TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #2 SUMMARY
DATE:

Thursday, January 31, 2019, 1:30 – 2:30 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield Justice Center, Emergency Operations Center

ATTENDANCE
City of Springfield

☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer
☒
☐
☒
☒
☒

Greg Ferschweiler, Operations Maintenance Supervisor
Ben Gibson, Operations Supervisor
Courtney Griesel, Economic Development Manager
Michael Liebler, Transportation Planning Engineer
Amy Linder, AIC Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal

☒ Kristi Krueger, Principal Engineer
☒ Lt. Russ Boring, Police Department
☒ Meghan Murphy, Environmental Services Technician
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner
☒ Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications Coordinator
ODOT
☒ Eric Alexander, Region 2 District 5 Assistant Manager
☒ Jenna Berman, Region 2 Active Transportation Liaison
☐
☒
☒
☐

Nicole Charlson, Region 2 Transportation Safety Coordinator
Carl Deaton, Region 2 Roadway Engineer [by phone]
Scott Nelson, Region 2 Access Management Engineer
Amanda Salyer, Region 2 Traffic Investigations Engineer & ARTS Program Coordinator

☒
☒
☒
☒

Katie Scott, Motor Carrier Division Mobility Operations Program Coordinator [by phone]
Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section
Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer [by phone]
Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst [by phone]

DLCD
☒ Patrick Wingard, South Willamette Valley Representative

Utility Providers
☒
☒
☒
☐

Bart McKee, Senior Civil Engineer, SUB Water
Dan Norland, Engineering Technician, SUB Electric
Tamara Pitman, SUB Electric
John Radosevich, NW Natural

LTD
☒ Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner
☒ Kelly Clark, Senior Transportation Planner, [LCOG representing LTD]

Willamalane Park & Recreation District (WPRD)
☐ Eric Adams, Planning & Development Manager

School District #19 (SPS)
☒ Laughton Elliott-Deangelis, Safe Routes to Schools Coordinator
☐ Mike Schlosser, Transportation & Fleet Operations Manager

Project Staff and Consultants
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒

Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Jean Senechal Biggs, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Garth Appanaitis, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates
Lacy Brown, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE


Update TAC members on project milestones and community engagement



Discuss highlights of current technical work (including existing land use, environmental and
transportation inventories) and key points of information to consider

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this
second meeting of the TAC. Members of the committee introduced themselves.
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PROJECT UPDATES
Jean, Garth Appanaitis and Lacy Brown gave a presentation (attached, see Appendix A) covering most of the
material for the meeting.
To begin, Jean reviewed the project purpose statement, the project area, and the project timeline.
Jean discussed the community outreach that has taken place to date, including the online open house, tabling
events, and Title VI group outreach. She discussed the ranking of values, which placed safety highest among
the six options. Kelly Clarke asked about the number of people who provided input. Molly clarified that there
were a total of 177 comment submissions via the Online Open House, with a total of 450 new users. New
users were calculated based on the number of first-time visitors to the Online Open House. This new user
number is not representative of the people who actually spent time reviewing and participating in the Online
Open House, and therefore the number of submissions is a better indication of how many people actually
spent time participating in the Online Open House.
Jean reminded the TAC of upcoming meetings with the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC), the Springfield
Planning Commission, City Council and the Main Street Governance Team.

TRANSPORTATION INVENTORY
Garth described the transportation inventory. Major discussion points included:






The existing roadway characteristics, including volume, speed, mobility standards and access spacing.
Freight implications along the corridor, including percent of heavy vehicle traffic, classification as a truck
route, and the ODOT freight reduction review route designation east of Bob Straub Parkway.
o Katie Scott emphasized the importance of the freight mobility review. She explained it could
influence the potential solutions identified for the corridor. Garth agreed, noting that the need to
maintain freight mobility will be incorporated into the goals and objectives and key principles, as
well as the evaluation of alternative solutions. Katie suggested reaching out to the Mobility
Advisory Committee as soon as potential solutions are identified.
The high-stress pedestrian and cycling environment throughout the corridor.
Transit service and access along the corridor.

SAFETY ANALYSIS
Lacy described the collision and safety analysis. Major discussion points included:



The high frequency of crashes on the corridor and the breakdown of those crash types and locations.
Pedestrian crashes which occurred on the corridor, including fatalities.
o Dorothy Upton asked for a clarification on the language around pedestrian crashes. Lacy
explained that in this instance pedestrian crashes refer to a pedestrian being struck by a
vehicle. Kristie Gladhill brought up the flag for pedestrian present, which could indicate
incidences such as a vehicle braking hard for a pedestrian and being rear-ended.
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Emma Newman asked for clarification on the total number of people who died (six) compared to
the number of fatal crashes (four).
o Bob Stolle asked about rail incidents and Kristie Gladhill clarified that the ODOT crash data only
includes crashes where a motor vehicle was involved and would not include a pedestrian-train
incident. Bob said he would reach out to find data on rail incidents at the at-grade crossing east
of 28th Street.
The primary causes of fatal and severe injury crashes on Main Street between 2012 and 2016 are
Failing to Yield Right-of-Way (38%), Disregarding a traffic signal (12.5%) and Following Too Closely
(12.5%).
The locations that were flagged in the safety analysis
o Dorothy asked for clarification on driveway versus intersection crashes. Lacy explained that
there were 15 study intersections but within the segments it is not possible to separate driveway
versus intersection crashes without a very labor intensive, manual coding process.
Other questions from the TAC members, including:
o Bob asked if there was any speed data along the corridor, as it specifically relates to safety.
Lacy responded that officer-reported speeding is a field in the crash data and Jean clarified that
more details about that could be found in Figure 22 of Technical Memorandum #6 (TM6).
o Jean asked if any of the five analysis methods which flagged for safety issues had more weight
than the other. Lacy discussed that as a transportation safety professional, it is more concerning
for her when she sees the same location flagged across multiple analysis methods (Table 18 in
TM6).
o







LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL
Jean discussed the land use and environmental inventories, which addressed the following points:






The impact of the Main Street Vision Plan on this study.
The land use along the corridor, with more residential to the east of Bob Straub Parkway and more
commercial to the west of Bob Straub Parkway.
Opportunity for development permit requirements for sidewalks and access consolidation when it
makes sense.
Federal requirements for environmental compliance.
The high-level environmental results which would need to be investigated further before implementation
of any major projects including, wetlands, waterways and water quality conformity, storm management
plans for construction, archaeological and historic resource investigation, air quality conformity, ESA
documentation, a noise study and hazardous materials corridor study.
o Kristi Krueger asked for clarification on the extent of the project area used for the environmental
analysis. Jean responded that it was a 200-foot buffer from the roadway.

NEXT STEPS AND QUESTIONS
Jean finished the presentation with a discussion of the next steps and a reminder of upcoming meetings.
TAC members were asked to submit any comments on the tech memos to Molly by Friday, February 8th.
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The next TAC meeting the will be a workshop with JLA and DKS Associates to refine the project’s goals and
objectives. Jean shared the six key goal areas and asked TAC members for their input based on their
knowledge of the corridor.







Safety
Business Community
Mobility
Transportation Choices
Vital Community
Cost

From this, Emma posed a question to the TAC about anything that should be highlighted from their
experience? The responses created the following dialogue:








Scott Nelson noted this is the first ODOT facility plan to apply the new access management rules that
were adopted by the Legislature in 2014. In developing goals and objectives for the project, he
suggested making sure the statements were clear and objective. Vague statements will not lead to
concrete solutions and could be challenged.
Bill Johnston explained that the scope of work outlines the approach that will be used to develop the
key principles, and that they will emphasize the need to balance competing priorities. He anticipates the
key principles will be fairly specific, in order to be transparent, without pre-determining solutions.
o Scott responded that he is less worried about medians precluding access and more worried
about no-access zone around roundabouts, if that ends up being a solution.
Courtney Griesel cautioned that from the economic development perspective, to be realistic about how
long things will take to implement and to not suggest solutions that will never be built (for whatever
reason). She said those types of conceptual fixes without plans for realistic implementation can hold
back market activity, citing the Gateway conceptual fixes as an example.
o Jean suggested that the cost goal could be modified to include feasibility. It could reflect the
ability to execute the solution and when that would happen.
 Kristi Krueger cautioned that the way this would be weighted would need to be important
so that a low safety impact project would not be rated highly just because it was easy to
implement today. She added that phasing is an option for a high safety impact solution
that may not be realistically fully funded in the short term.
o Brian Barnett responded to Courtney’s point that the projects should not scare people off with
too big of solutions.
o Courtney suggested expectations for communications with business owners should be set early
about what solutions will look like
 Emma noted that when it comes to the solutions proposed, they will be looking into
intersection footprints.
Michael Liebler suggested not being timid in proposing solutions. He noted that the last five years of
crash data doesn’t tell the whole story. These problems have existed for a long time. He doesn’t want to
have these same conversations again in eight years (noting that the last safety plan for Main Street
happened approximately eight years ago).
o Brian suggested that progress was made between 58th and Bob Straub with an ODOT project
15 years ago. He thought that a before/after study of those solutions would be interesting.
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Michael said that while it was mentioned in the land use memo, how does land use drive safety issues?
He thinks more needs to be said about how land use is driving safety issues and how it will take a multipronged approach to land use changes and safety improvements to address issues. The Council is
faced with connectivity discussions as part of the TSP Implementation Project right now, but he feels
that solutions are not being aggressively pushed to elected officials to make the hard choices that will
allow for major improvements.
o Jean discussed that land use was touched on in the Main Street Vision Plan, which will also
play into this.
o Michael mentioned that he did not think the Vision Plan was consistent with existing land use
and safety, specifically with the Segment 3 vision statement.
Katie reminded the group that the highway is a reduction review route and that the sooner the Mobility
Advisory Committee hears about potential solutions, especially roundabouts and medians, the easier
implementation will be.
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APPENDIX A ‐ Springfield MSSP TAC Meeting 2

TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
January 31, 2019

WELCOME

• Meeting Agenda &
Purpose
• Introductions

1
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• Project Updates

AGENDA

• Timeline and Milestones
• Community Engagement

• Existing Conditions
Inventories
• Land Use
• Environmental
• Transportation

PROJECT
PURPOSE
STATEMENT

Springfield’s Main Street is consistently
ranked as one of the most unsafe city
streets in Oregon based on the severity
and frequency of traffic crashes. ODOT
and the City must address this problem to
save lives, reduce injuries, and lessen
property damage due to crashes. The
purpose of the Main Street Safety Project is
to select infrastructure solutions that will
make Main Street safer for people walking,
biking, driving, and taking transit.
The selected safety improvements will
provide for the movement of goods and
people, support the economic viability of
the corridor, accommodate current bus
service and future transit solutions, and
complement safety education and traffic
enforcement.
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PROJECT AREA: 20TH – 72ND

PROJECT TIMELINE

3
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Online Open House

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise
0 (least important)

Safety

6

6 4

Local business access

8

11

Traffic mobility

24

Cost

26

Main Street character

Transit

1

2

3

84

19

22

22

26

32

19

14

35

21

19

37

24

23

38

26

15

36

9

31

27

21

14

46

6 (most important)

50

25

35

5

31

25

11

4

21

17

9

21

27

4
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Focus Groups & Tabling

Melissa Cariño and
Emma Newman
demonstrating value
rating activity

Youth discussing safety
issues on Main Street

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Title VI Focus Groups and Tabling

Mapping
activity at
Catholic
Community
Services

5
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UPCOMING MEETINGS
Goals & Objectives
• 2/21: TAC
Existing Conditions and Goals & Objectives
• 2/26: SAC
• 3/5:

Planning Commission work session

• 3/11: City Council work session
• 3/21: Governance Team
E-blast project update
• 2/6:

Email list and website

PROJECT UPDATES

Questions?
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EXISTING CONDITIONS
Inventories to understand Main Street
• Tech Memo #5:

Intersection Operations

• Tech Memo #6:

Transportation Conditions

• Tech Memo #7:

Environmental

• Tech Memo #8:

Land Use

Related documents
• Tech Memo #2:

Plans and Policies Framework

• Tech Memo #4:

Transportation Analysis
Methods & Assumptions

EXISTING CONDITIONS
How we will use this data?
• Confirming problems that need to be
addressed
• Turn into Goals & Objectives for the
project
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TRANSPORTATION
Inventory includes:
• Street network characteristics, traffic
volumes, speed, and classification data
• Multimodal inventory and analysis
• Corridor collision analysis
• Traffic operations analysis for 15
intersections

TRANSPORTATION
Roadway Characteristics
• 5-lane arterial with bike lanes
• Posted speed 35 – 45 MPH
• 16K – 20K vehicles per day
• Study intersections meet ODOT mobility
standards
• Access spacing does not meet ODOT standards

8
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TRANSPORTATION
Freight
• Represents 2% to 4% of vehicle traffic
• City truck route, Federal/RRR east of Bob Straub
Parkway
• Freight value and tonnage higher east of Bob
Straub

TRANSPORTATION
High-stress Pedestrian Environment
• Proximity of vehicles
• High roadway speeds
• Narrow sidewalks with no buffer
• Sidewalk obstructions and ADA ramps

9
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TRANSPORTATION
High-stress Cycling Environment
• Many unsignalized intersection and driveway crossings
• Proximity of vehicles
• High roadway speeds
• Two lanes of traffic in each direction and center left turn
lane
• 5 to 7 ft wide bike lanes, no buffer

TRANSPORTATION
Transit Service and Access
• Route 11: approximately 3,000 daily boardings
• 2nd highest ridership in LTD service area
• Headways of 10 to 30 minutes
• Lack of safe and accessible routes to bus stops

10
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TRANSPORTATION

Questions?

COLLISION ANALYSIS
High crash
corridor
• 653 crashes
(2012 – 2016)
• Approximately
1-1/3 crashes
per week
• Crashes occur
throughout the
corridor

11
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Fatal and Injury Crashes

Property Damage Only Crashes

12
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COLLISION ANALYSIS
Pedestrians
• 3% of all
corridor
crashes
• 75% of fatal
crashes and
10% of severe
injury crashes

COLLISION ANALYSIS

13
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Table 18: Locations Flagged in Safety Evaluation
Location
(Intersection Cross-Street
or Segment Extents)

Excess
Crash
Frequency
(HSM)

Excess
Crash
Types
(HSM)

SPIS
Location
(ODOT)

Excess
Crash Rate
(ODOT)

ARTS
Location
(ODOT)

Intersections

28th Street
30th Street
32nd Street
36th Street
41st Street
42nd Street
Chapman Lane (nonstudy intersection)
48th Street
S. 51st Street
53rd Street (non-study
intersection)
54th Street
Bob Straub Pkwy
58th Street
62nd Place
69th Street
71st Street (non-study
intersection)

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
x

x
x

Table 18: Locations Flagged in Safety Evaluation
Location
(Intersection CrossStreet or Segment
Extents)

Excess
Crash
Frequency
(HSM)

Excess
Crash
Types
(HSM)

SPIS
Location
(ODOT)

Excess
Crash Rate
(ODOT)

ARTS
Location
(ODOT)

x

x

x
x
x
x

Segments
28th Street
30th Street
32nd Street
36th Street
41st Street
42nd Street
S. 51st Street
Bob Straub
Pkwy.
58th Street
62nd Place
69th Street

30th Street
32nd
Street
35th Street
41st Street
42nd
Street
48th Street
54th Street

x

58th Street

x

62nd
Place
69th Street
S. 72nd
Street

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
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COLLISION ANALYSIS

Questions?

LAND USE SUMMARY
Main Street Vision Plan (2015)
• Identified nodes and opportunity sites – should
be a focus for safety and other improvements

• Segment 2: 23rd Street to Bob Straub Parkway
• Segment 3: Bob Straub Parkway to 69th Street

15

APPENDIX A ‐ Springfield MSSP TAC Meeting 2

LAND USE SUMMARY
Vacant and Developable Land
• Mix of commercial, industrial and residential
development is happening and projects
anticipated near 28th, 51st, and 65th Place
• Permit requirements for sidewalks and access
consolidation creates opportunities

LAND USE SUMMARY
Residential uses and community features
prompt pedestrians crossing Main Street

16
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY
Federally-funded projects must be cleared for
compliance with NEPA
• Wetlands, Waterways, and Water Quality
• Archaeological and Historic Resources
• Air Quality
• Biological Resources and Threatened and Endangered Species
• Noise
• Visual Resources
• Hazardous Materials
• Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
• Floodplains

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY
High-level Desktop exercise (no site visits)
Potential future reconnaissance:
• Wetlands, Waterways, and Water Quality
• Stormwater Management Plan
• Archaeological and Historic Resources
• Air Quality conformity
• ESA documentation
• Noise Study
• Hazardous Materials Corridor Study

17
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LAND USE & ENVIRONMENTAL

Questions?

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
Feb 8th

Comments on Tech Memos to
Molly

Feb 21st

Workshop with JLA and DKS
• Refine Goals and Objectives
around six key areas:
• Safety
• Business Community
• Mobility
• Transportation Choices
• Vital Community
• Cost
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