SRAC Comments/Questions
Decision-making
Q: The Charter notes that SRAC will need to consult OBPAC with and OTSC for both programs?
Staff response: Yes. OTSC plays a bigger role in the NonIN funding decision. For NonIN OTSC
must approve the SRAC recommendation before it goes to OTC. For OBPAC, SCAC will consult
about future focus areas, it is to provide guidance for SRAC consideration.
Q: For the SRAC decision-making process, after the OTC decides, does it come back to the SRAC if
they do not concur with our recommendations?
Staff response: No
Draft SRTS Advisory Committee
Meeting Notes
October 24, 2018
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Comment: On Page 9 what a SRAC Quorum is needs further definition. Is it the SRAC as a whole or
those present at the meeting?
Conflict of Interest
Q: Since Oregon Department of Education works with the Oregon School of the Deaf, could this be
a conflict of interest?
Staff Response: As long as you personally are not gaining monetarily from any SRTS funding
recommendation, no.
Attendance
Comment: The Charter should outline the process to replace a member mid-term.
Chair and Vice Chair Election
Comments:
• Consider electing a Co-chair instead of chair and vice chair
• The SRAC should consider gender in deciding its chair and vice chair
• Should not base chair decisions on gender
• Suggest revisiting this after first cycle of funding
General
Comment: Request staff print things more legibly, larger, and make slides print bigger. Hard to see since
screen that is far away.
ACTIONS
• Staff will revise SRAC Charter language based on discussion and send to SRAC for review prior to
December meeting.
• Staff will print presentation in a larger format for future meetings.
LeeAnne provided an overview of the Scoring Process
• 142 Letters of Intent (LOI)
• 112 Applications submitted
• Focus (Target Area) on Title 1 Schools
• LOI geographic distribution: Good distribution across Oregon
• Staff scores are not to be revised by SRAC
• SRAC may look at the Guiding Principals as a lens. For example reviewing applications with a
mind to a balance of funded project within and outside of Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) areas.
SRAC Comments/Questions
Q: Did we come up on what geographic balance would look like?
Staff response: Discussion was intended to not be super specific. The thinking was the SRAC
would use a fact-based approach to what that balance should be. That is, how many applications
are within a MPO versus outside of MPO.
Draft SRTS Advisory Committee
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Comments:
• Using just Title 1 schools is a narrow view of equity. Need bigger discussion of that equity is.
Diversity, equity, inclusion of injustice needs attention and are often conflated and not defined.
They need to be taken into consideration. Opportunity for us to dig in around the topic.
• Prioritizing IN projects beyond Title 1 using racial equity, disability, public health measures and
ranking in public health could be considered. Some are predicted by economic disadvantage.
Q: For the Education program element, are applicants required to have an action plan?
Staff response: In the past, the Non-IN program required applicants to complete a SRTS Action
Plan. For the Infrastructure Program, a SRTS Action Plan is not required.
Scoring Activity
Staff passed out two sample applications for SRAC members to review and discuss. For the exercise,
Application A was in the “Fund Bucket” and Application B was in the “Maybe Fund Bucket.” SRAC
members reviewed the applications to determine if Application A should stay or move out of the fund
bucket.
SRAC Comments/Questions
Comments:
• Flip them based on crashes
• Keep as is
• Consider if it is a new school
• Flip them
• Show that we all need to spend quite a bit of time to reach decision
• The cost estimates had details and good that an engineer was consulted
• Need more time for the t crash reporting
Next Steps
SRAC members will receive email in mid-late November with the application materials and instructions for
how to review and provide recommendations.
Meeting Debrief: What worked well today?
Comments:
• Like card lift to speak
• Good interaction among the SRAC
• Good staff preparation
• All is good
• Enjoyed following along on PowerPoint on my laptop
NEXT MEETING
Please note new location
December 17th
Chemeketa Center for Business and Industry (CCBI)
Draft SRTS Advisory Committee
Meeting Notes
October 24, 2018
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Room 103
626 High St NE, Salem, OR 97301
10:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.
Parking is available across the street in the parking garage
at High St. NE & Union St. NE

Draft SRTS Advisory Committee
Meeting Notes
October 24, 2018
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SAFE ROUTES TO
SCHOOL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
MEETING
December 17, 2018
Oregon Department of Transportation

Welcome

Committee Composition
Kari Schlosshauer
Jonetta Everano
Mavis Hartz
Tom Venables
Brian Potwin
Kim Crabtree
John Vial
Dana Nichols
Rob Inerfeld
Laughton ElliotDeangelis
Scott Bohl
Steve Dickey
Luis Ornelas
Anthony Buczek
Leticia Valles
Sonny Chickering
Mychal Tetteh

Statewide
Pendleton
La Grande
Medford
Bend
Bend
Jackson
County
Bandon
Eugene

Safe Routes to School Network
Oregon Tribes
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Enforcement
SRTS practitioner and SRTS Network
School district and pupil transportation
County representative from Association of Oregon
Counties
Small city
City representative from League of Oregon Cities

Springfield
Salem
Salem
Portland
Portland
Hood River
Salem
Portland

School district, SRTS practitioner, pupil transportation
Oregon Department of Education
Transit
Oregon Transportation Safety Committee
Metropolitan Planning Organization
Health and equity representative
ODOT representative
Equity and Safe Routes to School Network

Non-Infrastructure Program
Staff contact: Heidi Manlove
Heidi.Manlove@odot.state.or.us
(503) 986-4196
ODOT Division: Transportation Safety (TSD)

Infrastructure Program
Staff contact: LeeAnne Fergason
LeeAnne.Fergason@odot.state.or.us
503-986-5805
ODOT Division: Transportation Development (TDD)

OUR GOALS
•

•

Work together to agree upon a recommended project list for the OTC by
listening, learning from others, and sharing lenses. Application scores are
not adjustable.
Deliver projects and programs that support kids walking and rolling to
school!

December
17, 2018
10am-4pm in
Salem
Infrastructure
Program
Decision
Workshop

2018
Staff send applications and scores to Committee
Members at least three weeks prior to workshop.
Members send comments to Program Manager one
week prior to workshop.
Workshop includes: Staff scoring presentation for
IN Competitive Grants, Discussion, (Action:
Recommendation Decision)

January 9, 2019
If needed due to weather or if agreement on SRAC
(Contingency
recommendation was not reached at December
workshop)

workshop

2019
February

Meeting Goals:
Create Guiding Principles: Prioritization criteria for NI Program,
IN Rapid Response Program, and IN Project Identification
Program (Decision), and Chair/Co-chair (Decision)

May/June

Meeting Goals:
Prepare for decision making workshop

June/July
Non-infrastructure
and Project
Identification
Decision Workshop

October

Workshop Goals:
Staff scoring presentation for NI and IN Project
Identification grants, Discussion, (Decision)
Meeting Goals:
Prioritization Criteria for 2020 Competitive
Infrastructure Program (Decision)

Competitive Grant Program Timeline
1st
Cycle
$16M

June-August: 6 Application workshops
July 23, 2018: Solicitation starts
August 31, 2018: Letter of
Intent Due
October 15, 2018: Application
due

112 applications
$85M in requests

October-November: Staff scoring,
ground conditions review
December 2018 –January 2019: SRTS Advisory Committee makes
recommendation

January/February 2019: Project list is presented to the
Oregon Transportation Commission
March 2019 - 2024: Agreements signed and
projects built.

Welcome and Introductions

Overview

Public Comment
Selection Process
Review Analysis
Review SRAC Comments
Lens Discussion
Action: Recommendation Decision
Next Steps

Charter Updates
Added
clarity

TSD/TDD
No alternates unless ODOT Director appoints
Decision making
Quorum

No additional comments

Group Operating Agreements
Attend all meetings (ideally in-person)
Come well prepared to all meetings to respect each others’ time and commitment
Start and adjourn meetings on time unless otherwise discussed
Honor agenda topics and times
Listen to understand
Be curious about others’ perspectives: Everyone is an expert in something
Contribute to creating a brave space
Provide full disclosure
Think statewide, not just locally
Use analytical approach – facts are your friends
Question personal assumptions
Avoid interruptions and side conversations
Take advantage of reasonable requests of ODOT staff to provide information needed for well-informed decisions
Be recognized before speaking (name tags up)
Disagree but never let disagreements become personal
Be your own equal opportunity monitor (no dominating)
Success depends on participation – share ideas, ask questions, draw others out
Stay out of the weeds and the swamps
Listen for the future to emerge

Conflict of Interest

An “action”, “decision” or “recommendation” made in an
“official capacity” which causes:

A private pecuniary benefit or detriment, for;

The “public official”, the public officials “relative(s),” or a
“business associated with which the person is associated,”
the public official or the public official’s relative.

DECISION MAKING STRUCTURE
IN Recommendations

OTC

SRAC
NonIN
Recommendations

OTSC

NonIN
Recommendations

SRAC will consult with OTSC and OBPAC and consider their input on policy and direction.

Public Comment
• 3 minutes for each person
providing comments
• Committee members listen to
inform lens discussion and not
to advocate for a specific
project

Application
Analysis

VI. ODOT Regions

Region 1
Region 2
Region 3
Region 4
Region 5

Spatial Analysis Results
Applicants
28
43
13
15
13
112

25%
38%
12%
13%
12%
100%

Projects
33
90
30
25
28
206

16%
44%
15%
12%
14%

Funding Requested
$
25,788,496.81
$
25,704,760.97
$
15,300,196.00
$
12,244,544.60
$
5,088,704.57

100%

$

84,126,702.95

30.65%
30.55%
18.19%
14.55%
6.05%

38%

100%
12%

VII. Within City with Population Less Than 5,000
Applicants
Projects
Yes
31
28%
47
No
66
59%
134
Unincorporated
15
13%
25
112

100%

206

23%
65%
12%

Funding Requested
$
22,986,214.03
$
51,023,970.71
$
10,116,518.21

100%

$

84,126,702.95

12%

25%

Applicants

13%

13%

27.32%
60.65%
12.03%

28%

100%

Applicants

59%

VIII. Within City Limits
Applicants
Yes
84
No
28
112

75%
25%
100%

Projects
161
45

78%
22%

206

100%

Funding Requested
$
61,684,962.74
$
22,441,740.21
$

84,126,702.95

73.32%
26.68%

25%

100%
Applicants
75%

IX. Within 1 Mile of Title I School
Applicants
Yes
109
97%

No
Not Reported

2
1
112

2%
1%
100%

Projects
20 98.06%
2
3 1.46%
1 0.49%
206

100%

Funding Requested
$
82,715,064.95

$
$
$

790,400.00
621,238.00
84,126,702.95

2%

98.32%
0.94%
0.74%
100%
97%

X. Within Metropolitian Planning Organization/Area
Applicants
Projects
Yes
47
42%
86
42%
No
65
58%
120
58%
112

100%

206

100%

Funding Requested
$
37,849,820.31
$
46,276,882.64
$

84,126,702.95

1%

Applicants

42%

44.99%
55.01%
100%
58%

Applicants

XI.

XII.

Scoring
Process Review

Overview: Staff Scoring to
Final Recommendation
From here

To here
Fund- 100%
list
Maybe fund150% list
Unlikely to
fund
Not Eligible

200% list
100%
and
150% list

Eligibility
Review
Ground
Conditions
Review
Step 1

All 112 Applications

Staff
Score

Guiding Principles Lens from RAC
Social
Equity

Underserved or economically depressed
areas (including Title I Schools) are
identified and addressed

Safety

The most unsafe areas are addressed

Geographic
Equity

Balance of selected projects within and
outside of MPOs

Weighing Priorities and Score
High
Priority

Title I Schools
Safety Risk Factors
Elementary/Middle Schools

Total Possible Score = 500
Multiple
School
3%

Proximty
3%

Readiness
Medium
Priorities

Proximity to School

Education
2%

School
Type
18%

Eqity
40%

Mutual Benefit
Low
Priorities

Connection to Education and
Encouragement Programs

Safety
18%
Readiness
16%

Applicant # and name
RED FLAG? (see row 30)

Score + Eligibility Review

Question
Title I school- School with 40% or more f/r
lunch?
What percentage?
ROW
Utilities
Stormwater
Enviromemtal
Public Process
Design
Readiness Total
History of crashes
Posted speed/85th percentile
number of lanes and crossing width
AADT
PSC
Multiple school benefit
Proximity to School
School type
Education/Encouragement
TOTAL

City of EXAMPLE
Y/N
NO

Total
Possi
credit points ble

0.5
0.5
1
1
0.5
0
3.5

Score
= 400, City of EXAMPLE
Multiple
School
4%

160 160
10 40

30
5
10
5
10
50

80

15
15
90
0
400

15
15
90
10
500

Is the project on school property?

No

Is this a project mostly for automobiles?
Does the project include paving?

No
No

Education
0%

Proximty
4%

School Type
22%

Eqity
42%

90

Safety
19%
Readiness
9%

Staff
Score

200% list
100%
and
150% list

Eligibility
Review

Step 2

Ground
Conditions
Review

Ground Conditions Review

200%
list

Purpose to determine if the ground conditions
reasonable match the description in the
application, especially for readiness criteria.
Staff did online assessments or in-person
assessments.
ODOT Region staff reviewed applications from
cities, counties, tribes.
ODOT headquarters staff reviewed ODOT region
applications.
No applications were flagged during this review.

Staff
Score

200% list

100%
and
150% list

Eligibility
Review
SRAC
Review

Step 3

Ground
Conditions
Review

100% of funding or 150% of
funding
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

App #

11-109
11-48
11-77
11-85
11-87
11-123
11-40

Region

Applicant Agency

5
2
1
3
3
1
3

ODOT Region 5
City of Florence Public Works
Multnomah County
Douglas County
Josephine County
Clackamas County
Coos County

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

11-55
11-102
11-121
11-78
11-164
11-137
11-69
11-72

1
3
4
5
1
1
2
2

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation
City of Coos Bay
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation of Oregon
ODOT
City of Milwaukie
City of Milwaukie
City of Cottage Grove
City of Albany

100%
100%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%

11-98
11-113
11-46
11-111
11-96
11-45
11-116
11-127
11-134
11-157
11-101
11-52
11-99

1
1
2
2
2
4
1
3
2
2
5
2
3

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation
Clackamas County
City of Gaston
City of Salem Public Works Department
City of Salem Public Works Department
City of Madras
Clackamas County
City of Medford
ODOT Region 2
City of Eugene
City of Milton-Freewater, Public Works
City of St. Helens
ODOT Region 3

150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%
150%

11-145
11-151
11-41
11-89
11-91
11-94
11-161

2
1
4
2
5
1
5

Polk County
ODOT Region 1
Deschutes County Road Department
City of Mill City
ODOT Region 5
City of Forest Grove
City of La Grande

ANALYSIS OF 150% LIST

Member
Comments and
Lenses

Things to consider:
• A lens by which you want to evaluate sets of
projects. This lens needs to use information
consistent across applications.
• If projects should be broken up by location with
some locations funded and others not.
Things not to consider:
• Referencing specific projects that you want
removed or added.
• Changing the score of projects.
• Using a lens to evaluate projects for which access
to information is inconsistent across
applications.

Application
questions/comments

SRAC Member Questions
11-85 Douglas County: Suggest only building sidewalk on the west side of street.
11-40 Coos County Just want to verify there will indeed be a school here for this to be a worthy project.
11-55 City of Portland: Suggest modifying to add this crossing, perhaps in lieu of 117th.
11-102 City of Coos Bay: Suggest deleting sidewalk on west side of 6th from F St to I St (retain all other elements
11-137 City of Milwaukie: Has an all-way stop been considered at Linwood & Monroe rather than HAWK?
11-98 City of Portland: Suggest reducing soft costs or contingency.
11-127 City of Medford: Suggest reducing to locations 3-4-5-6, which reduces grant request to $208k.
11-145 Polk County: Suggest removing signal from scope
11-151 ODOT R1: Project scope unclear, seems to be auto oriented but is too vaguely defined to be clear.

Q: Are you able to provide similar analysis as you have for the full list (on
your website) to the SRAC for the 100% and 150% list? It would be helpful to
be able to see geographic, regional distribution, etc., to inform our decisions
and recommendations.
A: Yes!
Q: Did you provide the SRAC with the breakdown of the scores somewhere?
A: I can definitely provide that additional data for the Dec 17th meeting, that is
the data showing which projects scored higher in safety and readiness and why.
Ideally that is where I’d leave it for now because the rest of the material is so
messy.

SRAC Member Questions Summary

For Medford- Does the
Committee want to
reduce scope for the
locations 3,4,5, and 6?

For Polk County- Does
Committee want
remove the signal in
location 1?

• Note: Revised scope

• Note: Scope was not revised
• Staff recommends removal

SRAC Member Lenses (1 of 4)
Findings:

Of the projects within MPOs, only 1% of the funding would go outside
of the Portland area MPO;
Only 12% of the funds would be distributed within Regions 2 and 4;
One jurisdiction, the City of Portland, would receive 26% of the funding.
Basically, the 100% list consists of projects in the Portland MPO and in
small cities and rural areas in other parts of the state with an emphasis
on Region 3 (36% of the funding). I think that all of this could conflict
with one of the guiding values under Geographic Equity:

I’ve reviewed the table of ranked projects and find the balance across
geographic areas, within and outside MPO’s and within city’s under 5,000 to be
appropriate. No additional filters or project scope reductions to suggest.
Should the Tribal application be disqualified, I’m comfortable adding either of
the next two projects from the 150% list.

SRAC Member Lenses (2 of 4)
In order to allow for more projects to be funded and more geographic reach in this
round, I'm leaning toward a recommendation that no one entity (for ODOT, no one
region) receives more than $2M in total in this round. Thanks for the call today. I just
wanted to mention that because those projects on the 101%-150% list are so close
in scores, I would like to see those projects that are most “shovel-ready” to move up
on the list. I think it’s important to build those projects that are ready asap and we
can learn from that process as well. Thank you and have a lovely evening.

1) Safety is really important to the OTSC; 2) Looking for geographic distribution like
to eastern Oregon and the coast is important to the OTSC; 3) there's not enough
money to meet all the need; 4) want more tribal involvement

My only thought is to make sure that all the monies do not go to one region.
Geographic distribution is needed.

SRAC Member Lenses (3 of 4)
In addition to scoring, the number of projects available to be funded with the
available dollars should be considered. For example, if two projects on the
threshold of funding have equal score, but one costs $2M and the other $200k,
choosing the smaller project allows us to fund other worthy projects, even if they
are slightly below the threshold. Along these lines, rather than fund all the 100%
projects, I would support funding most of the 100% projects, leaving off one(s) that
are both a) at the bottom of the 100% list, and b) are costly, i.e. >$1M. The funding
saved could then be used to fund projects on the 101-150% or 151-200% lists that
are low cost. In this way, we can fund many more projects.

My suggestion is that any jurisdiction should not receive more than one grant per
cycle; this could also look at the size of the grants. Two grants in the $200,000 range
(i.e. Salem) is quite different than two $2 million grants (i.e. Portland).

SRAC Member Lenses (4 of 4)
Consider the Title 1 school distribution across ODOT regions and the distribution of
proposed grant funding across these regions. For example, Region 2 has 39% of Title
1 schools but is only recommended for 11% of the funding in this round. Similarly,
Region 4 has 11% of Title 1 schools and is recommended for 1% of the funding.

I’m not sure if this is a “lens” but I think it would be good to have a discussion about
how meaningful the difference in scoring is between projects above the cut list
(lower end of 100% list) and below the cut list (upper end of additional 50%).
Making some changes to what is proposed to get funded could create more
geographic equity. For example, the last two projects on the 100% list are in the
Portland area MPO which is currently proposed to receive 42% of the funding.

SRAC Member Lens Summary

1) Applicant
only receives
one grant per
cycle

2) Cost of
Projects

3) Geographic
Distribution

• Ineligible due to
max grant
request is 2M
• Applicants were
encouraged to
bundle
• Solved by
implementing #1

• Solved by
implementing #1

4) Secondary
Lens: Equity,
Safety,
Readiness
• Staff will provide
scoring
breakdown

Discussion

• Remove Warm Springs
• Result: add 1 additional small project (17 total
Scenario
projects)
1
• Scenario 1 plus Remove the second ranked project
(by the applicant) from any one Jurisdiction
• Result: Add 9 additional locations (22 total
Scenario
projects)
2

• Scenario 2 plus Reduce Medford and Polk County
scope
Scenario
• Result: Can add up to 3 additional locations (25
3
total projects)

Scenario 3: Same outcome
Equity

Add Polk, Deschutes, and La
Grande

Readiness Add Polk, Deschutes, and La
Grande
Safety

Add Polk, Deschutes and (La
Grande)

Applicant # Applicant Entity
Equity % Readiness % Safety %
161 City of La Grande (140K)
43
18
14
52 City of St Helens (323K)
40
16
19
41 Deschutes County (350K)
40
15
18
145 Polk County (704K)
42
12
19
94 City of Forest Grove (400K)
41
12
20
151 ODOT R1 (1.2M)
40
12
18
89 City of Mill City (1.4M)
40
12
17
99 ODOT R3 (100K)
40
7
25
Note: We have about 1.8M to work with. Add Polk, Deschutes, and La
Grande. ODOT R3 remains because of its low cost.
Grey cells = projects on the 150% list in Scenario 3

SCENARIO 3: READINESS

Applicant # Applicant Entity
Equity % Readiness % Safety %
161 City of La Grande (140K)
43
18
14
145 Polk County (704K)
42
12
19
94 City of Forest Grove (400K)
41
12
20
52 City of St Helens (323K)
40
16
19
41 Deschutes County (350K)
40
15
18
151 ODOT R1 (1.2M)
40
12
18
89 City of Mill City (1.4M)
40
12
17
99 ODOT R3 (100K)
40
7
25
Note: We have about 1.8M to work with. Add Polk, Deschutes, and La
Grande. ODOT R3 remains because of its low cost.
Grey cells = projects on the 150% list in Scenario 3

SCENARIO 3: EQUITY

Applicant # Applicant Entity
Equity % Readiness % Safety %
99 ODOT R3 (100K)
40
7
25
94 City of Forest Grove (400K)
41
12
20
145 Polk County (704K)
42
12
19
52 City of St Helens (323K)
40
16
19
41 Deschutes County (350K)
40
15
18
151 ODOT R1 (1.2M)
40
12
18
89 City of Mill City (1.4M)
40
12
17
161 City of La Grande (140K)
43
18
14
Note: We have about 1.8M to work with. Add Polk and Deschutes. La
Grande is also added because of its low cost.
Grey cells = projects on the 150% list in Scenario 3

SCENARIO 3: SAFETY

ACTION:
Recommendation
Decision

Next Steps for Applicants
For Applicants
• Recommendation to OTC
• Contact all applicants
• IGA signed by grantees
• Project Performance Measures:
• Successfully allocate funds to projects completed on time
• Safety: Increase the number of barriers addressed for
students walking and biking to school.
• Equity: # of projects addressing students at a Title I school

Next Steps for SRAC
2019 SRAC Meetings
Homework- Nominate chair and co-chair; lessons learned
SRAC Member Check in

2019
February

Meeting Goals:
Create Guiding Principles: Prioritization criteria for NI Program, IN
Rapid Response Program, and IN Project Identification Program
(Decision), and Chair/Co-chair (Decision)

May/June

Meeting Goals:
Prepare for decision making workshop

June/July
Non-infrastructure
and Project
Identification
Decision Workshop
October

Workshop Goals:
Staff scoring presentation for NI and IN Project Identification grants,
Discussion, (Decision)
Meeting Goals:
Prioritization Criteria for 2020 Competitive Infrastructure Program
(Decision)

Thank you!

Next meeting:
February 12 or 28

SRAC Contact:
LeeAnne Fergason
ODOT SRTS Program
Manager
LeeAnne.Fergason@odot.
state.or.us
(503) 986-5805
Website:
http://www.oregon.gov/
ODOT/Programs/Pages/S
RTS.aspx

SCENARIO 1- Remove Warm Springs, add 1 project (17 projects total)
SRAC meeting 12.17.18
100% of funding or
150% of funding

Application #

Region

Applicant Agency

100%

11-109

5

ODOT Region 5

100%

11-48

2

City of Florence Public Works

100%

11-77

1

Multnomah County

100%

11-85

3

Douglas County

100%

11-87

3

Josephine County

100%

11-123

1

Clackamas County

100%

11-40

3

100%

11-55

100%

Key:
grey color = 150% list (not fund)

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

$370,639

$247,093

No

Yes

463

none

$370,639

$346,400

$86,600

No

No

460

none

$717,039

$90,957

$22,739

Yes

No

460

Source of local match clarified by
applicant.

$807,996

$2,000,000

$985,035

No

No

460

Applicant removed auto focused left
turn lane.

$2,807,996

$154,000

$53,000

No

Yes

455

Applicant answered staff questions.

$2,961,996

Upgrade crosswalk to Bilquist Elementary School at the intersection of SE Bixel Way and SE Webster Road to
include advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFB) and ADA curb ramps

$137,583

$34,395

Yes

No

455

none

$3,099,579

Coos County

Project will ad sidewalks and curb ramps (south side) and roadway width to allow for 6' bike lanes (north and
south sides) on W Central Blvd. Crosswalks and Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons will be considered at
select locations to enhance safety.

$1,499,034

$374,759

No

Yes

450

none

$4,598,613

1

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation

Sidewalk infill along SE Holgate, SE 102nd - SE 134th; and crossings at SE Holgate/SE 128th and SE Holgate/SE
117th or SE 118th.

$2,000,000

$627,000

Yes

No

450

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

$6,598,613

11-102

3

City of Coos Bay

The Eastside SRTS will provide new sidewalks, ADA compliant ramps, crosswalks with rapid flashing signs, and
bike lanes on the main corridor that children use to walk to Millicoma School and the newly built Eastside
School (2020).

$2,000,000

$1,441,353

No

No

450

none

$8,598,613

100%

11-121

4

Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Indian Reservation of Oregon

Project is to install up to four connecting shared use paths from roads and streets within 1 mile from school.
All paths shall be designed and constructed to provide smooth hard surface pathways, be safer and provide
increased mobility to users.

$0

$0

No

Yes

450

Eligiblity for paths inconclusive. Consult
in process with Departmetn of Justice
about tribal lands and road right-of way.
More info Dec 17.

$8,598,613

100%

11-78

5

ODOT

$1,136,000

$757,333

No

Yes

445

none

$9,734,613

100%

11-164

1

City of Milwaukie

$698,320

$465,550

Yes

No

445

none

$10,432,933

100%

11-137

1

City of Milwaukie

$1,152,330

$768,220

Yes

No

443

none

$11,585,263

100%

11-69

2

City of Cottage Grove

$1,272,143

$404,369

No

No

440

Applicant mitigated staff concern over
"pavement crack repair."

$12,857,406

100%

11-72

2

City of Albany

$100,000

$22,837

Yes

No

440

Applicant answered staff questions.

$12,957,406

100%

11-98

1

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation

$2,000,000

$522,000

Yes

No

440

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

$14,957,406

100%

11-113

1

Clackamas County

$659,978

$164,994

Yes

No

440

none

$15,617,384

100%

11-46

2

City of Gaston

$189,738

$47,435

No

Yes

435

none

$15,807,122

remaining funds

$192,878

150%

11-111

2

City of Salem Public Works Department

$256,000

$64,000

Yes

No

435

none

$16,063,122

150%

11-96

2

City of Salem Public Works Department

$140,000

$35,000

Yes

No

430.5

none

$16,203,122

150%

11-45

4

City of Madras

$212,000

$53,000

No

No

430

none

$16,415,122

150%

11-116

1

Clackamas County

$148,470

$37,118

Yes

No

430

none

$16,563,592

150%

11-127

3

City of Medford

$1,424,000

$356,000

Yes

No

430

Applicant removed paving for autos as
per staff request.

$17,987,592

150%

11-134

2

ODOT Region 2

$346,467

$230,978

No

Yes

430

none

$18,334,059

Short Project Description
Install rapid flashing beacons near intersections US20/26 & Bower Ave and OR201 & King Avenue. Add
crosswalks to OR201 at King Avenue and mid block between King Ave and Good Ave. Stripe bike lane on both
sides US20/26 from Locust Ave to Bower Ave.
Hwy 101 bisects the community with the schools on the west side and majority of the children on the east
side. The project provides enhanced crossing of Hwy 101 and completes sidewalks and bike/ped path gaps
around 26th and 27th streets.
Improve connections to school by installing a pedestrian crossing east and west of the Halsey and 208th Place
intersection by adding an enhanced pedestrian crosswalk at 208th Place that is ADA compliant.
Construct continuous sidewalks and bike lanes on Carnes Rd, increase visibility at crossings on Carnes Rd, Del
Mar Dr and Linnell Ave, manage vehicle access to the school, and post school warning signs and street
markings to alert motorists.
A 4 ft wide ADA-compliant asphalt pathway to be installed on Williams Hwy (2,900 linear ft), in the right-ofway along the west side with less residential development. Existing ditch and shoulder will be buffers
between pathway and the travel lane.

Installation of ADA-compliant sidewalks along the west side of US395 between 6th Ave and the schools.
Roadway widening to increase the width of the existing bicycle lanes.
•Construct 6,365 LF of sidewalk between 40th Ave and Linwood Ave
•Improve pedestrian crossings at King & Stanley, King & Linwood and King & 42nd
•Traffic calming elements (islands, bulb outs, landscaping, etc.)
•Construct 8,145 LF of sidewalk
•Stripe crossings at all intersections to enhance pedestrian crossing safety
•Install crossing beacons at 3 intersections
•Fill gaps in existing bicycle network
The construction of accessible sidewalks, crosswalks and ramps within the project is vitally necessary to
ensure the safety of middle and elementary school students. The project includes 40,000 sqft of sidewalks
and 40 crosswalks in 11 intersections.
The project will improve student access to South Shore Elementary School through: infill of sidewalk gaps,
construction of ADA compliant ramps, and pedestrian crossing improvements at the Waverly Dr./Southshore
Dr. intersection.
The project will complete sidewalk infill on the west side of SE 174th, SE Stark to SE Main. We are looking for
additional funding to also complete SE 174th, SE Division to SE Powell.
Construct 6-foot wide pervious sidewalks on the east side of SE Webster Road from Bilquist Elementary
School to existing Tri-Met transit stop at SE Roots Road. Project length is 1,000 feet and includes curbs and
ADA compliant intersection ramps.
The Cottonwood St. Safe Routes to School Project will provide sidewalks on the South side of the street and a
crosswalk from this sidewalk to the sidewalk on 3rd St. which will provide a safe, continuous off-street route
to school.
Install median crosswalks at the intersections of Kuebler Blvd. @ Croisan Scenic Way S and Skyline Rd. S @
Croisan Scenic Way S.
Construct median crossing island on Liberty Rd. S in front of Liberty
Elementary School and install additional school flashing beacon.
This project will replace a two-block section of sidewalk that is non compliant and unsafe for children to use
on one of our busiest streets in town. It includes adding ADA ramps, new curbing and sidewalk, and drainage,
and paving.
Construct crosswalk at intersection of SE Fuller Rd and SE Causey Ave-SE Harmony Dr. Project will consist of
advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons; center lane pedestrian refuge and ADA ramps on
east and west side of SE Fuller Rd.
The project will fill in sidewalks, construct curb ramps, and install safety enhancements at crosswalks. The
project includes various locations around Howard Elementary, Wilson Elementary, and Washington
Elementary schools.
The proposed project is for two enhanced pedestrian crossings at C Street and H Street. The crossings will
include some combination of pedestrian activated beacons, refuge islands, striping, and illumination.

SCENARIO 1- Remove Warm Springs
SRAC meeting 12.17.18

Key:
grey color = 150% list (not fund)

100% of funding or
150% of funding

Application #

Region

Applicant Agency

150%

11-157

2

City of Eugene

150%

11-101

5

City of Milton-Freewater, Public Works

150%

11-52

2

City of St. Helens

150%

11-99

3

ODOT Region 3

150%

11-145

2

Polk County

150%

11-151

1

ODOT Region 1

150%

11-41

4

Deschutes County Road Department

150%

11-89

2

City of Mill City

150%

11-91

5

ODOT Region 5

150%

11-94

1

City of Forest Grove

150%

11-161

5

City of La Grande

Short Project Description
The City of Eugene's projects include dispersed school speed zone flashers, speed readers, and enhanced
pedestrian crossings featuring pedestrian islands, curb extensions, and RRFBs.
Improve the crosswalk at the intersection of OR11 and SW/SE 10th Ave by placing rapid flashing beacon. The
project will also install new sidewalks/signage along collector streets, especially on steep hill streets to
improve student/pedestrian safety.
This will install over 1,100 feet of sidewalk along Columbia Blvd. between Sykes & Gable Rd. It will also
improve pedestrian visibility at the crosswalks of Columbia Blvd. and Sykes Rd. in front of McBride
Elementary and at Columbia Blvd./Gable Rd.
Improving pedestrian safety and connectivity by adding an RRFB and refuge island at Maine St and Broadway
will create a safer and more comfortable pedestrian route between the neighborhoods to the west and the
schools to the east side of Broadway

This project will construct sidewalks, ADA ramps, a signal, and crosswalks at Gun Club/Hoffman Rd. It also
includes sidewalks and bike lanes on Hoffman Rd and Gun Club Rd and crossing enhancements at Marigold Dr
to increase safety and connectivity.

Enhanced ped crossing, lighting, ADA ramps, high-vis crosswalks. Bulbout at SE corner to reduce SB 13th to 1
lane. Adjust intersection geometry for traffic calming, to increase sight distance, and reduce crossing
distance. Evaluate RT lane EB to NB.
This project will construct sidewalk along the north frontage of the school (both sides of C-Avenue) and
channelize pedestrians to a safe crossing location at 8th Street. The project will significantly reduce
vehicle/pedestrian conflict points.
Mill City’s project will add/replace sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, flashing signals, lighting, and related
curb/drainage improvements with 4-blocks of two schools. Project will connect to Rec Trail and SW Broadway
projects (2021 completion)
Improve intersection by adding pedestrian facilities including crosswalks with rapid flashing beacon, school
zone signing, and ADA compliant pedestrian railroad crossing.
This project will construct intersection improvements including sidewalks, ADA ramps, and an enhanced
pedestrian crossings as well as sidewalks along the east side of Thatcher Road to tie into an existing
pedestrian path to the adjacent neighborhood.
The project will construct American Disability Act (ADA) compliant ramps as well as a five-foot-wide sidewalk
providing continuity from the existing sidewalk at Sunset Drive to the recently constructed walkways on H
Avenue in front of the new school.

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

$750,246

$187,562

Yes

No

430

none

$19,084,305

$249,599

$90,218

Yes

No

428

none

$19,333,903

$322,536

$80,634

No

No

425.5

none

$19,656,439

$97,400

$55,600

No

No

425

none

$19,753,839

$21,155,839

$1,402,000

$350,500

No

No

425

Staff requested removal of signal for
autos from application due to not a
bike/ped project. Applicant did not
remove and just added information to
application file. Applicant approves of
dividing up application and removing if
committee decides.

$1,180,560

$787,040

No

No

425

Applicant answered staff questions.

$22,336,399

$349,271

$87,318

No

Yes

423

none

$22,685,670

$1,421,000

$364,000

No

Yes

420

none

$24,106,670

$450,912

$300,608

No

Yes

420

none

$24,557,583

$400,000

$500,000

Yes

No

420

none

$24,957,583

$140,000

$50,000

No

No

420

none

$25,097,583

Key:
grey color = 150% list (not fund)
mark through = the second and/or third project for an entity that has been removed

SCENARIO 2- Remove additional projects, add 9 locations (22 total projects)
SRAC meeting 12.17.18
100% of funding or
Application #
150% of funding

Region

Applicant Agency

Short Project Description
Install rapid flashing beacons near intersections US20/26 & Bower Ave and OR201 & King Avenue. Add crosswalks
to OR201 at King Avenue and mid block between King Ave and Good Ave. Stripe bike lane on both sides US20/26
from Locust Ave to Bower Ave.
Hwy 101 bisects the community with the schools on the west side and majority of the children on the east side.
The project provides enhanced crossing of Hwy 101 and completes sidewalks and bike/ped path gaps around 26th
and 27th streets.

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

$0

$0

No

Yes

463

none

$0

$346,400

$86,600

No

No

460

none

$346,400

$90,957

$22,739

Yes

No

460

Source of local match clarified by
applicant.

$437,357

$2,000,000

$985,035

No

No

460

Applicant removed auto focused left
turn lane.

$2,437,357

$154,000

$53,000

No

Yes

455

Applicant answered staff questions.

$2,591,357

100%

11-109

5

ODOT Region 5

100%

11-48

2

City of Florence Public Works

100%

11-77

1

Multnomah County

100%

11-85

3

Douglas County

100%

11-87

3

Josephine County

100%

11-123

1

Clackamas County

Upgrade crosswalk to Bilquist Elementary School at the intersection of SE Bixel Way and SE Webster Road to
include advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFB) and ADA curb ramps

$137,583

$34,395

Yes

No

455

none

$2,728,940

100%

11-40

3

Coos County

Project will ad sidewalks and curb ramps (south side) and roadway width to allow for 6' bike lanes (north and south
sides) on W Central Blvd. Crosswalks and Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons will be considered at select locations
to enhance safety.

$1,499,034

$374,759

No

Yes

450

none

$4,227,974

100%

11-55

1

City of Portland, Bureau of
Transportation

Sidewalk infill along SE Holgate, SE 102nd - SE 134th; and crossings at SE Holgate/SE 128th and SE Holgate/SE 117th
or SE 118th.

$0

$0

Yes

No

450

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

$4,227,974

100%

11-102

3

City of Coos Bay

The Eastside SRTS will provide new sidewalks, ADA compliant ramps, crosswalks with rapid flashing signs, and bike
lanes on the main corridor that children use to walk to Millicoma School and the newly built Eastside School (2020).

$2,000,000

$1,441,353

No

No

450

none

$6,227,974

100%

11-121

4

$0

$0

No

Yes

450

Eligiblity for paths inconclusive. Consult
in process with Departmetn of Justice
about tribal lands and road right-of way.
More info Dec 17.

$6,227,974

100%

11-78

5

ODOT- Region 5

$1,136,000

$757,333

No

Yes

445

none

$7,363,974

100%

11-164

1

City of Milwaukie

$0

$0

Yes

No

445

none

$7,363,974

100%

11-137

1

City of Milwaukie

$1,152,330

$768,220

Yes

No

443

none

$8,516,304

100%

11-69

2

City of Cottage Grove

$1,272,143

$404,369

No

No

440

Applicant mitigated staff concern over
"pavement crack repair."

$9,788,447

100%

11-72

2

City of Albany

$100,000

$22,837

Yes

No

440

Applicant answered staff questions.

$9,888,447

100%

11-98

1

City of Portland, Bureau of
Transportation

$2,000,000

$522,000

Yes

No

440

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

$11,888,447

100%

11-113

1

Clackamas County

$0

$0

Yes

No

440

none

$11,888,447

100%

11-46

2

City of Gaston

$189,738

$47,435

No

Yes

435

none

$12,078,185

100%

11-111

2

$0

$0

Yes

No

435

none

$12,078,185

100%

11-96

2

$140,000

$35,000

Yes

No

430.5

none

$12,218,185

100%

11-45

4

City of Madras

This project will replace a two-block section of sidewalk that is non compliant and unsafe for children to use on one
of our busiest streets in town. It includes adding ADA ramps, new curbing and sidewalk, and drainage, and paving.

$212,000

$53,000

No

No

430

none

$12,430,185

100%

11-116

1

Clackamas County

Construct crosswalk at intersection of SE Fuller Rd and SE Causey Ave-SE Harmony Dr. Project will consist of
advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons; center lane pedestrian refuge and ADA ramps on east
and west side of SE Fuller Rd.

$148,470

$37,118

Yes

No

430

none

$12,578,655

100%

11-127

3

City of Medford

The project will fill in sidewalks, construct curb ramps, and install safety enhancements at crosswalks. The project
includes various locations around Howard Elementary, Wilson Elementary, and Washington Elementary schools.

$1,424,000

$356,000

Yes

No

430

Applicant removed paving for autos as
per staff request.

$14,002,655

100%

11-134

2

ODOT Region 2

$346,467

$230,978

No

Yes

430

none

$14,349,122

100%

11-157

2

City of Eugene

$750,246

$187,562

Yes

No

430

none

$15,099,368

Improve connections to school by installing a pedestrian crossing east and west of the Halsey and 208th Place
intersection by adding an enhanced pedestrian crosswalk at 208th Place that is ADA compliant.
Construct continuous sidewalks and bike lanes on Carnes Rd, increase visibility at crossings on Carnes Rd, Del Mar
Dr and Linnell Ave, manage vehicle access to the school, and post school warning signs and street markings to alert
motorists.
A 4 ft wide ADA-compliant asphalt pathway to be installed on Williams Hwy (2,900 linear ft), in the right-of-way
along the west side with less residential development. Existing ditch and shoulder will be buffers between
pathway and the travel lane.

Project is to install up to four connecting shared use paths from roads and streets within 1 mile from school. All
Confederated Tribes of the Warm
paths shall be designed and constructed to provide smooth hard surface pathways, be safer and provide increased
Springs Indian Reservation of Oregon
mobility to users.

City of Salem Public Works
Department
City of Salem Public Works
Department

Installation of ADA-compliant sidewalks along the west side of US395 between 6th Ave and the schools. Roadway
widening to increase the width of the existing bicycle lanes.
•Construct 6,365 LF of sidewalk between 40th Ave and Linwood Ave
•Improve pedestrian crossings at King & Stanley, King & Linwood and King & 42nd
•Traffic calming elements (islands, bulb outs, landscaping, etc.)
•Construct 8,145 LF of sidewalk
•Stripe crossings at all intersections to enhance pedestrian crossing safety
•Install crossing beacons at 3 intersections
•Fill gaps in existing bicycle network
The construction of accessible sidewalks, crosswalks and ramps within the project is vitally necessary to ensure the
safety of middle and elementary school students. The project includes 40,000 sqft of sidewalks and 40 crosswalks
in 11 intersections.
The project will improve student access to South Shore Elementary School through: infill of sidewalk gaps,
construction of ADA compliant ramps, and pedestrian crossing improvements at the Waverly Dr./Southshore Dr.
intersection.
The project will complete sidewalk infill on the west side of SE 174th, SE Stark to SE Main. We are looking for
additional funding to also complete SE 174th, SE Division to SE Powell.
Construct 6-foot wide pervious sidewalks on the east side of SE Webster Road from Bilquist Elementary School to
existing Tri-Met transit stop at SE Roots Road. Project length is 1,000 feet and includes curbs and ADA compliant
intersection ramps.
The Cottonwood St. Safe Routes to School Project will provide sidewalks on the South side of the street and a
crosswalk from this sidewalk to the sidewalk on 3rd St. which will provide a safe, continuous off-street route to
school.
Install median crosswalks at the intersections of Kuebler Blvd. @ Croisan Scenic Way S and Skyline Rd. S @ Croisan
Scenic Way S.
Construct median crossing island on Liberty Rd. S in front of Liberty
Elementary School and install additional school flashing beacon.

The proposed project is for two enhanced pedestrian crossings at C Street and H Street. The crossings will include
some combination of pedestrian activated beacons, refuge islands, striping, and illumination.
The City of Eugene's projects include dispersed school speed zone flashers, speed readers, and enhanced
pedestrian crossings featuring pedestrian islands, curb extensions, and RRFBs.

Key:
grey color = 150% list (not fund)
mark through = the second and/or third project for an entity
that has been removed

SCENARIO 2- Remove additional projects, add 9 locations (22 total projects)
SRAC meeting 12.17.18
100% of funding or
Application #
150% of funding
100%

11-101

Region

Applicant Agency

Short Project Description

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

5

City of Milton-Freewater, Public Works

Improve the crosswalk at the intersection of OR11 and SW/SE 10th Ave by placing rapid flashing beacon. The
project will also install new sidewalks/signage along collector streets, especially on steep hill streets to improve
student/pedestrian safety.

$249,599

$90,218

Yes

No

428

none

$15,348,966

Remainng funds

651,034

$16,750,966

150%

11-145

2

Polk County

150%

11-151

1

ODOT Region 1

150%

11-41

4

Deschutes County Road Department

150%

11-89

2

City of Mill City

150%

11-91

5

ODOT Region 5

150%

11-94

1

City of Forest Grove

150%

11-161

5

City of La Grande

This project will construct sidewalks, ADA ramps, a signal, and crosswalks at Gun Club/Hoffman Rd. It also includes
sidewalks and bike lanes on Hoffman Rd and Gun Club Rd and crossing enhancements at Marigold Dr to increase
safety and connectivity.

Enhanced ped crossing, lighting, ADA ramps, high-vis crosswalks. Bulbout at SE corner to reduce SB 13th to 1 lane.
Adjust intersection geometry for traffic calming, to increase sight distance, and reduce crossing distance. Evaluate
RT lane EB to NB.
This project will construct sidewalk along the north frontage of the school (both sides of C-Avenue) and channelize
pedestrians to a safe crossing location at 8th Street. The project will significantly reduce vehicle/pedestrian
conflict points.
Mill City’s project will add/replace sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, flashing signals, lighting, and related
curb/drainage improvements with 4-blocks of two schools. Project will connect to Rec Trail and SW Broadway
projects (2021 completion)
Improve intersection by adding pedestrian facilities including crosswalks with rapid flashing beacon, school zone
signing, and ADA compliant pedestrian railroad crossing.
This project will construct intersection improvements including sidewalks, ADA ramps, and an enhanced
pedestrian crossings as well as sidewalks along the east side of Thatcher Road to tie into an existing pedestrian
path to the adjacent neighborhood.
The project will construct American Disability Act (ADA) compliant ramps as well as a five-foot-wide sidewalk
providing continuity from the existing sidewalk at Sunset Drive to the recently constructed walkways on H Avenue
in front of the new school.

$1,402,000

$350,500

No

No

425

Staff requested removal of signal for
autos from application due to not a
bike/ped project. Applicant did not
remove and just added information to
application file. Applicant approves of
dividing up application and removing if
committee decides.

$1,180,560

$787,040

No

No

425

Applicant answered staff questions.

$17,931,526

$349,271

$87,318

No

Yes

423

none

$18,280,797

$1,421,000

$364,000

No

Yes

420

none

$19,701,797

$0

$0

No

Yes

420

none

$19,701,797

$400,000

$500,000

Yes

No

420

none

$20,101,797

$140,000

$50,000

No

No

420

none

$20,241,797

SCENARIO 3- Reduce #127 and #145; add 3 projects (total 25 projects)
SRAC meeting 12.17.18
100% of funding or
Application #
150% of funding

Region

Applicant Agency

Short Project Description
Install rapid flashing beacons near intersections US20/26 & Bower Ave and OR201 & King Avenue. Add
crosswalks to OR201 at King Avenue and mid block between King Ave and Good Ave. Stripe bike lane on both
sides US20/26 from Locust Ave to Bower Ave.
Hwy 101 bisects the community with the schools on the west side and majority of the children on the east
side. The project provides enhanced crossing of Hwy 101 and completes sidewalks and bike/ped path gaps
around 26th and 27th streets.

Key:
grey = 150% list (not fund)
green = projects on the cusp that are all within 5 points of each other
mark through = the second project for an entity removed
yellow = applicant's cost reduction

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

0

0

No

Yes

463

none

0

346,400

86,600

No

No

460

none

346,400

90,957

22,739

Yes

No

460

Source of local match clarified by
applicant.

437,357

2,000,000

985,035

No

No

460

Applicant removed auto focused left
turn lane.

2,437,357

154,000

53,000

No

Yes

455

Applicant answered staff questions.

2,591,357

100%

11-109

5

ODOT Region 5

100%

11-48

2

City of Florence Public Works

100%

11-77

1

Multnomah County

100%

11-85

3

Douglas County

100%

11-87

3

Josephine County

100%

11-123

1

Clackamas County

Upgrade crosswalk to Bilquist Elementary School at the intersection of SE Bixel Way and SE Webster Road to
include advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFB) and ADA curb ramps

137,583

34,395

Yes

No

455

none

2,728,940

100%

11-40

3

Coos County

Project will ad sidewalks and curb ramps (south side) and roadway width to allow for 6' bike lanes (north and
south sides) on W Central Blvd. Crosswalks and Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons will be considered at
select locations to enhance safety.

1,499,034

374,759

No

Yes

450

none

4,227,974

100%

11-55

1

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation

Sidewalk infill along SE Holgate, SE 102nd - SE 134th; and crossings at SE Holgate/SE 128th and SE Holgate/SE
117th or SE 118th.

0

0

Yes

No

450

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

4,227,974

100%

11-102

3

City of Coos Bay

The Eastside SRTS will provide new sidewalks, ADA compliant ramps, crosswalks with rapid flashing signs, and
bike lanes on the main corridor that children use to walk to Millicoma School and the newly built Eastside
School (2020).

2,000,000

1,441,353

No

No

450

none

6,227,974

100%

11-121

4

Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Indian Reservation of Oregon

Project is to install up to four connecting shared use paths from roads and streets within 1 mile from school.
All paths shall be designed and constructed to provide smooth hard surface pathways, be safer and provide
increased mobility to users.

0

0

No

Yes

450

Eligiblity for paths inconclusive. Consult
in process with Departmetn of Justice
about tribal lands and road right-of way.
More info Dec 17.

6,227,974

100%

11-78

5

ODOT- Region 5

1,136,000

757,333

No

Yes

445

none

7,363,974

100%

11-164

1

City of Milwaukie

0

0

Yes

No

445

none

7,363,974

100%

11-137

1

City of Milwaukie

1,152,330

768,220

Yes

No

443

none

8,516,304

100%

11-69

2

City of Cottage Grove

1,272,143

404,369

No

No

440

Applicant mitigated staff concern over
"pavement crack repair."

9,788,447

100%

11-72

2

City of Albany

100,000

22,837

Yes

No

440

Applicant answered staff questions.

9,888,447

100%

11-98

1

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation

2,000,000

522,000

Yes

No

440

Applicant removed overhead from cost
estimate and included more
information about expanded projects if
costs come in below estimte.

11,888,447

100%

11-113

1

Clackamas County

0

0

Yes

No

440

none

11,888,447

100%

11-46

2

City of Gaston

189,738

47,435

No

Yes

435

none

12,078,185

100%

11-111

2

City of Salem Public Works Department

0

0

Yes

No

435

none

12,078,185

100%

11-96

2

City of Salem Public Works Department

140,000

35,000

Yes

No

430.5

none

12,218,185

100%

11-45

4

City of Madras

212,000

53,000

No

No

430

none

12,430,185

100%

11-116

1

Clackamas County

148,470

37,118

Yes

No

430

none

12,578,655

Improve connections to school by installing a pedestrian crossing east and west of the Halsey and 208th Place
intersection by adding an enhanced pedestrian crosswalk at 208th Place that is ADA compliant.
Construct continuous sidewalks and bike lanes on Carnes Rd, increase visibility at crossings on Carnes Rd, Del
Mar Dr and Linnell Ave, manage vehicle access to the school, and post school warning signs and street
markings to alert motorists.
A 4 ft wide ADA-compliant asphalt pathway to be installed on Williams Hwy (2,900 linear ft), in the right-ofway along the west side with less residential development. Existing ditch and shoulder will be buffers
between pathway and the travel lane.

Installation of ADA-compliant sidewalks along the west side of US395 between 6th Ave and the schools.
Roadway widening to increase the width of the existing bicycle lanes.
•Construct 6,365 LF of sidewalk between 40th Ave and Linwood Ave
•Improve pedestrian crossings at King & Stanley, King & Linwood and King & 42nd
•Traffic calming elements (islands, bulb outs, landscaping, etc.)
•Construct 8,145 LF of sidewalk
•Stripe crossings at all intersections to enhance pedestrian crossing safety
•Install crossing beacons at 3 intersections
•Fill gaps in existing bicycle network
The construction of accessible sidewalks, crosswalks and ramps within the project is vitally necessary to
ensure the safety of middle and elementary school students. The project includes 40,000 sqft of sidewalks
and 40 crosswalks in 11 intersections.
The project will improve student access to South Shore Elementary School through: infill of sidewalk gaps,
construction of ADA compliant ramps, and pedestrian crossing improvements at the Waverly Dr./Southshore
Dr. intersection.
The project will complete sidewalk infill on the west side of SE 174th, SE Stark to SE Main. We are looking for
additional funding to also complete SE 174th, SE Division to SE Powell.
Construct 6-foot wide pervious sidewalks on the east side of SE Webster Road from Bilquist Elementary
School to existing Tri-Met transit stop at SE Roots Road. Project length is 1,000 feet and includes curbs and
ADA compliant intersection ramps.
The Cottonwood St. Safe Routes to School Project will provide sidewalks on the South side of the street and a
crosswalk from this sidewalk to the sidewalk on 3rd St. which will provide a safe, continuous off-street route
to school.
Install median crosswalks at the intersections of Kuebler Blvd. @ Croisan Scenic Way S and Skyline Rd. S @
Croisan Scenic Way S.
Construct median crossing island on Liberty Rd. S in front of Liberty
Elementary School and install additional school flashing beacon.
This project will replace a two-block section of sidewalk that is non compliant and unsafe for children to use
on one of our busiest streets in town. It includes adding ADA ramps, new curbing and sidewalk, and drainage,
and paving.
Construct crosswalk at intersection of SE Fuller Rd and SE Causey Ave-SE Harmony Dr. Project will consist of
advance warning signs; rectangular rapid flashing beacons; center lane pedestrian refuge and ADA ramps on
east and west side of SE Fuller Rd.

SCENARIO 3- Reduce #127 and #145; add 3 projects (total 25 projects)
SRAC meeting 12.17.18
100% of funding or
Application #
150% of funding

Key:
grey = 150% list (not fund)
green = projects on the cusp that are all within 5 points of each other
mark through = the second project for an entity removed
yellow = applicant's cost reduction

Region

Applicant Agency

Short Project Description

Grant Award Request

Match

Inside
MPO

City under 5,000
population

Technical Score

Ground conditions flag/or
other relevent staff notes

Running total of all projects

100%

11-127

3

City of Medford

The project will fill in sidewalks, construct curb ramps, and install safety enhancements at crosswalks. The
project includes various locations around Howard Elementary, Wilson Elementary, and Washington
Elementary schools.

260,000

n/a

Yes

No

430

Applicant removed paving for autos as
per staff request.

12,838,655

100%

11-134

2

ODOT Region 2

The proposed project is for two enhanced pedestrian crossings at C Street and H Street. The crossings will
include some combination of pedestrian activated beacons, refuge islands, striping, and illumination.

346,467

230,978

No

Yes

430

none

13,185,122

100%

11-157

2

City of Eugene

750,246

187,562

Yes

No

430

none

13,935,368

100%

11-101

5

City of Milton-Freewater, Public Works

249,599

90,218

Yes

No

428

none

14,184,966

100%

11-52

2

City of St. Helens

322,536

80,634

No

No

425.5

none

100%

11-145

2

Polk County

100%

11-41

4

Deschutes County Road Department

100%

11-161

5

City of La Grande

100%

11-99

3

ODOT Region 3

150%

11-94

1

City of Forest Grove

150%

11-89

2

City of Mill City

150%

11-151

1

ODOT Region 1

150%

11-91

5

ODOT Region 5

The City of Eugene's projects include dispersed school speed zone flashers, speed readers, and enhanced
pedestrian crossings featuring pedestrian islands, curb extensions, and RRFBs.
Improve the crosswalk at the intersection of OR11 and SW/SE 10th Ave by placing rapid flashing beacon. The
project will also install new sidewalks/signage along collector streets, especially on steep hill streets to
improve student/pedestrian safety.
This will install over 1,100 feet of sidewalk along Columbia Blvd. between Sykes & Gable Rd. It will also
improve pedestrian visibility at the crosswalks of Columbia Blvd. and Sykes Rd. in front of McBride
Elementary and at Columbia Blvd./Gable Rd.

This project will construct sidewalks, ADA ramps, a signal, and crosswalks at Gun Club/Hoffman Rd. It also
includes sidewalks and bike lanes on Hoffman Rd and Gun Club Rd and crossing enhancements at Marigold Dr
to increase safety and connectivity.

This project will construct sidewalk along the north frontage of the school (both sides of C-Avenue) and
channelize pedestrians to a safe crossing location at 8th Street. The project will significantly reduce
vehicle/pedestrian conflict points.
The project will construct American Disability Act (ADA) compliant ramps as well as a five-foot-wide sidewalk
providing continuity from the existing sidewalk at Sunset Drive to the recently constructed walkways on H
Avenue in front of the new school.
Improving pedestrian safety and connectivity by adding an RRFB and refuge island at Maine St and Broadway
will create a safer and more comfortable pedestrian route between the neighborhoods to the west and the
schools to the east side of Broadway
This project will construct intersection improvements including sidewalks, ADA ramps, and an enhanced
pedestrian crossings as well as sidewalks along the east side of Thatcher Road to tie into an existing
pedestrian path to the adjacent neighborhood.
Mill City’s project will add/replace sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, flashing signals, lighting, and related
curb/drainage improvements with 4-blocks of two schools. Project will connect to Rec Trail and SW Broadway
projects (2021 completion)
Enhanced ped crossing, lighting, ADA ramps, high-vis crosswalks. Bulbout at SE corner to reduce SB 13th to 1
lane. Adjust intersection geometry for traffic calming, to increase sight distance, and reduce crossing
distance. Evaluate RT lane EB to NB.
Improve intersection by adding pedestrian facilities including crosswalks with rapid flashing beacon, school
zone signing, and ADA compliant pedestrian railroad crossing.

14,507,502
14 507 502

704,400

n/a

No

No

425

Staff requested removal of signal for
autos from application due to not a
bike/ped project. Applicant did not
remove and just added information to
application file. Applicant approves of
dividing up application and removing if
committee decides.

349,271

87,318

No

Yes

423

none

15,561,173

140,000

50,000

No

No

420

none

15,701,173

97,400

55,600

No

No

425

none

15,798,573

Remiaining funds

$201,427

15,211,902

400,000

500,000

Yes

No

420

none

16,198,573

1,421,000

364,000

No

Yes

420

none

17,619,573

1,180,560

787,040

No

No

425

Applicant answered staff questions.

18,800,133

0

0

No

Yes

420

none

18,800,133

