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Help make Main
Street safer for
people walking,
biking, driving,
and taking transit.
Springfield’s Main Street is consistently
ranked as one of the most unsafe city
streets in Oregon, based on the severity and
frequency of crashes.
Traffic on Main Street will likely go up by
20-30% in 20 years, and the risk of crashes
will increase — unless we act now to plan
changes that will save lives, reduce injuries,
and lessen property damage.
That’s why we need your input for the
Main Street Safety Project:
• What safety issues have affected you
on or near Main Street?
• How can we make sure the street
keeps its role as a business and
commercial center?
• How we can ensure the street will
move enough people and goods?

JOIN THE CONVERSATION
Check out mainstreetsafety.org and
sign up for our email updates for the
latest information and events.
Participate in an Online Open House
on our website.
Watch for a series of meetings for
residents, business owners and property
owners (posted on our website).

Contact our team for more information.

DID YOU KNOW?
653 crashes between
2012-2016, 24 severe
crashes with 4
resulting in the loss
of 6 lives.
Only 3% of all crashes
involved pedestrians
— yet they are
involved in 75% of
fatal crashes and 21%
of all crashes deemed
either fatal or severe.

Intersections with the
highest number of
crashes: 42nd Street
(70 crashes), Bob Straub
Parkway (38 crashes), 58th
Street (36 crashes), and
28th Street (34 crashes).
Route 11 along Main
Street has the secondhighest ridership in the
LTD system, serving over
1,500 people daily!

www.mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian, City of Springfield,
541.726.4611, info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Fact Sheet #1 (Project Overview), revised 6/20/19

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
WE’RE
GROWING

SAFETY

This section of
Main Street is one
of Oregon’s most
unsafe city streets
for those who walk,
bike and drive.

Traffic on this corridor
will likely increase by
20-30% in 20 years, so
problems will be even
worse in the future.

Main Street is a key
east-west transportation
corridor, an economic
engine in the heart of
Springfield, and a major
transit route.

A HEALTHY
AND SAFE
MAIN STREET
FOR ALL

A MAJOR
TRANSIT
CORRIDOR

THE HEART
OF OUR CITY

This is one of the most
heavily used transit
routes in Lane County.

Improvements are needed
to ensure safe, accessible
transportation for everyone,
whether by foot, bike,
mobility device, bus or car.

PROJECT PURPOSE
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: Planning Phase 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 traffic
safety education and enforcement.

TARGET SCHEDULE
Project
Kickoff /
Community
Priorities

Existing
Conditions /
Inventory and
Analysis

Goals and
Objectives

Develop
Solutions

Evaluate
Solutions

Recommended
Solutions

Draft Plan
and Policies

Adoption

Summer 2018

Fall 2018

Winter 2019

Spring 2019

Fall 2019

Winter 2020

Spring 2020

2020/2021

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

There’s already been a lot of work done! The Main Street Corridor Vision Plan, ODOT’s 2011 Safety Study, the
Pedestrian Crossing Project and the Main-McVay Transit Study are some of the building blocks of this project, and
coordination between projects is a key part of our planning phase. For more information on past and current projects,
check out our website!
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www.mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian, City of Springfield,
541.726.4611, info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Fact Sheet #1 (Project Overview), revised 6/20/19
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What is the Main Street
Safety Project?
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. The Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Springfield must address this problem to save lives,
reduce injuries, and lessen property damage due to
crashes.

Breakdown of crash severity on
Main Street (2012–2016)
299
Property Damage
Only

228
Minor
Injury

The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning
Phase 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
traffic safety education and enforcement.

What causes crashes on
Main Street?
Based on the project team’s analysis of 653 reported
crashes from 2012 to 2016, both along the corridor
and at key intersections between S. 20th and S. 72nd
Streets, we have learned:
• About 75% of the fatal crashes involved people walking.
They were caused mostly by drivers failing to yield the
right-of-way (38%), disregarding a traffic signal (12.5%)
or following too closely (12.5%).
• 24 crashes—4% of all crashes—resulted in fatal or
severe injuries. These include crashes between people
driving cars, trucks, and buses; and between people
driving and people biking or walking.
• Along the corridor, over 80% of all crashes were rearend or turning-movement crashes. These are common
on streets with lots of driveways and intersections.
• About half the crashes on Main Street resulted in
property damage with no injuries.

102
Moderate
Injury

20

4
Fatal

Severe
Injury

Crash severity by street users on
Main Street (2012–2016)
All crashes involve a vehicle; symbols show who was injured.
Pedestrian Involved Crashes
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), Revised 2/8/21

How much does impairment, distraction,
or time of day contribute to crashes?
According to crash data in police reports, impairment from
drugs or alcohol contributed to just 5% of all crashes on Main
Street—but 12.5% of fatal or severe injury crashes.
What’s more, 77% of crashes occurred in daylight and just
14% occurred in darkness. This reflects typical traffic volumes
throughout the day—more people are driving, biking, and
walking on Main Street during the day.

Has the posted speed limit reduction
helped to reduce crashes?
In 2017, ODOT reduced the speed limit along some portions
of Main Street from 40 mph to 35 mph. That helped slow
traffic by about 1 mph to 2 mph on average, in 85% of
observed speeds. However, not everyone obeys the new
speed limit, and crashes are still common due to other
factors (crash data: 2012–2016). As shown in the graph
above, excessive speed contributed to only 4% of reported
crashes before the speed limit change.

Have the new pedestrian flashing
crosswalks helped reduce crashes?

All crashes

8.3%

Fatal and Severe Crashes

6.3%
4.1%

4.2%

0%

0.2%

Excessive
Speed

Distraction

4.6%

0.8%
Drug
Impairment

Alcohol
Impairment

and impaired and distracted driving laws. Enforcement is
citywide with an emphasis on streets that would benefit
from additional patrols, including Main Street.

What happens when planning is done?
Once Springfield’s City Council and the Oregon
Transportation Commission adopt the Facility Plan,
ODOT and the City will pursue funding for design and
construction.

How soon might construction start?
Construction may start as soon as 2023, occurring in
phases as funding is secured.

Since 2012, the City and ODOT have installed 7 Rapid
Flashing Beacon Crossings with marked crosswalks and
median islands according to recommendations in the 2010
Main Street Pedestrian Safety Study. The new crosswalks
have had a positive impact on pedestrian access to safer
crossing opportunities but there is not enough data to
quantitatively measure impact.

How is this project funded?

What about education
and enforcement?

ODOT and the City will identify funds to start constructing
in phases, within 5 years of Plan acknowledgement.
ODOT’s All Roads Transportation Safety program is a likely
source for funding some of the construction.

ENGINEERING

The Main Street Safety Project is
about infrastructure solutions.
HEALTHY TRAFFIC
ENVIRONMENT
Engineered solutions need to
work hand in hand with education
and enforcement. Since 2014,
ENFORCEMENT
EDUCATION
the City has produced a series
of safety educational videos,
created safety informational cards, distributed materials
through multiple channels including social media posts,
and hosted or participated in traffic safety programs and
events. The Police Department seeks grants annually to
support increased traffic patrols to enforce speed, seatbelt,

ODOT awarded the City a grant to undertake the planning
process and engage the community in identifying
solutions. ODOT hired a consultant team for technical
expertise on transportation planning, safety, land use and
economic development, and street design.

How can I continue to stay engaged
with the project?
Check out our website, www.mainstreetsafety.org,
for updates, upcoming events and more information on
opportunities to stay involved.
If you are not already receiving project e-mail updates,
please sign up on the website.

www.mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian, City of Springfield,
541.726.4611, info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), Revised 2/1/21
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What is the Main Street
Safety Project?
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. The Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Springfield must address this problem to save lives, reduce
injuries, and lessen property damage due to crashes.

What people care most about
Focus Group Results

The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning
Phase 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
traffic safety education and enforcement.

Reflecting community values

Online Open House Results*

Without action, Springfield Main Street could expect:
more crashes, more injuries and deaths, and more
congestion and delays.
In an online open house and four focus groups,
community members ranked values the plan should
reflect. Among the results:
• Safety ranked highest within all groups, by a
wide margin.
• Traffic mobility and business access ranked high.
• Public transit, cost, and street character were
significant, but didn’t rank as high as the others.
The Springfield Main Street Project will draft a plan for
a safer Main Street for everyone. Construction will be a
separate phase and will rely on the plan.
*black line represents median ranking

mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541-726-4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Fact Sheet #2 (Business and Property Impact Literature Review)
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Balancing safety and business access
Street changes such as roundabouts and raised medians can improve
safety by helping people reach both sides of a busy street without turning
across it at so many places. But could they affect access to businesses,
especially ones that people often visit without planning ahead?

What’s next
Visit mainstreetsafety.org

The project team read reports from many street projects, including
some with roundabouts and raised medians. None are exactly like this
one, but some are similar enough to show patterns:
• Businesses mostly did better afterward. No business clearly declined
because of a street project. (Some declined, but the street project was
not a clear cause.)

• Get project information and sign up for
email updates.
• Check the calendar for upcoming
meetings and community engagement
opportunities.

• Any effect on a business after a street project was less than during
construction. But steps to reduce decline during construction are
clear: keep business access open, with clear signage.

• Contact the project team with comments
and questions.

• Property real-estate values tended to increase after a
street project.
Apart from data, business owners also shared feelings in the reports:
• They felt good about roundabouts after construction, perceiving
better traffic flow.
• They didn’t feel good about raised medians, even where sales
numbers went up. They felt it was harder for customers to reach them.

Read full project research by
navigating to Memo #3 under
Technical Memo section at:

Conclusions from research:

www.mainstreetsafety.org

• Raised medians, roundabouts and other changes on Main Street are
unlikely to cause business decline.
• The project must plan to keep business access open with clear signage
during construction.

Timeline
Project
Kickoff /
Community
Priorities

Existing
Conditions /
Inventory and
Analysis

Goals and
Objectives

Develop
Solutions

Evaluate
Solutions

Recommended
Solutions

Draft Plan
and Policies

Adoption

Summer 2018

Fall 2018

Winter 2019

Spring 2019

Fall 2019

Winter 2020

Spring 2020

2020/2021

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
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mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541-726-4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Fact Sheet #2 (Business and Property Impact Literature Review)
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There’s a Lot of Work That’s
Already Being Done!

What Doesn’t Work on Main Street?
There are other treatments that will not fully address the
safety problem on Main Street by themselves:

• Crossing improvements
Since 2012, the City and ODOT installed 7
Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings with marked
crosswalks and median islands according to
recommendations in the 2011 Main Street
Pedestrian Safety Study. The new crosswalks
have increased pedestrian access to safer
crossing opportunities.
• Education and information
Since 2014, the City has produced educational
videos, created safety information cards,
distributed materials and resources including
bike and pedestrian lights, and participated in
traffic safety programs and events.
• Improved enforcement
In 2019, thanks to a grant secured by the
Police Department, the City increased traffic
patrols to enforce speed, seatbelt, and
distracted driving laws.

open

• Reducing the posted speed limit
In 2017, at the request of the City of Springfield, ODOT
reduced the posted speed limit along some portions of
Main Street from 40 miles per hour to 35 miles per hour.
While the posted speed reduction has helped to slow
traffic by about 1 to 2 miles per hour in some locations,
the traveling public still drives at similar speeds and
severe crashes still occur. Although increased traffic
enforcement may help, additional engineering solutions
are needed to significantly increase safety.
• Adding more signalized intersections
While signalized intersections can help control
conflicting traffic movements at an intersection, adding
signals can cause more crashes if installed where not
warranted. There would likely not be a significant safety
improvement with only installing more traffic signals.

MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT | 20th Street to 72nd Street

Learn More About
Possible Elements Inside
We have heard from the community that
balancing safety, traffic mobility and business
needs on Main Street is very important. Proposed
elements were developed based on public
outreach, input from project advisory groups,
and the Springfield City Council.
These elements can be combined to create a
comprehensive safety solution for Main Street
that aims for positive outcomes for each of the
Project Goals:

• Safety

Join the conversation!

• Business Community

Your feedback on the elements will help the project team refine solutions and create a set of three
alternatives for further review. Visit mainstreetsafety.org for the latest project information and to:

• Mobility

• Participate in online open house • Learn about upcoming meetings and events • Submit feedback

• Transportation Choices
• Vital Community
• Feasibility

Target schedule
Project
Kickoff /
Community
Priorities

Existing
Conditions /
Inventory and
Analysis

Goals and
Objectives

Develop
Solutions

Evaluate
Solutions

Recommended
Solutions

Draft Plan
and Policies

Adoption

Summer 2018

Fall 2018

Winter 2019

Spring 2019

Fall 2019

Winter 2021

Fall 2021

2022

What is the Main Street
Safety Project?
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. The Oregon Department
of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Springfield must address this problem to save
lives, reduce injuries, and lessen property
damage due to crashes.
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project
Planning Phase 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Project area

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

mainstreetsafety.org

mainstreetsafety.org

Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541.726.4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541.726.4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Fact Sheet #3 Possible Infrastructure Elements

Fact Sheet #3 Possible Infrastructure Elements
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Possible Safety Elements
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements are being considered. A final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a
comprehensive safety solution for Main Street. This may include a combination of these elements along one or
more segments on the corridor. All following elements are currently being considered for Main Street:

Raised Medians
Raised medians could be the largest contributor
to improved safety on Main Street, potentially
reducing crashes by up to 60%. Any potential
median on Main Street would have breaks for
turning options to provide access along Main
Street, though some raised medians will require
drivers to travel a short distance to make safer
left turns or U-turns at intersections.
Maximize safety, more out of direction travel

Bicycle Infrastructure
Main Street currently has a narrow, five-foot bike lane. To make Main Street safer and more
comfortable for people biking, more separation of bicycle and vehicle traffic is needed.
Conventional Bike Lane (6’)

At-grade Separated Bike Lane (9’-12’)

Conventional bike lanes establish part of the
street for exclusive use by bicyclists through
striping, signage, and pavement markings.

A separated bike lane goes beyond a buffered
bike lane to increase the safety and comfort of
bicyclists by physically separating them from
motor vehicle traffic with vertical delineators,
such as raised medians or flexible plastic posts.

Balance safety and access

Add raised medians with openings at major intersections
and other local streets. This would balance the need to
improve safety with accessibility on Main Street, reducing
the amount of out of direction travel, which would be about
30-60 seconds more to reach a destination, on average.

Buffered Bike Lane (7’-10’)

Limited medians, minor safety imrovements

Add raised medians with openings at major
intersections only. More medians along Main Street
would improve safety but would also decrease the
accessibility to and from local streets, requiring
some out of direction travel, which would take
approximately 60-120 seconds more to reach a
destination, on average.

Add raised medians only at locations with the most severe
safety concerns. This provides the most accessibility on
Main Street with limited out of direction travel (about
10-30 seconds more to reach a destination, on average).
However, limited medians would likely not have a
significant impact on the overall safety of Main Street, as
crashes occur along the entire street.

Intersection Control

Raised Cycle Track (11’-15’)

A buffered bike lane has a painted buffer to
provide more space between people biking and
people driving. It increases the comfort of people
biking and still has a relatively small footprint.

A raised cycle track provides a separated bike
lane that is raised from the street level (either
at the level of the sidewalk or slightly lower)
and could include a landscaped buffer.

Pedestrian Facilities

The use of either traffic signals or roundabouts at major intersections will be considered as part of this project.
Conflict points in a signalized intersection.

Conflict points in a roundabout.

Traffic signals will cause
more traffic delays and
can make it more difficult
or impossible for drivers
(particularly freight
drivers) to make U-turns.
The major intersections
on Main Street are
currently controlled by traffic signals.

Roundabouts significantly reduce
severe crashes by encouraging
drivers to slow down and reducing
the number of conflict points. They
can also reduce traffic congestion
and allow freight vehicles to make
U-turns. However, roundabouts
tend to be more expensive to build
than traffic signals and may take up more space than traffic
signals currently do.

In many places on Main Street today, the sidewalk is very narrow (six feet or less) creating
a stressful walking environment. Wider sidewalks (six to eight feet) are being considered
both with and without landscaping between people walking and people driving.
The landscape strip would require maintenance and care should be taken to ensure
trees do not block the visibility of business signs.

Enhanced Corridor Transit
Based on community feedback and technical analysis for transit along Main Street, the Main Street Governance
Team removed EmX from further study in July 2019 and moved forward Enhanced Corridor as the transit mode to
analyze further in coordination with the Main Street Safety Project. Enhanced Corridor includes features to improve
reliability, reduce transit travel times, and increase passenger comfort such as bus queue jumps or roundabouts,
stop enhancements and amenities, and adjustments to stop locations. The details for the transit enhancements will
be determined after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted and a transit project moves into Phase 3: Project Design.

open
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Join the Conversation

What is the Main Street
Safety Project?

Visit www.mainstreetsafety.org to:
• Learn more about the safety problem and
solution “toolbox” and recommendations.

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. The Oregon Department
of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Springfield must address this problem to save
lives, reduce injuries, and lessen property
damage due to crashes.

• Follow and comment on the project as it
moves through review, revision and approval.
• Sign up to hear about events and ways
to comment.

Timeline

The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project
Planning Phase is to select infrastructure
solutions that will make Main Street safer
for people walking, biking, driving, and
taking transit.

• Winter 2020/21: Stakeholders will
review the draft solution “toolbox” and
recommendations at the Strategic Advisory
Committee meeting, focus groups, and forums
for adjacent property owners.

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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

• Spring 2021: The Planning Commission,
Governance Team and City Council will
review the draft solution “toolbox” and
recommendations to give input.
• Fall 2021: The project team will consider input
and draft the facility plan for Main Street.
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Building a Safer Main Street: One Example
In the attached graphic sheet, you can see how Main Street could look with roundabouts, raised
medians and changes to street cross-sections. It’s just one example of using the current “toolbox”
of solutions—a flexible approach that would allow adjustments later, as needed.

Tools

Approach: Adjustability, gradual change, location

Raised medians can do the most to reduce conflicts
and move turns to safer locations. They can also make
pedestrian crossings safer.

Adjustability: Most of Main Street would get raised
medians, but we would adjust their locations to meet the
needs of all users. Some of the Guiding Principles include:

The recommended use of raised medians would:

• Keep openings at major intersections.

• Reduce crashes by nearly half, and limit out-of-direction
travel for business access to about 30 seconds on
average (when combined with roundabouts).

• Allow left turns and U-turns at minor streets where possible.

Using roundabouts instead of intersection signals would:

Gradual change: We don’t yet have funding for
roundabouts. As we acquire funding, we would add
roundabouts in phases. The final plan would discuss which
intersections should be prioritized for upgrades based on
the project goals and objectives.

• Improve safety at major intersections.
• Reduce congestion.
• Make U-turns easier when raised medians are present.

• Keep left-turn access to major traffic generators.
• Allow for emergency vehicle access.

• Enable freight trucks to make make U-turns.
Street cross-section upgrades would balance
improvements for walking and biking with property
impacts. For most of Main Street, the cross-section
would be four feet wider on each side.

Location: The plan includes cross-section variations for
location-specific constraints and property impacts—not
“one size fits all.” Also, the plan recommends constrained
cross-section upgrades at first, with minimal widening.

Safety Improvements from Previous Studies
We recommend:
• Making low-cost, systemic safety upgrades identified in previous studies, including better street
lighting and fewer driveways.
• Accommodating Enhanced Corridor transit as defined in the Main-McVay Transit Study.

Meeting community values
We drafted recommendations with feedback
from project committees, decision makers, and
the broader Springfield community over the past
two years. The recommendations achieve project
goals and objectives by:
• Adding roundabouts and raised medians to
reduce crashes by 48 percent—16 fewer fatal/
injury crashes per year.
• Adding roundabouts also to limit out-ofdirection travel for business access to about 30
seconds on average.

Fact Sheet #4 Solution Toolbox and Recommendations

• Replacing traffic signals with roundabouts to
reduce intersection delay by up to 40 seconds
on average.
• Widening the street by about four feet on each
side, to add walking and biking separation
from cars—and including raised medians to
improve pedestrian crossings.
• Upgrading Main Street’s look and feel,
making it a vibrant place to live, work, shop
and travel through.
• Planning for flexibility and gradual changes
as funding becomes available, rather than
building everything at once.
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Building a Safer Main Street: One Example
For more information on the current “toolbox” of solutions, see page two of this Fact Sheet or
visit www.mainstreetsafety.org.
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In the graphic below, you can see how Main Street could look with roundabouts, raised medians and changes to
street cross-sections. It’s just one example of using the current “toolbox” of solutions—a flexible approach that
would allow adjustments later, as needed.
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In the graphic below, you can see how Main Street could look with roundabouts, raised medians and changes to
street cross-sections. It’s just one example of using the current “toolbox” of solutions—a flexible approach that
would allow adjustments later, as needed.
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Clearing Up Misconceptions
About the Project

LTD is involved, but it is not a
Lane Transit District project

During the third round of community engagement,
we heard some misconceptions about what the
Main Street Safety Project is or is not. We want to
clear up those misconceptions.

• ODOT and Springfield are leading the Main Street
Safety Project.

There is a long history of planning projects on
Main Street, and the current Main Street Safety
project has evolved based on feedback and input
received throughout all of our rounds of community
engagement, recommendations from the Planning
Commission, and direction received from the
Governance Team and the City Council.
Here is what the Main Street Safety Project is not:
• It’s not just about pedestrian safety
• LTD is involved, but it is not a
Lane Transit District project
• It’s not about adding new EmX service
• It would not prevent all left turns on Main Street
• It would not need extensive new right-of-way
• It’s not a one size fits all design concept
• It would not be built all at once
Next, is more detail about each misconception.

• Main Street Safety Project is coordinating with MainMcVay Transit Study (LTD/City/ODOT project) to plan
for transit elements.
• LTD is an interested party and is providing input in
order to continue providing transit service along Main
Street, now and into the future.

It’s not about adding new EmX
service to Main Street
• Main-McVay Transit Study had considered EmX, which
could have included dedicated, bus-only lanes on
Main Street.
• Main Street Governance Team formally removed EmX
from consideration in July 2019. EmX is not part of
this project.
• Enhanced Corridor transit, which would consist of
buses running along the current Route #11 and could
include upgrades at bus stops to provide a more
welcoming and safer environment for people on
foot/bike, and street improvements to provide more
reliable, consistent bus service, will integrate into the
Main Street Facility Plan.

It’s not just about pedestrian safety
• 93% of crashes on Main Street do not involve people
walking or biking.
• All crashes on Main Street result in some level of
property damage from minor to major.
However • Pedestrian-involved crashes are more likely to result
in a severe injury or fatality.
• About 75% of fatal crashes involve people walking.
Project Misconceptions Fact Sheet, Revised 12/2/21

It would not prevent all left turns on
Main Street

It’s not a one size fits all
design concept

• Main Street would have raised medians, but not
continuously throughout the corridor. There would be
gaps.

• The project would not involve the same street design
and mix of elements throughout. For example:

• Some intersections would have left-turn/ U-turn
pockets.
• Other intersections would have roundabouts that
allow for all turning movements.
• What’s more, raised medians would have mountable
curbs so emergency vehicles could drive over them
when needed, and there would be no medians directly
in front of fire stations.

It would not need extensive
new right-of-way
• In the short term, we would focus construction primarily
within the existing curbs.
• Along most of Main Street, the proposed future street
design would need four more feet on each side.
• Toolbox includes cross-section variations for locationspecific constraints and property impacts.
• Narrowing the street in physically constrained locations
will happen during the design phase.

• 69th – 72nd Streets: consider three-lane crosssection to help reduce speeds and serve as gateway
treatment between rural and urban areas
• 52nd Street – Bob Straub Parkway: Active
Transportation Enhanced cross-section with raised
cycle track and landscaped buffer
• Toolbox also includes flexibility to modify each street
segment during the design phase.

It would not be built all at once
• Design and construction would occur in phases over the
next 5 to 20 years, as funding becomes available.
• Phases are prioritized based on the project’s Goals and
Objectives, including addressing the highest safety
needs first.
• Phasing enables people to see and experience results in
early phases.
• Phasing also allows community members to adjust to
new street design gradually.

In Summary:
As shared through e-updates, on the website, and in presentations, based on feedback received during the third round
of community engagement, the community continues to want to address safety on Main Street, but the implementation
of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a balanced approach to improve safety and support business/economic
development on the corridor. And, that the recommended toolbox approach responds to this with simplicity, flexibility,
and phase ability.
In summary, the community has reiterated that:
• There really is a serious safety problem on corridor;
• It’s ODOT’s and the City’s duty to tackle problem;
• Our approach is sensible and responsible; and
• We do listen and we do care…and we will make adjustments in design phases.

www.mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian, City of Springfield,
541.726.4611, info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Project Misconceptions Fact Sheet, Revised 12/2/21
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What is the Main Street
Safety Project?

How to Give Feedback

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. The Oregon Department
of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Springfield must address this problem to save
lives, reduce injuries, and lessen property
damage due to crashes.

• Website Comment Form:
mainstreetsafety.org then select “Contact Us”

• Email: info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

• Public Meetings: times and dates to be
posted on mainstreetsafety.org
• Mail: City of Springfield, Attn. Main Street
Safety Project, 225 Fifth Street, Springfield, OR

The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project
Planning Phase is to select infrastructure
solutions that will make Main Street safer
for people walking, biking, driving, and
taking transit.

Timeline
• Fall 2021: Draft Facility Plan will be shared
with the Technical Advisory Committee and
Strategic Advisory Committee, adjacent
business and property owners, and the
community at-large to give feedback.

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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

• Fall 2021/Winter 2022: The Planning
Commission, Main Street Governance Team
and City Council will review the Draft Facility
Plan and community feedback.
• 2022: Adoption hearings.

Draft Facility Plan
The main points and overall recommendation of the Draft Facility Plan are on the back of this fact sheet.
You can also review the Draft Facility Plan and give feedback at mainstreetsafety.org.

Virginia Avenue

Daisy Street

https://mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541-726-4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
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Draft Facility Plan
The community has reiterated that there
really is a serious safety problem on Main
Street. Community input and values shaped
the goals, objectives, analysis of potential
solutions, and final recommendations that
address the specific type of crashes that occur
on Main Street. The recommended safety
solution toolbox approach responds to
community desire for simplicity, flexibility,
and phase ability, as outlined below.

Plan is Ready for Your Review
Visit mainstreetsafety.org to review the
entire plan and then provide your feedback.

How to Give Feedback
• Email: info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
• Website Comment Form: mainstreetsafety.org
then select “Contact Us”
			

More options listed on front page.

Tools include:

Approach includes:

Raised medians can do the most to reduce conflicts
and move turns to safer locations. They can also make
pedestrian crossings safer.

Adjustability: Most of Main Street would get raised
medians, but we will adjust their locations to meet the
needs of all users. Some of the Guiding Principles we’ll
use include:

The recommended use of raised medians would:
• Reduce crashes by nearly half, and limit out-of-direction
travel for business access to about 30 seconds, on
average (when combined with roundabouts).
• Reduce turning conflicts by moving turns to safer
locations and create more opportunities for safer
pedestrian crossings.
Roundabouts instead of intersection signals would:
• Improve safety at major intersections.
• Reduce congestion.
• Make U-turns easier when raised medians are present.
• Enable freight trucks to make U-turns.
Street cross-section upgrades would balance
improvements for walking and biking with property
impacts. For most of Main Street, the long-term crosssection would be four feet wider on each side.

• Keep openings at major intersections.
• Allow left turns and U-turns at minor streets where
possible.
• Keep left-turn access to major traffic generators.
• Allow for emergency vehicle access.
Gradual change: As we secure funding, solutions
such as roundabouts, raised medians, and street cross
section upgrades will be added in phases. Chapter 5 of
the Draft Facility Plan provides an implementation plan
with guidance for which intersections and segments of
Main Street to prioritize for safety upgrades based on the
project goals and objectives.
Location: The plan includes cross-section variations for
location-specific constraints and property impacts—
not “one size fits all.” Also, the plan recommends
constrained cross-section upgrades at first, with
minimal widening.

Additional recommended upgrades include low-cost systemic safety upgrades, such as better street
lighting and fewer driveways, and accommodating Enhanced Corridor transit.

In Summary, the community has reiterated that:
There really is a serious safety problem on corridor. It’s ODOT’s and the City’s duty to tackle the problem.
Our approach is sensible and responsible. We do listen and we do care. ODOT and the City will continue
to listen to stakeholders and make adjustments in future design phases to ensure the safety, business
community, mobility, transportation choices, vital community, and feasibility goals and objectives are met.

Fact Sheet #6 Draft Facility Plan

ATTACHMENT B2 – OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT
SUMMARIES AND MATERIALS: FOCUS GROUP AND
COMMUNITY GROUP MEETINGS
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Briarwood Senior Living: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Wednesday, November 7, 2018
LOCATION: Brookdale Springfield Briarwood, 4865 Main St, Springfield, OR 97478
TIME: 2-3:30 PM

In Attendance
Staff and Consultants
Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner, City of Springfield
Allison Brown, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Mary Augustine, Coordinator, JLA Public Involvement

Overview and Purpose
This outreach event was a partnership with Brookdale Senior Living, engaging the senior and assisted living community.
This engagement fulfills, in part, Title VI Focus Group #1 Community Engagement Activities, outlined in the Main Street
Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twenty-four (24) community members
were engaged in the outreach process.
The outreach process was a hybrid model, combing a facilitated focus-group discussion with interactive voting and
guided mapping activities. The project was introduced by Emma Newman, City of Springfield, and Allison Brown, JLA
Public Involvement, led the group in a facilitated large-group discussion.
Following the group discussion, participants ‘voted’ on their top three community values related to Main Street, placing
coins into jars that correspond with six values: traffic mobility, local business access, cost, safety, transit and main street
character.
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Outreach Review
City of Springfield and JLA Staff engaged twenty-four community members that live at the Brookdale Springfield
Briarwood Senior living facility. The facility is located in the heart of the project area, with some residences directly
overlooking the Main Street corridor.
A majority of participants rely on mobility devices for travel, moving independently along the project area to access
services. Using informal audience polling, we found that more than half use motorized scooters to travel along the
project corridor. Additionally, seven use transit and two drive cars along Main Street. Within the group of seniors, 3%
had near-miss accidents within the last 2 months and one mobility device/bike collision on the sidewalk was reported.
Near-misses were a high priority for the audience, with many participants providing stories and first-hand experiences of
conflicts between cars, bikes and mobility devices.
Also, the poor condition of sidewalks was a high priority for those traveling with mobility devices along the project
corridor. Safety issues were identified specifically to and from St. Vincent DePaul Main Street Thrift Store, including
usage of mobility devices in bike-lanes due to poor sidewalk conditions.

Values
Participants were given three plastic coins to ‘vote’ on their top three values by placing them into labeled ‘values’ jars.
Staff clarified that participants could put multiple coins into one jar, if they felt strongly about that value. A total of
twenty people participated in the values exercise, casting sixty coins as votes.
Safety was the highest ranked value (50%) with thirty votes as a top-three value. Traffic mobility (15%) and Local
Business Access (13%) were a close second. Cost (10%), transit (7%) gained four votes each and Main Street Character
(5%) gained three.
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Traffic
Mobility

Comments
Comments are grouped to correspond with project values and are presented in the table below.
Safety: I value solutions that prevent fatalities and
• Pedestrians are on the street at all hours.
serious injuries
• Improper and illegal pedestrian crossing is a major
problem, at all areas of Main Street.
• People are driving way faster than the posted speed
limit.
• Low visibility, it is hard to see pedestrians at all times of
the day.
• When crossing signs are flashing, drivers speed through,
instead of stopping.
• Flashing crosswalks are hard to see, using red lights
might be better than yellow.
• Sidewalks need repair, so people are walking and use
mobility devices in the street and bike lanes.
• Sidewalks are not safe for people in wheelchairs and
mobility devices.
• Crossings are not safe for people in wheelchairs and
mobility devices.
• Southside of East 51st Street has poor sidewalks.
• Experience many near accidents on pedestrian
crossings.
• Jaywalking is an issue and needs more enforcement
from police and officials.
• Could we post signs around areas with senior and
vulnerable populations encouraging people to slow
down and drive safer? Similar to school speed limit
signs.
• Have police and sidewalk stings that are not advertised
on the radio and television.
• Speed is an essential issue.
• Need more speed camera enforcement.
• Sidewalks are un-even and hard to use with mobility
devices.
• Some roundabouts are more dangerous when they
include pedestrian crossings.
• Driveway access near NW Community Credit Union is
dangerous and poorly placed.
• Bikes are riding on the sidewalks, causing accidents with
pedestrians and mobility devices.
• Conflicts with cars and cyclists at crossings.
• Officials should use mobility devices on Main Street to
see how dangerous and difficult it is to get around.
Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that minimize
• Bob Straub and McKenzie Highway have good
connectivity when driving, especially traffic flow.
congestion and maintain the flow of traffic.
• Flashing yellow left turn signal lights are helpful for
traffic flow when driving, especially around 58th Street.
• Roundabouts are working well, especially the Glenwood
roundabout.
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Main Street Character: I value solutions that
improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main
Street and make it vibrant place for those who live,
work, shop, and travel through the corridor.

•

It should look like a “Main Street”, presently it looks like a
free-way.

Transit: I value solutions that support good transit
access.
Local Business Access: I value solutions that support
the viability of the businesses on Main Street by
providing good access and minimizing other impacts.

•

Roundabouts that have bus lanes are working well.

•

St. Vincent De Paul is a key destination for seniors and it
feels unsafe getting there and back.
o Trying to access this location feels unsafe with
many near accidents.
I feel like a 'nervous wreck' trying to access businesses
on Main Street by mobility devices and walking.

•

Mapping
A mapping activity with the senior community members was done by real-time mapping during the facilitated largegroup discussion. Seated participants were encouraged to identify issues throughout the discussion and staff placed dots
on the map for them.
A total of seven dots were placed on the map, all identifying issues or concerns. The concerns raised by the group
include:
•
•
•
•
•

Low visibility on 20th and Main Street; especially when raining
Low visibility around 42nd Street, at night
Poor sidewalk conditions on 35th Street, near St. Vincent DePaul
Cracking and broken sidewalks were also identified on the north and south sides of 45th Street and 52nd Street
The driveway for Northwest Community Credit Union on 51st Street, due to low visibility and pedestrian
crossings.

Brookdale Briarwood Outreach, Mapping Activity
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Catholic Community Services: Outreach Summary
DATE: Wednesday, November 7th, 2018
LOCATION: Catholic Community Services, 1025 G St, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 11AM-1PM

In Attendance
Staff and Consultants
Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner, City of Springfield
Melissa Cariño, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Allison Brown, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Mary Augustine, Coordinator, JLA Public Involvement

Overview and Purpose
This outreach event was a partnership with Catholic Community Services’ (CCS) G Street Oasis, engaging low-income
individuals and families. This engagement fulfills, in part, Title VI Focus Group #1 Community Engagement Activities,
outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twentyeight community members were engaged in the outreach process.
Two interactive strategies were employed to gain feedback from these community members. Participants ‘voted’ on
their top three community values related to Main Street, placing coins into jars that correspond with six values: traffic
mobility, local business access, cost, safety, transit and Main Street character. Secondly, participants placed dots on a
large map of the project area, highlighting safety concerns and identifying where they live (if their residence was within
the project area).
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Outreach Review
City of Springfield and JLA Staff engaged community members who were visiting the CCS G Street Oasis for social service
needs, including, but not limited to, food, clothing and energy assistance. Before and after appointments with CCS staff,
community members were invited to interact with staff and engage in the values and mapping activities. The activities
were designed to reduce time-burden on individuals and could be done within 2-3 minutes. Most community members
stayed longer and provided additional comments. Project fact-sheets and newsletter sign-up sheets were displayed on
the table. Additionally, City of Springfield staff were able to direct community members to an appropriate City of
Springfield department, if comments or concerns were outside of the project scope.

Melissa Cariño and Emma Newman demonstrating the value rating activity

Values
Participants were given three plastic coins to ‘vote’ on their top three values by placing them into labeled ‘values’ jars.
Staff clarified that participants could put multiple coins into one jar, if they felt strongly about that value. A total of
twenty-four people participated in the values exercise, casting seventy-three coins as votes.
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Traffic
Mobility

Safety was the highest ranked
value (41%) gaining thirty
votes as a top-three value.
Main Street Character (16%)
and Traffic Mobility (16%)
were tied with 12 votes each.
Transit (11%) and Cost (10%)
were ranked similarly, gaining
eight and seven votes. Local
Business Access (5%) was the
lowest ranked, gaining four
votes.

Comments
Comments gained through conversation and dialogue with staff were written down and grouped to correspond with
project values. All documented comments are presented in the table below.
Safety: I value solutions that prevent fatalities and
• 34th and Main: a fence blocks visibility and
serious injuries
flashing crossings.
• Pedestrians and bike-riders need brighter
clothes and lights.
• Sidewalks need repair at 1072 Main Street.
• Increased officer enforcement needed (x2).
• Increased driver responsibility for effects on
safety.
• I do not like crossings because people walk out
right after pushing the button, making it unsafe
for drivers and pedestrians.
• Flashing signs are helpful for pedestrians and
drivers.
• Crossing streets around Willamalane Wave Pool
(Thurston) is dangerous, especially for kids.
Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that minimize
• Willamalane Wave Pool (Thurston) has
congestion problems.
congestion and maintain the flow of traffic.
Main Street Character: I value solutions that improve the
appearance and aesthetics of Main Street and make it
vibrant place for those who live, work, shop, and travel
through the corridor.

•
•

Transit: I value solutions that support good transit access.

•

•

•

The corridor needs more street lights.
I am happy for new businesses along the
corridor, including Cornbread Café.
Main Street needs better landscaping.
Provide better crossings near bus stops for
pedestrians.
I would like a free trolley car for Main Street.

Comments Outside of Project Scope
•
•
•

5th and G St. is a safety issue.
The roundabout @ Pioneer Parkway: Harlow and Hayden Br. is a problem.
Crosswalk is dangerous for pedestrians from Eugene, going South on Pioneer Parkway.
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Mapping
Catholic Community Services’ participants placed dots on a large map of the project area to identify safety concerns and
key issues. Some wrote comments directly on the map, adding descriptive text next to their dot. Pink dots highlight
issues or concerns, purple dot identified residency and a yellow dot was used for ‘other’ comments.
Participants placed 34 dots on the
map: 26 issues or concerns, seven
participant residences and one ‘other’
comment. Additionally, five
comments are documented on the
margins, commenting on the entire
map. Areas of concern were identified
all along the project corridor, with
comments extending from 14th Street
to 72nd Street. Some dots included
multiple comments (‘pedestrian
safety and signal timing’).

Catholic Community Services Outreach, Mapping Activity
A cluster of eight comments were placed between 28th to 32nd Streets and the Bob Keefer Center:
• Four general issues (with no description provided)
• A crosswalk is needed for residents at Wentworth
• No crosswalk near the DMV
• Fresh paint/reflective markings needed at the 28th Street intersection
• Visibility of ‘flashers’ on pedestrian crossings, with east-bound lanes not yielding to pedestrians
Near the Hwy 126 and Bob Straub Parkway area, nine issues of:
• Signal timing between the four-way intersection
• Concern with cars pulling out of driveways, spanning from Hwy 126 to 58th Street
• Pedestrian safety
• The belt-line intersection area is a concern
• General safety concerns on 54th Street intersection (four dots)
Four issues with lighting were identified:
• Inadequate flashing pedestrian crosswalk with low visibility at 35th Street
• Increased lighting needed near 20th Street and 58th – 72nd
Areas near schools presented concern (Riverbend Elementary, Ridgeview Elementary and Thurston High School), with
four illegal pedestrian crossing concerns identified from 45nd Street into the Riverbend Elementary School area.
Additionally, five dots identified illegal pedestrian crossings extending from Thurston High School and Ridgeview
Elementary to 72nd Street. The five comments addressing the overall project described an area with ‘a lot going on’,
desire for increased police patrols, a dislike for lower speed limits, more lighting and additional crosswalks.
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Downtown Languages: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Monday, November 5th, 2018
LOCATION: Two Rivers-Dos Rios School - 1084 G St, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 7-8:00 pm

In Attendance
Staff and Consultants
Allison Brown, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose
This outreach event was a partnership with Downtown Languages’ PILAS literacy program, engaging Spanish speaking
individuals and families. This engagement fulfills, in part, Title VI Focus Group #1 Community Engagement Activities,
outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twenty-six
community members were engaged in the outreach process, with four PILAS staff joining in conversation.
The outreach process combined facilitated small group discussion with interactive voting and guided mapping activities.
The project was introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by PILAS staff and Allison
Brown, JLA Public Involvement. Outreach activities and discussion were held Spanish and engaged a variety of ages and
family groups. All participants were compensated for their time with fifteen-dollar gift cards to Albertson’s grocery store.
Additionally, two interactive strategies were employed to gain feedback from these community members. Participants
‘voted’ on their top three community values related to Main Street, placing coins into jars that correspond with six
values: traffic mobility, local business access, cost, safety, transit and Main Street character. Using a map of the project
area, participants identified areas of safety concerns along the project corridor.
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Outreach Review
The Spanish-language focus group opened with an introduction from Molly Markarian, City of Springfield. Molly outlined
the project’s importance, purpose and location. She then described how participants’ feedback will be used within the
planning process and incorporated into future safety measures and improvements. The Main Street Safety Project video
was shown (with subtitles) providing a visual representation of the project scope and geographic area.
Participants broke into small groups of 4-5 people and were guided through small group discussion by Allison, Molly and
PILAS Staff. The small groups were asked a set of questions to gain feedback on values regarding the project corridor.
Answers were recorded by hand by staff, and translated from Spanish to English by Allison Brown, JLA and Molly
Markarian, City of Springfield.
•
•
•

How do you travel on Main Street?
How do you feel on Main Street? Safe? Unsafe? Why or why not? (PILAs staff members clarified that this
question was specifically referring to traffic safety, as opposed to other forms of community security)
Are there places that you frequently visit?

•

Are there areas that you have seen/experienced safety issues? Where are those areas, and what happened?

Values
The session concluded an exercise on rating values. These values were explained verbally to participants and labelled on
jars in Spanish. Participants were given three plastic coins to vote on their top-three values. Staff clarified that
participants could put multiple coins into one jar, if they felt strongly about that value. The total votes possible was 87
with 26 participants given three votes each. Three PILAs staff members also participated in the exercise, expressing their
opinions as local residents.
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50%

51%

40%

30%

20%
17%
10%

12%
8%

7%

5%

0%
Transit

Safety

Cost

Local Buisness Main Street
Access
Character

Traffic
Mobility

Values Rating Exercise Results
Safety (51%) was the top value, gaining 43 votes from the group. Transit was the second most valued choice, gaining 14
votes (17%). Twelve percent (12%) identified Traffic Mobility as a top-three value with 13 votes. Cost was valued by seven
participants (8%) and Local Business Access was valued by six (7%). Main Street Character was identified as a top value
by four participants (5%).
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Comments
Comments are grouped to correspond with project values and are presented in the table below.
Safety: I value solutions that
• I do not walk with children (i.e. in summer to Dairy Queen).
prevent fatalities and serious
• Observation of more accidents when it is hot out.
injuries
• Taking shortcuts through neighborhoods to avoid Main Street.
• Needing to waive jacket behind self so cars more likely to notice
crossing.
• Lights only flash yellow and cars ignore them (why is there no red?)
• Multiple comments on pedestrians crossing without pressing button.
Many of these comments focused
• Pedestrians start crossing before cars stop.
on pedestrian-oriented safety
• Cars start going through crossing as pedestrians still exiting crosswalk.
concerns. Some comments focused
• Cars speed up before pedestrians start crossing to avoid stopping.
on vehicle speed and the risk of
• Pedestrians are not paying attention when crossing the street (focused
vehicular crashes, and the overall
on phones, listening to music on headphones or not paying attention to
volume of cars travelling at higher
the crossing signals).
speeds on this corridor.
• Too dark in sections.
• There are many street lights that do not function (example of stranger
urinating near apartments because dark enough that hardly noticed).
• Not enough illumination at pedestrian crossings.
• Some confusion over what the flashing yellow light means at an
intersection.
• It can be difficult to see the street signs at night.
• Felt that increased police presence would help.
• We call it a street, but it feels like a highway.
• Do not observe speed enforcement (yes closer to 33rd but no closer to
43rd) and observe cars not respecting speed limit.
• People don’t respect the speed limit, and stops would help to slow
things down.
• Cars drive too fast and follow too closely (don’t put enough space
between cars when driving).
• Have to had to switch lanes to avoid crashes with other cars.
• Participant felt that more stops and a roundabout system would help to
reduce speed along the street.
Traffic Mobility: I value solutions
• Observation that not enough onsite parking, so too many cars parked
that minimize congestion and
on street.
maintain the flow of traffic.
• Example of when people ask son if bothered that lives on Main Street,
he says ‘nooo, nooo’ (but imitates sound of vroom vroom).
Local Business Access: I value
• Wal-Mart, Winco, Walgreens, Albertsons, BigLots and BiMart were key.
solutions that support the viability of
• Panaderia Daisy, Panaderia Piolin are noted as key destinations.
the businesses on Main Street by
• Lowell is noted as a key destination.
providing good access and
• DMV, Department of Health Services, Bob Keefer Center,
minimizing other impacts.
Splash, Goodwill.
• The business entrances and exits off Main are really short
(and make it difficult to access key locations).
• Human Resources, “El Angel” store and “Caliman”.
• Grocery Outlet (west of project area).
Cost: I value solutions that are costeffective and make good use of
public funds.

•

We continue to pay but improvements don’t happen
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Mapping
A total of 26 community members were engaged in a mapping activity, identifying places frequented and areas of safety
concern along the project area. Participants identified 17 significant locations of interest and 13 safety issues.
Locations of interest
Participants identified 17 locations of interest including three food/restaurant establishments and eight stores.
Additionally, six places were identified that were important for school, family and recreation.
•
•
•

Food/Restaurant
Panadería Daisy
Panadería Piolin
El Angel

Stores
• Wal-Mart
• Winco
• Walgreens
• Albertsons
• Big Lots
• BiMart
• Grocery Outlet (west of
project area)
• Goodwill

School, family and recreation
• Lowell
• DMV
• Department of Human Services
• Bob Keefer Center
• Splash

Issues and Concerns
In total, participants identified 13 areas on the map that caused safety concerns and/or issues and provided 18 associated
comments.
One participant pointed out the density of shops in the blocks between 20th and 21st Streets and recommended
additional crosswalks. Also, additional speed limit signs were recommended for the entire project area. One participant
identified all areas from 20th Street onward as ‘too hard’ to travel. One participant commented on limited business access
at 42nd Street and Main Street.
Areas near schools (Riverbend Elementary, Ridgeview Elementary and Thurston High School) presented special concern,
with seven issues identified from 48th to 66th Streets.
• Two participants identified safety issues for pedestrians near Riverbend Elementary where students are crossing
the ‘near a curve off Main’, and drivers going too fast.
• Long distances between safe pedestrian crossing opportunities are an issue, especially 42nd to 54th Streets.
• One participant noted a need for stoplights between the school streets, with no good areas to cross currently.
• The area around 54th Street feels dangerous because of speeding and distracted drivers.
• No stoplight near Riverbend Elementary School is a safety concern.
• Concern over the amount of traffic within the Hwy 126 beltline area and a need for a pedestrian crosswalk.
The area from 28th to 37th Streets was identified as key, with 5 comments total.
• 28th to 35th Streets feels unsafe due to mill-oriented businesses with large trucks entering and exiting traffic flow
• Traveling from 20th to 48th Streets causes a feeling of ‘insecurity’ and reported feeling generally unsafe.
• Blind spots were identified around the Bob Keefer Center, causing a safety issues for pedestrians and vehicles.
• Two issues in the area of the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), concerns with low visibility (due to trees
obstructing views) and traffic congestion.
Two comments identified issues located outside of the project scope:
• 37th and Oregon has no stop signs. Cars exiting and entering Main go really fast through residential area.
Resident had complained and filed a report with the police and the City but hasn’t seen any change with the
signage here.
• A crash was observed in the area of Grocery Outlet.
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Willamalane Two50 Club Focus Group: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, December 18, 2018
LOCATION: Bob Keefer Center, 250 S. 32nd Street, Springfield, OR 97478
TIME: 4-4:30 PM

In Attendance
Staff
Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications Coordinator, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, Senior Planner, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose
This outreach event was a partnership with Willamalane’s Two50 Club, engaging the youth community. This
engagement fulfills, in part, Tabling Events & Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities (First Round), outlined in the Main
Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Seventeen (17) youth
community members were engaged in the outreach process.
The outreach process was a hybrid model, combing a facilitated focus-group discussion with interactive voting and
guided mapping activities. Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield, introduced the project, and Molly Markarian, City of
Springfield, led the group in a facilitated large-group discussion.
Following the group discussion, participants ‘voted’ on their top three community values related to Main Street, placing
coins into jars that correspond with six values: traffic mobility, local business access, cost, safety, transit and main street
character.
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Outreach Review
City of Springfield engaged seventeen middle school aged community members (ages 11-14) who participate in free after
school activities at Willamalane’s Two50 youth center, located at the Bob Keefer Center just south of Main Street.
The youth focus group opened with an introduction from Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield. Loralyn outlined the project’s
importance, purpose and location. The Main Street Safety Project video was shown, but due to Willamalane’s
audiovisual equipment malfunctioning, only the audio feature was employed (several students followed the video on
their phones).
The majority of the youth frequent the food and beverage businesses on the corridor while some live or have parents
who work on Main Street, as well. Using informal audience polling, we found that about half of the group walks along
Main Street (including one who skateboards), and three had experiences crossing Main Street. Additionally, 30% of
participants travel by bus and two bike along Main Street. Given the ages represented, none themselves drive along
Main Street, but most have travelled along the corridor as passengers in motor vehicles.
Within the group of youth, most shared stories of observing crashes on Main Street and feeling less safe as pedestrians
given their awareness of the frequency and severity of crashes (only four or 24% of participants, reported not having
seen or experienced safety issues on Main Street). Youth observations of safety issues included observing turning
vehicles not paying attention to pedestrians crossing the street, vehicles traveling at high speeds, and distracted drivers.

Youth discuss safety issues on Main Street and share feedback with City staff
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Values
Participants were given three plastic coins to ‘vote’ on their top three values by placing them into labeled ‘values’ jars.
Staff clarified that participants could put multiple coins into one jar, if they felt strongly about that value. A total of
sixteen youth participated in the values exercise, casting 48 coins as votes.
80%

Safety was the highest ranked value (71%) with 34
as a top value.
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Transit (13%) with 6 votes and Cost (8%) with 4
votes distantly rounded out the top-three
values.
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Local Business Access (4%) gained 2 votes, and
Traffic Mobility and Main Street Character (2%)
each gained 1 vote.

Youth Focus Group Values Rating

Comments
Comments are grouped to correspond with project values and are presented in the table below.
Safety: I value solutions that prevent fatalities and
• The lights on the crosswalk are always on long after
serious injuries
the ‘crossers’ are gone; cars run straight through
crosswalks because they assume no one is there.
• Kinda safe, kinda unsafe because the people who
walk around and car crashes.
• I feel unsafe going down Main Street because of
how many crashes happen daily.
• People don’t pay attention enough.
Transit: I value solutions that support good transit access.
• I really prefer to take the bus because I feel safe
and it’s pretty fun to ride on.
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Mapping
A total of 17 youth were engaged in a mapping activity, identifying places frequented and places they have seen safety
issues along the project area. Participants identified 21 significant locations of interest and 10 safety issues.

Locations of interest

Popular locations included eight food/restaurant establishments and seven stores. Additionally, six places were
identified that were important for school, family and recreation.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Food/Restaurant
Dutch Bros
Human Bean
Subway
Jack-In-The-Box
Arby’s
Dairy Queen
Taco Bell
Lee’s Village

Stores
• Goodwill
• St. Vinny’s
• Autozone
• China Market
• AM/PM
• Shell Gas
• Bi-Mart

School, family and recreation
• Thurston Bus Station
• Thurston Medical
Center (parent
workplace)
• Riverbend Elementary
• Willamalane
• Bank
• Home

Issues and Concerns

Youth identified 10 safety problems within the project area. Four crashes were described by the youth: ‘near Papa’s’,
near the retirement home, and a chain reaction car wreck observed by the train tracks. Additionally, a crash was
observed when pedestrian flashers malfunctioned midway through crossing near Thompson’s Market.
The crosswalk at 42nd by Taco Bell is an issue because people do not pay attention to signals. Distracted driving,
including being on the phone while driving, putting on makeup while driving and other people in the vehicle distracting
the driver. One comment raised concern of people racing/driving really fast and one comment about drunk drivers along
the whole project area.
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Chamber of Commerce – Government Issues Committee:
Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, March 12th, 2019
LOCATION: Hilton Garden Inn – 3528 Gateway Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 7-8:00 am

In Attendance
Staff

Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Chamber of Commerce, engaging the Government
Issues Committee. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street
Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Thirteen community members were
engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on draft Goals and Objectives.
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Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, asking the participants ‘What words describe safety
on Main Street for you?’ Molly then provided an introduction to the project, outlining the project’s importance, purpose,
location, and timeline. She then reviewed the community engagement activities that had been employed to date and
described how community feedback would be used throughout the remainder of the planning process. She then shared
highlights from Technical Memo #6 (Existing Transportation Conditions) and provided an overview of the draft Goals &
Objectives, including how their development was informed by prior community input.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the presentation, which were recorded by hand by staff.
Participants were then guided through group discussion by City staff. The group was also asked a set of questions to gain
feedback on the Goals & Objectives, and answers were recorded by hand by staff.

What Words Describe Safety on Main Street for You?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

No one dies
Accident free
Safely cross
Pedestrian safety
Slower traffic
Open visibility around obstructions
No snow 
Free flow of traffic

Participant Questions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What’s been the effect of reducing posted speed limits on Main St?
What are the causes of crashes on Main St (if speed isn’t main factor)?
How often is distracted driving (people on their phones) a factor in rear-end crashes?
How is Glenwood (roundabouts) working so far?
Is the plan going to be the same for the whole corridor, or different goals for different segments of Main St?
This study and safety issues are just for between 20th and 72nd St.?
Is there another plan for Main St closer to downtown?
What is the status of the Main-McVay Transit Study project?
How did you do business outreach to Main St business people?
What’s been the strongest feedback from involved businesses?
How many businesses are represented on the SAC?
Is there representation/involvement in project from “heavy” industry?
How is this project funded (construction)?
Next year’s big project on 42nd St - timeline, what will that entail? Will this project impact that work?

Goals & Objectives Feedback
•

•
•
•
•

Business community impact would be best for us to focus on or most interested in, at this meeting
o Also other issues like safety, feasibility, cost benefit
Drive more business to our businesses
Solutions should encourage more people to frequent Main St businesses
Example from Adelaide, South Australia: found problem causing many accidents was that there was no end to
line of sight
o Added monuments, statues, etc. which slowed traffic
Previously in Eugene when pedestrians could cross intersections diagonally (all traffic at intersection had to stop)
saw reduction in accidents
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

In the past week (in Eugene and Springfield) people crossing highways/streets at unmarked areas – how can we
regulate that (human behavior)?
o Also speeding, following too closely- how do you regulate human behavior?
o Autonomous cars 
Wording of business goal – for metrics, it’s not just supporting viability but also attracting business
o Why isn’t that called out?
o Be more proactive in attracting future business, encouraging, etc.
Something that came up at City Council was interesting- right of way impact
o Viability of adding interesting curving elements to Main St as Mayor asked?
o Access to a business can be done both by sidewalks and driveways
In some communities, medians block off areas, there’s only one place to get into a business
o Having ways to get into a particular business, so you know where traffic is coming from
o Don’t block off whole area so you have to go way around to get to business
o Structure access in a thoughtful way
Second business objective regarding responding to business needs - curious what that looks like
A couple years ago, heard from business people (when considering EmX), there was concern with staying open/in
business
o Part of SUB concern was moving many poles and water lines, at ratepayer expense, issue of payment
What amenities would there be to support the values of Mobility and Transportation Choices?
The Main-McVay Transit Study mobilized a lot of the businesses on Main Street.
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Springfield Board of Realtors: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, March 12th, 2019
LOCATION: Along Came Trudy, 1488 18th Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 11:30am-1 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Board of Realtors. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Approximately 45 community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on draft Goals and Objectives.

Outreach Review
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The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, asking the participants ‘What words describe safety
on Main Street for you?’ Molly then provided an introduction to the project, outlining the project’s importance, purpose,
location, and timeline. She then reviewed the community engagement activities that had been employed to date and
described how community feedback would be used throughout the remainder of the planning process. She then shared
highlights from Technical Memo #6 (Existing Transportation Conditions) and provided an overview of the draft Goals &
Objectives, including how their development was informed by prior community input.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the presentation, which were recorded by hand by staff.
Participants were then guided through group discussion by City staff. The group was also asked a set of questions to gain
feedback on the Goals & Objectives, and answers were recorded by hand by staff.

What Words Describe Safety on Main Street for You?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lights
Crosswalks
Education
Flashing Crosswalks
Sidewalks
No vacant buildings
Security
More Lighting

Participant Questions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What is the speed range in the study area?
Has the speed reduction helped? Has it reduced the number of crashes?
Are 1.3 crashes per week a high rate?
Are you far along with solution alternatives?
When will you have preliminary solutions to consider?
How is this project funded?
When will construction occur?
I was hit by another driver on Main Street but they didn’t receive a ticket. Why not?

Goals & Objectives Feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lighting should be included to help see pedestrians
Need to do more education and enforcement; pedestrians are crossing where they should not be
Also about not driving and texting
Enforcement should be done to stop this kind of behavior
Drivers and bicyclists have just as much if not more responsibility to look out for pedestrians
Bicyclists need to have more lighting when biking in the dark
Barrier (median) by Albertson’s has helped prevent crashes and directs traffic where to turn
The rest of Main Street is wide-open and cars turn everywhere
Put a delay on the RRFB lights or walk signs so pedestrians don’t just start out into traffic before vehicles stop
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Twin Rivers Rotary: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Friday, April 12th, 2019
LOCATION: Along Came Trudy – 1488 18th Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 6:30-8 am

In Attendance
Staff

Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with Twin Rivers Rotary. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder
Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Thirty-five community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Emma Newman, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on draft Goals and Objectives.
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Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Emma Newman, City of Springfield, asking the participants ‘What words describe safety on
Main Street for you?’ Emma then provided an introduction to the project, outlining the project’s importance, purpose,
location, and timeline. She then reviewed the community engagement activities that had been employed to date and
described how community feedback would be used throughout the remainder of the planning process. She then shared
highlights from Technical Memo #6 (Existing Transportation Conditions) and provided an overview of the draft Goals &
Objectives, including how their development was informed by prior community input.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the presentation, which were recorded by hand by staff.
Participants were then guided through group discussion by City staff. The group was also asked a set of questions to gain
feedback on the Goals & Objectives, and answers were recorded by hand by staff.

What Words Describe Safety on Main Street for You?
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic use
Lower speed limit
Turning movements
Lots of pedestrians
Uncomfortable/unsafe for bikes

Participant Questions & Comments
•
•
•

Main Street is a highway and business street
Do crash statistics include pedestrians/bikes or just autos?
What is the budget/source of funding, and what are total costs (including SUB relocation, etc.)?

Goals & Objectives Feedback
•
•
•
•

•

What is roadway for? – on-street parking vs flow
Widening Street reduces business parking
Median maintenance (Mohawk paint curbs)
Pedestrians crossing at non-marked crosswalk locations
o Need more crosswalks
o Some cross close to existing crossings
o Design crosswalks effectively
o Enforce pedestrian and driver violations
Roundabouts! – safer, travel quickly along street
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Springfield City Club: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Thursday, April 18th, 2019
LOCATION: Hilton Garden Inn – 3528 Gateway Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 12-1:00 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield City Club. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Approximately 23 community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on draft Goals and Objectives.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, asking the participants ‘What words describe safety
on Main Street for you?’ Molly then provided an introduction to the project, outlining the project’s importance, purpose,
location, and timeline. She then reviewed the community engagement activities that had been employed to date and
described how community feedback would be used throughout the remainder of the planning process. She then shared
highlights from Technical Memo #6 (Existing Transportation Conditions) and provided an overview of the draft Goals &
Objectives, including how their development was informed by prior community input.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the presentation, which were recorded by hand by staff.
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Participants were then guided through group discussion by City staff. The group was also asked a set of questions to gain
feedback on the Goals & Objectives, and answers were recorded by hand by staff.

What Words Describe Safety on Main Street for You?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduced speed
There isn’t any
Pedestrians
Walkable
Crosswalks
Traffic lights – not many
Bus pullouts
Business pullouts
Parking
Left-hand turns
Mid-block left-hand turns

Participant Questions & Comments
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Does rainy weather play a role in causing crashes? Also, night vs. day?
How will you address the outcry from business owners?
Driveways are hard to find at night on Main Street. What will be done to improve this?
Is there data that shows the new rapid flashing crosswalks have been effective?
Main Street is nondescript and people just travel through. Will the project address both safety and business
economy?
Will the reduction of truck traffic be considered?
What can we learn from other communities who have addressed similar safety concerns?
What role will transit play in this project?
Could there be the possibility of consolidating driveways on Main Street?
What is ODOT’s role? Can they just say no at the end for the selected infrastructure?
Do you have origin and destination data?
Can you explain SB 408 role in the project?
Is a median a possible outcome?
How much of an increase in enforcement has occurred?
As related to medians, have business owners’ opinions changed knowing medians are the preferred solution?
Driver behavior on Main Street changes downtown - have you considered place-making efforts that would slow
traffic?
City can and should do a better job of encouraging a variety of community members to participate in the public
process and provide comments at Public Hearings.

Goals & Objectives Feedback
•

Did not receive direct feedback on Goals and Objectives
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Springfield Rotary Club: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Wednesday, June 12th, 2019
LOCATION: Hilton Garden Inn – 3528 Gateway Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 12-1 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Board of Rotary Club. This engagement fulfills, in part,
the Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement
& Communications Plan. Approximately 50 community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Emma Newman, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on draft Goals and Objectives.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Emma Newman, City of Springfield, asking the participants ‘What words describe safety on
Main Street for you?’ Emma then provided an introduction to the project, outlining the project’s importance, purpose,
location, and timeline. She then reviewed the community engagement activities that had been employed to date and
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described how community feedback would be used throughout the remainder of the planning process. She then shared
highlights from Technical Memo #6 (Existing Transportation Conditions) and provided an overview of the draft Goals &
Objectives, including how their development was informed by prior community input.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the presentation, which were recorded by hand by staff.
Participants were then guided through group discussion by City staff. The group was also asked a set of questions to gain
feedback on the Goals & Objectives, and answers were recorded by hand by staff.

Participant Questions
•
•
•
•
•
•

What is compliance rate for RRFBs (vehicles & pedestrians)?
What has been the effect of the posted speed limit reduction?
Are you considering by-pass options for thru-traffic?
What are you doing to plan for scooters on the corridor?
Is there any correlation between the bus schedule and crash trends?
Are you considering future traffic flow projections?

Goals & Objectives Feedback
•
•
•

Supportive of designing roadway for all users, including bicyclists.
Supportive of roundabout intersection treatments.
Name ‘Main Street’ should not apply outside of Downtown given lack of ‘place-making’.
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Downtown Languages: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Monday, March 9, 2020
LOCATION: Downtown Languages – 532 C Street, Springfield, OR 97477
TIME: 11am-12pm

In Attendance

Staff

Kristin Cure, Facilitator, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Emma Newman, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was a partnership with Downtown Languages that engaged English as Second Language (ESL)
students, including Spanish-speaking individuals. A majority of students reside in Springfield. This engagement fulfills, in
part, Title VI Focus Group #2 Community Engagement Activities, outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning
Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Thirteen community members were engaged in the outreach
process, with two ESL staff joining in the discussion and feedback activities.
The outreach process combined facilitated small group discussion with guided interactive feedback activities. The project
was introduced in English by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and translated into Spanish by Kristen Cure, City of
Springfield. Outreach activities and discussions were held in English and Spanish and engaged a variety of ages and family
groups. An interactive strategy was employed to gain feedback from these community members with participants
completing individual questionnaires as a component of the discussion groups. All participants were compensated for
their time with fifteen-dollar gift cards to Albertson’s grocery store.
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Outreach Review

The focus group opened with an introduction from Molly Markarian (translated into Spanish by Kristen Cure). Molly
outlined the project’s importance, purpose and location. She then described how participants’ feedback will be used
within the planning process and incorporated into future safety measures and improvements.
Participants broke into two groups and were guided through small group discussion by Molly, Emma, and Kristen,
referencing bilingual handouts. The handouts described each element, the options under consideration, and an
explanation of how they would improve safety on Main Street. After reviewing each element, participants were asked a
set of multiple choice and open-ended questions to gain feedback on the infrastructure elements under consideration for
the corridor, with participants recording their answers on the bilingual handouts.

Element Feedback

Summarized below are feedback questions, participant responses, and key takeaways for each element. Note: not all
participants answered each question.

Raised Medians
Recognizing that the more medians that are added to Main Street, the greater impact we can have on safety, but the
more inconvenience people turning to and from the street may feel, where do you recommend the project team focus
their efforts? Note: Participants were asked to check one.
Maximize safety improvements with more inconvenience
for travelers (60-120 seconds extra delay)

7

Moderate safety improvements with moderate
inconveniences for travelers (30-60 seconds extra delay)

1

Minor safety improvements with little inconvenience for
travelers (10-30 seconds extra delay)

1

Not sure/not enough information

1

Given those tradeoffs, which raised median option(s) would you support exploring further?” Note: Participants could
select all that applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.
Maximize safety: Raised medians with openings at
major intersections only.

5

Balance safety and access: Raised medians with
openings at major intersections and other local streets

6

Limited medians: Raised medians only at locations with
the mose severe safety concerns
None of these options

1
0

Key takeaway: While maximizing safety received strong support there was also consideration for the need to balance it
with access.
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Intersection Control
Where do you recommend the project team focus their efforts? Note: Participants were asked to check one.
Roundabouts

5

Traffic signals

4

Not sure/not enough information

1

Which type(s) of intersection control(s) would you support exploring further? Note: Participants could select all that
applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.
Roundabouts

5

Traffic signals

2

None of these options

1

Key takeaway: There is support for roundabouts but is somewhat split with traffic signals. However, there is majority
support exploring roundabouts further.

Bicycle Infrastructure
With the understanding that some types of improvements may not be possible in all locations, how would you prioritize
the following types of bicycle infrastructure? Below is a breakdown of how they prioritized the different options, one
being the highest and four being the lowest. Note: Some participants did not include all the types of infrastructure in
their prioritization, therefore the numbers will not all add up to the same sum for each type.
1 (highest priority)
Buffered bike lanes

2

3
1

3

Rasied cycle tracks
At-grade separated bike lanes
Conventional bike lanes

4 (lowest priority)
3

4

1

3

2

1

1
2

4
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Which type(s) of bicycle infrastructure would you support exploring further? Note: Participants could select all that
applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.
Buffered bike lanes

3

At-grade separated bike lanes

9

Raised cycle tracks

5

Conventional bike lanes
None of these options

1
0

Key takeaway: There is good support for exploring at grade separated bike lanes.

Pedestrian Facilities
Which type(s) of pedestrian facilities would you support exploring further? Note: Participants could select all that applied
and were asked to provide reason for their choices.
Sidewalks with a landscaped buffer

8

Curb-tight sidewalks

5

None of these options

0

Key takeaway: While a larger percentage of participants supported sidewalks with a landscaped buffer, there also was a
large percentage that supported curb-tight sidewalks lending to exploring both further.

Comments

Comments are grouped to correspond with each possible infrastructure element under consideration and are presented
in the table below with the element options for each.
Raised Medians:
• Maximizing Safety
• Balance Safety &
Access
• Minimal Medians

Intersection Control:
• Traffic Signals
• Roundabouts

•

Less across is more safety.

•

You have experts who can make the best safety decisions here. What does the
data tell you is best and what can you afford?

•

Springfield is not a big city, it has low volume of vehicles and pedestrians so I do
not think it requires maximizing safety.

•

Safety is the priority and it would be good to find a balance.

•

Also you can look for a balance but the pedestrians and their safety are the
most important.

•

It is not easy to understand the roundabout intersection for beginners.

•

I think it depends on the segment. There are some intersections that could be
helped with roundabouts and others where a traffic signal is sufficient.

Downtown Languages Summary: Title VI Focus Group #2| Page 4 of 5

However, in general I think traffic signals are better and could help cyclists.

Bicycle Infrastructure:
• Conventional Bike
Lane
• Buffered Bike Lane
• At-grade Separated
Bike Lane
• Raised Cycle Track

Pedestrian Facilities:
• Curb-tight sidewalks
• Sidewalks with a
landscaped buffer

•

Also it would be helpful to reinforce the pedestrian crossing in a safe manner.

•

Put a roundabout at 54th and Main. The others are fine signalized.

•

Also need more locations on Main Street where pedestrians can cross the
street with flashing lights.

•

Better bike lanes = less cars on road. Landscaping should be low enough to
ensure visibility.

•

In night bike lord (cycle track) is so dark not safe.

•

Conventional Bike Lanes are too dangerous for Main Street. They are better for
quiet streets. Buffered Bike Lane not good enough for Main Street. At-Grade
Separated Bike Lane would be great. Raised Cycle Track obviously best option if
you can do it. As a bicyclist, I would love to see more protection from cars
when I ride on Main Street. I generally end up riding on the sidewalk. I ride in
Springfield often, and would appreciate improvement for bikes here.

•

Only because Main Street is a highway and it would be safer given the speed of ca

•

I'm on vacation for three months here. I like this city. The air is very good with
many trees. The traffic is correct. Thank you!

•

I feel more safe curb tight sidewalk than with landscaped buffer because
someone can hid in trees, especially at night. But daytime I like more trees
because looks beautiful.

•

Curb-tight sidewalks are fine as the bike lane gives you enough protective
space.

•

It would be safer with the landscaped buffer but I see it complicated for such a
long stretch of street, so I think it should be prioritized for specific sections.

•

Wide sidewalks and if there is space then landscaped buffer.

•

I consider it safer because the pedestrian is farther away from the vehicles.

•

Another opinion, more lights important, especially on rainy days. We can't see
lord light. So dark. So dangerous.

•

Roundabouts are complicated for drivers, need to explain to drivers how to
navigate.

•

Different bicycle treatment needed for different segments, same with sidewalks.
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Downtown Languages: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, January 26th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 5:30-6:30 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with Downtown Languages. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Thirty community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement when
feedback was sought from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by Allison Brown, JLA
Public Involvement, to gain feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally and via the
chat function were recorded by the project team.

Downtown Languages: Focus Groups #3| Page 1 of 3

Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

•

•

•

•

Safety Problem
o

People drive way too fast on Main Street. People drive like it’s a freeway! (reiterated many times).

o

Don’t see a lot of signs/signals near the business areas of Main Street.

Implementation
o

Why will it take 20 years to build?

o

Will you prioritize implementation in the most unsafe areas?

Project Process
o

One participant was involved in an accident on Main Street (near 20th St.). She’s getting better but has
made it a goal to see fewer accidents on Main.

o

This is a good initiative, thank you for doing this.

o

Appreciate the opportunity to learn and share thoughts.

o

Thankful that we are doing this project.

o

This project is a good idea.

o

Happy that we are doing this type of meeting, educating folks and seeking input.

o

Progress for the City is progress for all.

o

There needs to be patience and tolerance – in the end it is all about that regardless of what infrastructure
improvements you make.

Roundabouts
o

Met with favor: people generally think they’re a good idea.

o

Roundabouts seem like a really good way to improve safety.

o

Some concerns about making sure there are safe crossings for pedestrians at roundabouts.

o

Some concern about people not knowing how to walk or drive through roundabouts.

Raised Medians
o

Even if you need to drive a little further to make a left turn or access a business, it seems worth it to
protect lives and make things safer.

o

Quicker business access is not worth a life.

o

Medians met with favor.

o

The rules are for following. People don’t respect the rules where you can’t make left turns and make
them anyway. Medians would really help that, especially near 28th.

o

People going in and out of businesses don’t always respect pedestrians or people on bikes: medians are
needed to make sure that people don’t make illegal turns.

Walking & Biking
o

You’ve done a good job with the pedestrian crossings on Main Street.

o

Safe crossings are needed for people walking.

o

It’s too dark at night and a lot of cars won’t stop because they don’t see people, especially when it is
raining. Also, crosswalks should be repainted/brighter.
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•

o

Sometimes people just press the button for the crossing but don’t wait for the flashing lights. Also, cars
go way too fast on Main Street, and don’t seem to care about people walking. Some people accelerate
instead of slow down when they see the flashing yellow lights. Education for pedestrians and for people
driving is important (reiterated a number of times).

o

Pedestrian safety should be prioritized.

o

I live on Main and have two children in the house. I’m afraid to take the children outside.

o

I live near Main, and people don’t respect the rules or the signals.

o

One person was killed near the intersection of Main and 28th: that’s a dangerous intersection.

o

Bikes travel in the wrong direction too often – the police should take action against that. A two-way cycle
track might help.

Freight
o

•

This is a commercial freight corridor but people live here – trucks breaking/downshifting make a lot of
noise.

Posted Speed Limit
o

Why is the speed so high?

o

Why isn’t the speed limit 25 on Main Street, like it might be in most other ‘downtown’ areas?
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LCOG Disability Services Advisory Council: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Friday, January 15th 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 10:30-11:30 am

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) Disability Services Advisory
Council. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project:
Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twelve community members were engaged in the
outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff when feedback was sought from
these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally and via the chat function were recorded
by hand by the project team.
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Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

Roundabouts
o

Is there a roundabout planned on Bob Straub Parkway?

o

Roundabouts are important; I hope one is installed at 58th Street.

o

Where are roundabouts planned?

Walking & Biking
o

Will you use talking pedestrian crossing actuation buttons?

o

Is it legal to use a rectangular rapid flashing beacon (RRFB) at a roundabout crosswalk?

o

How do you choose the time a RRFB remains on for each crossing?

o

Will you include an auditory message on the RRFB?
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Timber Pointe: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Thursday, February 18th 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 3:00-3:30 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Emma Newman, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with Timber Pointe Senior Living. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Seven community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff when feedback was sought from
these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally were recorded by the project team.
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Participant Questions & Comments
•

Roundabouts
o Excited about roundabout on 54th
o There is confusion around how to use modern roundabouts
o Lived in Bend – I like them!
o Once you get used to them, they’re great!
o There were lots of problems at first with Pioneer Parkway/Harlow roundabout, but it has helped the
traffic a lot as people have learned how to travel it. It’s going to take a while for people to adjust.

•

Raised Medians
o Difficult, but if it’s going to keep people safe we’re going to have to do it.

•

Walking & Biking
o Sidewalks are really rough and are dangerous. There are gaps between sidewalk and I nearly fell
because walker hit some bumps. Very happy when improved! I don’t use the sidewalks now because
they’re too rough.
o A participant noted that some of the individuals who expressed concerns about the poor conditions
of sidewalks near Timber Pointe on Main Street at the previous presentation were not in attendance
this time.
o Lighting - could be better!
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Springfield Chamber of Commerce – Government Issues &
Economic Development Committees: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, December 8th, 2020
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 8-9 am

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Chamber of Commerce, engaging the Government
Issues and Economic Development Committees. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities
outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twentyseven community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
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Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally and via the chat function were recorded
by hand by staff.

Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

•

•

•

Project Process & Data
o

What is your project structure for review, feedback and approval for the project?

o

Your number of participants for the online houses in the first and second engagement rounds was very
low and doesn’t represent a majority of business and property owners on the corridor.

o

Are you considering multi-modal and greenhouse reductions as part of the project?

o

Please confirm the stated crash data. And, are the results of reduced speed included?

Draft Recommendations
o

Are there short-term and long-term recommendations?

o

What is the ultimate recommendation?

Potential Business Impacts
o

What do businesses on Main Street think? What is their temperature on the project and what are their
concerns?

o

There seems to be a disconnect between the businesses on the corridor and the future impacts. Chamber
wants to have a follow up presentation after the local access forums occur.

Project Cost & Funding
o

What is the overall cost of the entire project? And, how much is secured now?

o

How much of the project is locally funded?

o

What are the specific funding sources?

o

Are grants being considered? Will it compete with New Franklin Boulevard phases?

o

What is the breakdown of costs – staff time, utility cost, design, construction, etc.?

Other
o

Would utilities go underground as part of the project?

o

Are there any short-term projects in the queue for Main Street outside of this project?
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Springfield City Club: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Thursday, January 7th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 12-1 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield City Club. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Seventeen community members were engaged via Zoom in the outreach process at this event,
and ninety-three community members engaged via Facebook Live.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally and via the chat function were recorded
by hand by staff.
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Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

•

•

Project Process
o

City Council expressed desire to accelerate the project implementation - are you doing that?

o

What additional changes to the Plan are anticipated?

o

Will the Plan be used in the context of existing land uses or future land uses?

o

Is ODOT involved? Are you coordinating with ODOT?

o

Will Main Street be transferred from ODOT to the City?

Roundabouts
o

What is the safety record of roundabouts?

o

Will roundabouts have an impact on traffic signals?

Raised Medians
o

The Mayor pledged at a public meeting that there would be no medians on Main Street - will that
commitment be honored?

o

Will a “no median” option be considered?

Walking & Biking
o

•

•

•

Transit
o

The Safety Project and Transit Study were tied together at one point - are the separated now?

o

Will transit stations be located in the medians?

o

Will EmX be included in the project?

Potential Business Impacts
o

How will truck deliveries be impacted?

o

Will any parking be removed?

o

Will you take this opportunity to reduce the number of driveways?

o

How much land will the property owners be forced to give up?

o

Do you have a study of business impacts?

o

Describe the right-of-way impact of roundabouts and traffic signals.

Posted Speed Limit
o

•

Will bicycles be relocated to the new Virginia/Daisy bike boulevard?

Will you reduce the speed limit in the current 45mph zone?

Enforcement
o

Will you enforce the lack of use of existing pedestrian crosswalks?

o

Will pedestrian violations be enforced?
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Springfield Realtors: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, January 12th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 12-1 pm

In Attendance

Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Board of Realtors. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Forty-two community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions).
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Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments shared orally and via the chat function were recorded
by hand by staff.

Participant Questions & Comments
•

Project Process
o

Can realtor attend the Local Access Forums?

o

Thank you for taking the time to address safety on Main Street and particularly in the Thurston area. It
has been a long time coming.

o

Agreed. Long time overdue to address safety issue on Main Street.

o

Thanks for the update and look forward to seeing how businesses are being affected.

o

Thank you, Molly.
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Springfield Rotary Club: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Wednesday, January 20th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 12-1 pm

In Attendance
Staff

Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Rotary Club. This engagement fulfills, in part, the
Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Forty-seven community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Emma Newman, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Emma Newman, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
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‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions). Emma
also noted LTD/City cooperation and common goals for transit and its study of service in the corridor.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments were recorded by hand by staff.

Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

Project Process
o

It takes time to plan and document the planning phase. Is the timeframe for Plan completion considered
as it relates to the safety data and is that shared with elected officials? How is the changing context being
accounted for in project planning?

o

What is Representative DeFazio’s role in the project?

Funding
o

•

•

•

Roundabouts
o

Safety at existing roundabouts is good, likes them

o

Concerned about roundabouts and pedestrians - are they designed better now?

o

I live near the Parkway roundabout and like it.

Walking & Biking
o

East Main crosswalks were installed and pedestrians don’t use them.

o

Tell us about raised bike lanes proposed - doesn’t like the Ayres Road (Eugene) example because it is too
narrow

o

In favor of more bike separation

Transit
o

•

Desire for bus stops to be redesigned to facilitate pull-outs to avoid stopping traffic in through lanes

Enforcement
o

•

Where does the money to build the projects come from?

There was no mention of traffic enforcement - why?

Other
o

What “smart” mechanisms (phones, etc.) are being considered in the Plan?

Springfield Rotary Club Summary: Community Group Meetings #2| Page 2 of 2

Twin Rivers Rotary: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Friday, December 11th, 2020
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 7-8 am

In Attendance

Staff

Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with Twin Rivers Rotary. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder
Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement &
Communications Plan. Twenty-one community members were engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Emma Newman, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft solutions ‘toolbox’ and recommendations.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Emma Newman, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from Technical Memo #15 (Refined Alternative Solutions). Emma
also noted LTD/City cooperation and common goals for transit and its study of service in the corridor.
Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft recommendations. Questions and comments were recorded by hand by staff.
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Participant Questions & Comments
•

•

•

Project Process & Data
o

Excited to see all the work on this project being done.

o

What safety data is used? Is it timely?

o

Appreciative of City staff engaging businesses throughout process.

Roundabouts
o

Support for roundabouts.

o

Can roundabouts be done prior to medians?

o

Concern about roundabouts being a problem for pedestrian safety.

Walking & Biking
o

•

•

Business owner sees the 35th crossing in front of his business utilized.

Potential Business Impacts
o

What would be the effect on existing business land use and parking if right-of-way is taken?

o

Concern regarding right-of-way taking affecting business operations.

o

Many businesses use the existing turning lane on Main Street to facilitate freight delivery since their site
is too constrained to enable freight circulation.

Other
o

Utility relocation cost is several million dollars.
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Springfield Chamber of Commerce –
Government Issues Committee: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, October 26th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual – Zoom
TIME: 8-9 am

In Attendance
Staff

Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield

Overview and Purpose

This outreach event was held in coordination with the Springfield Chamber of Commerce, engaging the Government
Issues Committee. This engagement fulfills, in part, the Stakeholder Liaison Opportunities outlined in the Main Street
Safety Project: Planning Phase Community Engagement & Communications Plan. Twenty-one community members were
engaged in the outreach process at this event.
The outreach process combined presentation of information with facilitated group discussion. The project was
introduced by Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and discussion was led by City staff. Additionally, feedback was sought
from these community members on the draft Facility Plan.

Outreach Review

The presentation opened with Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, providing a review of the project purpose and safety
problem being addressed. She then noted how community input to date informed the development of the draft solution
‘toolbox’ and recommendations and shared highlights from the draft Facility Plan.
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Participants were encouraged to ask questions and were then guided through group discussion by City staff to gain
feedback on the draft Facility Plan. Questions and comments shared orally and via the chat function were recorded by
hand by staff.

Participant Questions & Comments
•

Project Process & Data
o
o
o

•

Toolbox Recommendations
o
o
o
o

•

20 years too long for implementation and impacts to businesses will be prolonged.

Project Cost, Funding, & Phasing
o
o
o
o

•

Has the freight been considered with regards to the recommendation for roundabouts? How will they
navigate them if so?
What were the alternative solutions offered in feedback?
How will the toolbox solutions meet the goals of the project compared to other tools not included?
Were more RRFBs and speed considered as well?

Potential Business Impacts
o

•

Supportive, comprises have been made, toolbox the right approach.
Acknowledged and appreciated that we included and shared both positive and negative feedback
received (support and concerns).
How does safety on Main Street compare to other similar streets in Oregon?

What is the total cost of the project?
Can a phase stand on its own considering the total cost?
What are the funding sources?
How did you determine the phase sequence? How did you land on 32nd to 42nd streets as Phase 1?

Other
o
o
o

Who will pay for utilities to be moved?
Shared Robert Ping webinar information.
Anything planned for downtown?
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ATTACHMENT B3 – OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT
SUMMARIES AND MATERIALS: ONLINE OPEN HOUSE
SUMMARY

SP RI N G F I E L D M A I N ST RE E T ( O R 1 26) F A C I L I T Y P L A N • VO L U M E 2

Online Open House Outreach Summary
Introduction
Overview and Purpose
In winter 2018-2019, the City of Springfield, in partnership with ODOT, held an Online Open House
which asked for input from the community on the Main Street Safety Project. The purpose of the Online
Open House was to provide background on the project and solicit community input on values, identify
key areas of concern and general feedback on how to improve safety in the section of Main Street
between 20th Street and 72nd Street. This engagement activity is outlined in the project’s Community
Engagement Plan as a part of Round 2 of engagement.
This report summarizes the Online Open House format and feedback received.

Outreach and Notification
The Online Open House was launched to the public on November 7, 2018 and was scheduled to close
December 5, 2018. However, the project team identified incongruities in mailing address data, hand
delivered notices to 50 businesses on the corridor, and reopened the Online Open House on December
18, 2018 through January 2, 2019.
The project team invited the community to participate in the Online Open House using a variety of tools,
including:





Social media (Facebook and Twitter): posted on October 31st and November 7th;
News releases issued on November 2nd and November 7th, resulting in stories of KVAL and KEZI
on November 7th, 8th and 9th and a Register Guard article on November 26th;
Email updates sent to interested parties on October 31st and November 7th; and
Letters mailed to business and property owners within 300 feet of Main Street on November 6th
(hand-delivered to 50 businesses week of December 5th).

Participation
There were a total of 177 comment submissions via the Online Open House, with a total of 450 new
users. New users are calculated based on the number of first-time visitors to the Online Open House.
1
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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.
A majority (120) of responses were gained within the first week. A total of 57 additional comments
were received prior to the end of the Online Open House, 28 of which were submitted on November
26th, 2018. The bump in participation on November 26th is likely due to the timing of media coverage in
the Register Guard.
There were an additional two emailed comments from stakeholders that experienced technical
difficulties participating in the Online Open House. These comments have been integrated into the
general comment summary, and can be viewed in full in Appendix C.

Format
The Online Open House contained six sections: Project Background and Purpose, Crash Data, Issues and
Values, Concerns Mapping, Coordinating Safety and Transit, and Next Steps. Participants were able to
provide feedback through the Issues and Values, Concerns Mapping, Coordinating Safety and Transit,
and Next Steps sections. The sections can be described as such:










Project Background
o This section of the Online Open House informed participants of the background,
purpose and importance of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project, as well as
providing the opportunity to review a map of the project area.
Crash Data
o In this section participants could review crash data within the project area from
between 2012 and 2016, including history and trends of collisions, contributing factors,
and most frequent crash locations.
Issues and Values
o For this section participants were asked to rate the proposed community values, which
included: Safety, Traffic Mobility, Local Business Access, Main Street Character, Transit,
and Cost. Proposed community values were identified through previous visioning and
community outreach processes, a work session with City Council and initial
conversations with the project team.
o Following the rating exercise, participants could submit additional values they felt were
missing.
Concerns Mapping
o This section included an interactive map where participants could assign markers with
their comments that correspond to different categories, including: Important
Destinations; Lighting and Visibility; Vehicle Speed; Difficult Crossing; Unsafe Location;
Property Access; and Other Comments.
Coordinating Safety and Transit
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o



For this section participants were given an overview of the Enhanced Corridor transit
mode and its various potential elements. Participants were then asked to respond to
whether they felt the elements were appropriate for Main Street.
Next Steps
o In this section participants were thanked for their participation and shown a graphic
illustrating the project’s target schedule. Additionally they were encouraged to stay
involved and watch for upcoming meetings by checking the project website and signing
up for email updates. Participants were also provided the project team contact if they
desired further information.
o In addition to asking demographic questions (including zip code, primary mode of travel,
transit use, gender, language, race/ethnicity), participants were given the opportunity to
provide any additional comments they wanted shared with the project team.
o Note: Demographic questions did not affect the collection of the participants’ responses
(for example, if a user indicated their ZIP code was outside the Springfield/Eugene area,
their answers were still collected along with users from within the project area).

Feedback Summary
Issues and Values
In this section participants were given 21 points and asked to assign up to six points to each of the
various community values based on priority – the highest number of points indicates the highest
priority, while the least amount of points indicates the least priority. The community values were
developed by the project team based on issues the community raised about the corridor. These values
included safety, traffic mobility, local business access, Main Street character, transit, and cost. A total of
170 people participated in this section. Participants showed the strongest support for safety which
garnered over twice the number of participants assigning six points than the next highest ranked values,
local business access, and traffic mobility. The community value with the least support was transit.
The graph below illustrates how many participants assigned their points (0-6 points) to each community
value, and are listed based on the aggregate total of the assigned points. For instance, while one less
person assigned six points to local business access than to traffic mobility, the total number of points for
local business access is greater than that for traffic mobility.
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17
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Participants were also given the opportunity to provide any additional values they felt were important
to include. A total of 103 participants provided additional input in this section. To review the full
comments in this section, refer to Appendices A and C. Common themes of the comments (listed from
most to least common) included:














Improve and increase traffic and speed enforcement (18)
Support and improve active (bike/pedestrian) and public transportation options, including
adding bike lanes (12)
Reduce speed limits (10)
Improve pedestrian access (7)
Implement roundabouts to increase safety (6)
Replace flashing crossing with signals to improve pedestrian safety (5)
Discourage improper pedestrian crossing (5)
Install traffic cameras to reduce speeding and discourage people from running red lights (4)
Improve and increase lighting for pedestrian safety (4)
Reduce pedestrian access (2)
Limit left turns (2)
Increase the speed limit (2)
Allow left turns at each intersection to support business access (2)

4
Springfield Main Street Safety Project Winter 2018-19 Online Open House Summary

Concerns Mapping
Participants were shown a map of the project area and asked to place icons indicating where they feel
there are safety issues and concerns along the corridor. Comments were identified using seven
categories: important destination, lighting and visibility, vehicle speed, difficult crossing, unsafe location,
property access, and “other.” Participants were able to self-select which category they felt
corresponded with their comment. A total of 26 participants provided 83 comments on the map
(concerns regarding specific locations are subject to further review and analysis as the project team
develops alternative solutions for this project).
Concerns category
Important destination
Lighting and visibility
Vehicle speed
Difficult crossing
Unsafe location
Property access
“Other”

Number of comments
9
6
21
20
15
4
7

Important Destination
A total of nine participant comments indicated important destinations (frequently visited places, or
places are important for access) on the map. These locations included:




Goodwill
NE corner of 42nd
and Main Street
Hutch’s Bicycle






From Upriver to 126
Giant Burger
Mini Pet Mart
Planet Fitness




Bob Keefer Center
St. Vincent de Paul

Comments included:






Access to food destinations is critical from all directions
Decrease conflicts with transit to reduce congestion
Improve driveway access to businesses
Improve safety
Reduce speeds and promote pedestrian access to businesses

Lighting and Visibility
A total of six participant comments indicated locations with lighting and visibility issues. These locations
included:



All of Main Street (1)
Main Street from 58th to 75th (1)




72nd (1)
West of 42nd and Main Street (1)
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Additionally, two participants indicated the downtown section of Main Street as having lighting and
visibility issues, however that section is outside the project area.
Comments included:





Replace existing light with fixtures to reduce glare that hinders safety for all users
Decrease electricity needs by strategically installing lights in places that will provide the most
visibility, and use energy efficient lighting
Use intentional and thoughtful designs to increase visibility of pedestrians, especially when it’s
raining
Increase the visibility of lanes to prevent illegal merging

Vehicle Speed
A total of 21 participant comments indicated locations where vehicle speeds feel unsafe. The locations
identified by participants were relatively spread out throughout the project area with grouping of
comments occurring near the intersections of 28th Street, 46th Street, 51st Street, 52nd Street, and Bob
Straub Pkwy along Main Street.
Comments included:







The new design needs to discourage and prevent speeding – narrower streets will help reduce
speeding
Reduce speeds to promote safety for all modes, specifically active (bike/pedestrian) and public
transportation users
Increase speed and traffic enforcement
Implement roundabouts to reduce speeding
Increase visibility of lanes, crosswalks, and speed limit signs along the corridor to promote safety
Increase the safety of driveways onto Main Street

Difficult Crossing
A total of 20 participant comments indicated locations where it is difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to
cross Main Street. The locations identified by participants were relatively spread out throughout the
project area with grouping of comments occurring near the intersections of Hwy 126 and 23rd Street
along Main Street.
Comments included:








Increase bike connectivity
The new design needs to promote pedestrian visibility
Calm traffic and reduce speeds to increase pedestrian safety
Replace flashing crosswalks with signals in strategic places
Implement roundabouts to provide safer access for pedestrians
Install dedicated right hand turn lanes
The new design needs to increase pedestrian access to transit stops
6
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Install medians or islands to promote pedestrian safety
Improve crosswalks to increase safety

Unsafe Location
A total of 15 participant comments indicated locations that feel unsafe for travel or experience vehicle
conflicts or “near misses.” The locations identified by participants were relatively spread out throughout
the project area with grouping of comments occurring near the intersection of 42nd Street. Additionally,
three comments indicated locations outside of the project area.
Comments included:










Improve left turns for vehicles to prevent conflicts with pedestrians
Increase safety and visibility of bicycles along the entire corridor
Prevent U-turns to reduce conflicts with active (bike/pedestrian) transportation users and other
vehicles
Improve crosswalks that are frequented by youth to prevent congestion due to crowded
pedestrians crossing
Increase signage and enforcement to prevent illegal parking along Main Street
Prevent cars from using bike lanes for right-hand turns
Increase enforcement to prevent people from running red lights and speeding
Increase safety and visibility for vehicles making right-hand turns from the driveways
Increase the safety and ability of bicycles to make left-hand turns across oncoming traffic

Property Access
A total of four participant comments indicated locations where it is difficult to turn into or out of
businesses and residences. These locations included:



The intersection of Main Street and 30th
Street
Mckenzie Feed and Supply




Round Table Pizza
St. Vincent de Paul

Key themes of the comments included:



Left turns onto Main Street can be difficult and unsafe
Reduce need for crossing multiple lanes, making U-turns, or driving out of the way to access
businesses

Other Location Comments
A total of seven participant comments indicated locations where there were additional issues or
concerns not covered in the provided categories. These locations included:



The intersection of Main Street and 60th
Place
The Royals Apartment Complex





Railroad tracks east of 28th Street
Flashing beacon near 34th Street
Pizza Hut
7
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Railroad crossing at 29th Street



Rosboro Lumber

Key themes of comments included:




Improve north to south access from business to business
Address conflicts related to railroad crossings and tracks
Ensure sidewalks are accessible, clear, and maintained for ADA users
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Coordinating Safety and Transit
Participants were given an overview of the Enhanced Corridor transit mode as follows:
The transit study’s community outreach and technical analysis indicate the most viable transit
mode for Main Street at this time is Enhanced Corridor. EmX remains a possibility depending
how development, traffic volumes, and funding opportunities change over the next 10 to 30
years. Based on input received in response to the question below, LTD and the City will identify
key transit improvements in coordination with other transportation improvements identified in
the Main Street Facility Plan.
Participants were asked to consider the potential investments of an enhanced corridor on Main Street,
which could include:





Transit queue jumps (a special lane and signals for buses to “jump” ahead of other traffic at
intersections with congestion delays);
Better amenities at ground-level stops (such as trash receptacles, benches, shelters, automated
fare collection);
Consolidating stops to 1/3-mile spacing (provides faster, more reliable service and may attract
more riders through improved travel times and stop amenities); and
Deploying different sized buses – 40 to 60 foot – to accommodate fluctuations in peak and offpeak ridership.

In addition, the Online Open House explained that EmX stations and exclusive transit-only lanes east of
20th (except potentially at major congested intersections) would not be included in the Enhance Corridor
option for Main Street.
Following the explanation of the elements of a potential Enhanced Corridor transit mode for Main
Street, participants were asked whether they felt this option was appropriate. A total of 116
participants responded to this question. The highest number of participants indicated that they feel the
list of elements makes sense with 38 responses.
Below is a graph illustrating the complete breakdown of how participants responded.

Yes, this list makes sense

38

None of these improvements are needed

28

No, FEWER improvements are needed

21

No, MORE improvements are needed
Not sure

20
9
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Open Ended Comments
At the end of the Online Open House participants were asked if they had any additional input they
would like to provide in regards to the project. A total of 84 participants provided additional feedback.
Common themes are listed below. For a full list of the raw comments, refer to Appendix B.
Key themes (listed from most to least common):















Speed and traffic enforcement (29)
o Increase police monitoring and enforcement of vehicle speed and traffic laws (12)
o Reduce the speed limit (10)
o Discourage illegal pedestrian crossing (6)
o Increase enforcement of bike and pedestrian laws (1)
Pedestrian crossings (18)
o Increase and improve safety and access to pedestrian crossings (9)
o Replace flashing crosswalks with signals to increase pedestrian safety and visibility (4)
o Increase pedestrian access to businesses (2)
o Consider building pedestrian bridges over Main St (2)
o Implement medians and islands to provide safety for pedestrians (1)
Visibility, lighting, signage, and safety (15)
o Increase and improve signage to support safety, provide clarity, and reduce congestion
(7)
o Improve visibility for all modes (4)
o Improve lighting in strategic areas and use lighting that does not cause glare that
impacts visibility of bikes and pedestrians for drivers (3)
o Limit driveway access onto Main St to promote safety (1)
Transit (7)
o Extend EmX to Thurston (2)
o Make improvements that promote and increase transit ridership (1)
o Increase frequency and reliability of transit (1)
o Improve transit access (1)
o Consider implementing dedicated bus lanes (1)
o Create bus pull outs to reduce congestion (1)
Support and promote business (7)
o Support and promote existing, expanding, and new businesses (3)
o Ensure access for deliveries to businesses along the corridor (2)
o Ensure parking for business along the corridor (1)
o Allow left turns across traffic to provide access to businesses along the corridor (1)
Bike lanes and bike connectivity (5)
o Consider implementing separated bike lanes (5)
Promote and support active (bike/pedestrian) transportation (5)
Reduce congestion, specifically during rush hours (4)
Cost (2)
o Concern about the cost to taxpayers (2)
10
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Demographics
Zip Code
A total of 144 participants provided their zip codes, 81% of which are in Springfield.
Zip Code
97477 Springfield
97478 Springfield
97405 Eugene
97402 Eugene
97401 Eugene
97404 Eugene
97408 Eugene
97487 Veneta
97475 Springfield
97452 Lowell
97426 Creswell
97413 McKenzie Bridge
97403 Eugene

Veneta, 1

Number of
participants
60
55
7
6
4
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

Lowell, 1 Creswell, 1

McKenzie
Bridge, 1

Eugene, 23

Springfield, 116
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Primary Mode of Transportation
Participants were asked what their primary mode of transportation is. A total of 152 participants
responded to this question.

Car (mostly alone)

102

Carpool or vanpool (two or more people)

18

Bike/walk

18

LTD fixed route service (bus or EmX)

Other

10

4

Of the participants that responded “other,” participants indicated a combination of biking and driving,
and motorcycling.

Transit Use
Participants were asked how often they use public transit. A total of 150 participants responded to this
question.

I don't ride transit

61

A few times a year

29

I have ridden before, but not in the past year

25

A few times a month

18

A few times a week

9

Everyday

8
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Age
Participants were asked to provide their age. A total of 137 participants provided their age. Below is a
graph illustrating a breakdown of participant ages based on age range.

18-24

3

25-34

23

35-44

22

45-54

28

55-64

36

65-74
75 or older

18
7

Gender
Participants were asked to provide their gender. A total of 143 participants responded to this question.

Prefer not to
specify (3)
2%

Male (78)
55%

Female (62)
43%
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Language Spoken at Home
Participants were asked what language they spoke at home. A total of 143 participants responded to
this question, all of which indicated that they speak English at home.

Hispanic or Latino Descent
Participants were asked whether they are of Hispanic or Latino descent. A total of 136 participant
responded to this question. A majority (133) indicated that they are not, and three responded that they
are of Hispanic or Latino descent.

Race/Ethnicity
Participants were asked what their race/ethnicity is, and could select all that apply. A total of 137
participants responded to this question.

Hispanic (4)
3%
Native
American/American
Indian (4)
3%
White/Caucasian
(129)
88%

12%

Asian (3)
2%
African American (1)
1%
Other (5)
3%
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SPRINGFIELD MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT

Appendices
Online Open House Outreach Summary

Appendices A-C

Appendix A: Online Open House – Issues and Values Comments
Comment
number

Full comment

1

54th st is a big problem. Install traffic camaras or put in a left turn signal on 54th st for cars turning from the No. side. Pol presence

2

58th & Main a death trap for pedestrians as drivers run the red light when turning left from 58th to Main heading west. Often 3-4 run light.

3

A reduction in the glare-bomb style of lighting would be a significant improvement in safety and aesthetics. Light downward, not outward.

4

All city needs 2 do is put sm.retaining wall up along side walk like in Vegas & have bridges or tunnels 2 get across. Solutions not Band-Aids

5

all the ped Crossings are too close together on Main St are people really that lazy Ride bus free but can't walk to next block to cross?

6

Allow PPLT using the FYA for left turns at all the intersections along Main Street. This will alleviate congestion and improve safety.

7

As a business owner Within the 7 mile section of Main. There is not a single best option, each block should be addressed individually.

8

avoiding impacts to businesses is critical, avoid medians that restrict access to businesses, do not widen existing corridor, etc.

9

Better enforcement of existing speed limits. Pedestrian crossing somewhere between 58th and 69th.

10

Better lighting and more raised meridians would help. Police need to start ticketing drivers AND pedestrians who seem to have a death wish.

11

Bicycles need to stay off sidewalks and use bike lanes. Those of us walking have to move aside to avoid being injured.

12

Bicycles off sidewalks going opposite way on one way has caused close calls. Following speed limits with enforcements.

13

Build safety stuff soon Less people hurt or killed Use medians to limit left turns & give peds refuge, roundabouts for safety and U-turns.

14

Don't let LTD make a mess of things as they did in Eugene, they have consistently wasted tax payers money, LTD needs to buy smaller buses.

15

Emergency Vehicle access, safe and expedient travel to best serve the public within "Traffic Mobility".

16

Emphasis on best practices for active transportation infrastructure

17
18
19

Enforce existing speed and traffic laws. Use red lights for stop, not yellow. Patrol!
Enforce speeding laws.
Enforce traffic laws
Enforcement of traffic laws is a big issue. Why isn't that taken in account? I see distracted drivers each day on main street.

20
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Comment
number
21

Full comment
Find a way to connect the bike route on D Street to get across 21st over the tracks and connect with east Springfield, north of Main street.

22

flashing x-walks don't give drivers time to stop peds just push button and go w/waiting for traffic, use ped x-ing link on harlow

23

Get the Police to ticket j walking, the bicycle riders going the wrong way people and bicycles crossing improperly.

24

Greenhouse gas/VMT reduction
Hire local architects and construction companies. Reach out to Springfield businesses and residents. Keep the money in our community.

25
27

Historic tributes to the city
I believe that Main Street should be more pedestrian and bicycle friendly. These improvements help local businesses and increase safety.

28

I certainly value an inclusive process - The public input should be the foundation that guides decisions made relating to Main St. Great Job

29

I have witnessed a lot of speeding and aggressive driving, not to mention distracted drivers and pedestrians. Reduce the speed limit! Patrol

30

I live on south 35th and even when driving a lot of pedestrians do not use the crosswalk with light they still run across main

31

I think lowering the speed limit was a good step, but every day see it not enforced. I am constantly being passed while doing 35mph.

32

I value putting pedestrians, cyclists, and non-car forms of transportation first in any plan. Opposed to additional ticketing/enforcement

33

If planned well all these values will get optimized.
As of right now every mile of Main street is a hazard for all travels.

34

Implement old fashion design. Four lane traffic, center barriers, well marked cross-walks/traffic lights, and curbing. Rumble barriers 35mph

35

In my opinion, not all side streets need to have direct access to an arterial like Main St, maybe cutting off access would help flow+safety.

36

Increase police presence and citations issued for violations. I commute this rd morning lunch and afternoon. Use unmarked if need be.

37

Increased police monitoring; use of radar and traffic cameras; better enforcement to change the behavior of drivers and pedestrians

38

It is a better idea to choose a separate bus/bike and pedestrian corridor away from high car traffic area as far as safety is concerned.

39

It should be an area you like to frequent and would take out of towners.

40

Keep buses from being delayed at intersections and railroad tracks. Design with the intent of person trips and multi mobility as a factor.

26
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Comment
number
41

Full comment
Last year I tripped and fell on the sidewalk near 2nd and Main and got a concussion, broken nose , etc. Uneven sidewalks are very dangerous

42

Lower speed limit. Enforce it! Bike helmets are rare! Red lights instead of flashing yellow. Educate, educate, educate! Hire more police!

43
44

Lower speed to 35 out to 72th and more crosswalks
Lower speeds on Main Street. There should be traffic calming.

45

Make it LOOK pretty- don't spend several million dollars on UGLY !! Traffic circles work GREAT!! Blinking street spacers.

46

Make more of an effort to divert through traffic to 126 and off of Main. Make crossings safer for pedestrians and cyclists. Add bike lanes.

47

Make sure whatever solution is chosen the City can support ongoing maintenance and replacement costs.

48

Make the flashing x-walks a red stop light. Something that means STOP, not something that doesn't mean anything more than "look".

49

Mobility for all; not just safety vs. "traffic mobility" which reads as motor vehicle mobility but better walking, biking, & transit access.

50

More pedestrian education/enforcement as well as policing speeders and erratic driving.

51

Narrow the road for safety and businesses. Roundabouts may reduce fatal accidents.

52
53
54
55

New pedestrian crossings working well. Gives walk traffic a place to cross and also gives pause in traffic flow for safer entry for cars.
No EMX, no roundabouts and no medians
No median, No roundabouts, No EMX, No additional ROW! The business and property owners have delivered this messeage to city counsil
already
Our UGB is finite. Main Street is our community's last and best chance for new development. Focus on transit, mixed use & livability.

56

Pedestrian crossings and the reduced speed limits are good and have been asked for long ago. Continue common sense low cost
approaches.

57

People arenâ€™t dying on Main Street at an alarming rate! We come down Main Street & there is no problem! Look how LTD has messed
Eugene up!

58

People need to use crosswalks Police need to ticket speeders. Businesses are vital.We have plenty of buses. Most people prefer driving a car
3
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Comment
number

Full comment

59

People using lights to cross the street s/b accountable too. Wait & look both ways before stepping of the curb. Cars cannot stop on a dime.

60

Please give Main Street a much - needed "road diet"!
Please install roundabouts at 28th, 42nd and 126/Bob Straub.
Please increase the number of marked crosswalks.

61
62
63
64

65

PLEASE use RED lights to stop traffic for pedestrians. Solid or flashing red only. I understand that is federal DOT standard. Not yellow
Policing red light runners 42 & 58 St
The speed limit was reduced and it is not enforced
Education on using the lighted crosswalks installed
Policing speeders and lower the speed limit in areas
Raise speed to 45.
Enforce Jaywalking law on main.
Remove flashing crossings.
Install pedestrian overpasses at 28th, 32nd, 56th and 58th.

66

Reduce speeders from Pioneer parkway to 20th on s. A. That's where they get a running start east bound on main street. Never see a cop.

67

Reduced spd/protected bike lanes/evry corner is a crosswalk, all should be safe. 'Access to business' must include bike/walk/transit access

68
69
70
71

Replace signals with roundabouts. Roundabouts are safer,provide u-turns and work well with a median. Access to businesses will feel safer.
RESTRICT pedestrian access crossing via barrier or raised median refuge islands: U-turn allow within corridor: Decorative-medians-river rock
Roundabout at 58th and Main would work better than the traffic lights.
Safe ways to get to Main Street. 28th is not pedestrian or bike friendly.

72

Safety first, then Main Street character to promote local business. Medians are fine with me.

73

Save lives - people are dying at an alarming and unacceptable rate on Main Street. Enhance local economy and increase access for people.

74

seismically sound pedestrian bridges would be a help. Not everyone can cross this broad road in the time allowed.
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number
75
76

Full comment
shared business driveways will prevent lots of crashes. If enough driveway access points are shared, it may warrant a signal
Solid dividers will help with traffic passing over cross traffic too early and allow center 'refuges' for pedestrians crossing over.

77

Something needs to be done where pedestrians cross the onramp to the freeway from westbound 126. COMPLETELY UNLIT! NO SIGNAL!
Poorly marked!

78

Speed limit signs with digital readout of drivers speed. Addresses low resource of officers. Illuminated crosswalks in Thurston area.

79
80
81
82
83

Speed limit signs with digital readout of drivers speed. Addresses low resource of officers. Illuminated crosswalks in Thurston area.
Speeds are too high. It is immoral to prioritize your convenience over other's safety. Is a highway really appropriate for our Main St?
The biggest problem as I see it is people who are too lazy to find a crosswalk and instead cross anywhere and everywhere.
The downtown area needs attention too! There are 3 High Schools there and I have seen many near misses from cars running red lights.
Danger!
The main problem with Main Street is the laws on the books are not inforced Bicycle and pedestrian are never accountable with anything.

84

The Royals Apartment complex on Main St. houses a pedophile club where they rape kidnapped children.

85

The speed limit should be changed back to 40 mph. Pedestrians and bicyclists not paying enough attention is what makes main st
dangerous.

86

The street is so busy, crossing the street should not be a safety concern.

87

The street should prioritize walking, cycling, and transit, especially between 20th and Highway 126/Bob Straub Parkway.

88

There cannot be a divider down main street. Cars need to be able to access business from a center turn lane as it is today.

89

This is not the type of road anyone should be crossing on foot. This is a main traffic mover. Try smaller access roads off main faster road.

90

This Project should be designed to benefit downtown Springfield by slowing traffic and making it safer for pedestrians to access businesses.

91

Traffic circles at the main intersections would keep traffic moving and be a traffic calming solution at the same time.
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93
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Traffic/Pedestrian enforcement. I drive main every day and can't remember when the last time I witnessed a car pulled over was.
Truth please! The City clearly has an unsubstantiated goal; info is skewed. Is this project even necessary? Main St community says NO!

94

Truth please! The City clearly has an unsubstantiated goal; info is skewed. Is this project even necessary? Main St community says NO!Don't
let LTD make a mess of things as they did in Eugene, they have consistently wasted tax payers money, LTD needs to b

95

Universal crosswalks same throughout city. Red light cameras. Tickets for jaywalking! Flowing traffic stops speeding and light running.

96

Use full-stop cycle signals for pedestrian crossings. Lower speeds. Safer refuge zones in center islands with bollards and lighting.

97

Use full-stop cycle signals for pedestrian crossings. Lower speeds. Safer refuge zones in center islands with bollards and lighting.

98

Values we all share safety, walking, bike riding,driving. The slower one drives..I know a town that as you drove through it was 20mp..

99

Vegetated ped refuges crossing the street each block will beautify Main, cue drivers to slow down,provide ped protection, and treat runoff.

100
101
102

Water treatment/management from the roads should be considered as well.
What is the hidden agenda? The local businesses have spoken in opposition to most of LTD's desires. Springfield needs to send LTD packing.
Working and living on Main, no matter what you build, you will have to contend with distracted drivers, drug use & homelessness first.
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number

1

2

3

4

5
6
7

8

Full comment
You really need to consider breaking the bus, pedestrian and bike traffic away from the major roadways--trying to keep all of these on the
same roadway doesn't work for anyone. Major auto traffic cannot travel just anywhere, but bikes, bus and peds. have much more flexibility.
Eugene, for instance, could have used a less auto traveled east to west roadway for bus, ped & bike traffic only rather than try to do it all on
an already congested roadway that is so important for travel. Don't make the same mistake here--find another parallel street that would
work and reduce the auto traffic on that street to accommodate alt. transit more safely. Additionally, use smaller buses to run on the major
roadways--they are mostly empty anyway. Lower speeds and hand out plenty of tickets to cars, bikes and pedestrians. I daily see bikes and
pedestrians crossing in roadways unsafely (dark clothes, no crosswalk, not even looking before darting or riding into traffic) and I can only
surmise these people don't value their personal safety. As a taxpayer, I am not at all interested in tax dollars being spent to try to mitigate a
lack of personal responsibility. If you start handing out appropriate tickets to all of these groups you will also be able to track problem areas.
Thank you.
Why not make small walk-through tunnels for pedestrians to use for crossing Main Street rather than crossing traffic on Main Street all
together. They could be monitored by surveillance cameras and officers patrolling them. Couldn't possibly cost more than hundreds of
thousands of dollars that were spent on those yellow flashing cross walks that you cant see with several miles to cross between each one?
When turning off of 32nd street on to main st. drivers are almost forced to encroach the crosswalk in order to see. Pedestrians then usually
walk behind the vehicle making a dangerous situation. Shrubs of businesses and homes are at times to close or crowded at intersections
making it difficult to see when turning. Speed limits are not enforced due to lack of officers. Speed limit signs equipped with radar to tell the
driver their speed would help. Illuminated cosswalks in the Thurston area of main st., especially where students cross to go to the schools.
When turning off of 32nd street on to main st. drivers are almost forced to encroach the crosswalk in order to see. Pedestrians then usually
walk behind the vehicle making a dangerous situation. Shrubs of businesses and homes are at times to close or crowded at intersections
making it difficult to see when turning. Speed limits are not enforced due to lack of officers. Speed limit signs equipped with radar to tell the
driver their speed would help. Illuminated cosswalks in the Thurston area of main st., especially where students cross to go to the schools.
When I travel the corridor as a nearby but not Springfield resident, I often don't know exactly where I am going. I am looking for street signs
and indicators to help me know if I am close to the address I am looking for. Easy to read street signs can help keep traffic moving rather
than slowing or being distracted. This is a jumbled and confusing stretch of road for occasional and infrequent users.
We need to rethink any ped use of Main St. It is too dangerous to cross 5 lanes on foot.
This section of street/highway is super busy and crossing the street is incredibly dangerous. There are no where near enough places for
pedestrians and cyclists to safely cross. Since this section of street is also a highway I would support several small pedestrian bridges that go
over the street so as not to constantly stop traffic at the busiest crossing agreas, as well as more safety beacons at other, less busy locations
along this stretch of highway/street.
This is a wonderful way to communicate!
Hats off to you!!
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number

9

10
11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Full comment
There are better ways to use public funds rather than chopping up main St and congesting the lanes for everyone except Busses. I cannot
use public transportation for my job, public transportation does nothing to help me because I suspect most other people and businesses are
in my position and there is no way that you can run enough busses and have WILLING riders to make up for the loss of a lane for cars to
travel. Cars are the best way for people to travel in our society and in how our towns have been set up, so trying to change that now is just
going to hurt the people that pay the majority of the costs of these projects. If people would pay attention to the traffic laws and the
measures already implemented, there would be no accidents.
There are a host of "values" promoted in this survey. How highly do we as a community value truthfullness? Are we messaging the data to fit
an agenda or are we accuratly identifying issues of concern and addressing them effectively? It is a costly mistake to pursue solutions where
no problems exist!
the royals apartments. kidnapped children
The main problem with Main Street is only the drivers are ever pulled over. The people can cross wherever they want, (30' from a cross
walk) the bicycles can ride down both sides of the road the wrong way, or on the sidewalks even though they have a land, in each direction.
The bus need to have its own pullout so traffic can keep moving. PLUS don't have a bus stop at 42nd & Main 25' from the drive way of the
shopping center. Especially without a full pullout. Also it's a total waste to be having a double bus running with 2 or 3 people on it.. The light
timing needs fixed at 58th & Main left turn lane
The last thing I want to see happen to main is what happened to 6th and 7th in Eugene. I could see the benefit of more bus pull outs but not
dedicated lanes and or signals. Keep it simple.
Thank you for being so thorough in your planning and for giving the public a chance to comment.
Street lighting in some areas is poor. Hate those yellow street lights as they do not conduct much light. Educating walkers, bikers, etc. at a
younger age and showing by example are important. Police officers also need to use lights and turn signals more!
speeding is a real issue on Main, even with the lowered limit. I attempted to place speeding notices on the map and it didn't show them, at
least right away. But speeding is a big problem and enforcement needs to take place. People will not slow to posted speed without ticketing
speeders/
Slow traffic down. Make Main Street calm travel zone. Dedicate full stop cycle signals to crossings where there are long distances to signal
intersections.
Slow traffic down. Make Main Street calm travel zone. Dedicate full stop cycle signals to crossings where there are long distances to signal
intersections.
See previous comments.
Reducing speed would help the most safety wise...
Put up more signals all along the route and have all of them timed to allow traffic to roll along at 35mph. Time the lights so the side streets
and pedestrians get an allotted time to cross without slowing down traffic flow. Do not let pedestrians or traffic change the timing of the
lights.
8

Springfield Main Street Safety Project Winter 2019-19 Online Open House Summary

Appendices A-C

Comment
number

Full comment
Once everyone gets use to rolling along at 35, traffic and pedestrians will all have ample asses to a safer street.
When a car enters the street (somewhere between the timed signals) they could have no more than one stop at a red light and then they
are in the flow of 35MPH.
This is a well know way of moving cars and keeping places safe for all other users.
This does mean you will take away the flashing pedestrian signals you currently use, very disruptive to traffic. When traffic flows everyone
benefits and the environment (air quality) benefits as well.
If some wants to speed, they will be rushing to red light after red light. Everyone will learn to roll along.
This method does not prioritize cars over all else, it opens up space (in timed allotments) for cars to roll and for pedestrians to move safely.
This is a win win for all. Once everyone gets use to this, both car drivers and pedestrians relax because they know they will have their turn
soon. Real timed lights can calm the roadway for all users, and help the street flow smoothly.
Doing the timed light method could eliminate the need for many of your individual ideas to help, all over the street.
Thank you,

22
23

24

25
26

RB Garden Electric Car Driver
Please remember, transportation , access and businesses are interconnected. Businesses bring guests onto Main St. if there is no access ,
there is no businesss and no reason to live or shop on Main.
Please be cost effective in designing and implementing any changes. We see far too many wasteful expenditures while basic maintenance of
streets and sidewalks are overlooked.
Pedestrians using lights to cross the street s/b accountable too! Wait & look both ways before stepping of the curb, cars cannot stop on a
dime. Too many times the pedestrian pushes the button and steps right off the curb out in front of a car. Educate the pedestrian. How about
a law regarding using non use of cell phone while crossing the street, would save lives since some peds don't have common sense. Also
some of the lights on Main St. are obstructed by signs and trees...Main and 51st is an example (Thurston bound). The bus service should run
365 days a year!!! No extra lanes needed for the bus!!!
Pedestrian crossing of onramp to freeway from westbound 126 is very dangerous; no control lights, no street light for 100 feet, poorly
marked; let's not wait for someone to get killed before we do something about it.
Nothing will change until people CANNOT cross this corridor EXCEPT at certain points. Driving daily I witness idiot people EVERY DAY crossing
9
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27
28

29

30
31
32
33
34
35

36

37
38

Full comment
FEET away from current designated locations.
No.
Need to find alternate routes that avoid main street for bikes. Going from Thurston to Eugene.
My family live in West Springfield and travels primarily by bike, aside from our few beloved restaurants in Downtown Springfield, we spend
our money in Eugene because that's what we have access to. The entire section covered by the project is too fast, and won't be safer until
it's been designed to move significantly less fast. This street needs narrower auto lanes, protected bike lanes, raised crossings and street
trees. The excuse that the street is currently occupied by mostly auto-oriented businesses should be a non-issue - what other businesses
could survive on such a terrible streetscape? What other businesses might move into the area if the street was calmed and configured so
that it actually had street life?
More Police patrol during commute hours.
Main Street MUST keep the Center turn lane as it would kill many businesses if it becomes difficult to access them. You cannot stop people
from crossing the street where they shouldn't and we need to stop trying to make things safe for the small percentage of people that do not
pay attention to traffic. Main Street functions well and serves the community businesses as it is. Changing it would be devastating.
Main Street is not safe for pedestrians. There are not enough areas for them to safely cross so many just cross anyway, dodging traffic. I live
on the south side of Main Street. As a result, my daughter is not allowed to walk to school as I will not allow her to cross Main Street.
Looking forward to changes that improve Main Street for safety, the local economy, and creating a space where people want to spend more
time.
Let's keep Springfield downtown nicer than Eugene... not just by watching Eugene downtown become a shitty area, but by continuing the
efforts to make downtown Springfield nice and attractive to people looking for a place to spend their money.
Less focus on buses/LTD and more on traffic safety and law enforcement
Keep traffic moving. Use visible crosswalks that are the same design throughout the city. I work in downtown Eugene and see the dedicated
bus lanes on Franklin do help with traffic flow. As for roundabouts (Glenwood (which is beautiful and wonderful) and Pioneer Pkwy)...why
do pedestrians cross inside of them? I thought the whole point was to NOT stop in a roundabout. The sudden brake lights is alarming. It
would make more sense to have the pedestrians cross before on each arm of the roundabout. In addition; there should be some
signage/direction regarding appropriate roundabout use given the large amount of out of state traffic from the UO and being close to I5 that
we receive.
Just look at what has been done to the Glenwood area. I know lots of people that now totally avoid doing business in that area. The socalled improvements in Eugene out 6th and 11th also have sent many people to other places to do business. Springfield businesses have
been benefitting from these LTD blunders in Eugene, so now LTD wants to make Springfield suffer too. Springfield needs to put a rein on
LTD, before it's too late.
I've never seen or heard of any "crashes" involving this part of Main St. I love to see the city of Springfield changing into a very quaint and
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Full comment
beautiful downtown area, but the upper part of main street seems to be alright; at least as far as the Paramount area is concerned.
Is it a good idea to further lower the speed limit and add more hinderances to the busiest street in town, while we're experiencing
unprecedented population growth in the area? That is a recipe for more congestion.

39

40
41

42

43
44

45

46

47

A smart plan does away with flashing crossings and puts in pedestrian overpasses with spiral wheelchair access ramps.
As for reducing vehicle-only accidents, not much can be done, as it's already a straight road with frequent traffic signals.
Improving safety on Main Street is important and that should be the focus. Trying to address transit issues and appearance of the corridor at
the same time should be a secondary concern. Don't try to do everything when the real problem is safety.
Important work! I'm happy to see that these issues are being taken on.
Implement feeder driveways, so each business does not need a separate driveway. Add more traffic lights. Those yellow-lights cross-walks
were a stop gap and now the middle-of-the-road, concrete island gets in the way of trying to turn onto Main St. Put a light there, make a
traditional cross-walk. PLEASE no more round abouts. How about some feeder bus routes, that run in and out of subdivisions all along Main
St, these would unload passengers to transfer to the Main St bus. Use small vans for this service, use online reservations or call for service?
REDUCE bus fare. I say no on the Jump Ahead bus idea, more image than substance, and probably really expensive equipment to put in. It's
not THAT congested in this area to require something like Jump Ahead bus idea.
I'd like to support more of the businesses on the eastern side of Springfield more often, but frankly there have been so many times that it is
been difficult getting back onto the road after visiting a business makes it less appealing to do so. And the number of pedestrians that don't
watch before crossing, especially at dusk, can be scary. I'm glad you are looking at improving this stretch of road.
I'd like to see pedestrians and bicyclists getting tickets for dangerous behavior. SPD doesn't seem to be interested in doing that though.
I would like to see the police address the drivers breaking the traffic laws on Main st., but I would also like to see pedestrians that have all of
these safety aids at their disposal and deliberately avoid using them also held accountable. There is a lighted pedestrian crossing very close
to my house, and I constantly see people walking through it without pressing the indicator button, or sometimes crossing on the opposite
side of the intersection where there are no markings at all. All of the money you want to throw and safety features is pointless when you
have to deal with people who refuse to take advantage of them.
I work as a Community Health Worker in the community and I hear many elderly people in our community say that they don't feel safe
trying to get to the grocery store. Many of our side streets leading to Main are unsafe, don't have sidewalks, are in disrepair, or not well lit.
We only have one grocery store left in town and getting there can be a huge barrier. Not to mention riding the bus to get to Grocery Outlet
or Winco or Walmart is not easy when you have reduced mobility. It's important to keep in mind the most vulnerable populations when
looking at roads and transportation.
I wish I could bike more! It seems like there are very few safe bike corridors in Springfield. I just moved here, so maybe I just haven't found
the bike corridors yet, but I've felt like everywhere I need to go I need to drive to. :(
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48
49

50

51

52

53

54

55
56
57
58

Full comment
I understand there are right-of-way issues on the north side of Main Street, but there desperately needs to be an East-West route between
28th and 58th on that side to help alleviate congestion/speeding on Daisy Street (South of Main St.) which is a resid
I think the crosswalk on W. 11th by Walmart is a great option for Springfield to use in unsafe places.
I think it's essential to decide whether or not Main Street is going to cater primarily to cars- there can be no major safety changes if it
continues to do so. There is a highway that runs parallel to Main Street and is designed, built, and maintained to move as many cars as
efficiently as possible. Main Street is the corridor that hosts most of Springfield's small businesses. This corridor could be enhanced by street
trees, protected bike lanes, easy and fast transit options, and outdoor sidewalk seating. Studies show that implementing this infrastructure
greatly benefits businesses and property values. This is something that the younger generation is looking for when deciding where to live.
These changes could make Springfield a more attractive destination for community members, employers, developers, and investors.
I take exception to the formate and the time frame used to engage the community to render comments on this project. I've raised issues
regarding the information presented to the public on this site but unfortunately they will not be addressed untill after the deadline of
December 5th! The time for comments on this online open house should be extended for an additional 30 days.
I recommend talking signal lights at 31st., 48 st. ,and 66 st.. Talking pedestrian crosswalks with regular red stop lights, close to bus stops by
64 st. and 68st.. Like the lights at Gateway. Fire station on 68st. and Main St. alert signs and flashing to solid red lights for exiting emergency
vehicles. Recommendation by clerk at Dari-mart. 58st. and 69 SSsignal lights have a flashing yellow light to cross traffic, I've seen to many
near car and pedestrian misses. I recommend they be removed. I recommend lowering the m.p.h. speed limit on Main St , From Hwy. 126 to
72 St. and Led street lights on both side of the street. 69 St. needs M.P.H. speed limit lowered, cars go to fast on the road.

I notice that speed limit signs are few and far between also police presence itâ€™s critical limit lions are not define well either Highway 126
and business Highway 126 I believe is confusing for some people it needs more definition with signage
I notice that many of the accidents are around the area between 28th and 32 Streets. I live in Brentwood estates which have around 1000
persons. Yet there is not good pedestrian access across Main St at 30th St. Some of the few businesses within walking distance from
Brentwood are across Main at 30th. So some sort of cross walk would be helpful in many ways. I also bike from 30th to places to the west
and coming home I choose to ride on the sidewalk rather than try to cross Main Street twice with in 2 blocks. I am wondering if there could
be two way bike lanes on both sides of the street in this area from 28 to 32?
I hope this corridor becomes a safer and more pleasant place to walk and take transit and also be able to handle traffic as efficiently as
possible while making improvements for all modes of transportation from personal to public.
I have friends who live in the Thurston area and work downtown, and my responses to the survey reflect the concerns I hear most from
them.
I fear access will be restricted for semi trucks making deliveries or pickups at our location, if a median is installed. This would impact
financially us and others.
I don't think our traffic planners have a realistic picture of what people want. Most people drive cars because cars are more convenient than
12
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59

60

61

62
63
64

65

66

Full comment
bicycles or public transit. The majority of us will continue to feel that way no matter how many more bike lanes and bus stops you put in.
Changes that negatively impact vehicle traffic simply inconvenience the maximum number of people to benefit a few. They merely increase
congestion and driver frustration; they don't significantly alter people's choices. Forcing people to give up driving -- as the Eugene city
planners have openly admitted they're trying to do -- is not a form of representative government, it's a form of government shoving its own
agenda upon people without regard for what the public wants. What most people want is good roads that can be traveled smoothly and
efficiently to their destination -- by car.
I don't feel it's right for a private company (LTD) to get the sole benefit from this proposed idea. And I certainly don't approve of any person
or business having to give up property for LTD to make more money in the name of "safety". Lowering the speed limit and ENFORCING it,
holding pedestrians liable for walking distracted (drugs, phone use, dark clothing, etc), more crosswalks with lights, enforcing code 5.054 to
keep people from crossing in traffic without using designated crosswalks.
I donâ€™ think businesses need drive ways right onto Main Street, particularly if those driveways create safety hazards.
Transit frequency and rapid movement of transit is more important than covering a lot of transit area. In the long run EmX is likely to be
more cost effective than Enhanced Corridor.
I am very concerned with traffic, pedestrians and LTD stop near the 51 street area. It is VERY congested in this area when there is
Westbound traffic flowing, Eastbound traffic is moving into the center lane to turn north onto 51 street, the pedestrian signs are flashing,
bicycles in the bike lane, an LTD bus is stopping at their stop. It is just too much happening in a short area. As a driver only through this area,
I am always very cautious through here and worried about the drivers who always seem to move in and out of lanes in a hurry and driving
faster than the posted 35 mph. Rarely do I see traffic moving less than 40mph even though the limit was reduced to 35mph a couple years
ago. I doubt that reducing the limit would change the traffic. I donâ€™t have any suggestions for improvements, but I wanted to let you
know of my concerns.
Good questions ? Easy to navigate ! Thank you for asking for our input and please listen.
Go Team !!
Get going on EmX extension out to Thurston ASAP. Get Rep. DeFazio to help secure federal funds while he is chair of House Transportation
Committee. Locate some of the EmX platforms in center of ROW. Those stations would each have a pedestrian overpass with a stairway
down to the platform. This way we get much-needed pedestrian overpasses, but we get the feds to cover the bulk of the cost. Visit the Las
Vegas Strip to see many different configurations of pedestrian overpasses with stairways, elevators, and escalators.
Fixing Main Street is a safety issue, but it's also an economic development issue. I don't shop on Main St. outside of Downtown Springfield
because it's challenging to access, even in a car. High speeds don't make it easy for cars to access. We have an actual highway (I-105/126),
what we need is a street for people to use. The way Main St. is currently used completely prohibits the city from making it anything
resembling a safe and accessible place. Fix the unsafe conditions and you will see many other benefits, including economic development,
GHG reduction, increased transit/walk/bike usage, and most importantly happy residents.
first, you can't fix or regulate stupid. second, change the cross walks crossing light from flashing yellow to similar to Harlow road that warns
13
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67
68
69
70
71
72

73

74

75

Full comment
drivers and site peds that feel that they can just push a button and start walking across the street without looking. I think that they think
that time just stops for everyone else when that button is pressed. Time the traffic lights better, saves fuel and fewer stops. pull outs for the
buses so you don't block traffic and force traffic to go around. Better lighting at intersections. add a few more speed signs stating 35mph,
other than that there is nothing that you can do if people don't use common sense like looking before crossing the road and if it is not safe
to cross, don't fight for your right-a-way. finally, bad drivers, following too close, etc. education and enforcement. I know people that don't
stop for stop signs. when I tell them the danger (and the law) of what they are doing, the comment is mostly, "oh, I did not realize" lastly, no
more round-a-bouts! Franklin Blvd, OMG! was the architect drunk? That's an accident waiting to happen especially at night in the rain.
Even though some things have been done and it has helped, there are still many who don't cross at crosswalks and divers who don't follow
the rules. Human nature.
EMX should be extended to Thurston.
Don't ignore safety issues downtown. All the wonderful new businesses & 3 High Schools bring a lot of pedestrians & it is dangerous to cross
Main St.
Donâ€™t be duped by LTD! I was in a meeting where a LTD Executive said he didnâ€™t care what the people wanted, it they decided they
wanted to do it, theyâ€™d do it! I was shocked!
Consider EmX lanes in medians to both improve transit and make for easier crossings with median stations (similar to EmX design on
Franklin with large landscapes median).
Cars run thru the 42nd light even after its red. Sometimes 4 cars will turn in front of pedestrians when we have the walk sign. They also
speed .
My other concern us gateway st. Its light and pedestrian system is totally dangerous. Just like main st. Please look at it a)so
Bring speed down to 35 out to lane reduction to two lanes. That should keep speed at maybe 40 for most. This is not a freeway as one
officer once stated as he was attending to an accident between 58th . and 61st.. MORE crosswalks.. This is still residential out to around
70th
Bridges over main for pedestrians cause they don't use the light crosswalk the still run across the street even just when they are a block or
less from them I live on south 35th street and see this all the time so cameras maybe to see those who don't use the crosswalk signal the
signal can captured on tape and then ticket then like they do for drivers I use those lighted crosswalk and drivers do stop so they work for
those of us who do drive and walk but I've seen accident from someone just a block from the crosswalks cause people don't want to walk a
block so us drivers are very alert here on 35th as I've seen cause their a lot of children just in my little road it's a dead end street we feel safe
here but once u get to main it goes away sorry it's so long but it's a real concern my autistic sons use this crossing every-day and I worry
about them I have them call me as soon as they Cross with the light to make sure they get across safety but maybe crossbridge would be
better sorry to go on but I was born and raised here this is home I just want everyone to be see safe on main
Better street lighting past 58th would help as would restriping the streets with a higher volume of reflective beads in the paint. When it is
dark and wet, the lane markers are so hard to see. More traffic circles at major intersections would keep the traffic flowing better, eliminate
the "need" for speed to slip through a yellow light, and is a natural traffic calming agent.
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76

77
78

79

80
81

82
83

Full comment
Because of my job at times I have found myself driving this corridor many times a day. I have observed pedestrians who are literally a few
feet away from the safety of guarded intersections or crosswalks and do not use them. Instead they simply walk out across all of the lanes of
traffic, sometimes dodging traffic or standing in the lanes waiting for cars to pass so they can proceed. All the while seemingly clueless that
they cannot be seen very well standing alone in the lanes. Iâ€™ve also noticed a decrease in the posted speed limit but most motorists still
drive at or above the old 40 mph speed limit. Rarely have I seen law enforcement enforcing the posted speed limit along this corridor. I think
there needs to be more enforcement towards pedestrians violating crossing rules and educating also.
Bear in mind businesses do not have enough parking or access for deliveries as it is.
Although I live in Eugene, I travel through this corridor frequently for work. The section of the survey on transit improvements was poorly
worded and the choices weren't thought through well; for example, it's not the size of the bus that impacts the cost of the service; it's the
cost of the driver.
Allow new business to open or expand along main street. Encourage housing in unusual spaces like an upper floor of a business or industrial
loft space. A little more congestion with cars and trucks going slower and people living along and accessing the business there could be a
positive outcome.
Absolutely need police patrol and speed enforcement. That will solve all other issues. South A is crazy during rush hour. Allowing railroad
traffic at 28th during peak traffic times is also crazy.
A potential solution for bicycles could possibly be a bike path from Island Park to 28th on the South side of South A st giving bicycles a route
absolutely free of automobiles as well as extending the path from the park to the UofO.
This would give bikes an alternative route to Main Street and theoretical lessen accidents involving bicycles
A Dutch Engineer, Hans Monderman found that signs that show movement work...running children,moving horses,rocks falling got people 's
attention..lots of signs not just a few, also posted double or triple fines for speeding in high traffic areas trucks in one lane only...or speed
bumps that still must travel this road but slower hope I helped
(Prodject Team, AKA. City Councel) stop selling out the american people, AKA. People of Springfield by implementing for LTD. At the expense
of our pacheck, AKA. Tax dollars.!!!!
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Appendix C: Email Comments
Contact

Comments

LK MORRIS
(added to general comments
list and values data)

Issues & Values:
Safety - 6
Traffic Mobility - 4
Local Business Access - 0
Main Street Character - 2
Transit - 3
Cost - 6
---------COMMENTS:
I have lived on Main St. near 60th Place for almost 20 yrs.
Drop Main St./Hwy 126 speed limit to 35 all the way East to city limit. Synchronize ALL traffic lights on Main St. for a
smooth traffic flow. You'll get there!
On Main on each side of 60th Place: Keep sidewalks clear for wheelchairs, strollers-ie; clear off thick pine needles and leaf
debris collecting over half the sidewalks. Dangerous to navigate, jog or walk to avoid ankle/leg injuries or worse.
Garbage and recycling cans block sidewalks for wheelchairs, pedestrians, strollers, often left out for days.
Employ daily trash pickup from bus stop receptacles on Main to beautify the corridor through our beautiful town.
Please add my comments in your consideration.
Thank you.

RB Garden

Put up more signals all along the route and have all of them timed to allow traffic to roll along at 35mph. Time the lights so
the side streets and pedestrians get an allotted time to cross without slowing down traffic flow. Do not let pedestrians or
traffic change the timing of the lights.
Once everyone gets use to rolling along at 35, traffic and pedestrians will all have ample asses to a safer street. When a ca r
enters the street (somewhere between the timed signals) they could have no more than one stop at a red light and then
they are in the flow of 35MPH.This is a well know way of moving cars and keeping places safe for all other users.
This does mean you will take away the flashing pedestrian signals you currently use, very disruptive to traffic. When traffic
flows everyone benefits and the environment (air quality) benefits as well.
If some wants to speed, they will be rushing to red light after red light. Everyone will learn to roll along.

16
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Online Open House 2 Outreach Summary
Introduction
Overview and Purpose
In spring of 2020, the City of Springfield, in partnership with ODOT, held an online open house
to gather community input on the Main Street Safety Project. The purpose of the online open
house was to gather feedback from the community on which possible infrastructure elements
are preferred to be incorporated into solutions to address the safety problems on Main Street
between 20th Street and 72nd Street. This engagement activity is outlined in the project’s
Community Engagement Plan as a part of Round 2 of engagement.
This report summarizes the online open house format and feedback received.

Outreach and Notification
The online open house was open to the public from March 4th to April 30th, 2020. The project
team invited the community to participate in the online open house using a variety of tools,
including:
•
•
•
•

Social media (Facebook and Twitter): posted on March 4th and April 9th;
News releases issued on March 4th, resulting in a story on KMTR on March 9th;
Email updates sent to interested parties on February 6th, March 4th, and April 9th; and
Announcements in community group newsletters throughout the month of April.

Note: The timeframe of this online open house overlapped with the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic
which may have affected participation, including how participants responded and the number of
participants in the online open house. The online open house was initially planned to end on
April 13, but the project team decided to extend the timeframe by two and a half weeks and do
additional promotion in order to gain feedback in light of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Participation
There were a total of 63 participants and 193 unique users in this online open house. Unique
users are calculated based on the number of first-time visitors to the online open house. This
user number is not representative of the people who actually spent time reviewing and
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participating in the online open house, and therefore the number of participants is a better
indication of how many people actually spent time responding to the online open house.
Note: Due to either internet connection of the participants or system error, several participant
responses were duplicated one or more times. During analysis, those duplicates were removed
to ensure one comment per submission and accurate representation of the responses. This was
confirmed by comparing the timestamp of the submission, the IP address, the name/email
address provided, and the comment submitted. Submissions with word-for-word matching
comments were the only duplicates removed after verifying that the timestamps, IP addresses,
and/or names/email addresses were the same.

Format
The online open house contained three sections: Project Background, Possible Improvements,
and Next Steps. The sections can be described as such:
•

•

•

Project Background
o This section of the online open house informed participants of the background,
purpose, community input so far, and importance of the Springfield Main Street
Safety Project, as well as provided the opportunity to review a map of the project
area.
Possible Improvements
o In this section participants reviewed the potential element improvements
including raised medians, intersection control, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian
facilities, and Enhanced Corridor transit. Participants were shown descriptions of
the options being considered for each element and given the opportunity to
provide feedback through multiple choice and open-ended questions. Note:
Enhanced Corridor transit only included a description and did not provide the
opportunity for feedback. Feedback on the transit element was solicited and
collected as part of Online Open House 1.
Next Steps
o In this section participants were thanked for their participation and shown a
graphic illustrating the project’s target schedule. Additionally, they were
encouraged to stay involved and watch for upcoming meetings by checking the
project website and signing up for email updates. Participants were also provided
a project team contact for additional information.
o In addition to answering optional demographic questions (including zip code,
primary mode of travel, transit use, gender, language, race/ethnicity), participants
were given the opportunity to provide any additional comments they wanted
shared with the project team. Note: Demographic questions did not affect the
collection of the participants’ responses (for example, if a user indicated their ZIP
code was outside the Springfield/Eugene area, their answers were still collected
along with users from within the project area).
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Feedback Summary
Feedback was collected from participants in the Possible Improvements and Next Steps
sections of the online open house. The Possible Improvements section was broken down into
five elements: raised medians, intersection control, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian facilities,
and Enhanced Corridor transit. Enhanced Corridor transit did not provide an opportunity for
feedback but linked to the Main-McVay Transit Study and Lane Transit District websites. Below
is a summary of the feedback received.

Raised Medians
Participants were shown a description of a raised median accompanied by graphics,
explanations of how they would improve safety on Main Street, and a breakdown of how the
element options rate relative to the project goals and evaluation criteria1. Participants were then
asked to respond to a series of questions.
Recognizing that the more medians that are added to Main Street, the greater impact we can
have on safety, but the more inconvenience people turning to and from the street may feel,
where do you recommend the project team focus their efforts?
Note: Participants could only select one option in response to this question.

Maximize safety improvements with more
inconvenience for travelers (60-120 seconds extra
delay)

18

Moderate safety improvements with moderate
inconveniences for travelers (30-60 seconds extra
delay)

20

Minor safety improvements with little
inconvenience for travelers (10-30 seconds extra
delay)

Not sure/not enough information

12

6

Project goals and evaluation criteria can be found in Tech Memo #11 online. Project goals include
safety, business community, mobility, transportation choices, vital community, and feasibility.
1
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Given those tradeoffs, which raised median option(s) would you support exploring further?
Note: Participants could select all that applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.

Maximize safety: Raised medians with openings at
major intersections only.

14

Balance safety and access: Raised medians with
openings at major intersections and other local
streets

24

Limited medians: Raised medians only at locations
with the mose severe safety concerns

None of these options

15

6

Note: Full comments can be found in the Appendix.
Among participants who supported options that maximize safety, comments included:
•
•

Safety is more important than convenience (7)
Ensure medians do not increase traffic (2)

The median option that received the greatest support was the option that would balance safety
and access. Among participants who supported this option, comments included:
•
•
•
•
•

Balance all potential element improvements in a way that promotes the values of the
community, as reflected in the Project Goals (8)
Include more openings to ease congestion (2)
Do not build a roundabout (2)2
Safety is more important than convenience (2)
Balance is important to prevent increased traffic (2)

Among participants who supported options with limited medians, comments included:
•
•

More expansive options would increase traffic (3)
Medians would negatively impact access to business (3)

Comments received regarding roundabouts in this section are more relevant to the Intersection Control
section.
2
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Participants who selected “none of these options” commented that the options provided would
be ineffective, were an inaccurate representation of the area, would hurt business, or were a
waste of money.

Intersection Control
For this element, participants were shown a description of intersection control accompanied by
graphics, explanations of how it would improve safety on Main Street, and a breakdown of how
the element options rate relative to the project goals and evaluation criteria. See Footnote 1 on
Page 3 for a list of the project goals and a link to Tech Memo #11 with the evaluation criteria.
Where do you recommend the project team focus their efforts?
Note: Participants could only select one option in response to this question.

Roundabouts

30

Traffic signals

16

Not sure/not enough information

12

Which type(s) of intersection control(s) would you support exploring further?
Note: Participants could select all that applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.

Roundabouts

38

Traffic signals

None of these options

21

5

The option that received the greatest support for further exploration was roundabouts. Among
participants who supported this option, comments included:
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•

Implement roundabouts at some intersections and consider other elements, such as
traffic signals, for others (8)
Note: This comment was received for both roundabouts and traffic signals and counted for both,
but does not imply double the number of participants that provided this comment.

•
•
•
•

Roundabouts are safer and easier (6)
Roundabouts support traffic flow (3)
Implement roundabouts that are considerate of bicyclists and pedestrians (2)
Ensure roundabouts can accommodate larger vehicles (2)

Of those who supported further exploration of traffic signals, comments included:
•

Implement roundabouts at some intersections and consider other elements, such as
traffic signals, for others (8)
Note: This comment was received for both roundabouts and traffic signals and counted for both,
but does not imply double the number of participants that provided this comment.

•

Traffic signals are safer than roundabouts (3)

Of those who selected “none of these options,” comments mentioned a lack of information on
safety impacts, misleading examples, need for pedestrian crossings instead, and cost.

Bicycle Infrastructure
Participants were shown descriptions and photo examples of four bicycle facility options,
explanations of how these options would improve safety, and a breakdown of how the options
rate relative to the project goals and evaluation criteria (see Footnote 1 on Page 3 for the list of
project goals and a link to Tech Memo #11 with the evaluation criteria). Participants were then
asked to respond to a series of questions.
With the understanding that some types of improvements may not be possible in all locations,
how would you prioritize the following types of bicycle infrastructure?
Participants were asked to prioritize four different types of bicycle infrastructure options:
conventional bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, at-grade separated bike lanes, and raised cycle
tracks. Below is a breakdown of how they prioritized the different options, one being the highest
priority and four being the lowest.
The graph below illustrates how many participants assigned a ranking of 1-4 to each type of
bicycle infrastructure - it is not based on the aggregate total of the ranking number. For
instance, 14 people assigned conventional bike lanes as their lowest priority (4), therefore the
number 14 is indicative of the number of participants not the total sum of the ranking (4x14)
which would be 56.
Note: Some participants did not include all the types of infrastructure in their prioritization, therefore the
numbers will not all add up to the same sum for each type.
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1 (highest priority)

Conventional bike lanes

At-grade separated bike lanes

3

2

3

4 (lowest priority)

10

10

12

Rasied cycle tracks

14

Buffered bike lanes

14

14

14

5

6

10

11

11

10

13

1

Buffered bike lanes received highest priority when weighted, followed by at-grade separated
bike lanes and raised cycle tracks. At-grade separated bike lanes received top priority fewer
times, but received the highest number for second priority indicating that more participants
supported at-grade separated bike lanes than raised cycle tracks. Conventional bike lanes were
ranked lowest in priority by the most participants, which indicates a preference to see more
width and separation provided for the bicycle infrastructure element.
Which type(s) of bicycle infrastructure would you support exploring further?
Note: Participants could select all that applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.

None of these options

4

Conventional bike lanes

4

Raised cycle tracks

At-grade separated bike lanes

5

6

Buffered bike lanes
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Participants who selected buffered bike lanes provided comments regarding the importance of
balancing elements (i.e. buffered bike lanes and at-grade separated bike lanes), preference for
alternative bike routes or raised cycle tracks, and desire for safety and comfort when riding
bikes.
Participants who selected at-grade separated bike lanes commented on finding the safest and
most comfortable option for bikes along the corridor.
Participants who selected raised cycle tracks commented on safety for bikes and finding
options that serve the broader riding community.
Participants who selected conventional bike lanes encouraged finding an alternative bike
route on a parallel street.
Those who chose “none of the options” felt the cost was too high or thought there should be
an alternative bike route.

Pedestrian Facilities
Participants were shown descriptions and photo examples of two pedestrian facility options,
explanations of how these options would improve safety, and a breakdown of how the options
rate relative to the project goals and evaluation criteria (see Footnote 1 on Page 3 for the list of
project goals and a link to Tech Memo #11 with the evaluation criteria). Participants were then
given the opportunity to respond to a multiple-choice question followed by an open-ended
comment box.
Which type(s) of pedestrian facilities would you support exploring further?
Note: Participants could select all that applied and were asked to provide reason for their choices.

Sidewalks with a landscaped buffer

28

Curb-tight sidewalks

None of these options

10

4

Participants who indicated that they were interested in exploring sidewalks with a landscaped
buffer commented the following:
•
•

It is safest to separate pedestrians from vehicle travel (15)
Trees improve safety for pedestrians (2)

Participants who indicated that they were interested in exploring curb-tight sidewalks
commented the following:
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•
•

Consider exploring multiple approaches to pedestrian facilities (4)
This is the most practical approach (2)

Those who selected “none of these options” noted the cost, impact to businesses, desire to
prioritize other issues first, and desire to explore other options (i.e. shared bike/pedestrian
facilities).

Other Comments
Before providing their demographic information and wrapping up the online open house,
participants were given the opportunity to provide any additional comments on the project.
Below is a summary of the key feedback received:
•
•
•
•
•

Improve safety for bike and pedestrians and prioritize people over cars (5)
Seek solutions that have the least negative impact to businesses (4)
Prioritize safety for all users (3)
Increase traffic enforcement to promote safety and help support the project financially (3)
Consider delaying this process until after economic recovery from the COVID-19
pandemic (2)

Full comments for all of the above open-ended sections can be found in the Appendix.

Demographics
Zip Code
A total of 54 participants provided their zip codes, 89% are in Springfield. One participant
provided both work and home zip codes resulting in a total of 55 zip code responses.
Zip Code
97477 Springfield
97478 Springfield
97405 Eugene
97402 Eugene
97448 Junction City
97401 Eugene
97475 Springfield

Number of
participants
25
22
3
2
1
1
1

Springfield Main Street Safety Project Spring 2020 Online Open House Summary

9

Primary Mode of Transportation
Participants were asked what their primary mode of transportation is. A total of 56 participants
responded to this question.

Car (mostly alone)

41

Bike/walk

6

Carpool/vanpool

6

LTD fixed route bus service

Other

1

2

Transit Use
Participants were asked how often they use public transit. A total of 56 participants responded
to this question.

I don't ride transit

23

I have ridden before, but not in the past year

11

A few times a year

8

A few times a month

7

A few times a week
Everyday

4
3
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Age
Participants were asked to provide their age. A total of 51 participants provided their age.
Below is a graph illustrating a breakdown of participant ages based on their age range.

18-24

0

25-34

3

35-44

11

45-54

8

55-64

16

65-74
75 or older

12
1

Gender
Participants were asked to provide their gender. A total of 55 participants responded to this
question.
Prefer not to specify
(1)
2%

Male (24)
44%

Female (30)
54%
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Language Spoken at Home
Participants were asked what language they speak at home. A total of 52 participants
responded to this question, all of whom indicated that they speak English at home.

Hispanic or Latino Descent
Participants were asked whether they are of Hispanic or Latino descent. A total of 53
participants responded to this question. A majority (51) indicated that they are not, and two
responded that they are of Hispanic or Latino descent.

Race/Ethnicity
Participants were asked what their race/ethnicity is and could select all that apply. A total of 48
participants responded to this question, 45 indicated that they are white/Caucasian only, one
said they were Asian and white/Caucasian, one said they were Hispanic and white/Caucasian,
and one said they were Asian.

Asian (2)
4%

White/Caucasian
(45)
94%
Hispanic (1)
2%
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Appendix: Online Open House Comments
Comments on Raised Medians
1.

A few more openings here and there will reduce congestion at the crossings and may
improve safety. might be possible to have easily installable and easily removable
median sections (rubber bumpers?) to evaluate locations

2.

A raised median is a bad idea for this corridor. Limited medians in specific areas may
be an option but not throughout the entire corridor. This project is a waste of money.

3.

Add more openings to help with congestion at main openings. Maybe there can be
easily installable and removable medians to adjust the corridor (like the rubberized
parking bumpers or molded fiberglass curbs.

4.

As a Springfield resident who drives as well as takes the bus, I'm not a huge fan of
inconveniences for vehicles; however, I also realize that safety improvements do
need to be made. That is why I chose more moderate answers.

5.

Balance is important, Business and safety concerns should be taken into account. If
we encourage businesses to locate on east mail it will encourage folks like me to
stop traveling to Eugene.

6.

Convenience is never an excuse to compromise on safety. It's ridiculous that there is
a tradeoff being presented here. No loss of human life or serious injury as a result of
cars on the roadway is acceptable. Do not design for some, but less injuries so that
motorists (very specifically motorists) can save a few seconds. All of those design
choices lock in driving as the default mode and almost always result in much longer
delays for people who choose not to drive.

7.

Find a balance for all.

8.

Have medians, but be reasonable about giving drivers convenient locations to turn in
the direction they want to go. If it’s too difficult, it causes traffic jams and confusion.

9.

I am balancing affordability and safety. I think roundabouts would be best but 1) likely
to get most resistance, and 2) most costly at a time (this will happen in aftermath of
COVID crisis) when funding will be very limited.

10. I have also seen long linear avenues broken into segments that require traffic to shift
from one side of the right of way to the other. This makes it appear as shorter straight
shots so that drivers stay alert and don't assume the drive will be straight and
uneventful.
11. I travel Main St. several times daily. Therefore I would count myself as someone who
would experience maximum inconvenience due to direct travel restrictions. However,
this pales in comparison to the increased safety that is being offered to the entire
community.
12. I’m not really familiar with how raised medians would help improve safety and it’s a
bit hard for me to visualize how this would look and work, but if you say this is one of
the safest things we can do I trust you. Would these make it safer for drivers or
pedestrians?
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13. If there is too much inconvenience for drivers, they may find ways around the safety
features, going through parking lots or something like that, which would make it less
safe overall.
14. I'm happy to maximize for safety if left turning traffic is out of the way for drivers
rolling up Main St. Knowing many people turn right off Main street the majority of
people actually going a long distance on Main St travel in the left lane so they can roll
at 35mph all the way. If your new "maximize safety" clogs up the left lane so that it's
just as difficult to roll along as the right lane I will not like it.
If the delay is for the person making the turn, that's fine. If it's for everyone driving
behind them up Main St. it's an issue to me.
15. It makes the most sense to balance safety and access. I live off Main St and while it
may be inconvenient to go a little farther I see so many people not yield in the center
lanes and use them inappropriately.
16. Lives are more important than driver convenience.
17. Medians can actually create problems so planners need to be aware of, and take into
account, the specific impact of what they add to main street. As an example, there is
a median on Main Street just to the west of 40th street. Traffic coming from S. 40th
wanting to turn west onto Main Street have little or no center lane to safely turn into.
The result is that people will make dangerous turns directly into the nearest west
bound lane in order to access west bound Main Street, and that dangerous action is
precipitated by the lack of center lane space which serves as a safety lane as you try
to access west bound Main Street. Drivers get impatient at that intersection knowing
that they have to wait long periods of time before the southern lane of west bound
Main Street is clear of traffic so they will rush that turn and cut off traffic coming from
both directions on Main Street. Access needs to be safe both for drivers turning off of
Main Street AND for drivers wanting to turn onto Main Street. This balance almost
necessitates longer center turn lanes so that drivers are not forced into making
hurried or dangerous cross traffic turns.
18. Medians should be put in place as Islands that do not obstruct business access and
between blocks in residence areas
19. No roundabout! I travel the Jasper road, 42nd Street daily. The average driver has no
concept of how to approach, enter and exit safely. I purposely avoid Pioneer because
of the roundabout. Drivers are either so cautious that they impede traffic, or they
barrel through with no thought to safety.
20. Personally I don’t think there is going to be a “one size fits all” answer but I feel that
meeting somewhere in the middle can help pedestrian type traffic have crossing
access that is safer with minimal impact on the motoring public and businesses. No
matter what idea(s) that are gone forward with, there will be those that will not be
happy but in the end and over time it will come to be accepted.
21. Raised medians with roundabouts.
I do know a couple things in general:
1) Roundabouts in Glenwood are fantastic. Since construction of I-105 in Eugene
traffic increased dramatically on Main St and there would have been gridlock in
Glenwood without those roundabouts. I live on Roland Way near S. 17th St.
2) Landscape architects can make huge mistakes in poor design. For example,
Willamalane's new Booth-Kelly trailhead Millrace Path: 1) restroom blocks view of
speeding bicycles when going from parking lot to the path. 2) large baseball/softball
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size rocks used as groundcover in parking lot bioswale used as a weapon by
homeless person to threaten users. Apparently, landscape architects do not know
that large rocks are dangerous and frequently are 'stashed' by homeless near their
sitting spot. Why were the trailhead plans open for public inspection? Thus, you must
do extensive planning. And,
3) Have you ridden a bike on Main St.? It is extremely dangerous. NEED BIKEPATH
FROM 32ND STREET TO 28TH STREET! So people can get from residential area to
shopping areas of town.
22. Safety above convenience, people are dying.
23. Safety needs to be prioritized
24. Springfield will have one chance to get this right. Insuring that adequate dedicated
right of way for EmX style public transit will be a critical component to "getting it
right". Main Street is a potential example of the ideal "transit oriented corridor" and
the success of its future development will be largely determined by how people can
move through the corridor - not just across it.
25. The first option, "Maximize Safety," would be HIGHLY inconvenient for people who
are trying to get ON to Main Street from side streets. I'm concerned that traffic will
back up down residential streets on intersections where there are medians blocking
the intersection.
26. The first step to enforcing safety is enforcing laws. Main Street sees a lot of speeding
and people are constantly running red lights at the major intersections but I never see
police officers stopping any of this. The first 2 median options above are ridiculous.
Nobody should have to u-turn to get to destination. There are many businesses and
residents on Main Street this would greatly affect. Option 3 medians coupled with
improved police coverage would get my vote!
27. The more you limit access on Main Street, the more people will cut through
neighborhood/residential streets.
28. There is no price on a life. It's better to live within our means, even if that means
slowing down and presenting a slight inconvenience to businesses and travelers.
29. Too many people have died on this street. We can all wait a bit longer to get where
we are going.
30. We already have the largest main street in the USA. Taking property from business
owners once again is out of the question! We already struggle to have safe parking
for our customers because of the last road widening years ago. Here we go again !!!!
31. We own a storage facility at 4940 Main. Raised medians would make it impossible for
us to get larger trucks in and out of our facility.
32. What does the data tell us about the specific nature of the danger? Where are those
accidents happening? Are they historically happening due to left hand turns from an
unhindered median? If so, that would sway a desire to consider which balance of
safety and convenience and access is most appropriate. To the layman, without data,
it’s hard to believe a mandated u-turn would be safer than a left hand turn to access
a business.
33. While it is argued above that medians would provide refuge for pedestrians, in
isolation they may provide a false sense of security and expectations for both
pedestrians and motorists. Medians may reduce crash rates for many types of
crashes that have occurred and are a problem, but this needs to be part of a larger
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effort that encourages more frequent intersections/crossings for all modes of travel.
Limiting turn movements will help, but shouldn't be the only intervention.
34. While the maximize safety is most likely the safest option given the fact that there
would be more usable space for pedestrians running across the road to the center (It
will always happen) I feel the middle of the road is the more sensible way to proceed.
This option will still give pedestrians who choose to try their luck running across the
road (again, it will always happen) plenty of a somewhat safe haven to stop in
instead of the normal road level turn lanes.
35. Your 3 examples are not accurate renderings of Main Street. There are very few
points along Main Street, where side streets on the North and South sides are
directly across from each other. Most of those streets that do, already have a stop
light at them. You should show more accurate examples to allow citizens to make a
better judgment.

Comments on Intersection Control
1. 1As a bike rider and pedestrian I would prefer signalized protected intersections
coupled with narrow lanes with greatly reduced design speed. If there’s data that
supports multi lane roundabouts specifically being safer for bike and ped users,
please provide it to the governance team.
2. 2As we've seen with the installation of the two-lane roundabout at Harlow/Pioneer
Parkway/MLK Parkway, the roundabout alone does not necessarily improve safety
for pedestrians or cyclists crossing or traversing through an roundabout. Installation
of other forms of safety controls (RRFBs, etc.) may be essential elements, especially
at larger, busier intersections. Roundabouts may be a good solution at Main/I105/57th, Main/48th, and perhaps one or two other locations. But again, more
frequent intersections that interrupt fast-moving traffic, especially east of 58th, are
needed to slow traffic and improve safety.
3. 3I believe I have driven all of the roundabouts in our area many times and really like
the way the traffic flows. There are people that don’t appear to be fond of
roundabouts but they can’t give a reason why in conversations that I have had with
them. Roundabouts are a bit awkward for pedestrians though because even though
they can have the pedestrian crossing lights, motorists act as though they don’t know
what to do when the lights come on to give pedestrians safe passage. Also, in a
roundabout from day one of learning how to navigate a roundabout we were informed
to never stop in them. Later the crossing lights were introduced but not everyone
seems to have caught in to the functionality of the pedestrian lights.
4. 4I believe I have driven through all of the roundabouts in our area and find them easy
to navigate and feel that they are a safer option compared to standard signaled
intersections where motorists are more likely to blatantly run traffic signals. The main
downside that I have observed is lack of knowledge by a lot of motorists on how to
navigate roundabouts. I feel more education and possibly signage may help with this.
5. 5I believe I have traveled through all of the roundabouts in our area many times over
the years and very much like how the traffic flow and safety works.
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6. 6I have been a proponent of roundabouts since they were being considered and
ultimately adopted here in Springfield. I also have been involved in an accident at a
roundabout with someone who didn't understand roundabouts. Regardless, I believe
it increases safety and expediency, which will be important given the possible
construction of medians
7. 7I know because economy is about to tank for several months that roundabouts may
not be favored, but PEOPLE RUN RED LIGHTS as a STANDARD practice! And yes
they will "charge" roundabouts" but that crash less likely to be life-threatening, it
seems to me. I am a business owner on Main Street and I honestly would rather
drive PAST my left hand turn (S 51st ST) and come back to make a right hand turn to
not fight with the traffic coming from the other direction wanting to turn in the same
middle lane. And roundabouts actually keep traffic flowing and less exhaust
generated than vehicles sitting at stop lights.
8. 8I picked one of each because I think it needs to a mixed bag of each. I'd hate to see
a plethora of new traffic lights popping up, but I'd also hate to see only roundabouts
being used. The busier intersections need lights, such as the intersections that are
used by many types of users (buses, cars, walkers, mobility devices). But
roundabouts can be used where there is strictly a four way stop.
9. 9I think roundabouts are a fad that must be used sparingly to be effective. They kill
urban street activity and are a no man's land for pedestrians and cyclists. This can be
avoided by reserving them fore gateway locations and utilizing other methods of
manipulating traffic lanes within the right of way.
10. 1I think the effort needs to put into re-evaluating the obstacles that currently cause
0traffic flow to slow or stop. There are many places along Main Street where bus stops
cause traffic to slow or stop rapidly, either prior to an intersection or just after.
Crosswalks are only on onside of an intersection and the other side has no crosswalk
and no barrier marking no crossing. The long stretches between the current signaled
intersections will cause people to become more in a hurry, if they need to drive all the
way to them to go through a round-about, when they could have just turned at the
business initially. It can already be difficult to enter Main Street from a parking lot or
Drive-way. Adding additional landscape will probably make this even more difficult.
The examples above are irrelevant, since they can used at any intersection that has
the same traffic flow. Also, the signalized intersection shows points of conflict, but
does not indicate the rate of incident. This is a very misleading example. It feels like
money is just trying to be spent with no concern to true cost and thriftiness.
11. 1I understand that roundabouts are popular in Oregon, but I find them confusing and
1not as safe as a signal. They encourage speed and unsafe lane changes by some
drivers. If you aren’t familiar with them, as most states don’t have them, it can be
hazardous driving while you’re trying to figure out what lane you need to be in in
order to make a simple turn.
12. 1I would want to see Roundabouts with Bike/Ped priority. Current roundabouts in
2Springfield have been terrible for Ped/Bike safety and have decreased the areas that
vulnerable road users can access - this would be bad for business and safety.
Roundabouts with Bike/Ped priority would increase access, which would be great for
business and safety.
13. 1Landscape with small rocks or sand. See previous answer.
3Roundabouts BY FAR!!!
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14. 1No roundabouts!!!They are unsafe for pedestrians and the drivers who can not
4navigate them intelligently
15. 1Now that I understand how they are designed and why they go from one lane to two
5to one and so forth I'm very happy with the design and how they let traffic roll. I do
find that pedestrian safety is an issue, when you roll thru roundabouts 99 times with
no pedestrians, it's always a shock when a pedestrian shows up... no matter how
many flashing lights there are.
I think overhead walk/roll ways could be best and yes I understand they cost a
fortune.
16. 1Once you get used to roundabouts, they are actually fun to drive. You have to be
6very aware of cars coming from the left, though!
17. 1Roundabouts are good, but not too many in quick succession.
7
18. 1Roundabouts are invasive to the business owners of large intersections. The city has
8pushed this agenda for years. Taking private property from business owners and
widening a road that is already enormous is absolute insanity. for years the local
business owners have been against enlarging Main Street. A novel idea if safety is a
priority then slow traffic down and enforce the traffic laws. I have worked on Main
Street for the last 30 years and never see people pulled over for speeding. simple
and effective enforce the laws and save lives push agenda's and screw the hard
working business owners.
19. 1Roundabouts are not the answer for all intersections but would work at Bob Straub
9without interfering with businesses. A roundabout at 42nd would take out 6-8
business's. How Expensive is it to buy that many businesses. A roundabout at 21st
would be a nightmare with the train blocking the road.
20. 2ROUNDABOUTS ARE SO AWESOME AND USEFUL. They make WAY more sense
0from an environmental standpoint because there's virtually no idling while waiting at
the intersection. Why is improved air quality not one of the goals of the project listed
above? Roundabouts would rank FAR higher than traffic signals with that metric
included.
21. 2Roundabouts can be a good way to manage traffic. The key word is can. The
1roundabout in Glenwood is terrible. It was not designed to actually slow people down.
You can easily drive 35-40 mph through the roundabout. As a pedestrian I have
almost been hit many times. Good roundabouts can work well, but good means GO
SLOW, which you have to actually design for, not just sign for.
22. 2Roundabouts could work for some intersections, but not the most busy ones
2(42nd/58th) 28th is a good location for one as is 32nd.
23. 2Roundabouts good at 28th and 21st, maybe elsewhere. Main from 21st to west (or
3maybe 28th) should go on road diet to extend "downtown feel" to corridor, enhance
business. No roundabout at 42nd due to high cost of land and impacts to business.
28th needs on and off ramps to 126, state funds? Through traffic should be
encouraged to take 28th or 42nd, there is too much through traffic from 21st west.
24. 2Roundabouts make sense at 42nd street and 58th street intersections for sure but I
4will reiterate that half the battle is driving laws not being enforced. Put a little more
money into that and see instant improvement!
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25. 2Roundabouts seem safer and also easier to turn around in.
5
26. 2Roundabouts significantly slow traffic so from an overall safety only point of view I
6definitely see the advantage. My own impression of roundabouts is that while they
slow traffic they are also more likely to generate low speed accidents. Drivers often
are confused by multiple lanes in the roundabout thinking that the innermost lane
must continue around the roundabout, yet those lanes often can cut directly across a
lane of traffic to access an exit. Drivers wanting to enter the roundabout or those on
the outer lane of the roundabout can fail to account for the allowed traffic flow of the
inner lane. A single lane roundabout (like is found at 42nd and Jasper) addresses
this concern but greatly reduces traffic flow. Signals are pretty much no-brainers for
most drivers. Red means stop and green means go and few people don't understand
those specifics. Accidents do happen but bad drivers will have accidents at any
intersection. I guess they might occur at higher speeds in a traffic signal intersection,
but my belief is that you will have fewer accidents than what you would see in a multilane roundabout.
27. 2Safety is most important to me.
7
28. 2So long as the roundabouts are big enough to accommodate large vehicles such as
8fire trucks, log trucks, freight vehicles.
29. 2The cost of roundabouts is justified in that it reduces fatal crashes. Also the ongoing
9maintenance cost is less than traffic lights.
30. 3The information presented by the project team is misleading at best. Roundabouts
1will have a devastating impact on existing businesses and properties on this corridor.
31. 3These things are the worst. Nobody knows how to use them. We already have stop
2lights at the major intersections to control traffic flow. Absolutely not worth the cost
both financially and to businesses located at these major intersections.
32. 3They just keep folks moving along in a safe manner.
3
33. 3What does the data say? I experience much more dangerous driving at or near
4roundabouts from drivers inexperienced in their navigation than at traffic signals. Are
traffic signals safer? Are we attempting to solve the right problem with appropriate
solutions?
34. 3While roundabouts are more expensive and complex to design, they work well for
5corridor throughput. However, they are not particularly pedestrian or bicycle friendly
and should only be used at critical intersections where all modes of travel can be
accommodated.

Comments on Bicycle Infrastructure
1.

a mix of at grade and raised would be reasonable, assuming that the at grade is
protected by more than flexible delineators...which by their nature give no more
protection than paint.

2.

As a person who would LIKE to ride my bike to work going down Main Street but am
terribly intimidated by the traffic, I would love to see the raised cycle tracks, but I am
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also a realist and the expense of these types of lanes is very daunting and conflicts
with my theory that public agencies need to be fiscally responsible and only embark
on projects that benefit the most of their constituency.
3.

Bike lanes on Main Street are tricky for the reasons you list. Non separated lanes are
made useless when delivery vehicles pull to the curb, forcing bikes into traffic.
Separated bike lanes are fine in other locations but curb cuts along Main Street make
it impractical. The best solution is probably a designated shared lane that employs
traffic calming surfaces and lane-specific traffic segregation.

4.

Biking is very hazardous on Main St. Debris in bike lanes is a big problem.
Separation by better than “candlesticks” is best. Raised concrete “curb” between bike
and cars is a minimum.

5.

Buffered lanes need to be more than plastic candlesticks glued down, large “turtle”
rpms or a raised 4”+ high curb with openings for drainage. Better yet is either shared
7 to 10’ wide sidewalk or bike path separated (cycle track). Design to prevent cars
from crossing without looking by rumble strips or other method.

6.

Cycle-only lanes/paths need to be consistent. Don't keep switching between the
various options along Main Street.

7.

Cycling on Main Street now is incredibly daunting and dangerous. Springfield must
devise a safe and usable E-W corridor for cyclists. My first choice would be a
dedicated cycle track or alternative route that parallels Main Street because there is
insufficient ROW to construct one adjacent or within it. At-grade lanes work to
provide a cushion of psychological safety but they are also a problem when a cyclist
is faced with a car or bus entering the lane for needed access.

8.

Do a study of how many people travel by bike on Main Street. We own the majority of
a city block on 47th. I only see a bike or two a week using the conventional lanes
already in place for them. Widening Main Street for a couple people seems silly.

9.

Due to the type of traffic this project is describing on Main Street, why is the City not
looking for alternative routes for bicyclists? Is there a way to create a bike path that is
not on the Main Street corridor? There seems to be a strong feeling that Main Street
is unsafe, but a need to integrate bicyclists into the mix. By widening the bike lanes
you are now suggesting to younger bicyclists that it is safe to ride bikes on Main
Street, when we should be trying to move them away. I would never allow my
children to ride their bikes down Main Street, even with improvements. Less bike
integration feels like the correct direction.

10. Given the amount of real estate that will be available I think this is the most practical
for this location. At least with the separated lanes and the vertical poles, motoring
traffic will be more aware that there is actually another lane that is used for cyclists.
Without the vertical poles it’s just another stripped area on the lane of travel without
any extra awareness for the motorist. If money was of no concern and the real estate
was available the raised track would be ideal! I personally was hit by a motorist on a
street with the conventional style lane. The motorist that hit me stated that they just
purchased the car and was not use to the width of it yet, yep, true story. So, with that
said, I feel that if there had been a separated lane with more of a buffer zone I would
not have been hit in this particular instance.
11. I am a practical person and I figure if you are using something that costs money you
should pay for it. Bike lanes are a great idea, and should be included in all new
construction, but I have a problem when the bikers don't pay their "fair share" of the
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projects. Retrofitting existing roads for the relatively limited number of bike trips every
day is costly and can actually impact safety of both pedestrians and car drivers. The
roads were designed to be safe avenues of traffic at their current size. Adding more
lanes of travel for bicycles requires either narrowing of the existing roads; theft of
private property to expand the roads; reduction of pedestrian sidewalks; or outright
elimination of lanes of traffic for vehicles. None of those are good options, so the
most minimal expansion of bicycle lanes is the one I would support. Safety is
important, but safety has to be accounted for across all users of public roads, not just
the limited number of bicyclists.
12. I checked three of these but support prioritizing pragmatic placement at strategic
locations. For example: raised cycle tracks don’t run the length of the project, but
may make sense at roundabouts, or between strategically designated connector
point(s) (for business or bike trail connectivity). I would support buffered bike lanes in
strategically placed sections where we seek to encourage localized connectivity
within a designated area’s residential, recreational, and commercial neighborhood
(Thurston, or 32nd St) But otherwise, see conventional lanes not only sufficient but
appropriately encouraging public transit over bikes on what is essentially (absent a
complete transit plan and design overhaul) a commercial and commuter highway. If
we magically came upon a boatload of money, it’d be a cool thing to completely
transform the entire corridor. Until then, make the most of what we have. Thanks for
all the work and especially for thoughtful process and engagement. .
13. I feel this would be the most practical for this corridor but the raised cycle track would
definitely be the safest option but given the fact that real estate along this corridor
would be limited, the at grade separated option would be the best fit.
14. I find bike lanes in many areas to be intimidating and confusing. It seems, even
though the bike lanes are there to use and they’re well marked, many bikers don’t
stay in them. They cross whenever and wherever they please. They also make
turning right a daring feat when the bike lanes have a lot of young bikers in them. It
holds up traffic and sometimes makes the simply act of a left hand turn dangerous.
15. I realize that due to expense and feasibility due geographical deterrents, the choices
I have prioritized may not be possible. However, where possible, this should be the
priority. Where it is not, I wouldn't want to settle for anything less than buffered lanes.
16. I support buffered bike lanes. At-grade is just ok, and it's frankly an eye sore visually.
The raised cycle track is a great idea for newly developing communities but it is not a
great idea for our Main St. businesses and residents that would have to give up
property.
17. I think given the amount of real estate that might be available in this corridor that the
buffered bike lane is the most feasible and probably the second safest way to go. It
gives a very visible way of letting motorists know that there is another lane next to
them that is for bicycles with the vertical posts. With the amount of real estate
available and that can probably be acquired I believe this is the most practical best of
both worlds way to go. If given the choice for any option I would definitely go with the
raised cycle track design but I don’t believe there is enough real estate that can be
obtained all the way down this corridor to make it continuous without sacrificing in
some or most areas and having to resort to other designs hit and miss. Look at the
Emx line between Springfield and Eugene, designers and the powers at be caved in
to those entities that fought for keeping the trees which we all know can be cut down
and replanted, trees grow back! Now there is a convoluted corridor that is not
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express, it twists and turns making for a less than smooth ride and has to use mixed
traffic lanes part of the way. When choosing a design change for the Main Street
corridor, go all in or not. Let’s not be Eugene and build something that will be laughed
at for years to come, let’s do it right Springfield!
18. I think the safest and most comfortable options for bicyclists are the best options.
19. I’d support a balanced and pragmatic investment approach; balanced priorities for
our city’s primary thoroughfare include aesthetics, safety, and connectivity and these
two options offer that. To honor pragmatic solutions, I’d be interested in a cost:benefit
analysis of raised tracks where investment is specific and strategic to neighborhoodcommercial center connectivity and would return a measurable value to
business/employer/employee attraction and retention, and align with comprehensive
transit goals.
At-grade separated bike lanes just seem extra without added value return on safety
or aesthetics over buffered lanes.
20. I'd like to see at-grade separated lanes at the really busy signal intersections (like
42nd, 28th) but a buffered land would be a step up from what there is now.
21. In order to provide a safe space for people to ride bikes, bike infrastructure must be
separated from motorized vehicles. The number one reason people don't ride bikes
and choose to drive is because of safety concerns. Providing a safe space for people
to ride bikes will increase equity for people who cannot or choose not to drive,
including wheelchair users, electric assist bikes and trikes, and electric scooters.
We've given over too much of our public right-of-way to cars. Let's reclaim it for
humans.
22. Just makes sense for both drivers and riders.
23. Need good separation if buffered lanes, not just glue down candlesticks. Maybe 4" +
high ODOT mountable median? Or a rubberized or fiberglass tack down curb section
with openings for drainage. Best fix is to get bikes and cars separated. Cars need
signage (yield to through bike signs?) for entering and exiting Main. Maybe also
rumble strips to alert drivers they are crossing the paths.
24. Nobody rides a bike on Main St. Why? Because it's incredibly unsafe. I'm among the
most confident of cyclists and regularly bike tour all over Oregon and in other states.
Main St. feels unsafe and that is backed up by the crash and injury data. Unless you
slow cars (through proper design), the only solution is separation from cars for
people who are walking and biking.
25. None of these offer a shared sidewalk and bike lane. The crashes in a shared walk
bike area would be low impact similar to a roundabout. This would allow a planter
strip between transportation and walker/ bikers.
26. Oh my goodness a raised cycle track would be SO AWESOME. I am not sure it
necessarily needs to be ON Main Street, but very nearby (within 2-3 blocks) would be
fantastic.
27. Our society needs to really start making walking, biking and all alternate forms of
transportation safe from cars. We need to move "highway" funds into public
transportation funds. Stop building a world for automobiles alone.
28. Provide real separation between bikes and cars for safety and access. Conventional
or buffered bike lanes don't provide protection. It would be great if the vertical
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separation was actually protection instead of bollards that crumple easily when cars
hit them.
29. Riding bikes on Main is very dangerous.
30. Safer but not taking up so much space - a good compromise.
31. The existing 5' bike lanes should be adequate. Better yet the bike lanes should be
completely re-routed away from this busy corridor.
32. The other models of bike lanes own serve a small numbers of seasoned cyclists and
not children. The raised cycle tracks will serve ages 8 to 80 and will assist traffic flow
with fewer motorized vehicles.
33. The problem is not the bike lanes, its the people using them. When bicyclists don't
obey traffic laws, they get hit. No matter how big or fancy you make their options,
people are still going to be riding the wrong way down the street. Expanding what is
already in existence will be extremely detrimental to the businesses along Main
Street if it involves any widening of the road. The economic and financial costs are
huge and don't even address the real problem. We have bicycle lanes in existence.
We just need to start enforcing consequences for people who are not using them
safely in the manner that they were designed to be used.
34. The raised cycle track installed in Glenwood seems overbuilt and has taken more
right-of-way than needed, though in combination with the double roundabout may
have been the right choice in that location. I'd urge you to avoid taking too much
additional right-of-way and over engineering the facilities. A buffered bike lane in
each direction along Main need not require more than 9'.
35. We would need to know at what cost in order to adequately evaluate these. Raised
bike paths would be neat, but if the cost is corridor business destruction or motor
vehicle lane removal that wouldn’t make sense. Let’s not attempt to make decisions
without the crucial information.
36. What I would like to see is a bike fee when purchased or a license fee on bikes to
help pay for these items, it is not fair for the public or auto taxes or fees to pay for
these alone

Comments on Pedestrian Facilities
1.

A combination of both make sense. Some areas may not need the buffers where
others, higher speed limit areas, may benefit from a buffer.

2.

A further separation between pedestrians and cars is safer.

3.

Additional Ped crossing on Main Street near the elementary school.

4.

Both have their positives and negatives. Main Street is primarily curb tight sidewalk. It
seems like changing to a different sidewalk system would not be cost efficient. Plus it
would take valuable retail property to move to land scape buffers. Most retail
business would lose a good portion of their parking lots. If customers can't park, they
will go to another business that has parking, and those businesses will go under.
Let's not over think this.
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5.

Do not cut corners here, keep the pedestrians as far away from the motoring traffic
as feasibly possible. We all know that there are too many distractions on both sides
to keep pedestrians right next to motorized traffic without eventual conflict.

6.

Don’t cut corners here, keep the often distracted pedestrians as far away from the all
to often distracted motorists. If an idea that will actually work and save lives can not
be implemented appropriately, do not spend time and resources just to give the
illusion that something is being done to solve the safety issues.

7.

Either but again would want a cost:benefit analysis to determine where (if any)
landscaped buffers are a strategically viable and smart economic and/or residential
attractor.

8.

Either options presented will require additional ROW which is not acceptable. Work
within the existing ROW!

9.

I am not a person that really cares about the stress level a pedestrian feels. Is it safer
or not? That should be the deciding factor. I am not opposed to landscaped buffers at
all. But the reason should be safety, not personal stress levels. Remember, a lot of
these pedestrians are the same people that will cross Main St. in between blocks
when a pedestrian safe crosswalk with flashing light is 100 feet away.

10. I chose both. Bikes cars and trucks are all pedestrian unfriendly. You will need every
tool in the box, and I wouldn't bet on one monolithic solution that solves all problems
the entire length of the study area. Shade is essential for pedestrians.
11. I think anything safer than what we have now is good. Sidewalks with landscape
buffer would not only be the safest but also provide visual appeal.
12. I walk my dog on South A near S. 17th and the sidewalk is way too close to traffic
lane.
13. I would explore both of these, however I would also support pedestrians just being
careful and aware.
14. If this included bike traffic, two problems solved. Enforcement of bikes actually using
the lane would be necessary.
15. Keep pedestrians as far away from travel lanes as possible!
16. Landscape buffered sidewalks serve little practical purpose and create ongoing
issues. They are rarely maintained to original standards; the trees create issues; site
lines of drivers are limited; businesses suffer and bear the brunt of the negatives; and
there is no logical reason to go down this path. I suppose there have been
pedestrians stuck while walking on a sidewalk, but I don't remember any of those
incidents in the past 30 years. This whole project should be directed at NECESSARY
upgrades to Main Street which will improve pedestrian and vehicle safety.
Landscaped buffers are primarily aesthetic improvements which make some people
feel good.
17. Landscaped buffer increases the space between people driving and using the
sidewalk, making it more pleasant and safer.
18. Leave things as they are. There are so many other places to spend money that make
more sense. This improvement would be extremely disruptive to existing businesses
and really offers nothing new. Please consider what this type of construction did to
Franklin Blvd and West 11th as they were going on. As a business owner in a
struggling economy, I cannot afford this type of disruption.
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19. Less scary for pedestrians
20. More giant street trees, please! However, can we PLEASE not install power lines
over street trees and then have to chop off the tops of the trees? Yes, there are
small-growing street trees, but those don't have nearly the same wonderful impact on
the landscape as the majestic, tall trees that we could have if we located our utilities
in a smarter way.
21. In areas where landscaped buffer is feasible, that would greatly improve the
aesthetics of Main Street and would actually be a boon to businesses / make our
places more attractive. But I realize not feasible in all areas. And more costly. Maybe
business owners who are willing to do this can have a say in the landscaping and get
some kind of tax credit if they take care of it?
22. Not one person likes to walk right next to passing cars. The cars (except EV's) smell
and whizz past at uncomfortable speeds when going 25 or more mph.
When walking with a nice buffer one can smell the flowers and look at the houses
and enjoy the out of doors.
23. On Clearwater Lane leading into Clearwater Park it’s horrible for dog walkers, bikes
and runners. There are literally NO sidewalks or safe place for pedestrians or bikes.
In the summer time the hazards increase a 100 fold. I live on this street and predict a
bad accident involving pedestrians and/or bikes at anytime. Sidewalk/bike trail would
solve this dangerous situation.
24. Ped danger from cars. Need a separation from these lanes
25. Pedestrian traffic isn’t easy on Main, setback sidewalks will help. Again, rumble strips
or other method, signage to alert drivers they are crossing ped zones (yield to ped
signs, too?) for both cars going onto or leaving Main.
26. Peds need to be separated from cars as much as possible. If road diet on 28th or
21st west, maybe wider curbside walks OK, but if speed are to be at or above 30
MPH, there needs to be a separation. Again, same ideas of signage and rumble
strips to alert drivers of ped right of way for cars entering or exiting Main St.
27. Prefer the landscaped buffer however am sensitive to costs of maintenance. Would
support partial landscape buffers if can show the investment will improve business
and commercial activity to pay for the additional costs.
28. See my previous answer regarding being fiscally responsible.
29. Separation between pedestrians and cars is really important. Curb-tight sidewalks
are terrifying when walking with a child. It would be great to see that separation, in
addition to sidewalks that are wide enough to be accessible when walking with
children.
30. Sidewalks with shared bicycle lane.
31. The amount of pedestrian on Main Street does not justify Landscaped buffers from
one end to the other!!
32. The buffer is preferable where space allows, but I would prefer to give this space up
to allow more protective bike lanes.
33. The busier the street the more the need by pedestrians for separation from fast(er)
moving traffic - even with bike lanes (buffered or not).
34. The Death on 42nd St should be enough to explain this
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35. Trees are clearly better than business signs, they shade pedestrians, slow drivers
and clean the air. If you want to increase visibility of businesses for drivers, reduce
the design speed to 20mph or less.
36. Until Springfield solves how it will need existing and future Right-of-Way (ROW), it
should not invest in landscaping that may conflict with future needs.
37. Will this prevent accidents? What on earth is a “stressful” walking situation? The
current sidewalks are already so poorly cared for, it stands to reason that increasing
that workload would only increase the blight seen on main street now.

Final Comments and Questions
1.

Assuming that the safety reputation of single lane roundabouts with 90 degree turns
to enter and exit applies to multi lane roundabouts with high speed exit angles is the
prioritization of Level of Service in spite of overwhelming public outcry for safety.
Make the choices that best protect children, everything else is secondary.

2.

Be proactive and get it right the first time! Don’t compromise and give into
environmentalists that don’t want trees cut to make concessions and make this
corridor another debacle like the Emx line from Springfield to Eugene. That line
should have a completely dedicated line to be an express route instead of the curvy
corridor it turned out to be because some folks didn’t want to see trees cut down.
Trees can be replanted and they will grow back, just look to 6th and 7th avenues in
Eugene. Those avenues were widened after cutting many trees and then replanted,
most people now have no idea or recollection.

3.

Do not go forth with ideas that will do anything short of actually making this corridor
safer. In other words do not reconfigure things in a minimal manner just to appease
some people to give the illusion that something is being done to make the corridor
safer. Also, I don’t have the answer but some how we need to help pedestrians be
more accountable for their own safety! We can not simply believe that just because
something is designed for pedestrians it will be safe with out being accountable for
our own safety. All too many people are distracted and walk blindly across at
crosswalks and at other areas without even looking right or left. What happened to
instilling this at a very young age, at home and in our schools as it was when I was
young and growing up. Also, don’t cave in to those entities that fight trees being cut
down just to save a few trees if it comes to it, trees can be replanted and they will
grow back if this what it takes to acquire more real estate for this project. Let’s build
something not only for today but for the future that we all can be proud of unlike the
so called Emx corridor from Springfield to Eugene. That whole thing is a debacle the
way that it twists and turns and is only partially a dedicated express corridor because
some folks didn’t want trees cut down that are eventually going to die anyway.
Bottom line, let’s do this project right the first time! This is Springfield not Eugene,
don’t cave into doing this project anything less than what will actually work, today and
into the future.

4.

Do not try to hit a home run with this project. Some improvements are needed but
there has to be some personal responsibility in the equation.

5.

Don't waste money on half measures. Take safety seriously and make Main Street
an actual Main Street. By doing that you will actually achieve economic development
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and a vibrant community. Trucks rolling through town have alternatives and frankly
they are not what make any place worth going to. Don't prioritize vehicle traffic over
people. Cars do not visit your businesses and live around Main St. People do.
6.

great job and great ideas

7.

I believe all these questions have been addressed previously and the answers
should take into account and compiled with this current survey. As a business owner
on Main St. I want Main to stay viable, accessible and of course safe. I do not believe
a one size fits all approach will work. This needs to be addressed block by block
,street by business.

8.

I hope that the focus will remain on safety upgrades for pedestrians and drivers, and
that those efforts continue to take into account the least possible impact on business
and cost while improving the safety of the corridor. That must be the focus. Improving
mass transit travel times is not part of this equation; aesthetic improvements are not
part of this; and feel good social upgrades are not part of this. Increase safety in the
corridor and you will achieve your mission.

9.

I think a sophisticated hybridized solution is what will work best

10. I think it's important to remember that studies have shown increased business
success as bike/ped access improves to the area. A lot of the area that is being
considered currently is pretty inaccessible by bike/peds. It would be great to see no
pedestrians or cyclists killed on Main Street - safety of people should be prioritized
over convenience of cars.
11. I would like to see the study extended to the Thurston Hills trailhead, and bike lanes
added to this location.
12. I would love to see options presented that do not include medians all the way down
Main St. I think adding roundabouts, buffering bike lanes and landscaping between
road and sidewalks is plenty. There is no need to make business and residential
accessibility harder. It will discourage people from frequenting businesses on Main
St.
13. It is hard to turn left out of businesses that are on the north side of Main Street. Also
when needing to turn left from Mountain Gate to head west there is too much foliage
to dry to see around to make a safe turn onto Main Street.
14. Just do this project right the first time and don’t cave in to the few that want to save a
few trees and shrubs that can be replanted and will grow back. The future is coming
and we have to act responsibly now not later.
15. Need speed patrols and enforcement. Never see traffic police anywhere in town.
Traffic and red light distracted driver cameras to catch speeders and cell phone
violators. These would pay for themselves and enhance safety.
16. Nice work you folks are doing!
17. No really -- thanks for all the effort put into this. I hope the current economic crisis
does not completely derail these efforts, but perhaps we will have to be fiscally
responsible with the final plan.
18. One thing I would like to be perfectly clear about is we don't need more buses, we
need to fill the existing LTD buses. I can't begin to tell you how many empty buses I
see on a daily basis. It is frustrating to me as a taxpayer and a person who has to
pay LTD taxes to see these empty buses and one right after the other. FILL THE
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EXISTING BUSES UP or cut back on the times they go thru. I have told this to LTD
many times all one needs to do is to have LTD dispatcher not run the buses so often
extend the time. We do need a bus system but we need to run it better, if your
dispatcher can't figure this out hire someone that can.
19. Perhaps it might be better to put these plans on hold until the COVID-19 Pandemic
has played out. Chances are good that the public, the businesses, and the City of
Springfield itself will be in financial recovery for a long time. Thus having many opt for
the less expensive/less impactful solutions instead of choosing the one that is truly
best for the community.
20. See above
21. So far this project seems to be run by a middle school detention class. Let’s please
use some common sense reasoning coupled with data driven solutions to data
supported, clearly identified problems. Maybe we should try again, but this time
everyone should pretend they have accountability for their actions. I hope I am
wrong, but I have yet to find this data/information so far in this entire process.
22. Still feel that speed is too fast for Main and that speed and distracted driving
enforcement is very necessary. We need red light cams to catch and ticket speeders,
red light violators and cell phone users. Red light cams and the hardware they use
ARE infrastructure, and they have been shown thru studies to increase safety way
beyond their cost.
23. Suggest that staff actively reach out and consult one-on-one with major business
owners that rely upon Main Street but may not front on it (e.g., International Paper,
other industrial users blocks south and/or north of Main). Their needs for access,
turning movements, etc. should be integral to the design of future improvements, and
where turn restrictions, medians and other treatments occur.
But most importantly, the study should consider uses not only along Main today, but
access to, from and across the roadway. I suggest focusing on where intersection
improvements (regardless of whether signalized or a roundabout) can be introduced
to provide greater safety. Having traffic move unabated (especially the stretch east of
48th and that east of 58th) is what increases vehicle speeds and creates more
conflicts, especially with pedestrians crossing Main. Reclaiming this from being a
highway to a boulevard would be a vast improvement and potentially encourage
investment in redeveloping lower value properties along Main.
24. The City of Eugene had a study done by a company out of Chicago, I believe, in the
late 90's, early 2000's, to grade the structure of the city. If I remember correctly, it
failed horribly. It had one of the lowest ratings the company had given out for the
metropolitan size of the Eugene/Springfield area. The one thing that they highlighted
was there was an adequate freeway system between the two cities. Why has this not
been explored? It feels like alternative means to divert traffic has not been explored
and if it has, not been brought to the table. The city population has expanded, but our
road system has not with that expansion. This is the kind of forward thinking the city
needs.
25. There needs to be much better lighting. The lighting is sub-par and makes Main
Street extremely dark and very difficult to see bikes and pedestrians at night.
26. This entire project should be tabled for the time being until the COVID-19 crisis is
over.
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27. We have an increase in seniors in our community and not a lot of safe ways for them
to get around and access grocery stores etc. Making Main street safer is one way to
begin to tackle this problem and hopefully some of the unsafe side streets will also be
looked at including increased lighting.
28. We need better bus stops. Everyday I see people standing in the rain, no shelter no
seats. Why must a mom and you g children stand in the pouring rain?
29. We need traffic cameras and better enforcement to deter speeders, red light violators
and cell phone users. This IS AN INFRASTRUCTURE improvement for the cams
and the controls. Remote policing, no need for cops in cars to catch miscreants.
30. While this exercise is important and safety should be a high priority, if Main Street is
redesigned one flashing cross walk at a time, it will be an unfortunate lost opportunity
to redesign its redevelopment. Springfield does not have any more realistic UGB
expansion alternatives; definitely none that already have infrastructure in place.
Some of the alternatives that we have been asked to rank here might be ranked
differently if looked at in a different context. For example, some of the most
expensive ones might rank higher if considered as a part of a complete
redevelopment/development alternative scenario where the cost of adding
infrastructure to a project - where none currently exists - was included.
31. Yes, bus turnouts would help reduce the gridlock on Main Street.
32. Your team is coming up with some nice solutions, thanks.
I'm surprised you don't have any of the "Vision Zero is a multi-national road traffic
safety project" designs where pedestrians, bicycles and cars all use an intersection
safety because of built up design changes.
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ATTACHMENT B4 – OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT
SUMMARIES AND MATERIALS: OTHER COMMENTS

SP RI N G F I E L D M A I N ST RE E T ( O R 1 26) F A C I L I T Y P L A N • VO L U M E 2

Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
During the first round of community engagement (10/31/18 – 1/2/19), the project team received 26 total
inquiries/comments related to the project from 25 individuals outside of the online open house, focus groups, and SAC
Meeting #1 forums. Eleven comments were submitted via the project webpage, ten were sent via email to the project
email address or directly to project team members, four comments were made over the phone, and one comment was
made in person at the City of Springfield Development and Public Works counter.

Observations & Values
In the case of two comments the individuals had experienced difficulties sharing their input via the online open house,
so the content of those comments was incorporated into the Online Open House Summary. Of the remaining 24
submissions, one-third primarily pertained to planning process-related questions/comments. Main comment themes
for those sharing experiences on the corridor and values we should consider as the project team develops alternative
solutions to address safety problems on Main Street: observations of safety problems (speeding vehicles, inadequate
bicycle/pedestrian facilities, and unpredictable/erratic pedestrian/cyclist/skateboarder movement) and suggestions for
increased traffic enforcement (automated and motor team) and safety education. To a lesser degree, submissions
touched on local business access, cost, transit, and traffic mobility. Refer to Appendix A for comment details.
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Appendix A: Other Comment Submissions
Contact
Aaron
Alberty
Bonnie
Leech
Brad
Marks

Claudia
Potter

Craig
Corliss

Daren
Dawson

Don
Allen

Full comment

Sp I am a resident of the area of 54th and Main. I am one of the statistics of hit and run. Our intersection is in major need of some safety
upgrades. I would like to suggest traffic cameras to catch photos of the vehicles along with more specified time for pedestrians to cross and
more police presence to enforce the laws and regulations of the Dmv about crosswalks. Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns.
If you would put in roundabouts. You would solve all your problems.
You need to re-open the OPEN HOUSE. I'm sure there are others like me who had no notification until my "Main Street" letter was hand
delivered, after the 12/5 deadline. I would like to comment via the open house.
Why not save lives, save property, save money, save jobs. It's a win win. I keep both my jobs, yes one at each end of town. Both bosses get to
keep their property yes at both ends of town. You save money usable elsewhere and you won't have to pay out thousands to a lawyer fighting
people who want to keep their property. Or thousands for roundabouts that just DON'T work takes me an average of 3 1/2 min to enter
Franklin Blvd and 5 min. to get to the bridge entering Springfield. You've raised the taxes and lowered the value but I noticed that a lower
value was only on property the City wants, strange how that works. The way I see it the city should have planned for extension of city limits
and potential growth when 1st established. But it seems it's easier to take eminent domain and nothing the property owner says will change
it. I can guarantee that not ONE of the men and women sitting on ANY city counsel, Bicycle and pedestrian advisory committee, Committee
Development committee, Glenwood renewal advisory committee, planning commission, public safety council, and all the rest of the
committees involved in the take over and theft of private property. are losing any of theirs, guaranteed! Oh and we can't forget about the
Metro policy committee made up of privately held companies that pretty much tell the city the who, what and where and how to jump of
what they want. And it makes no difference whether I got all the names correct or how you all plan the take over, what matters is the city will
lie and steal to get what they want! God help us all!
Craig left a voicemail. Craig said that he owns property at 4343 Main Street and that he is on City’s mailing list and that he completed the
online survey. He was inquiring if the City has any information about possible zone changes and wants to make sure he has an opportunity to
comment. He shared his email address and his cell phone number.
Hello, Having lived and commuted main street for 2 decades, I have noticed a steady increase in traffic density over the years. With this
increase in traffic, there has also been an increase in foot traffic in the area. My observation has been that a larger portion of pedestrians are
not using cross walks regularly or cutting diagonal across main st (58th-72nd) when they should be crossing at street corners. This is especially
prevalent around the 57th & 58th street area of main street which is frustrating as there are stoplight crossings in this area. The new
crosswalks crossing further west (56th - 32nd) , are often times treat it like a game of chicken, waiting for a car to get close, hit the button and
run out in front of traffic or cut the corners outside of the designated crossings. I personally would like to see the police step up effort of citing
illegal Jay-Walking. Any new crossings will only be effective if the the pedestrians use them correctly. There are 2 ingredients in
vehicle/pedestrian crashes, and both need to obey the laws designed to keep the community safe.
Mr. Allen saw Register Guard article promoting Online Open House but preferred to share comments in person. He is a retired mail carrier
who worked in Springfield for many years on Main Street. He suggested a media blitz to educate jaywalkers, as he doesn’t think the City
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Contact
Evan
Morris
Hanalei
Rozen
Hank
McCormick
Ina
Mounir
Jack
Andress Jr
Jim
Rombach

Julie
Wetzell

Full comment

can expect people not to (but they should know how to do it safely). He observed that pedestrians view and think they are a safe refuge.
He thinks median is a good idea but expensive.
install traffic lights at 48th/main. Poles are already there. have police "run radar" on main. I drive main street all the time never see any radar
enforcement.
I ride my bike on the sidewalk. Street too dangerous. Unfortunately the side walk is upheaved a lot or otherwise not the best for biking( tree
limbs, berries...) Nor should that be my preferred lane. Would be glad if BPAC had an open house
Hank spoke with City staff who left a note with Emma. Emma returned his call. He was inquiring about the traffic study at 21st and Main and
wanted to know the status. He owns property at 21st and Main (103 S. 21st St) and 40th and Main. He is concerned about the potential for
right-of-way impacts of a roundabout at 21st and Main. He would also like to see more police enforcement, specifically of people walking,
biking, and skateboarding in unpredictable and illegal ways. He said that he has seen officers observe people skating and biking the wrong way
in the bike lane and not doing anything about it. Emma shared information about the crosswalk enforcement efforts that happened in 2017.
Ina left voicemail with Molly, and she forwarded message to Michael Liebler as her concerns were related to crosswalks in Downtown
Springfield (outside of project scope).
Vehicles using center turn lane for a merge lane is so very dangerous and i thought illegal. But I see people do it and police do nothing about
it. Last week a bicycle rider was going the wrong way in bike lane and a springfield police man sitting watching main let him ride by without
the police man doing anything about the law breaking individual. ENFORCE THE LAWS WE ALREADY HAVE . The buses need pullout bus stops
so they are not stopping in the right lane.
We should have jay walking laws enforced to stop all the pedestrians from crossing in dangerous spots. Pedestrians need to get off their
phones and take some responsibilities and look both ways. Call me old school or common sense minded. Thank you
Sirs; As a longtime property owner on Main St. (and an on-going person who has interest), I am interested in knowing on how project funding
will be done. I did not see on existing web-site.
Dear Springfield Public Works, I am not sure this is going to the right place, and if it’s not, maybe you could forward it to the right person.
Why has Springfield, not put actual red lights at pedestrian crossings on Main Street, like they have in other parts of Springfield? Such as the
one on Harlow Road by the Pheasant Street EMX stop. Those little flashing lights on the side of the road are hard to see, and especially so,
when most people unfortunately don’t pay attention to cross walks. Is there anyway to make some more pullouts for the bus, so the bus
doesn’t always stop on the road? Unfortunately, even with the pedestrian crossings, not everyone will use them. So, if someone is caught not
using one, they need a ticket. And that is hard to enforce because we don’t have the resources or police force to enforce a jay walking law.
Not sure if we even have one. Someone suggested installing cameras, and sending tickets to those that don’t stop at cross walks that are lit
up. How about speed radar cameras that will catch those going over the speed limit by more than 3-5 miles an hour? Speeding is a major
issue! The 126 is awful. Until consequences are given out for speeding, not a lot will change on Main Street, the 126, or anywhere else for that
matter. With a lack of police officers, cameras are the next best thing and yet both cost money. The question then becomes, what is most cost
effective and will get the job done to make Springfield a safer place to live. These red lights for pedestrian crossing would also be great to have
on Pioneer Parkway where very few people ever stop to let pedestrians cross at the cross walk. There are also issues with the timing of lights
on Springfield, but I will leave that topic for another time. Warm regards
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Kim
Lax

Lisa
Edelberg

LK Morris

Marcia
VanOrman

Marcia
VanOrman

Marilla
Cook

Full comment

Hi Michael, Hope you are well. Does this mean they are revisiting the crosswalk by our house?
Molly, I am the owner of AAA Budget Storage on Main Street. I know that last year there was some discussion about widening main street by
between 8 and 16 feet to make "improvements". This would have a devastating effect on my business as well as many others along Main
Street. I am wondering if any of these plans are still on the table. Thank you for your time.
Hello Molly, I had trouble twice with the jla website twice when it crashed and I had to start over! This was on Dec. 4th, the day before the
deadline to submit my comments/survey. It didn't go through, as I checked it later. I am soo disappointed. Here is what I submitted:
Issues & Values: Safety – 6 Traffic Mobility – 4 Local Business Access – 0 Main Street Character – 2 Transit – 3 Cost - 6
COMMENTS: I have lived on Main St. near 60th Place for almost 20 yrs. Drop Main St./Hwy 126 speed limit to 35 all the way East to city limit.
Synchronize ALL traffic lights on Main St. for a smooth traffic flow. You'll get there!On Main on each side of 60th Place: Keep sidewalks clear
for wheelchairs, strollers-ie; clear off thick pine needles and leaf debris collecting over half the sidewalks. Dangerous to navigate, jog or walk
to avoid ankle/leg injuries or worse. Garbage and recycling cans block sidewalks for wheelchairs, pedestrians, strollers, often left out for days.
Employ daily trash pickup from bus stop receptacles on Main to beautify the corridor through our beautiful town. Please add my comments in
your consideration. Thank you.
What is the current thinking about cameras to catch those who run red lights?? I'm amazed that this hasn't been put in place in this area long
ago. I understand there is a cost to implement them, but on Main Street, there are only 3 such intersections that are critical at this point, in
my humble opinion. It would be a start. The crosswalk signals and lights are GREAT, but many pedestrians just wander across anywhere they
please and sometimes are stuck in the median strip, waiting for a break in the traffic to complete their journey . I sometimes wonder if they
are drunk or just plain stupid!!!! I've had to suddenly stop many times, to avoid hitting such people. There's no system possible to protect
against such behavior, but those in cars can certainly be photographed and charged accordingly, reducing that behavior in a fairly short time.
The sudden change in Portland's jaywalking behavior was astounding. People just don't want to deal with large fines. When logic doesn't
work, fines do! Thank you for responding to me. I'd be happy to participate in any way to assist with this process.
My biggest concern in this part of Oregon (Eugene and Springfield) is the chronic running of red lights. Since living here, I've finally gotten to
automatically expect someone to enter the intersection, crossing my path, after they have a red light. Running a caution light happens, on rare
occasions, anywhere in the State, but here it is common to enter the intersection after the red light appears. I've almost been hit on several
occasions after moving here almost 3 years ago. If the offenses are caught on camera and the fines are significant, this problem will diminish
greatly and lives will be saved. This happened in Portland, in order to control the chronic jaywalking downtown, which was the standard for
decades.
I think it would help if people were taught the proper way to cross streets. Stop, look both directions. If cars are coming, don't cross. I have
seen people walking along the sidewalk, then suddenly turn and start across the street. If cars are coming, there is a screeching of brakes,
honking of horns, and the pedestrian usually yells at the driver of the car. Also...the crosswalks are a good idea, but the pedestrian should
always wait on the sidewalk until the cars have stopped. Don't start across the street assuming the cars will stop. They often don't. If I pushed
the button and as soon as the flashing yellow lights came on I started across the street...I would've been roadkill many, many times.
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Mike
Eyster

Miki
Van Winkel

RB Garden

Robert
Kuehn

Sue
Hartman
Tobin
Fetters

Full comment

Thank you for the information. Will you be issuing instructions on how to log in to the open house? Is there a particular time frame for the
open house on Nov. 7?
Good Afternoon to whom it may concern, The business I work for received your letter regarding what to do to make Main St. a safer place for
all. Until the people start acting in a safe manner your improvements will not be very effective. I have seen people crossing main street not 50
feet from the designated lighted up cross walks that the city spent so much time and energy putting in. It is not a city issue that those people
choose to take the unsafe path, that is a personal responsibility issue. I sit and look at Main Street all day and even though the speed limit has
been decreased you would not know it by the speed at which the cars travel. Once again, it the responsibly of the person to monitor their
speed and actions. The city has done what it thought was best by lowering the limits. Unless the police start sitting there daily and getting the
speeders they will continue. Take me for example, I drive faster than the posted limits on the freeways but several years ago I knew to slow
down going through the Coburg area because I did not want a ticket. It was the knowledge that he was there and it was up to me to either
slow down or get a ticket because I knew there was someone there to enforce it. As far as the new round about in Glenwood, I must say it has
been great for business. There are more accidents coming to body shops because of that than there was from light that used to be there.
Once again until the people start taking self responsibly you as a city and ODOT can throw as much money as you want into all the projects
but at what point do you also realize that there are factors out side our control that money cannot fix? Like the actions of the people you are
trying your best to protect.
Put up more signals all along the route and have all of them timed to allow traffic to roll along at 35mph. Time the lights so the side streets
and pedestrians get an allotted time to cross without slowing down traffic flow. Do not let pedestrians or traffic change the timing of the
lights. Once everyone gets use to rolling along at 35, traffic and pedestrians will all have ample asses to a safer street.
When a car enters the street (somewhere between the timed signals) they could have no more than one stop at a red light and then they are
in the flow of 35MPH. This is a well know way of moving cars and keeping places safe for all other users. This does mean you will take away
the flashing pedestrian signals you currently use, very disruptive to traffic. When traffic flows everyone benefits and the environment (air
quality) benefits as well. If some wants to speed, they will be rushing to red light after red light. Everyone will learn to roll along.
Hi Molly, Your name was on the mailing we got today (so you get this!). You may know who we are - EDMS - we pick up and process the
mail for the City every day. We did pick up and mail this one 1st class presort, but I just wanted to let you know that if you sent more than
200, it would have qualified for bulk. Maybe it was not that many since it looks like it was directed to a limited area... I also want to let you
know that we have really increased our color printing capacity in the last couple of years, so this is something we could print and mail. We
do some bulk mailings for Public Works and Planning. Just letting you know! And lowering the speed limit out here really helped!
Sue Hartman called to explain she thought she had had an issue with the Main Street Safety Project Online Open House since when she
clicked a button all of the data entry fields seemed to go blank. She was also wondering when the Online Open House would be open until
since Dec 5th is the last day. Emma called JLA, confirmed her comments had been submitted and documented, and returned the call to Sue to
let her know. She also shared that the Online Open House will be available for people to submit input all night.
Traffic enforcement, every one knows that the City doesn't enforce the speed limit on Main. A larger Police presents would do wonders for
safety. Start writing tickets for once...

Springfield Main Street Safety Project Winter 2019 – Other Comment Submissions

4

Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
In between the first and second rounds of community engagement (1/3/19 – 10/22/19), the project team received 42
correspondence/comments 1 on topics related to the project from 36 individuals. These comments were outside of
community group presentations and SAC Meeting #2 & #3 forums. Five comments were submitted via the project
webpage, 18 were sent via email to the project email address or directly to project team members, 12 were made over
the phone or by leaving voicemail messages, four were sent in letters, and three were made in person at the City of
Springfield Development and Public Works counter or at offsite meetings with City staff.

Observations & Values
The greatest concentration of comments were received following the mailer that the City and ODOT sent to 650 business and
property owners on the corridor in conformance with the requirements of Senate Bill 408 2. The nature of these 13 comments
was largely to request clarification or more details regarding the information shared in the mailer and inquiries as to how the
project will have an impact on their specific property. One property owner commented that the project seems very auto-focused
and requested consideration of persons with disabilities. Three property owners eventually submitted written requests for
formal review of the Key Principles & Methodology through a Collaborative Discussion. One of the three property owners
ultimately declined the meeting noting that her questions had been answered through communication with staff. The other two
Collaborative Discussions were held in November, as documented in the meeting summaries available on the project webpage.
Of the remaining inquiries, approximately one-third of the comments involved process and messaging clarifications
following project E-Updates or media coverage. Another one-third related to the enhanced pedestrian crossing project
under construction at that time between 66th Street and S. 67th Street on Main Street. Comments included observations
of safety problems, suggestions for increased traffic enforcement (automated and motor team), requests for a

In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented in Appendix A.
Enacted in 2013, Senate Bill 408 changed Oregon law concerning management of access onto state highways. One of the most
significant changes included procedures to increase the level of involvement of property owners, local government, and other
stakeholders in decisions that would affect property access during the planning, development, and design of state highway projects.
Guidelines for developing Key Principles & Methodology for Access Management during the highway facility planning process are
detailed in Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-7010. The August 2019 mailer was the second of two required notices to property
owners to explain and offer options for providing feedback on the draft Key Principles & Methodology that will be used in later
design and construction phases to evaluate whether potential changes to individual driveways meet project goals and objectives.
1
2
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permanent reduction in the posted speed limit, and other project design considerations. The final one-third of
comments were comprised of:
•

Five comments related to the business community, including information about business operational needs,
requests for specific design considerations and attention to how proposed safety solutions will have an impact
on businesses and property owners, and seeking clarification regarding the Business and Property Owner
Literature Review 3;

•

Five comments sharing observations of safety problems on Main Street and suggesting increased traffic
enforcement and other design interventions;

•

One comment expressed concern that early collaborative efforts and visioning for Main Street may have gotten
lost in light of subsequent infrastructure efforts, and one comment related to an area outside the project
boundary.

Refer to Appendix A for comment details.

3 As part of the larger evaluation framework for assessing solutions considered for the Main Street Safety Project, the Literature
Review (Tech Memo #3) summarizes potential economic impacts to businesses and commercial property owners from various kinds
of possible corridor safety infrastructure solutions and is available on the project webpage.
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Contact

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Kip Amend

Your Safety Summary looks good! Seems like the project is in good hands.
I have lived on 34th for 40 years. It has always been a problem at night to see where the streets are on Main Street for accessing these streets
from Main Street at night. The road and the curbs blend together at night, so you might miss your street or turn at the wrong time, causing
problems. The street lights don't help. I think some reflectors on the edge of the street curbs on Main Street to show where the streets are
would help. They would go on the street curb and not on Main Street, so you would see them as you are approaching the street on Main
Street.
Are the project boundaries 30th through 71st?
I know this is a late response to a letter sent out in November but after attending an ODOT meeting at Thurston High before any pedestrian
crossings were installed I know you don’t take action very quickly. I have had my business for 22 years on Main and 44th. In that time, I could not
tell you how many people have been killed between 42nd and 54th! We had suggested they lower the speed limit to 35 and ODOT said because
it was a main thoroughfare through Spfld they could not do that. Two years after that meeting they lowered the speed limit. Now we have
pedestrian crossings. I wonder how many people from Spfld or ODOT have ever tried to use these crosswalks. When you have to warn people
not to assume any of the cars are going to stop before you step out I think you are admitting there is a flaw in this. I have seen when cars in three
lanes are stopped but someone decided to speed through the 4th lane and almost hit the pedestrian walking across the street. Yellow is a traffic
light that says slow down and be cautious; stop if you can safely. In the new generation that means look out for me because I am not stopping
unless a car in front of them has already stopped. Red lights on the other hand say stop. Much like a stop sign. Stop-look-then go. That would
save lives. Then I saw the Chief of Spfld Police say on TV that just because Salem and Portland were putting cameras in that would catch speeders,
we don’t need them. He said our police cars out there slow them down. At the ODOT meeting they said we didn’t have enough police cars to
patrol Main St. Here is where I think an investment of even two cameras set up on the pedestrian crossings at 44th and the next one down toward
54th St. You will find out how many people drag race in that area not to mention just speed because they get away with it. The other thing I think
Spfld should check out is why on a rainy-day River Rd has lights that light the street up on a rainy night but Spfld might just as well not have any
lights. You both have the same number of lights. What is the difference? Just my opinion.
I am sitting here today hoping with my whole heart that your bidding process went well and the plan to install some pedestrian crossings
between 58th and 69th is moving forward. Yesterday afternoon I witnessed a 14-year-old girl get hit by a car near 63rd and Main St trying to
dash across Main. Her friend made it but she did not...I have inquired today and have learned that she should make a full recovery but it was
horrifying to see. It seems that this area should be important with the schools that are nearby. Many children live on the south side of Main
that go to the nearby Middle School and High School. I just am hoping that this area could get some attention so that we never have such a
tragic accident again. If there is another avenue for voicing my opinion about this that you think could be helpful please let me know.
Is a Pedestrian Crossing in the works for Main Street at 63rd, where the heavily used bus stop is there? Also, why has the speed limit remained
at 45mph east of 62nd? Does ODOT know this is a residential area?
Jim asked for clarification regarding the process for installing a pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of 62nd Street, the planned pedestrian crossing
at 66th, and the future planned signal at Mountaingate. Jim looks forward to the Main Street Safety Project to improve safety on Main Street.

Larry Orr
Kim Boals

Anonymous
Main Street
business
owner

Brenda
Casarez

Jim Beer
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We spoke on the phone a couple months ago regarding my petition to put a Rapid Flashing Beacon crossing near our apartment complex,
McKenzie Manor Apartments at 62nd and Main. It has been well-noticed by us here at McKenzie that construction has begun on the first of
those crossings, just a couple blocks east from us here. My hat is off to you, sir! You are saving lives! Thanks so much to you and your crews,
citizens, and City staff who have helped this safety issue along.
Sandy shared that she recently took over as volunteer chair for the AARP Springfield Age-Friendly Initiative. She noted that she is on the project
Interested Parties list and receives E-Updates, but she wanted to coordinate with the City to make sure their report does not suggest ideas that
will have no traction or that are already in works. She asked about the project status. She asked to be informed when planning the next round of
focus groups for the project.
Jim inquired about the details of what was referred to as a ‘public hearing’ in media coverage of a Springfield City Club meeting where the
project team was scheduled to make a presentation.
Got the notice of the SAC meeting tomorrow and was hoping you could point me to the location of the two Tech Memos and summaries/key
takeaways mentioned below, as I did not see them as part of the agenda packet.

Bobbie
Clark

Sue
Hartman

Dani Wright

Bobbie asked for more information regarding Main Street projects, and she asked to be included in the Interested Parties list.
Sue expressed continued concern that the planned pedestrian crossing at 66th is not the best form of traffic control, especially given school bus
drop off and bus stop locations (she thinks a signal would be better and does not understand why this location is less deserving of a signal than
the one planned for Mountaingate). Sue asked if roundabouts are still being considered for Main Street, and she asked about the Willamalane
trailhead at 75th.
Sue requested more information regarding the installation of the pedestrian crossing at 66th. Sue is passionate that a signal is needed and
requested an explanation of how to stop the pedestrian crossing project. She expressed frustration that this was not a decision made within the
Main Street Safety Project and that she was not aware of this project development before. She strongly disagreed with the City’s decision to
proceed with the pedestrian crossing project, but appreciated staff follow-up.
I have several questions related to the business part of the plan [Literature Review]. On page 20, they saw [a case study documented] 50 new
businesses and 800 new jobs [after a nine-block revitalization project]. As a business that looked at 14 sites in 14 years, I know that you cannot
start a restaurant or retail business in a[n] auto repair shop without a change of use affect, which includes but is not limited to an
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Dan Louring

Dani Wright
George
Grier
Mike Eyster
Christine
Landry
Anonymous
Main Street
resident

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

environmental study. If there is oil, transmission fluid, paint, etc. You must mitigate equaling tens of thousands of dollars. I was told on several
sites on Main St. to just use the SUPERFUND to clean it up. I would ask that a business survey include types of business you expect to fail with
the street treatment.
My biggest question / concern is if service stations and repair shops fail because several hundred cars a day stop using Main how will the City
handle large strips of unusable land? Fuel, transmission fluid, oil etc. is an environmental nightmare.
I appreciate your interest in small business on Main St. The reason I brought up the environmental issue was that my loan was contingent on a
clean bill. My site was reviewed as part of my small business loan and passed easily. There was initial concern due to there having been a dry
cleaner north of my current building back in the 40's according to history. Other sites I had looked at previously would not pass based on the
history, anything with oil, cleaning fluids, etc. trigger a mandatory (expensive) cleanup. I just do not want to see Main St. to become a vacant
strip. We are already looking at the empty buildings in the old Safeway building and every block down Main St.
I have lived out in the Thurston area for 33 years in the same house just 3 houses off Main Street, and received your letter in November about
the problem with the speeding in these areas, you letter saying about the changes on Main Street. I see the City of Springfield and ODOT have
done nothing about the speeding at all, where I live the 45 mile per hour speed is like a freeway, people speeding all the time up and down
Main Street and nothing has been done to slow people down and further up on Main with the 35 mile per hour speed, nothing has been done
either. I drive 40 at the least when its 35 and I get passed like I am sitting still. Being 3 houses off Main at night during the night it’s like a
speedway on Main off and on all night. What is it going to take to do something about the speeding, more people getting killed on Main before
something is done again or what? What's wrong with the police department, I hardly ever see them out here in Thurston, and further down I
see them going up and down the street at times ignoring the speeders. Don't bother sending this to the police department, I have had them
visit me already about one of my other letters.
Could you send out a link (a diagram or description) to what is being labeled as the enhanced corridor in the Main-McVay Transit Study Main
Street Mode Choice Memo?
I'm glad to see the project still has legs. I'm a little concerned that it has been going on for so long that a lot of the early collaborative work and
visioning might have gotten lost along the way. This is such an important opportunity for Springfield; it will shape its future in many ways. I'm
attaching a study that the Lane County Farm Bureau collaborated on with Mark Gillem at the U of O that envisioned one potential future for
the corridor. I think this is still relevant as a tool for considering what options are available. Thanks for your continued work on this.
Thank you for the update. I briefly reviewed the items in the links provided in the update. However, I couldn’t easily identify: 1. How the new
goals differ from the previous goals. 2. The Literature Review describing the economic impact of No Build. Can you point me more directly to
those specific items?
Christine asked questions about the temporary posted speed limit associated with the pedestrian crossing being installed at 66th.
Left voicemail stating that the 35mph temporary posted speed limit in the construction zone for the pedestrian crossing being installed at 66th
has made a world of difference in terms of traffic passing in front of her residence and would like to advocate for the City/ODOT keeping it even
after construction has been completed rather than resuming the 45mph posted speed limit in that location.
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Morning! Char Crawford here. The new crosswalk is going in right in front of our house. It has been nice to have the speed limit on Main St.
during construction posted at 35. Sure there are some Idiots not abiding by the signage. But the big trucks traffic, it’s a lot safer! I haven’t seen
patrol during the new construction. Should continue after construction from 69th-62nd. With the construction of the upcoming crosswalks it a
safety issue for everyone to keep the speed at 45.
There is a lot of "general" information, can you tell me if in all of the studies is there a built-out alternate local road network (or frontage roads)
to support alternative access routes? In particular, I am concerned with businesses on the east side of Main Street (for example see sketch
below) [north side of Main Street between 42nd and 48th] for which there is no local street network to support business access modifications
such as a center turn median? I am sure there are many other locations, but I am most familiar with this area. If you have studies of these
cases, please direct us specifically to those studies so we do not have to weed through the mountain of information referenced in the
documents. If not, what is your plan to address these concerns?
Thanks for taking the time to respond and your guidance on this project. I know it is not easy leading this type of process and appreciate all of
your understanding and communication. I have done similar work in my past and know how difficult it can be to work with all of the various
interests on a project like this and appreciate all of your time given to responding to my comments. As business property owner in the area,
there is just too little corridor-specific information on the direct impacts to businesses. Timing is everything, so I just want to keep responding
to the information provided as timely as I can. I am asking that you do additional work to address how proposed solutions will impact
businesses on this corridor. As noted in the study information, installing a median will impact businesses, regardless if access points are
changed. I just do not see how businesses within the footprint that I provided (and likely many other locations) will be not severely impacted by
a median.
I would like a phone number and person to talk to specifically about what is projected and how it will affect my business and property at 28th
and Main.
I was wondering who I could contact about possibly paying to get an apron paved in our driveway when they get ready to finish this project
[pedestrian crossing] with asphalt. We are a 1/2 block from it. Also, the new street lights they installed, the one by our drive is angled back so
that it shines in our house. If it was angled at a level angle I do not think it would be so bad. Just if possible to change that would be greatly
appreciated.
Kevin shared Rosboro operational needs. Kevin is supportive of safety improvements to Main Street. His brother was killed in a traffic collision
on Main Street approximately 10 years ago. Kevin will discuss the project with senior staff and surface any concerns.
In asking around, here is a list of the issues that we would like to see be considered in the upcoming Main St. project.
1. Improve truck access at the intersection of So. 28th and Main Streets. Large trucks, especially log trucks, have trouble turning from either
direction of Main Street onto So. 28th Street. Sometimes log trucks must begin the turn, then back up in the intersection in order to
complete their full swing onto So. 28th Street. That intersection also serves chip trucks and all kinds of tractor-trailer rigs.
2. Retain Current Log Deck Configuration. Any widening of Main Street or relocation of the sidewalk should not create safety issues that
would require Rosboro to shorten or otherwise reconfigure the existing layout of log decks located along our Main Street frontage. We
also need to retain our current log yard stormwater drainage swale located along the fence line on the Main Street frontage.
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3. Maintain Main Street Access to the Rosboro Office. Rosboro needs to retain access from Main Street to the front and rear parking areas of
the main office (OB-1) for passenger vehicles and small delivery trucks.
4. Improve truck access at the intersection of S. 21st and Main Streets. Similar to the issues at So. 28th Street, chip trucks and flat-bed tractortrailer rigs often have trouble turning from Main Street onto So. 21st or turning from So. 21st Street onto Main. The truck swing often
requires both lanes of the street. Passenger vehicles in the opposing lane are sometimes forced to back up in order to allow truck access.
5. Maintain truck access from So. 23rd Street. Log trucks leaving Rosboro turn onto Main Street from So. 23rd Street.
The guy I spoke to at the City told me that they won't be lowering it [posted speed limit] permanently because (drumroll) they found that
motorists wouldn't obey the new speed limit and that they didn't have enough police presence to enforce it. That guy should do stand-up
comedy. Wow! I have been texting with people on Main St. in Thurston. One lady at City told her keeping speed down after construction is
ODOT’S decision.
My wife was attending an event on A and Main, a painting place. The sidewalk is not flat due to tree roots. I’m very upset that there is no
warning about the danger. I will be in contact with the mayor and I hope we can work something out about the city taking full responsibility.
Pain and suffering will be a topic in the future. Rescue responded and she has been in the hospital for three hours now.
Craig said he owns property on Main Street, and he said that he received the recent mailer and wanted confirmation that he was understanding
correctly that no driveway modifications are proposed now since he has one driveway and was told in the past that no changes would be made.
He said he would re-read Attachment A of the mailer and call back with any questions.
Jim said he is on the Interested Parties list and receives E-Updates. He shared that he owns property on Main Street and he wants to stay
involved throughout the process as he has gone through these types of processes elsewhere and desires to redevelop property but wants to wait
to see the grand scheme before further investing. He appreciates the work we are doing trying to balance the interests and needs of all
stakeholders. He is very interested in reviewing and commenting on solutions and designs when they are available.
Paul shared that he came to the area in the 1970s and that he has owned property on Main Street since 1990. He said he is on the project’s
Interested Parties list and receives E-Updates. Paul found the letter confusing and containing too many generalities, and he asked for
clarification regarding how the project will affect driveways. He referenced the recent Register Guard article on House Bill 2001 and asked if it
applies to Springfield. Paul noted that density affects traffic and asked if we are taking that into consideration with our planning efforts on Main
Street. He expressed frustration about prior planning efforts on the corridor and citywide, citing public hearings in 2000, 2010, and 2012 and
communication with City staff that regarding the zoning of his property. He expressed that he planned to share his zoning frustrations with the
Mayor. Paul said the City is doing a good job keeping stakeholders informed about the Main Street Safety Project.
John left a voicemail stating that he received a letter with information regarding City studies and wanted to know if what we are doing will have
an effect on the property he owns on Main Street.
Dani submitted a letter requesting a Collaborative Discussion.
I want to meet and discuss the avenues of entry and exit to my/our business in the new thought process. What are the indicators for access to
my property for semi-trucks, utility trailers and hay trucks, RV trailers, vans and coaches, gooseneck etc.? I would like to discuss potential
changes to individual driveways meet the goals and objectives of the Main Street Safety Project.
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Dani thanked staff for calling to clarify our email exchange. Dani expressed frustration trying to understand the complexities of the information
shared in the mailer and fear as a property owner that if she doesn't answer everything that she will find herself in a compromised position in
the future. She said that she recognizes the legislation was in response to some real ODOT 'screw ups' in Portland and other areas, and she
added that it can be scary as a business owner with the uncertainty regarding Main Street and she just wants to make sure there are no hidden
messages in our mailer. Dani said that she had highlighted some of the text in the table and would take a closer look. She mentioned that in the
past a design under consideration would close off all access fronting her property and direct vehicles to access to her property off 44th and she
wanted to know if that design was still on the table.
Could you resend me the Draft [Key Principles & Methodology]? I’m working from home today and cannot seem to pull it up?
Thank you for the quick response. My questions specific to the Methodology are: The consistent writing of ODOT rules etc. Should there be an
alternative solution if ODOT gives over the highway, as is historical proven with West 11th and Franklin. Does this solution then dissolve and
become null? Meaning we start over planning Main St safety or do the same methodology apply whether or not ODOT maintains ownership of
the “Highway”. The second specific question; ‘Consider the relationship between accesses and historical crash records and mitigate accesses
where it would resolve a recurring crash pattern.’ I understand there is not a pattern in crashes that they are widely spread out. Should we not
spend resources to look at something that is not a problem? In the transportation section of the methodology the highlight [bullet point] only
addresses issues is the ADA access and sidewalks. Should driving, biking, walking, freighting and business access be added also?
Dani spoke with staff in the City Hall lobby prior to the 10/22 SAC meeting. She wished to follow up on my 10/14 email scheduling the
Collaborative Discussion she had previously requested. Dani clarified that staff had answered all of her questions regarding the draft Key
Principles & Methodology for Access Management in my 9/12 email, so she did not believe that a Collaborative Discussion was necessary.
Lisa said she had received the mailer and was looking for clarification regarding what was being considered for the right-of-way design at this
time. She is concerned about any changes that would affect truck access to her business. Lisa expressed that her existing access is imperative for
truck access and she believes that a median would prevent truck access. Lisa also asked whether right-of-way widening was still on the table
and if she will be informed when safety solutions are ready for community feedback. She thanked staff for returning her call.
Kurt left a voicemail noting that he had received the mailer and is concerned about driveway modifications for his property on Main Street and
requested more information about what is planned and how to engage with the project.
My husband and I live in Springfield, and we own and manage a duplex on Main Street. Thank you for the summary of draft key principles and
methodology for this project. I note that the italicized Project Purpose begins with “solutions that will make Main Street safer for people
walking...”, yet I see nothing in this draft that would do this for our tenants living on the stretch of Main Street where our duplex and many,
many other multifamily dwellings were sited. This project seems very auto-focused. We have had blind tenants and tenants with disabilities
who have to walk half a mile in one direction and more than 1/4 mile in the other to reach a crosswalk. Please consider additional crosswalks
with flashing lights for this section of Main Street.
Wow — I appreciate the rapid response explaining the bigger picture. It sounds good. Great news about the flashing beacon crossing. I don’t
recall receiving anything about that. Please add me to the email list.
Jim reported receiving mailers from the City regarding the Main Street Safety Project and asked if the City plans to widen Main Street since he
feels doing so would solve an access challenge he faces. Jim asked how he can go about determining his access rights.
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Bonnie called in response to the mailer. She said that she understands we are developing the criteria for planning purposes, and she asked for
clarification regarding when the Key Principles would be applied in the future. She said that she is sure that she has issues with the criteria, and
she asked for clarification regarding the formal review process.
Bonnie & Craig submitted a letter requesting a Collaborative Discussion.
What is the time for getting back to you? I will be out of town next week.
We have had a major fire [on one of our properties] which has destroyed about 1/3 of the building. We must deal with this
situation. Therefore, we need more time to respond to your request for more information relating to the Key Principles and Methodology....as
much time as possible given our circumstances. Thank you for your consideration.
Hello, I just wanted to bring attention to the crosswalk at the Main St. to Hwy. 126 west on ramp. Today I witnessed a sedan stopped for a
young couple pushing a stroller in the crosswalk. A semi behind the sedan laid on his air horn in frustration of having to stop. This is a daily
occurrence and there seems to be confusion between motorists and pedestrians to who has to yield, which in my opinion vehicles need to
yield. A simple solution may just be a pedestrian crossing sign or a[n] illuminated sign. Perhaps another solution would be to remove the
crosswalk and have pedestrians cross to the south side of Main St., over Bob Straub, and then back to the North side of Main St.
Joe submitted a letter requesting a Collaborative Discussion.
We received a copy of the Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management, regarding our property on Main Street. I do not wish to
request a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board on the draft key principles and want to go on record that the information is notacceptable at this time. There are not specific enough specific details for which we can understand the direction or potential impacts. As with
most businesses, modifications that negatively impact our access and/or our tenants’ ability to operate business on this property would be
unacceptable. I would appreciate better information regarding:
Safety • Reduce the number of potential conflict points within the function area of the public street intersections - can you provide information
regarding the functional area for the 42nd/Main street intersection and the process you will use to "reduce" this number and address the
impacts of those reductions?
Business Community • Consider site circulation and parking affected by proposed modifications and closures - can you provide guidance on how site circulation
impacts will be considered and evaluated?
Mobility• Move in the direction of meeting ODOT's adopted standards for spacing of accesses along main street. - Can you provide this information
and detail how this specifically applies to this corridor and specifically the area of 4270 Main street and the process you will use to "move in
the direction of meeting" and address the impacts of those actions?
Feasibility• Ensure that existing accesses are consistent with the properties' access rights (both deeded access rights and permit status) - Can tell us
how we can get the most current access rights and permit status for 4270 Main Street?
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Also would appreciate a response to my follow-up email sent 8/9/19 (see thread below).
Thanks - appreciate all of the time it takes for you and staff to review and respond to our questions. One of the key issues for me is that the
committee's and staff making decisions understand the potential impacts associated with the guidance being provided. The KP&M just do not
provide this at this time and we are kicking the can down the road until this information is provided. We are on record that we do not agree
with the KP&M being used and look forward to the process that provides more input and opportunity for property owners to be meaningfully
engaged with decisions.
Sirs; I understand and agree on Springfield Main St. Safety Project…However, as one who travels throughout the State-extensively and often,
the statement that Main St is consistently one of most “un-safe streets” in Oregon is a Gross Overstatement…Have you ever traveled in
Portland on I5, I 205, Columbia/MLK BLVD.,I-84 coming in and out of Portland, Oregon City main roads, Wilsonville main exits/streets during
am/pm, — In your locale, all of Beltline, River Road during all time close to rush hours and or try Hwy 58 - in Pleasant Hill …they make
Springfield Main St. look really good And Safe !..These were all driven recently and multi-multi issues are present daily to include High speed
violations , back-ups, crossing issues ((to include multi-deaths), major merge issues, MILES of traffic back-ups , etc. There is a real case to always
review any traffic areas; the issue just dramatically over-stated the Main St. situation… wrecks/serious bad driving practices are vastly more of
a safety issue on mentioned street/roads than Springfield…You can state the case, without getting close to “worst in the State” category…
Thanks for the reply and agree that “any project” can be improved and safer, with real hazards or issues; including Main St. project and other
Springfield projects…. Further, agree that there may be specific points/ road sections that could have “specific issues/hazards” (street crossings,
intersections, traffic lights, speeding problems, road maintenance, road signing, bike paths, bikes on sidewalks/streets , poor bike riding
practices (like Portland), —just should not lump all of Springfield Main St. into one of Oregon’s worst— any , I say again , any communication
that says that is suspect and lacks real credibility—that detracts from substantive and appropriate review/action. Thanks again for your reply
and keep up the good work…
When will the new cross walk be operational, has there been a problem bringing it on line, taking way to long. Hopefully there are plans to
place a cross walk closer to town where it was really needed, 2 people hit by cars there in the last year. Also additional street lights are needed
from 59th to the cemetery. We drive this section daily and in the winter/rainy times it is VERY difficult to see people, especially those that just
dart across the street.
Kevin asked City staff if they were supposed to be at something.
Hank said that he is a business owner and property owner on Main Street and has spoken with staff in the past and is inquiring to see how
current plans might affect the building on the property he owns and the value of his property. Hank asked that we call him when we know how
the changes may affect his property. He said that he does not get to his email much and would prefer to be called.
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Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
Leading up to and including the second round of community engagement (10/29/19 – 4/30/20), the
project team received 23 comments/correspondence 1 on topics related to the project from 18
individuals. These comments were submitted outside of focus and community groups and the Strategic
Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #4 and Planning Commission Meeting #5 forums 2. Six comments
were submitted via the project webpage or sent to the project email address, 13 were sent via email
directly to project team members, and four were made over the phone, with staff responding to
comments and inquiries as they were received.

Observations & Values
Half of the comments reiterated the safety problem on Main Street, one-third referred to transportation choices
and vital community, and approximately one-quarter mentioned traffic mobility and business community.
The greatest concentration of correspondence, about three-quarters, included process-related
commentary. The nature of these comments ranged from requests for messaging clarifications
following project E-Updates or other project communications, to appreciation for preliminary analysis
efforts, frustration with the speed or approach of the process, and inquiries regarding project
deliverables, stages, and outcomes. The remaining nearly one-quarter of comments included
observations of safety problems on Main Street and suggestions to increase traffic enforcement,
increase lighting, or other interventions, including specific design considerations.
Three commenters sought clarification regarding the Main Street Safety Project, having received a
Notice of Decision regarding the separate City of Springfield Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Implementation Project. One commenter expressed that Main Street is Springfield’s real opportunity
In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented
in Appendix A.
2
One Planning Commissioner and one SAC member submitted more detailed reflections on meeting materials and
discussions, and three SAC members submitted comments unrelated to meeting materials/discussions.
1
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for future growth and redevelopment potential and thus it is extremely important for the process
underway to address safety issues and not inadvertently pursue short term objectives that constrain
future opportunities for redevelopment. Another commenter conveyed his desire to support the
project to improve conditions for those desiring to live, work, shop, and seek services in Springfield.
While four comments from business and/or property owners related uniquely to process clarifications,
two also included information about site operational needs and requests for specific design
considerations and attention to how proposed safety solutions will have an impact on businesses and
property owners. One property owner shared insights regarding a roundabout system that has
demonstrated success for businesses in another community, and two of the business / property owners
also advocated for putting the project on hold or delaying indefinitely given COVID-19 public health
guidelines and related economic recovery concerns.
Refer to Appendix A for comment details.
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Sue Hartman

Dani Wright

Michael
Koivula

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Sue noted that she went to the City two years ago and spoke to Emma about the safety of the streets. She expressed frustration with the way
information is shared with the SAC and finds readings difficult to follow and then come to a meeting to talk about it. She also feels frustrated
with some of the issues she sees on the roadway that she feels the City is not addressing, or pushing to the side. She also expressed frustration
with some of the perspectives shared in the SAC meetings, and is not feeling like there is adequate representation from people with disabilities
or people who use transit on Main Street. Sue said that she will think about attending the next meeting but is not sure. She did say that she
might want to talk with someone from the City closer to the next meeting but isn't sure.
Yes, please cancel [Collaborative Discussion].
I’ve finally gotten through the Main St. document for the Nov 5th [Planning Commission] meeting. Attached are comments. I look forward to
the next iteration with some specific suggestions for the various areas along the corridor:
As a Planning Commissioner, I welcome participation in my duties to review the current documents of the Main Street Safety Project.
Note the page number references are from the packet for the Planning Commission meeting of 11/5/19, PDF file, not the page numbers of the
attachment to Tech Memo 13 or other. All comments and questions are preceded by the corresponding page number of that packet and brief
intro statement to show where my comments are associated with the packet.
4. Safety in the Proposed Criteria table 1: traffic cameras, for speeding, distracted driving and red light violations are an important way to
demonstrably & significantly improve safety. I sent an email on Nov 3 to staff providing statistics on this and believe omission of these
INFRASTRUCTURE improvements is at the detriment of public safety. Compared to other solutions, medians and particularly roundabouts, the
cost of these improvements would be significantly less and would cause less disruption to existing access to businesses along the corridor.
6. Vital community, bus amenities and shelters: The bus art on new LTD stations is abysmal and the shelters do not actually shelter anyone
from rain or wind. Costs for the shelters must be significant, given that the huge use of custom concrete and the fact that the majority of the
iron work is custom fabrication, nothing “out of the box”. The City of Portland bus shelters should serve as a better model for cost, artwork
and actual sheltering, while providing visibility for public safety. We do not need to keep repeating these expensive non-functional “shelters”
simply because they are the current LTD default.
6. Continuity of pedestrian and bike improvements: I support setback sidewalk/bike lane combination (on same grade) on one side of Main, 2
way use with STOP or YEILD signs on driveways crossing these paths, in conjunction to slightly wider curbside walk on the other side of Main
with greatly enhanced bike and pedestrian crossings, including actuated flashing beacons with each of the crosswalks and signals.
6. Cost/benefit of safety focused improvements: Please see aforementioned email regarding traffic cams.
7. Access management: any restrictions are going to be very heavy lifting with existing businesses. Perhaps costs of combining driveways with
permitting and infrastructure costs could be assisted by funds in lieu of the expensive extensive use of roundabouts and medians? Access
management restrictions will be difficult to implement on any but new development. Can new land use permits include covenants to
participate in future access restrictions?
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13. Oregon law prohibits mid-block U turns: This would seem to be an essential variance to look for in our cooperative work with the State. It is
actually safer, IMO, to U turn between major intersections. At an intersection, a U turning vehicle is subject to conflicting traffic movements by
other drivers not anticipating a U turn.
14. Freight trucks thru residential: this would be very problematic and might cause safety issues to migrate from Main St to surrounding areas.
I think residents would be very opposed to this. Wondering if special turnarounds might be developed in adjacent properties? Most large
commercial properties accommodate large trucks. Would access management be a good way to expand this?
14. Discussion of roundabouts as a “cost savings” concept is pretty transparently wrong. There’s a poster outside of Public Works that talks
about a cost savings over a signal of $10,000 a year. At that rate, they could pay for themselves in 400 years or so?
14. Roundabout design needs large diameters to make them seem safe to drive. The Franklin seems OK except for the left turn movements,
there are many instances of opposing traffic not yielding, I’ve seen four or five myself, none involving crashes. The smaller double lane
roundabout on Pioneer Parkway and Hayden Bridge has a much less safe feel, much less sight distance. The right of way needed for the bigger
roundabouts, as well as the larger and more costly construction cost will make their use VERY VERY expensive. Use of them as a primary
solution to Main St safety issues is unwise. I also have heard that pedestrians and bikes are not safe in roundabouts, either. The drivers are so
concentrated on finding the opening to traverse the circle that upcoming ped and bike crossings are largely ignored. Oftentimes, cars
accelerate coming out of roundabouts, too, so as to prevent being hit from behind, and the foot on the accelerator is harder to remove to
brake suddenly.
14. Roundabouts, continued. When there is little room for a decent sized roundabout that would not really nearly destroy business access and
parking (eg 21st and Main), the signal system should be maintained and the roadway speed limit should be lowered. I think 28th to 21st and
Main speed should be 30MPH and enforced.
15. Medians: discussion of “mountable medians” should take place. They can accommodate emergency left turns as well as oversized vehicles,
and could also reduce the “shy distance” that is needed with a vertical curb. Elimination of a gutter bar for medians can also be done in some
instances, both for vertical curb and mountable curb medians, given most often the drainage is away from the median outward to the edges of
the roadway. Given the tightness of the Main St cross section, I’d rather see less emphasis given to lane width, where possible and more to
ped and bikeway widening and setbacks for sidewalks. Center medians along Main will receive significant resistance from existing businesses.
16. Lane widths: should be noted that lane width on outside lanes and medians includes all surfacing beyond the actual vertical curb, including
concrete gutters and catch basins or curb inlets with concrete aprons, and then all other lane edges are defined by the center of the traffic
striping, so that a standard 5’ bike lane can actually be only 3’ or so wide, given half of the lane stripe on the outside and a concrete inlet or
catch basin on the inside. With the edge of the road often covered in debris, leaves or trash, it is very difficult to bike in a curbside lane.
17. Bike amenities: conventional bike lane mentions “gap between the gutter and the roadway”, I am assuming that is just the joint between
the concrete and the asphalt, that’s often almost completely closed off by tacked paving or is sealed after the fact with rubberized crack
sealer. Not sure what else it could be? Curbside bike lanes both sides. No thanks! I do, somewhat support buffered bike lanes, but think
striping alone and/or with plastic delineators is not a good option. Use of RPM’s (aka turtles) could help, but I think a better way would be to
use a mountable median of maybe a foot wide and 4” high, kind of a speed bump for autos. I support the idea of a separated bike/ped lane on
one side with a wider curbside bike ped sidewalk on the other, with enhanced crossings (as discussed above in 2nd comment for p 6 of the
packet). There is no reason for both sides to be similar, if both can be improved and that one offers superior safety to the other. I appreciate
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the traffic engineer’s discussion of safety concerns with many driveways and setback bike lanes, but still think that with bike/driver education
and proper enhanced signage and “speed bumps and rumble strips” on the drive areas, we can make the road much safer for bikes and peds
with much less cost and impacts to the surrounding businesses due to excessive right of way takes. Note: error on “Raised cycle track” citation
for “sidewalk, as shown on figure 7” should actually call out figure 8.
19. Mono vs bi directional bike and ped traffic. No reason that I can think of for mono direction any side of Main St, signage to direct passing
protocol and share the road. If a lot of no-fault crashes happen, rethink?
19. Shared use paths : big YES from me. Understand the danger of right hook bike run overs, but I think it’s more or just as dangerous with the
curbside paths. Drivers and bikes need to be careful on a busy corridor, no method will prevent at fault crashes. More signage and speed
bumps of some kind for cars and also maybe rumble strips to alert to crossing dangers.
20. Shared use path not recommended: I very much disagree.
20. Lighting: new LED lighting systems are too bright and glarey. I do not see them as an improvement. Research something that uses LED for
cost savings but provides a milder, less glaring light. Maybe there are less transparent covers for the leds? As is, they are not an improvement.
20’ Signals Enhanced signals, backplates, larger heads, warning systems: is there a video that shows what these systems actually look like? Or
an area where they are in use?
21. Midblock crossings: general support, but self-actuated RRFB’s can also be added for ped and bike crossings at regular signalized
intersections to prevent run overs by right turning vehicles.
21. Access management: again, a difficult program to begin when Main is so far from reasonable ODOT standards for access points per mile, at
best this will be a very long and slow process. Achievement of the “successfully implemented access management program” to achieve the
vaunted safety, capacity and delay improvements is a far far away goal at best.
22. Spacing of signals favor thru movements: is this signal timing, so that a car going at the posted speed could get thru the corridor without
stopping? This is really needed. Demand loops seem to prioritize the side streets to my thinking, eg. Gateway, you usually have to stop at
EVERY signal.
22. Functional areas, conflict points: seems to point toward further reduction in speed limits, costs of other methods, especially roundabouts
for design, r/w acquisition, landowner opposition, eminent domain, and construction are large for the safety benefit
23. Removing turning lanes from through traffic: RPM’s could be used to delineate many of the roadways proposed changes in a way that
would allow them to be tested and determined to see if they are effective solutions, if so, the permanent solutions could be installed, if not,
they could be revised easily at low cost.
23. Raised medians: I like this solution, but I doubt that business owners will. Again, testing these through RPM installation would be wise.
Mountable medians could be a solution that would help safety and still maintain consumer business, freight and emergency access.
23. Supporting street network: No through collector or arterial on the North side. E St appears to be the best, Daisy is Ok for part on the South.
23. Shared access and circulation systems. These would be great. See comment on p7 above. Could they be required as part of any
development or redevelopment along the corridor?
25. Alternatives. At Council session, the direction from Council was not a single solution to the corridor safety, but a multiplicity of concepts
and design elements. A and D call for overuse of roundabouts. I could see one at 42nd and 28th but no more than that. I also note that most
solutions call for curbside sidewalks/bike lanes. I think this is not safe and should not be the default for design.

Springfield Main Street Safety Project, 10/29/19 – 4/30/20 – Other Comment Submissions

3

Appendix A

Contact

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

28. Alt A: again, I think majority of intersection should remain signalized. 28th to 21st should go on a road diet with 30 mph posted, 3 lanes
wide, bus turnouts, combined wide setback sidewalks with trees and shrubs curbside. Narrower planter strip could have xeriscaped plantings
with trees in wider areas. This design would extend the “downtown feel” zone from 14th to 28th on Main St (not S A) and 21st to 28th on Main.
Roundabouts at 42nd and 28th along with lower speed and a road diet will help downtown lose the “car sewer” feel that steady unrelenting
traffic brings now. Those needing speedier transportation can access Centennial, Marcola Rd and the Freeway via 42nd, 28th and 14th.
31. Again, single solution for the corridor isn’t the best way forward. High cost with little benefit ending up with high stress bike and ped
experiences. If curbs and walks are reconstructed, there will be opportunities to redo the stormwater system along the corridor to provide
control over the large amount of non-point [source] pollution from all the vehicle traffic.
32. If there are areas that this cross section is desired, it should be revised to move the curb inward to put the bike lanes off the street grade.
Combo 12’ bike and ped lanes both sides of Main would totally change the bike/ped experience from current high stress.
34. Medians again could be rpm’s which could be easily “editable” and also could be mountable to maintain access for all. Little gain in this
solution for bikes and peds vs 12’ combo lane.
35. Again, high stress bike experience is not caused by narrow car lanes adjacent, but is because of the bikes being at the same grade as the
cars and the speed limit being too high.
35. Alt C ODOT Standard: too restrictive, big costly changes for tiny improvements to safety. No bike lane at grade of cars, 6’ bike lane is still
only 4’ wide or so when the concrete gutter pan and the surrounding apron for catch basins and curb inlets are removed (no one runs their
bikes over these objects willingly)
37. Despite wording, there are still left turn conflicts at the intersections. Left from Main and left from side street still in direct opposition.
With non-mountable medians, these intersections will be used more and more and there can be more anticipated crashes.
38. Freight left turns would work better with mountable or rpm medians, where needed. Where not absolutely needed, shared access might
work. Freight onto side streets merely moves safety issues from Main onto side streets. Many side streets do not have adequate turning radii
for larger trucks, and parking on side streets further restricts turning areas needed by freight. Adjoining property owners will resist this
concept.
38. High stress biking, high stress ped, wider crossing areas for peds, longer signal timing needed to allow for less ambulatory peds to make it
across. ODOT std isn’t working as a solution.
39. Alt D: much higher costs due to overuse of roundabouts. Too many U turns needed, seems like an afterthought or redesign “whoopsie”
rather than a design function. Cycle track seems ok, but I think combo bike/ped lanes, set back where possible with correct signage and
rumble strips for bikes and cars and rpms for cars as they cross the path would be better. Single use bike/ped tracks are not needed when the
amount of bike and ped traffic on the corridor is fairly light. Users can easily accommodate one another as shown on the heavily used 10’ wide
off road multi-use paths throughout the area, West D Greenway path, Alton Baker Park, Riverside paths, etc. At most, one side of the street
should have the cycle track treatment.
39. Discussion of roundabout use needs to include design diameters with R/W take needs. Without these necessary data, the costs are poor
estimates.
41. 10 roundabouts is about 8 too many.
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42. Transit discussion, “requires a wider cross section around a boarding area”, does this mean wider than 96’ which is already 16’ of widening,
8 foot per side? Significant opposition to 96’ should be anticipated.
42. Ped access across roundabouts has safety issues. See my 3rd comment about p 14 above regarding crossings for bikes and peds in
roundabout zones.
43. Safety of bikes and peds. See comments on combo bike/ped lanes. Setback lanes with signage and rumble strips for bikes and cars, rpm’s
for cars is preferred.
43. Other, widest cross section: see 1st comment above on p 42, transit discussion, significant opposition to wide cross section. ODOT
approvals look to be needed for most reasonable solutions for Main St.
Conclusions: I am very happy with the preliminary work that is done so far regarding Main St. safety. We are on a path to provide a needed
safer and usable corridor for multi-modal traveling public while maintaining business health. I think these “one size fits all” solutions will not
bring the needed changes without significant permanent disruption to stakeholders, both users and business. Some will also cause problems
for adjacent properties and areas. Future accommodations for access management may be a long-term goal, but opposition to imposition of
new access standards, designs and rights of way should be anticipated. A good design can be assembled from the various concepts and parts
of these plans which will enhance the business, multi-modal traffic and natural environment along the corridor. I look forward to the next
iteration of these designs and hope to see the assemblage of the concepts and designs that the City Council has called for and which I agree
will best serve the needs of the community.
I want to wish all a very happy Thanksgiving. Attached you will find my ruminations from the Oct. 22nd meeting. I wanted to give my thoughts
some time to gel, but I also got very busy and forgot that I needed to respond. I apologize for the tardiness of this reply, but hope you will find
my observations enlightening and reinforcing. I really appreciate how much you, the staff and committee members are putting forth into
getting this all accomplished:
The October meeting was very successful. I was impressed with the presentations, and the presenters' demeanor being completely void of
any personal bias. As follows, I will give you my opinions and insight from the meeting.
I observed that one opinion was repeatedly vocalized regarding the impact that any new mitigation efforts may have on those conducting
business along the corridor. The inference I took from that opinion was not to do anything that might affect those entities. While I can
empathize with those considerations, the fact remains that "do nothing" is not an option at this juncture. A problem does exist, the State has
recognized this from the accident data, and mitigation efforts are now being required for safety. It seems imminent that some impacts will
occur in the final proposal, but mitigation and minimization efforts appear to be in the solutions under consideration.
I also observed that some want to include many, if not most, of the option(s) presented. I applaud them for their concerned interest in solving
the problems as identified, but also know that an all-inclusive package is likely not an option within the project parameters at this time. I
would cautiously advise that the slow and steady approach, phased in over possibly an extended time frame, seems inherently to be the most
prudent approach, while leaving room for possible modification alive throughout the entire process, and maintaining focus on the final desired
outcome.
There was discussion about the potential impacts that may occur from design and delineation efforts being proposed. This seems to be a
reasonable query at this point in the development stage, however, those could not be identified due to the timeline, and the fact that the
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Sydne
Wasson

What changes are proposed for Main St. from Bob Straub Pkwy to 60th Street and when?

potential options to alleviate or mitigate the safety issues have just been identified. One cannot spend time and effort on analyzing the
potential adverse impacts until the options for mitigation are accepted in context, unless in the planning phase, a critical issue is discovered to
exist. It would do no good to analyze a myriad of "what ifs" that have no merit, as they likely may not occur if some of the design criteria are
not included in the final scoping documents.
I complement your staff on the research and supporting data they have collected. I've found the package to be not only complete in scope,
but extremely well developed with adequately detailed supporting documentation which has been thoroughly vetted for accuracy and
inclusion in the analysis. As for myself, I am anxious to see which portions of the available options are actually incorporated into the final
proposal, and the estimated impacts, both positive and negative, they will have on the residents and users of the corridor.

I was talking to a friend whose sister lives in Lacey, Washington. He is familiar with our warehouse property on Main Street. He says that the
main state highway through Lacey (Sorry I do not know the highway number) is using the roundabout system with apparent success. Are you
all aware of and/or familiar with this project? Thank you again for meeting with me!
Joe wanted to receive an update on what's happening on Main Street and understand potential impacts to his business and property. Joe
expressed that the process is going quite slowly. Joe asked if any construction would be occurring in the next 1-3 years. Joe's key interests are in
the intersection design concept selection and ROW impacts at 28th and Main Street. He's concerned about being able to maneuver trailers
Joe Bruns
through his site to be able to operate his truck and trailer business. Joe asked if any of the zoning had changed as part of the TSP
Implementation Project and was wondering some other type of use (i.e. barbershop?) could be operated from his property if desired.
Good article in the Oregonian about increases in fatalities to cyclists.
Michael
Koivula
Also mentions distracted driving, SUVs and speed as causes.
One question - I did not see any proposed improvements on Main St. / 42nd Street in the updates [regarding the TSP Implementation Project],
Jon Heacock
so just wanted to check in and see if I missed info on future plans for intersection?
Vinje was wanting to know where the bus pullout would be on Main Street. Upon receiving clarification from staff, Vinje shared that he is 80+
Vinje Kay
years old, isn't concerned with planning for several years out from now, and noted that Mitch gives him all of the notifications he receives.
Install lights at corner of 48th and main street. There are no lights between 42nd and 54th. This will slow down Main Street traffic and it will
Evan Morris
allow making a left hand turn onto Main Street easier and safer.
I have tried filling out the questionnaire for the Main Street safety improvement twice now and both times after finishing, the system would
not let me send my responses, this is very frustrating. Is this how this project is going to be going forward? Everything needs to work properly
all of the time, no mistakes, mis-cues from the start of this project to completion. I’m very disappointed that I took so much time, twice, only
John
to have this happen. The following is what I received when trying to fill out and send my responses. And yes, I did fill out all questions, and
Montgomery
information in detail.
I emailed you weeks ago when the Main Street #1 open house questionnaire went live and mentioned how the system would not let me send
my responses. Well, it’s still doing the same thing and I assure you that I filled everything out in its entirety and listed many replies to my
Bonnie
Baker
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answers. This is very frustrating, is this how this Main Street corridor safety project is going to be handled? Here is what happens when I try to
send my responses.
I do not drive in Main Street often but I know that lighting and street lane painting could be a factor - the Q street area intersection is so dark it
is difficult to see the lanes when turning left in front of the shopping center when turning from the road next to Walgreens. I have had many
people mention this issue to me and have experienced difficulty navigating that area when it is dark especially. This may be a factor in Main
Street as well. Thank you for your consideration.
First, there are NEVER any police enforcing the speed limit, or cell phone usage. I work/drive on the road 12 hours a day in one of my taxis, and
if I see ONE police car during the day I'm surprised. I witness 2-3 texting near crashes daily, and numerous speeding/aggressive driving issues
daily. Reducing the speed limit does no good if there aren't any people enforcing it. Second, the street lights are a low light, and yellow color,
and it's difficult to see anything in the rain, or inclement weather...
I am a Springfield homeowner and cyclist and former Landscape Architect and former BPAC member working in career in area until horrifically
struck on a bike ride after work on McKenzie View Road north of downtown. I am now without a job and career due to traumatic injuries from
horrific incident caused by extremely challenging drivers! If possible I would like to volunteer and help out with making Springfield a better
and safer place to live, work and ride your bike or run or walk safely and well! It needs help.
Thank you very much and helpful to think that I could possibly help in the City with what I still think is the best and the ultimate modes of
transportation in very challenging places! I can no longer work for a living like I did previously due to traumatized injuries caused by super
badly challenged and terribly influenced driving on my previously scenic bike ride from work! I very much would like to help out and improve
folks wanting to live, work and shop in Springfield or come here for services while I am still here! Thank you very much.
Given the state of emergency we are experiencing regarding the Covid-19 crises, I would urge you to table for now, or at least extend the
deadline for the online open house for the Main Street Safety Project until further notice.
I believe this should be tabled and addressed at a later date once the impacts of Covid-19 have been addressed, six months to a year from now
Or however long it takes. 100’s of businesses are shut down on Main St., every household is affected. How can you expect businesses or
residents to even think about this project when their livelihood is in jeopardy, when they do not even know if they will be able to pay the bills,
let alone open their doors ever again. The landscape of Main as well as our entire country is affected.
Bidhya said that she is closing on a market property at 58th and Main on June 1st and came to know of the Main Street Safety Project through
the purchase process. In response to staff clarifications she said that she would like to participate in the Online Open House and would
appreciate a link. She asked about how the City would deal with construction impacts to businesses.
After completing the online survey for the Main Street Safety Project, I wanted to provide some additional comments. These are attached.
Thanks very much for your work on this project and considering my comments:
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the online survey regarding options the City is considering to create a safer corridor along Main
Street. Please consider these additional comments.
Over the last forty years I have participated in many land use decisions and visioning processes for our community. As a Lane County Planning
Commissioner, a member of the Boundary Commission, a founding partner of the McKenzie Watershed Council, and presently as a member of
the Lane Area Commission on Transportation (Lane ACT) I’ve had an opportunity to be a part of how our community has grown. I’ve been a
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stakeholder in many of Springfield’s planning efforts: the Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and Economic Opportunities
Analysis, the Main Street Visioning Project, Springfield’s Transportation System Plan, and its System Development Charge Analysis. In 2008, I
obtained a grant from Lane County Farm Bureau for University of Oregon Professor Mark Gillem’s Landscape Architecture class to perform an
analysis and conduct public workshops on the potential redevelopment of East Main Street.
Springfield’s growth has brought it to the practical edge of meaningful Urban Growth Boundary expansions. Physical and geographic
limitations, along with the potentially unrecoverable costs to extend urban services to new areas, are serious constraints that Springfield
should consider as it looks toward future growth.
Main Street is Springfield’s real opportunity for future growth and redevelopment potential for the community. It is extremely important that
the process underway to address safety issues along the Main Street corridor recognize this potential and not inadvertently pursue short term
objectives that constrain future opportunities for redevelopment. There are several ways this might happen within the options that are now
being publicly vetted in the online survey. The survey asks folks to provide input on multiple choices. However, some of these choices could
easily create constraints or even eliminate redevelopment options along sections of the corridor.
For example, Main Street has high potential for transit-oriented redevelopment, helping Springfield not only address its higher density
residential needs but also incubate thriving economic clusters to serve the area’s needs. Right of way is critical to the design and success of a
transit-oriented corridor. There are several alternatives in the proposed safety corridor solutions that could significantly reduce or re-locate
right of way within the corridor that could negatively impact future transit options. For example, the width and location of landscaping and
median strips could reduce or force realignment of the right of way at critical nodes.
Safety along Main Street is a critical component of Springfield’s future. I appreciate the effort to improve safety features of the corridor. While
I have travelled Main Street for over 50 years, the biggest improvements I have noticed in safety is what has happened in the downtown area.
Here renewed development has brought more pedestrians and a calming of traffic. Ultimately, there is no substitute for drivers becoming
more vigilant and driving more slowly. While many of the options presented in the survey might have benefits, the real change will come when
the corridor becomes more densely inhabited and developed. We need to keep our eye on that ball during this process. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.
I just read “Our Main Street” online. Can you tell me if this is the most recent information on the Main Street Safety Project? If not, can you
refer me to the most recent publication available? Also, can you tell me the date the “Our Main Street” document was created?
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Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
Leading up to and including the third round of community engagement (5/1/20 – 3/1/21), the project
team received 21 comments/correspondence 1 on topics related to the project from 17 individuals.
These comments were submitted outside of focus and community group meetings, Local Access Forums,
and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #5 2. Five comments were submitted via the
project webpage or sent to the project email address, nine were sent via email directly to project team
members, six were made over the phone, and one was sent in a letter, with staff responding to
comments and inquiries as they were received.

Observations & Values
The greatest concentration of correspondence, about two-thirds, included process-related commentary.
The nature of these comments included:
•

requests for clarifications following project E-Updates, mailers, and other project outreach;

•

appreciation for the project and positive feedback on draft recommendations;

•

frustration with the speed or approach of the process; and

•

inquiries regarding project deliverables, stages, and outcomes.

The remaining one-third of comments included observations of safety problems on Main Street and
suggestions to increase traffic enforcement, increase lighting, or other interventions, including specific
design considerations. Comments or concerns that will not be addressed by the Main Street Safety
Project were shared with the relevant City Department as an information share.
Refer to Appendix A for comment details.

In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented
in Appendix A.
2
One SAC member who was unable to attend SAC Meeting #5 shared his reflections on meeting materials.
1
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Thank you very much and hope that you’re doing very well in this super challenging virus timeframe! Hopefully this all passes and I can
volunteer to help at some point!
I have written the Mayor before in the past about the 45 speed out here in Thurston and 35 speed into town. The Mayor said ODOT and the
City was working on that, and I have yet to see anything done about either one. In the evenings and during the night, at times it’s like a speed
way, people open up their cars wide open, I was just wondering if the police forget about us out here in Thurston when it comes to this. Before
dark I have been working out in the yard being I am only 3 houses from Main and seen the same car fly up and down there on the 45 speed 3
different times at high speed. I have seen nothing has been down from the City, ODOT, or the police. Maybe when someone gets killed again,
then something will be done. How many people does it take to be killed for it to happen? Don't bother sending the police to talk to me, that
has already happened in the past.
Dan Louvring What a crock of crap, it’s very rare we see a policeman out here in Thurston, people speeding at high speeds like a racetrack in the evenings
and during the night. It goes on all the time, and it’s very rare seeing someone stopped along Main Street at all by a policeman. I got this line of
bull from the Mayor also in the past. What good would it do to put me on this list for your email updates when nothing has changed, will see
how long it is before someone gets killed again out here on Main Street rather it be 35 or 45. Of course they are not going to lower the 45
speed out here until someone gets killed like they did before they lowered the speed from 40 to 35 in that area. There was a meeting quite
some time a go at the grade school down here on 66th and ODOT was there, and I complained about the speed etc., and the ODOT man sat
there and totally did not say one word about it at all, like he could of cared less, and if I remember right I think the Mayor might of been there
also but not sure about that.
Daryl
Noting in the report that is being worked on for this road. My question is: do we have to have a State Representative in that meeting too
Annette
because it is a state road? And if so, is that being done? This is a tough project to figure out.
Swan
As one does, I was just browsing https://pppcatalog.com and I noticed that along with the cool median island that (I think) Eugene used on
19th & Agate, it looks like they have bolt-down speed cushions and even a speed hump with center pieces that can be used to form a raised
crossing. My personal favorite solution to West D is eventually to reach a "cars as guests" state with a park like feel bridging Island Park and
West D, so it's tough to give up on the raised intersection that begins to introduce that feel - but is it possible that using prefab components
could extend the traffic calming treatment all the way to Mill? More generally, perhaps even for arterials, I was impressed by this case study
on their site of installing a mid-block crossing with median for $30k using no heavy equipment: https://pppcatalog.com/product/modularKevin
median/
Schaper
Even more than West D, I would love to see materials like this used to make concrete (if you'll pardon the ironic pun) changes to Main St. After
listening to the last Council work session on the project, I can't help but think that a great option to move forward would be to use paint &
removable/reusable materials to put a test in place to see how people will feel about medians, reduced lane widths and other traffic calming
measures. I can't help but think that like South Willamette, the fears of local business owners will subside as it all becomes the new normal.
They may even notice that their businesses become more accessible and visible at lower speeds.
Jeff Sakacsi
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Contact
Judy Harold
Rouanna
(RB) Garden

Della Webb

Dean Huber

Vonnie
Mikkelsen

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Good to hear the focus on Main Street….it has been so unsafe these 56 years we have lived here. However, might I have information when
Mill Street will be repaired? Thank you!
Your agenda for 12/3/20 (Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting - Dec. 3, 2020) will not open. Please send so I can read...
Additional street lighting is needed from 59th Main to 71st Street. This is most noticeable during the winter rainy season. This portion of
Main Street is dark and has a lot of bike/pedestrian traffic that is very hard to see. There have been a number of bike/pedestrian/vehicle
accidents. I feel this should be addressed. Since the installation of the new crosswalk about 66th street, the crosswalk is not being used. I'm
not sure what the survey was that felt this was a good location, but they didn't do due diligence. A better placement would have been across
from the bus stop at 60th. People won't walk to the cross walk, thus putting us all in danger. I would also like to know who designed that
crosswalk to be different from the others closer to town, and why is the light RED instead of Yellow? Thank you for your time.
Dean noted that he forgot about SAC Meeting #5 and when he saw the reminder the meeting was almost over. He felt that if possible it would
be good to meet/talk with someone from the City to discuss the materials sent for the meeting.
Following up on Dean's request City staff met virtually with him to review the SAC Meeting #5 materials. Dean apologized again for missing
SAC Meeting #5 and said that he had spoken with Vonnie at the Chamber regarding the recent Main Street presentation at the Chamber’s
Government Issues Committee meeting. Dean then asked questions and shared comments on the SAC Meeting #5 materials:
• His daughter had recently been the victim of a car crash on Main Street while attempting to turn left on 42nd Street (her car was
totaled but she was not injured).
• He asked what the business feedback had been thus far and noted that businesses on Main Street are likely to be more motivated to be
vocal than the broader Springfield business community regarding the draft recommendations. He added that people are worried about
changes, and he said that he thinks improvements like those proposed could have a positive impact even on his property value because
it would make the area more livable - he pointed to the positive impact the improvements on Franklin Boulevard have had to the area.
• He understands the raised medians and the intersection recommendations and asked for clarification regarding the street crosssections, including the reason for the median width.
• He said that he moved to the area from Seattle and noted that Aurora Avenue in Seattle was much easier to navigate with medians and
easy to turn around to access businesses. He recommended that the project team share the findings from the Business and Property
Owner Impact Literature Review with the Chamber Government Issues Committee because while it may not reference local statistics,
the data from other cities demonstrates that after improvements like those proposed are implemented things are actually better.
• He noted that while not everyone agrees with him, he loves roundabouts and it makes sense to pair them with medians.
• He asked about plan for funding and implementation once we have a Facility Plan and clarified that this is this a 20-year plan?
Thank you...I also have on our bucket of good stuff to follow up on [from the Chamber Government Issues Committee meeting], the need to
convene a smaller meeting with concerned business owners – and with you of course. I’m fully aware that this is a tough time, we’re all
crunched for capacity and need to exercise patience on these highly complicated matters of community. I’m all about healthy conversations
that need to happen – and of course have to be aware and mindful of what our businesses are perceiving or experiencing and telling us. I know
you’ve been in the middle of those, while the Chamber has been a bit disconnected unintentionally and not for all of us trying.
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Kevin
Lovejoy

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Kevin inquired about planning along the Main Street corridor. He also asked about easements and development potential regarding his
property on Main Street. He also asked to be added to the Main Street email update list.
Since new homes were built on Mountain Gate and others south of the city, Bob Straub Parkway was supposed to take a majority of the new
traffic. However, the people who live in Mountain Gate and other home developments, including the trailer homes west of Bob Straub
Parkway, have increased on 58th. It is easier and safer for cars to turn onto South 59th because there are no other safe routes, including the
traffic going to businesses at the intersection of Main and South 58th. The traffic has increased, not decreased. I believe that Daisy at Bob
Roxanne
Straub Parkway should be closed, as well as at the other end of Daisy on the west side where Mountain Gate people come down. Let them use
Shaub
the traffic light put in to alleviate the problem. Thank you. P.S. I forgot to tell you that the cars are traveling around 45 to 50 and up. Kids have
to ride their bikes on the sidewalk because of the speed and amount of traffic. It is a matter of time before a bicyclist is hit. People are
traveling so fast they are driving into the bike lane. Thanks.
Thanks for the clarification. I received an email announcing the forums and directing me to the video link. I overlooked the focus of the forums.
George Grier While I understand the importance of getting buy-in from property owners and local businesses, I hope that the project team will be listening
to a broader community before landing on final alternatives. Thanks for keeping me in the loop.
I am a Springfield resident and I am interested both for myself and as a member of the League of Women Voters Lane County. I am following
this project for them and would like to be included in any meetings open to the public. Also, if I heard right in the last meeting, there is a very
Sabree
long timeline for this project. Is it broken down anywhere that I might look at? Thank you in advance for your help.
Hamel
Thank you for the information. Yes, please add me to the [Interested Parties] list. I will definitely ask you any questions I still have after
viewing the video.
Anette left a voicemail stating said that she and her husband have lived on Main Street for over thirty years. She inquired about participation in
the Local Access Forums for those without electronic access. She also opined that the City address the safety problem by lowering the speed
limit, putting up more traffic lights, and having more police presence. When City staff returned her call, she said that she has a computer but
found the website confusing and no way to participate in a Zoom call. She said that she would discuss the staff offer of setting them up in City
Anette
Hall to either view project materials and/or participate in the virtual meeting. She shared that she does not trust that the City will do what it
Peskor
says based on prior experiences, citing past communication regarding a sewer project. She added that she is not confident the City will listen to
any input she gives to the Safety Project. She mentioned that she attended an open house regarding Main Street several years ago. She asked
for clarification regarding phasing and location-specific implementation of the draft solution toolbox. She thanked staff for returning her call.
Kay left a voicemail stating that she was trying to sign up for a Local Access Forum. When City staff returned her call, she asked for clarification
Kay
regarding the format of the forum and registration process. She confirmed that she has a computer with internet access and had participated in
Zoom meetings previously, and she said she would let staff know if she encountered any difficulties. She thanked staff for getting back to her.
Jim left a voicemail following his attendance at a Local Access Forum he attended. When City staff returned his call, he expressed surprise with
the conceptual roundabout sketches shared during the forum and he wondered if they had been included in the materials shared in advance of
Jim McCarter the meeting. He acknowledged that perhaps he had overlooked the appendix to the technical memorandum since the text of the memo had
referred to tiering of roundabout implementation. He said in his experience a government take of property is never good for the business. He
asked for clarification regarding the design refinement note on the conceptual roundabout sketches. He noted that he had mentioned to staff
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Anonymous
Resident

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

previously that he is looking to redevelop his property and has been waiting to learn more about the City's plans for Main Street because he
does not wish to make a significant investment only to have impacted. He thanked staff for returning his call, and he acknowledged that his
concerns had been noted previously and again now.
It has been 2 years since anything has been done on this Safety Project. The City Council voted you [Mayor] in, congratulations on your
position and your new job for the people of Springfield. The people of Springfield want you to take care of their needs in our community.
Here's a short list of the top priority items:
1. Speed limit from eastbound 58th St. to 72nd St. needs to be 35 mph - this area is ALL residential-apartments and homes.
2. At 72nd St., westbound into town-there needs to be a sign on the new 35 mph signpost that says "NO TRUCKER ENGINE BRAKE" (or "JAKE
BRAKE") or ("EXHAUST BRAKE") in City limits. Most of these semi-trucks are on their way to I-5 and they are not locals. When these trucks
reach 62nd Place, going westbound, and see the stop light ahead at 58th St., they are using their engine brake at 62nd Place to slow down
for the red light at 58th St. This creates a LOUD and DEEP vibration that shakes the houses and apartments. At the time that these engine
brakes start, we hear them starting all mornings of the week starting at 6 am. Who can sleep through that? This is right outside the
residential doors 50 ft from the street. NO ONE wants to hear this! It is your job to take care of the residents' needs in this area. If you
want to understand this, you need to park out here at 6am and listen to how intrusive it is, since you don't live in this area. This is why
these signs are needed.
3. Between 58th St. and 72nd St. going both ways, the speed of vehicles is at least 50 mph. There have been 2 deaths within 3 doors of our
house, all attributed to speeding, with no reaction time to pedestrians and bicyclists. There have been 3 vehicle rear-enders directly in
front of our house that I have witnessed firsthand in my front yard. The casualties to all wildlife, which you probably know nothing about,
have happened directly in front of our house at 2-3am when you hear gun shots of officers dispatching deer to the sidewalk from vehicle
impacts and are attributed to speed once again with no reaction time.
4. The money is in the General Fund budget. Springfield has the money for these needed safety upgrades and we need it NOW.
5. It has been 2 years and absolutely NOTHING has been done and the City has not advised the people of any progress like they told us they
were going to do. 2 YEARS!!
6. The top priority in this area to reduce speed, reduce noise from semi-trucks, enforce the speed limit (start ticketing, get the word out),
post 3 speed limit signs on each side of Main St. instead of one on each end-this is EXTREMELY IMPORTANT.
7. You have to start somewhere and these items should be done FIRST then concentrate on the rest later, as you cannot accomplish it all at
once.
The postcards sent to all residents in this safety corridor area states "Hear the latest project updates". There have not been ANY. Thank you for
your overdue attention to this extremely dangerous matter.
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Main Street Update
Current Status of Main Street Safety Project
In April, ODOT finalized the contract with its consultants and issued a Notice
to Proceed for planning efforts and community conversations along the Main
Street Corridor. City and ODOT staff have since collaborated with the
consultant team to launch the Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety
Project. A City Council Work Session is scheduled on May 21st to ensure the
Council has a common understanding of the planning process and to inform
the Main Street Governance Team Kickoff Meeting.
Main Street Traffic Counts
An early step in the planning process is to inventory and analyze existing
traffic conditions. The consultant will review traffic count data and operational
analyses from previous planning efforts and report on intersection
operations at Main Street intersections during the morning and afternoon
peak hours according to engineering standards. You may see staff from Key
Data Network (K-D-N) setting up equipment on Main Street to conduct traffic
counts between May 22 and May 24.
Main Street Governance Team Meeting
The Main Street Governance Team will participate in a Kickoff Meeting on
June 5th to formally kickoff the Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety
Project. At this meeting, the Governance Team will participate in a facilitated
discussion to:
Establish agreement on definition of project purpose;
Clarify team and partner agency roles;
Establish internal and external communication protocols;
Confirm decision-making structure and process;
Review the project schedule and key milestones;
Introduce the purpose and goals of the Public Involvement Plan; and
Discuss project stakeholders and opportunities for engagement
The meeting will take place from 1pm to 3:30pm in the Library Meeting Room
of Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street. This meeting is open to the public to
attend. No oral public comments will be taken at the Governance Team
meeting, but written comments may be submitted via a comment box at the
meeting.
Stay Informed
If you know of others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive future email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/.
To stay informed please visit ourmainstreetspringfield.org.
Molly Markarian
Senior Planner
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611

Main Street Safety Project
Strategic Advisory Committee
Project Update
At the June 5th Main Street Governance Team meeting, the City of Springfield
and the Oregon Department of Transportation formally launched the
Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project. Over approximately the next
2-3 years, this project will pull together detailed analysis and extensive
community outreach to inform the selection of design concepts for
infrastructure improvements to improve safety on Main Street from 20th
Street to 72nd Street.
Seeking Applications
As part of community outreach to inform the selection of design concepts for
infrastructure improvements, the City of Springfield is accepting applications
from Springfield residents, business or property owners to serve on the Main
Street Safety Project Strategic Advisory Committee; applications will be
accepted until 12:00 pm on August 10, 2018.
The City is seeking applications to fill up to 16 volunteer positions
representing a variety of community stakeholders. The Springfield Planning
Commission will appoint members to the Strategic Advisory Committee at
their September 5, 2018 meeting.
Individually, committee members will serve as a liaison to their
neighborhood, organization, or agency. Committee members will be
responsible for attending meetings, reviewing materials, providing insight on
community concerns or issues, and sharing information with other
community members and bringing viewpoints back to the group.
The primary purpose for the committee is to inform the project by providing
advice and direction to the development of the Main Street Facility Plan. The
Committee plays an advisory role and produces recommendations for the
project team, the Springfield Planning Commission, the Main Street
Governance Team, and the Springfield City Council.
Members will be appointed to serve for the duration of the planning phase of
the Main Street Safety Project, which is anticipated to take place over the next
2 to 3 years. Tentatively, there will be 3 to 4 meetings per year and could be
scheduled during regular business hours, in the evenings, or both. We will
work with committee members to determine the best meeting times.
Application Details
Who can apply?
Springfield residents, business or property owners.
What is the deadline to submit an application?
Applications will be accepted until 12:00 pm on August 10, 2018 at City
Manager's Office at 225 Fifth Street in Downtown Springfield.
Where can I find the application to fill out?
Applications are available in the City Manager's Office at 225 Fifth Street in
Downtown Springfield or at http://www.springfield-or.gov/bcc.htm.
Purpose of the Project
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
Stay Informed
If you know of others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive future email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/.
To stay informed please visit ourmainstreetspringfield.org.
Molly Markarian
Senior Planner
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611

Main Street Safety Project
Community Engagement Efforts
Upcoming Online Open House
On November 7, 2018, the project team will launch an online open
house. The online open house will gather input and feedback from the
community to start to inform what infrastructure safety improvements are
desired and needed that 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 ongoing traffic safety
education and enforcement.
We will send another e-update when the online open house is live and you
can participate by watching the introductory video and filling out questions
asked as part of the online open house. We would also appreciate your
support with sending the online open house to others interested in Main
Street to help provide decisions makers with input that is necessary to make
informed decisions regarding the future of Main Street.
Community Engagement Plan
Building upon prior community visioning and planning efforts for Main Street,
and input from the Governance Team and City Council, the project team has
prepared a robust community engagement plan for the Main Street Safety
Project to ensure a thorough gathering of community input occurs.
The Springfield Planning Commission, which also serves as the City of
Springfield's Committee for Citizen Involvement, approved the Community
Engagement Plan for the Main Street Safety Project at their September 5,
2018 meeting held at Springfield City Hall. The plan outlines how the
community will be engaged in the planning efforts for the Facility Plan
phase of the project. Read the Community Engagement Plan for details.
Strategic Advisory Committee
As part of community engagement to inform the selection of design concepts
for infrastructure improvements, the City of Springfield used
multiple methods to advertise for applicants to serve on the Main Street
Safety Project Strategic Advisory Committee. At their September 5, 2018
meeting, the Springfield Committee for Citizen Involvement appointed the
following community members to serve on the Main Street Safety Project
Strategic Advisory Committee:
William Belcher
James Coldren
Staci Holt
Susan Hartmann
Dean Huber
Dick Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga
Joe Tokatly
Jeffrey Wing
Dani Wright
The Strategic Advisory Committee is an opportunity for stakeholders to
provide input, feedback, and guidance to staff, and to put together a set of
recommendations for the Springfield Planning Commission to consider in
forming their recommendation to City Council. This Committee is composed
of residents, business and property owners, employees and advocates from
within the Main Street Corridor, and from the wider Springfield community.
There are representatives from businesses and Chamber of Commerce,
property owners, senior citizens, bike and pedestrian interest groups, and
members with disabilities.
This advisory committee will hold its first meeting from 3 to 6 pm on
Tuesday, November 6, 2018 at Springfield City Hall in conference rooms
615-616. The community can attend the meeting to listen and observe.
However, public comment will not be taken during the meeting.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about Main Street and
receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
To stay informed please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.

If your situation has changed and you no longer want to receive e-updates
about Main Street related projects you can opt-out by using the "Safe
Unsubscribe" link in the footer of this email.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House Live!
Online Open House is Live
Today, the project team has launched the first online open house for the
project. We are gathering input and feedback from the community to start to
inform what infrastructure safety improvements are desired and needed that
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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
The online open house will start with an introductory project video and then
goes through topic sections with information to read and questions to
answer. You can spend as much time as you want to learn about each topic,
explore linked information, and provide your feedback. On average, it will take
approximately 10 minutes to view the video and fill out the questions. Your
input is important to the success of the project and we encourage you to
participate! The online open house will be available until December 5.
Go to the Online Open House here.
We would appreciate your support by sending this online open house to
others interested in Main Street to help provide decisions makers with input
that is necessary to make informed decisions regarding the future of Main
Street.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
To stay informed please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Summary of First Round of Community Engagement
Overview
The purpose of the first round of engagement was to introduce the project to
the community and gather feedback about safety concerns, existing
conditions, and community priorities to be considered as the project team
develops alternative solutions to address safety problems on Main Street.
The community input gathered will build upon previous outreach and
community input that has occurred and will inform the creation of goals and
objectives in the next step of the Main Street Safety Project.
The first round of community engagement activities reached over 2,000
people through an introductory mailer (906 recipients), E-Updates (803
recipients), participation in the Online Open House (attracted 450 unique
users and 177 survey participants provided comments), targeted focus
groups and a tabling event (95 participants), and a SAC meeting (with 10
members present and two absent members contacted after the meeting).
Members of the public also sent in 24 comments via email, phone, and inperson contact with the project team.
Activity Details
Community engagement activities completed during this round, as outlined
in the approved Community Engagement Plan, included:
Mailed letter and fact sheet to business and property owners within 300
feet of Main Street on 11/6/18.
Hand-delivered mailers to 50 businesses for which staff did not have
mailing addresses.
Issued media releases on 11/2/18 and 11/7/18; KVAL and KEZI ran
stories on 11/7-11/9/18 and Register Guard published article on
11/26/18.
Emailed updates to interested parties on 10/31/18 and 11/7/18.
Posted social media announcements on Facebook and Twitter on
10/31/18 and 11/7/18.
Held Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #1 on 11/1/18.
Held Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #1 on 11/6/18.
Planning Commission in its role as the Committee for Citizen
Involvement appointed additional SAC member and approved SACadopted bylaws on 12/18/18.
Updated http://www.ourmainstreetspringfield.org website content and
structure, launched project-specific subpage,
http://www.mainstreetsafety.org.
Participated in consultant delivery of web strategy to optimize user
experience, provide ongoing project updates, and draw attention to
website at key milestones.
Ran an Online Open House from 11/7 - 12/7/18, reopened from 12/19 1/2/18 for hand-delivered mailer recipients.
Cross promoted in Chamber of Commerce and InMotion newsletters
and announced at LTD Strategic Planning Committee and LTD Board
meetings.
Held focus groups in collaboration with Brookdale Senior Living
(seniors), Catholic Community Services (low-income households),
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking households), and
Willamalane Two50 Club (youth) on 11/5/18, 11/7/18, and 12/18/18.
Provided City Council a project update on 1/10/19. Read memo here.
Project Values
As part of the community engagement, the project team presented a set of
values distilled from information gleaned from previous projects and
conversations with the City Council, Main Street Governance Team, and
Planning Commission. Participants were then invited to weigh in on and rate
the importance of each of these values to them and identify key areas of
concern related to the project area:
Safety: I value solutions that reduce the risk of fatalities and serious
injuries.
Local Business Access: I value solutions that support the viability of
the businesses on Main Street by providing access and minimizing
other impacts.
Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that minimize congestion and
maintain the flow of traffic.
Cost: I value solutions that are cost-effective and make good use of
public funds.
Main Street Character: I value solutions that improve the appearance
of Main Street and make it a vibrant place for those who live, work, shop
and travel through the corridor.

Transit: I value solutions that support reliable and frequent transit
service that is accessible from destinations along Main Street.
Take-a-Ways
The project team heard diverse opinions and while we are still in the
process of compiling, summarizing, and analyzing the community feedback,
a key theme emerging is that across all interests' safety is by far the most
resonant value. Business access and traffic mobility also appear to be
important factors, so goals and objectives developed in this process should
reflect those values. The feedback also suggests the value statements may
need to be adjusted to broaden their scope.
Next Steps
The project team will be seeking feedback from the community on the draft
goals and objectives. At that time, we will share complete summaries of the
input received from the Strategic Advisory Committee, focus groups, online
open house, and email/phone/in-person comments when presenting draft
goals and objectives in early 2019.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project
Since our last e-update in April, the project team has made progress on
several items noted below working with the Technical Advisory Committee,
Strategic Advisory Committee, Planning Commission, City Council, and Main
Street Governance Team.
Additionally, an update on the Main-McVay Transit Study is also
provided below.
Revised Goals & Objectives
The project team has revised the goals and objectives shared in the April
e-update based on feedback received this past spring from the Technical
Advisory Committee, Strategic Advisory Committee, Planning Commission,
City Council, Governance Team, and community groups. The revised Goals &
Objectives will shape development of transportation improvement options for a
safer Main Street. In addition, the revised Goals & Objectives were used to
provide community input and direction to draft the framework that will be used
to evaluate infrastructure solutions for the Main Street corridor. The Goals
& Objectives Technical Memo can be viewed here.
Technical Analysis
The project team also completed technical analysis of Future Baseline
Transportation Conditions (no build) for the Main Street corridor and
conducted a Literature Review of potential economic effects that possible
infrastructure safety solutions might have on nearby businesses and property
owners. Both documents are posted in the "Technical Memos" section on the
project website. This summer, the project team and the Technical Advisory
Committee will be developing and analyzing safety solutions for Main Street to
present this fall for stakeholder and broader community consideration.
Frequently Asked Questions
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The project team has put together a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)
handout to answer common questions the team has received. One of the
frequently asked questions has been about what causes crashes on Main
Street. The FAQ handout provides data and information related to crashes on
Main Street between 2012-2016.
Upcoming Meetings
Governance Team - July 30, 2019
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #6 - August 6, 2019
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://www.mainstreetsafety.org.
Next Steps
This summer, the project team and Technical Advisory Committee will be
developing and analyzing alternative safety solutions for Main Street to
present for stakeholder consideration this fall. In addition to the Strategic
Advisory Committee and other advisory groups, the project team will engage
the broader community in review and screening of solutions. Also, in August,
ODOT and the City will mail letters to business and property owners on the
corridor notifying them of the opportunity to review the Key Principles and
Methodology that will be applied to future access decisions on Main Street.
Main-McVay Transit Study Update
The Main-McVay Transit Study will be taking the Main Street transit mode
choice to the Governance Team for guidance at their July 30th meeting. The
transit mode choice (Enhanced Corridor or EmX) will inform further analysis
that is done in coordination with the Main Street Safety Project alternative
safety solutions and will be a component of the Main Street Locally Preferred
Solution (LPS) that will be selected for future comparison to a "no change"
transit alternative. For more information, view transit mode choice memo that
went to the Springfield Planning Commission in June 2019.
The transit LPS will consist of both the transit mode choice and alignment for
the full Main Street Corridor from Springfield Station to Thurston. The Main
Street Governance Team is expected to provide guidance on a complete
transit LPS for Main Street in 2020 before it goes to the Springfield City
Council and Lane Transit District Board for public hearing and adoption.
To learn more about the Main-McVay Transit Study go to
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/.
Stay Informed
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If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

City of Springfield, Development & Public Works Department | 225 Fifth Street | Springfield | OR | 97477
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Main Street Safety Project Update 10-10-19: Updated FAQs for Main-McVay Transit Study, Upcoming Meetings and More

  

Main Street Safety Project

space
Web Page Refresh
The project team recently reorganized the Main Street Safety Project web
page to reduce the length of the page and make it easier to find documents.
The reorganization included splitting the page into two pages with documents,
meetings and event information on a separate, linked page. Additionally,
images have been refreshed and key information has been called out in text
boxes or highlighted. Check out the refreshed pages here.
Main-McVay Transit Study Frequently Asked Questions Updated
With the decision by the Governance Team at their July 30, 2019 meeting to
remove EmX from further study, the project's Frequently Asked Questions
document has been updated to reflect this decision. The document also
includes additional details for the two transit options that are currently being
studied further in Phase 2: Enhanced Corridor and No Change. At the next key
milestone for Phase 2, the document will be updated again.
Read the updated Frequently Asked Questions.
Upcoming Meetings
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #7 - October 22, 2019
Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting #4 - October 22, 2019
Planning Commission Works Session Meeting - November 5, 2019
City Council Work Session Meeting - November 12, 2019
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Next Steps
The project team and Technical Advisory Committee have been working to
finalize the alternative safety solutions for Main Street to present for
stakeholder consideration this coming fall and winter. In addition to the
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Strategic Advisory Committee and other advisory groups, the project team will
engage the broader community in review and screening of solutions.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
  
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
  
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
  

City of Springfield, Development & Public Works Department | 225 Fifth Street | Springfield | OR | 97477
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Main Street Safety Project
Changes to Project Schedule
In response to feedback from our elected officials over the last couple of
months, we have made several process adjustments. With this, the project
timeline has been pushed out approximately nine months. These adjustments
will provide the opportunity for us to capture more in-depth feedback on each
of the possible infrastructure elements in advance of refining comprehensive
safety solutions for consideration.
Upcoming Online Open House
The project team is scheduled to launch its second online open house on
March 4, 2020. This online open house will gather feedback from the
community to inform which possible infrastructure elements are preferred to
address the safety problem on Main Street. The possible infrastructure
elements being considered include raised medians, intersection control,
bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian facilities, and Enhanced Corridor transit.
We will send another e-update when the online open house is live, and you
can participate by watching two videos, reviewing information about each
possible infrastructure element and responding to questions about each
element. We would also appreciate your support by forwarding the online open
house to others interested in Main Street to help provide decision makers with
the community input necessary for making informed decisions regarding the
future of Main Street.
Local Access Meetings
The project team will hold meetings for property and business owners
immediately adjacent to Main Street to learn more about the possible
infrastructure elements and discuss how they might affect their property or
business. The intent of these meetings is to be "drop in" and to have property
and business owners attend the one that is closest to where their property or
business is located. A postcard with more details will be mailed to property and
business owners immediately adjacent to Main Street two to three weeks prior
to the meeting dates.

Meeting #1 at Ridgeview Elementary School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 7, 2020
Meeting #2 at Riverbend Elementary School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 8, 2020
Meeting #3 at Agnes Stewart Middle School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 9, 2020
Other Outreach to Occur
The project team will also reach out to the broader community to receive their
feedback on the possible infrastructure elements through focus groups with
the same organizations that focus groups were held with in the round one
community engagement in fall 2018.
Other Upcoming Meetings
Governance Team Meeting - To be determined
City Council Work Session Meeting - June 1, 2020
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #8 - Summer/Fall 2020
Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting #5 - Summer/Fall 2020
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Summary of Community Feedback Received in 2019
With the upcoming launch of the second major round of community
engagement including the project's second online open house, we prepared a
summary of community feedback received during 2019. To view all fact sheets,
meeting minutes, summaries, technical memos and more, visit the project's
Documents, Meetings, and Events web page.
Next Steps
After the second online open house and the Local Access Meetings have
taken place, the project team and Technical Advisory Committee will work to
refine solutions and create a set of alternative safety solutions for Main Street
for stakeholder review this coming fall and winter.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose

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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House #2 Live
Online Open House #2 is Live
Today, the project team has launched the second online open house for the
project. This online open house will gather feedback from the community to
inform which possible infrastructure elements are preferred to address safety
problem on Main Street. The possible infrastructure elements being
considered include raised medians, intersection control, bicycle infrastructure,
pedestrian facilities, and Enhanced Corridor transit.
You can participate by watching two videos, reviewing information about each
possible infrastructure element and responding to questions about each
element. You can spend as much time as you want to learn about each
infrastructure element, explore linked information, and provide your feedback.
On average, it will take approximately 15 minutes to view the videos and fill out
the questions. Your feedback is important to the success of the project and we
encourage you to participate! The online open house will be available through
April 13, 2020.
Go to the Online Open House #2
We would also appreciate your support by forwarding the online open house to
others interested in Main Street to help provide decision makers with the
community input necessary for making informed decisions regarding the future
of Main Street.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact

Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House #2
Extended through April 30
COVID-19 is Impacting All of Us
COVID-19 has rapidly changed the way many of us work, live and interact with
each other. Not only is this a stressful time for people throughout the State, we
understand that this is putting a tremendous economic strain on Springfield's
residents, businesses and property owners.
The rapidly changing events around us will affect everyone in our community.
The City of Springfield remains committed to ensuring that our community will
emerge from this ready to bounce back. Our City offices may be closed, but
we're still working for you and the future of Springfield.
Project Adjusts Community Engagement to Meet Public Health Needs
With that in mind, we know that safety continues to be a key concern in our
community. While the timelines for our projects may change, we want to
continue to work toward building a safer Main Street for all, and continue to
support the businesses that help make up our vital economic community.
Online Open House #2 - Feedback Opportunity Still Available
In early March, the project team launched the second online open house for
the Main Street Safety Planning project. This online open house is gathering
community feedback on possible infrastructure elements to address the safety
problem on Main Street. These include raised medians, intersection control,
bicycle lanes, sidewalk improvements and Enhanced Corridor transit.
Even as we maintain physical distance from each other, there are still ways for
you to engage with the future of Main Street if you are able and interested to
do so. Our Online Open House has been taking your feedback for the last few
weeks, and as many of us remain at home, the City has extended this
engagement opportunity.
If you have not already, we encourage you to participate by watching two
videos, reviewing information about each possible infrastructure element and
responding to questions about each element. You can spend as much time as

you want to learn about each infrastructure element, explore linked
information, and provide your feedback. On average, it will take approximately
15 minutes to view the videos and fill out the questions. Your feedback is
important to the success of the project and we encourage you to participate!
We thank you for your feedback.

Click on image to go to Online Open House #2.
Stay safe and healthy, and please reach out if you have additional questions or
concerns.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Summary of Results from Second Round of Community Engagement
The second round of community engagement was extended through the end
of April 2020 in light of COVID-19. We wanted to ensure there was additional
opportunity for community members to provide feedback on the possible
infrastructure elements being considered. After the second round of
community engagement wrapped up, staff compiled and analyzed the
feedback received. Then a presentation of the findings was provided to the
Springfield City Council in June.
Overall, community members confirmed they want to see safety improved on
Main Street. There were high-level consistent themes heard across all
engagement points when feedback was sought to inform which possible
infrastructure elements are preferred to address the safety problem on Main
Street. Those consistent themes were:
Continue considering a median. However, feedback varied on how much
of a median is desired when comparing safety improvement vs.
accessibility.
Continue considering both roundabouts and signalized intersections.
Intersections could vary but should be based on project criteria.
Further analyze roundabout priority locations based on combination
of safety benefit and right of way impacts.
Emphasize that truck U-turns are prohibited at signalized
intersections.
Desire wider/buffered/separated bike facility. There was strong support to
remove the conventional bike lane from further consideration.
Desire to keep landscaping in toolkit with the consideration to balance
with maintenance, safety, and right of way impacts. However, feedback
on what the balance could look like was varied.
Encouraged identifying priorities for phased implementation based on
safety benefit, cost and feasibility.
Consider prioritization of worst safety locations in earlier
implementation phases. Intersections and segments could be
improved in different phases and not all at once.
Concern expressed about the cost and feasibility of more
expensive options and encouraged a moderate level of investment

and feasible solution.
Expressed the need to vary design elements along corridor to meet
business and community needs. Toolkit idea reiterated for ability to
implement different safety elements that help meet the project goals
while considering right of way impacts.
Desire to provide better transportation options for people, especially
elderly and children.
Read more about the results from the second round of community
engagement on the project's document, meeting and events page.
Next Steps
Based on this feedback, we know that safety continues to be a key concern in
our community but possible infrastructure elements need to reflect a balanced
approach to improve safety and support business/economic development.
Staff will take this feedback and use it to refine the possible safety elements
and overall infrastructure solutions.
Then feedback on the refinements will be sought this fall through meetings and
presentations with the project's Technical Advisory Committee, Strategic
Advisory Committee, and the community members and groups. Refinements
and feedback collected on them will then be presented to the Springfield
Planning Commission, Main Street Governance Team, and Springfield City
Council in early 2021.
Upcoming Meetings
Technical Advisory Committee - Fall 2020
Strategic Advisory Committee - Fall 2020
We will send out another e-update once these meeting dates have been
confirmed and meetings with community groups have been scheduled.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The

Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Visit Project Website

Main Street Safety Project
Third Round of Community Engagement to Start
Based on feedback from the second round of community engagement, we know that
safety continues to be a key concern in our community but possible infrastructure
elements need to reflect a balanced approach to improve safety and support
business/economic development. Staff used this feedback to refine the possible safety
elements and overall infrastructure solutions.
Staff will be seeking feedback from stakeholders on the draft solution "toolbox" and
recommendations this winter through meetings and presentations. Staff will start with the
project's Strategic Advisory Committee, and then with community groups and focus
groups, and general community members. Feedback collected on the draft solution
"toolbox" and recommendations will then be presented to the Springfield Planning
Commission, Main Street Governance Team, and Springfield City Council in spring 2021.

Next Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting - Dec. 3, 2020
The Strategic Advisory Committee will meet from 4:00 to 7:00 pm on December 3, 2020.
The meeting will be virtual using the Zoom platform.
Please note that no public comment will be taken during this meeting but community
members are encouraged to view and listen to the meeting to learn more about the draft
solution "toolbox" and recommendations.
Join us online at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81937769364

View Meeting Agenda

Upcoming Community Outreach

Community Groups*
Springfield Chamber of Commerce: Gov't Issues Committee - Dec. 8
Springfield Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee - Dec. 8
Twin Rivers Rotary - Dec. 11
Springfield City Club - Jan. 7
Springfield Realtors - Jan. 14
Springfield Rotary Club - Jan. 20
*Some of these meetings are open to community members and some are membership
based for attendance. Please check with the group organizers about attending if you are
interested.
Focus Groups**
LCOG Disability Services Advisory Committee (Persons w/ Disabilities) - Jan. 15
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Willamalane Two50 Club (Youth) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Catholic Community Services food pantry (Low-Income) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Timber Pointe Assisted Living (Elderly) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Local Access Forums (Main Street Property/Business Owners) - Jan./Feb. TBD
**Please note attendance at Focus Groups is by invitation. For the Local Access Forums,
a letter will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business Owners with details on
dates and locations.
We will send another e-update with additional details about the Local Access Forums.
And, how individual community members can provide feedback on the draft solution
"toolbox" and recommendations.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates

Project Purpose
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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
541.726.4611

Email Our Project Manager

City of Springfield
Address: 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield Oregon, 97477
Phone: 541.726.3700
Fax: 541.726.2363
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Main Street Safety Project
Upcoming Local Access Forums
This February, the Main Street Safety Project is hosting online Local Access Forums for
Main Street business and property owners.
The Forums are an opportunity to:
Hear the latest project updates
Give feedback on the range of recommended safety tools, such as roundabouts,
raised medians, pedestrian facilities & biking upgrades
Discuss property access concerns and how the City will work with affected business
and property owners throughout the design process
Visit mainstreetsafety.org before February 5, 2021 to register for the online session that
works best for you, watch an orientation video, and review forum materials including the
Recommendation Fact Sheet.

Register for a Local Access Forum

Sign up during one of the three times below (each will include the same information):
Tuesday, Feb. 9 from 11:30 am – 1 pm
Wednesday, Feb. 10 from 4:00 – 5:30 pm
Thursday, Feb. 11 from 6:00 – 7:30 pm
If you are a Main Street Property or Business Owner please register to attend on of our
Local Access Forums on Main Street Safety Project.
In addition to this email, a postcard will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business
Owners about the Local Access Forums with details on dates and locations.

Recommendation Fact Sheet

Individual community members are encouraged to review the Recommendation Fact
Sheet as well. Learn more about the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range of
recommended safety tools. If you have feedback, you can submit a comment through the
project website or email the project manager.

View Recommendation Fact Sheet

Upcoming Community Outreach
Community Groups*
Springfield Rotary Club - Jan. 20
*Some of these meetings are open to community members and some are membership
based for attendance. Please check with the group organizers about attending if you are
interested.
Focus Groups**
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking) - Jan. 26
Willamalane Two50 Club (Youth) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Catholic Community Services food pantry (Low-Income) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Timber Pointe Assisted Living (Elderly) - Jan./Feb. TBD
**Please note attendance at Focus Groups is by invitation.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates
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Oregon based on the severity and frequency of traffic crashes. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project
Reminder About Upcoming Local Access Forums
If you are a business or property owner on Main Street within the project corridor of 20th
Street to 72nd Street, and haven't signed up for one of our Local Access Forums please
consider doing so. Thank you to those who have signed up.
Next week, the Main Street Safety Project is hosting online Local Access Forums for Main
Street business and property owners.
The Forums are an opportunity to:
Hear the latest project updates
Give feedback on the range of recommended safety tools, such as roundabouts,
raised medians, pedestrian facilities & biking upgrades
Discuss property access concerns and how the City will work with affected business
and property owners throughout the design process
Visit mainstreetsafety.org before February 5, 2021 to register for the online session that
works best for you, watch an orientation video, and review forum materials including the
Recommendation Fact Sheet.

Register for a Local Access Forum

Sign up during one of the three times below (each will include the same information):
Tuesday, Feb. 9 from 11:30 am – 1 pm
Wednesday, Feb. 10 from 4:00 – 5:30 pm
Thursday, Feb. 11 from 6:00 – 7:30 pm
If you are a Main Street Property or Business Owner please register to attend one of our
Local Access Forums on Main Street Safety Project.
In addition to this email, a postcard will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business
Owners about the Local Access Forums with details on dates and locations.

Recommendation Fact Sheet
Individual community members are encouraged to review the Recommendation Fact
Sheet as well. Learn more about the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range of
recommended safety tools. If you have feedback, you can submit a comment through the
project website or email the project manager.

View Recommendation Fact Sheet

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates
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Oregon based on the severity and frequency of traffic crashes. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project
Summary of Results from
Third Round of Community Engagement
The third round of community engagement occurred from December 2020 through
February 2021 to capture feedback on the proposed solution "toolbox" and range of
recommended safety tools. Specifically, roundabouts, raised medians, sidewalks and
biking lanes.
The third round included a Strategic Advisory Committee meeting, presentations to
community organizations, targeted focus groups with community members, and Local
Access Forums with business and property owners adjacent to Main Street within the
project corridor. Additionally, the project team received correspondence from individual
community members providing their feedback on the proposed solution "toolbox" and
range of recommended safety tools. After the third round of community engagement
wrapped up, staff compiled and analyzed the feedback received.
Overall, community members reconfirmed they want to see safety improved on Main
Street. Additionally, they confirmed they like the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range
of recommended safety tools to address safety as it provides the flexibility to implement
infrastructure that will accommodate different segments of the corridor instead of a "onesize-fits-all" approach. There were several high-level consistent themes heard across all
engagement points when feedback was sought on the recommended toolbox of solutions
to address the safety problem on Main Street. Those consistent themes were:

Project & Process
Largely heard excited about and understand need for project
appreciate process and outreach efforts
questions regarding data, deliverables, stages, outcomes
Some shared frustration with project speed or outreach approach
questions regarding project cost and funding
feedback regarding phased implementation

Toolbox & Recommendations
Largely heard positive feedback on toolbox & recommendations:
roundabouts good way to improve safety
pairing roundabouts with medians is critical
medians may require driving farther but worth it to improve safety and save
lives
in favor of sidewalk upgrades and more bike separation
concerns about access and site usage impacts for adjacent residences, businesses
and property owners
questions on elements, potential property impacts
Some shared concerns about medians and roundabouts:
people not knowing how to walk or drive through roundabouts
it takes time for public to learn how to safely navigate roundabouts
concern with out-of-direction travel with medians
concern with freight delivery with medians
phasing and design flexibility will minimize impacts

Other
Largely heard observations of behavior types at pedestrian crossings
desire to increase traffic enforcement for all
desire to decrease posted speed limit , especially in eastern segment
need for improved lighting
Some shared hope for transit design integration
utility relocation questions
Read more about the results from the third round of community engagement on
the project's document, meeting and events page.

Visit Our Project Website

Next Steps
Based on this feedback, we know that the community continues to want to address safety
on Main Street, but the implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a
balanced approach to improve safety and support business/economic development on the
corridor.
The project team will present the results of the third round of community engagement to
the City's Planning Commission, the Main Street Governance Team and then City Council.
As part of these presentations, the project team will ask several questions including:
Do the toolbox recommendations meet their expectations and direction to date?
Below are details for each of those meetings.

Upcoming Meetings
Planning Commission Work Session - Tuesday, Apr. 6 from 6 pm to 7 pm

View Planning Commission Agenda Packet

Governance Team - Tuesday, Apr. 20 from 3 pm to 4:30 pm
City Council Work Session - Monday, May 10 from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm
We will send out another e-update once these meeting agenda packets are finalized.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!
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Main Street Safety Project
Upcoming City Council Meeting
As we committed to in our April 1, 2021 e-update, we are sending another e-update with
the agenda packet for our upcoming presentation to the City Council.
City Council Work Session - Monday, May 10 from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm
The presentation will cover the results from the third round of community engagement for
the Main Street Safety Project. Plus, feedback received from the Planning Commission
and the Governance Team.
As part of the presentations, the project team will ask Council several questions including:
Do the toolbox recommendations meet their expectations and direction to date?
Based on feedback received, we know that the community continues to want to address
safety on Main Street, but the implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a
balanced approach to improve safety and support business/economic development on the
corridor. Further, that the recommended toolbox approach responds to this with simplicity,
flexibility, and phase ability.

View City Council Presentation Packet

To attend the virtual City Council meeting, a zoom webinar link is posted in the
presentation packet and can also be found on the City Council Meeting page.

Visit City Council Meeting page

Clearing Up Misconceptions about the Project

During the third round of community engagement, we heard some misconceptions about
what the project is or is not. We want to clear up those misconceptions.
There is a long history of planning projects on Main Street, and the current Main Street
Safety project has evolved based on feedback and input received throughout all of our
rounds of community engagement, recommendations from the Planning Commission, and
direction received from the Governance Team and the City Council.
Here is what the Main Street Safety Project is not:
It's not a Lane Transit District project
It's not EmX
It would not prevent all left turns
It would not need extensive new right-of-way
It's not one size fits all
It would not be built all at once
As shared above, based on feedback received during the third round of community
engagement, the community continues to want to address safety on Main Street, but the
implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a balanced approach to
improve safety and support business/economic development on the corridor. And, that the
recommended toolbox approach responds to this with simplicity, flexibility, and phase
ability.
In summary, the community has reiterated that:
There really is a serious safety problem on corridor;
It's ODOT and the City's duty to tackle problem;
Our approach is sensible and responsible; and
We do listen and we do care…and we will make adjustments in design phases.

Next Steps
Next steps will be based on direction and feedback from the City Council. The anticipated
next step will be for the project team to start drafting the Main Street Facility Plan. In our
next e-update, we will share direction and feedback received from the City Council and
confirm next step(s).

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates

Project Purpose
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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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,
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Main Street Safety Project
Direction Received from City Council
At their Work Session on May 10, 2021, the Springfield City Council gave our project team
direction to proceed with developing a draft Main Street Facility Plan. This direction was
provided after receiving a presentation that covered the results from the third round of
community engagement for the Main Street Safety Project. Plus, feedback received from
the Planning Commission and the Main Street Governance Team. The City Council also
confirmed that the toolbox recommendations met their expectations and direction to date,
including:
Addressing safety on Main Street;
Recommending implementation of infrastructure elements with a balanced
approach to improves safety and supports business/economic development on the
corridor; and
Presenting the recommendations with a toolbox approach that is simple, flexible,
and can be implemented gradually in phases.
Additionally, our project team shared the misconceptions about what the project is or is not
that we communicated in our last e-update. You can review them here.
City Council acknowledged community input and reaffirmed that there really is a serious
safety problem on Main Street, that it is ODOT and the City’s duty to tackle the problem,
and that the Main Street Safety Project’s approach is sensible and responsible. They also
emphasized the importance of continuing to engage community members and make
adjustments during future design phases.
You can review the Council minutes on the City's website.

Visit City Council Meetings page

Next Steps
Based on direction and feedback from the City Council, the project team will start drafting
the Main Street Facility Plan. This work will occur over the next three months.

As part of this work, the project team will be scheduling the final two Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) meetings for the Planning Phase of this project. The meetings will occur
in late summer and fall of this year.
The final Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting will also be scheduled for this fall
to review and provide feedback on the Draft Facility Plan. We will share dates and agenda
packets for these meetings once confirmed.
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about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!
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Main Street Safety Project
ODOT Immediate Safety Upgrades
Coming to Main Street and South A Street
This past spring, ODOT committed $10 million to make immediate safety upgrades around
the state. Specifically, looking for places with a need including:
Where smaller, immediate projects could make a difference.
Areas where more people use the sidewalks and bike lanes for transportation.
Where gaps could be filled in the transportation system to make it safer for all users.
Where crashes could be reduced.
One of those places is the Main Street and South A Street Corridor in Springfield. ODOT
has a $3 million budget to make these upgrades and is working with City of Springfield
staff to implement. These immediate safety upgrades coming on the Main Street and
South A Street Corridor are separate from the planning work that has been occurring for
the Main Street Safety Project but will support the work that is coming in future years, as
noted below.
These immediate safety upgrades will include:
Upgrading and adding LED lighting along the entire corridor.
Improving intersection turn signals for drivers and pedestrians.
Upgrading pedestrian detectors at traffic signals that will extend the crossing time
for pedestrians, when needed.
Refreshing and adding pavement markings and striping.
Adding two marked crosswalks in the downtown area.
Installing speed feedback signs.
Marking bike lane conflict areas.
Maintaining and replacing signs.
Updating an existing short barrier with tall concrete barrier along the OR 126
Expressway approaching Main Street to help direct pedestrians to safer crossing
locations.
These are things that will make a positive difference and can be done now.

How will these immediate safety upgrades work with the Main Street Safety Project?
With the Main Street Safety Project moving toward adoption of a facility plan, it will bring

needed larger scale safety changes to help increase safety for everyone using the street.
ODOT and the City of Springfield are working together on the immediate safety upgrades
to ensure that the work ODOT does now serves the community as we move toward longterm corridor safety goals. For example, lighting upgrades will support what we’ve heard
from the community during engagement rounds so far during the project.
The smaller, immediate safety upgrades to be made now will support the work that is
coming in future years after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted, and funding for
design and construction has been secured. These upgrades will be flexible, and equipment
can be repurposed into the longer-term construction projects, with some providing more
data to help inform future design decisions.

More details on immediate safety upgrades:
New marked crosswalks in downtown will draw drivers’ attention to pedestrians crossing
the street. Bicycle conflict striping will alert people bicycling and driving to where their
paths cross and they need to look out for one another. Speed feedback signs on the east
end of the corridor will remind drivers of the posted speed limits as they are reduced
coming into Springfield. Lighting upgrades along the entire corridor will help everyone see
and be seen to increase safety.
Crews will move quickly, and each upgrade will take a few days or less. Work will begin in
late August and be completed by October. ODOT will mail a postcard to residents,
businesses, and property owners adjacent to the corridor about these immediate safety
upgrades. Watch for this coming postcard.
For more information, project schedules, and to sign up for project email alerts:
visit the project webpage.

Visit Immediate Safety Upgrades Webpage

Main Street Safety Project Update
Based on direction and feedback from the City Council this past May, the project team has
been working on a draft of the Main Street Facility Plan.
As part of this work, the project team has scheduled final meetings with the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) to review and
provide feedback on the draft Main Street Facility Plan.
TAC meeting - Tuesday, Sept. 14 from 10:00 am to noon
SAC meeting - Monday, Sept. 27 from 4:00 to 6:00 pm
We will also be soliciting feedback from the broader community and will send out another
e-update later this summer to officially kick of our fourth round of community engagement.
Plus, we will mail a postcard to residents, businesses, and property owners immediately
adjacent to the corridor about how to provide feedback on the draft Main Street Facility
Plan.
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Main Street Safety Project

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/10/photo-ms-bike-lane.jpg)
The Main Street Safety Project will make changes that improve safety
and accessibility for all users.

Why are we doing this?

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/Fact-Boxes-1.png)
Safety – Main Street is consistently ranked among the
most unsafe streets in Oregon for people walking, biking,
driving, and taking transit.
Main Street is the heart of our city – It is a key eastwest street, an economic engine in the heart of
Springfield, and a major transit route.
A major transit corridor – Main Street is one of the
most heavily used transit routes in Lane County.
A healthy and safe Main Street for all – Improvements
are needed to ensure safe, accessible transportation for
everyone, whether by foot, bike, mobility device, bus, or
car.

Help make Main Street safer for people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit.
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.

Traffic on Main Street will likely go up by 20-30% over the next 20 years and the risks from crashes will increase… unless we act now to plan
changes that will save lives, reduce injuries, and lessen property damage.
The City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation are engaging our Springfield community and working to identify thoughtful
and effective safety solutions. Our goal is to create a coordinated plan that identifies the types of safety improvements that work best for all Main
Street users.

What we’ve heard so far – May 2021
Recently, we’ve heard some misconceptions about what this project will do. We encourage you to learn more below to get the facts about the
Main Street Safety Project:
LTD is involved, but it’s not a Lane Transit District project
It’s not about adding new EmX service
It would not prevent all left turns on Main Street
It would not need extensive new right-of-way
It’s not a one size fits all design concept
It would not be built all at once.
Learn More (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Springfield-Main-Street-Misconceptions-Fact-Sheet-Final.pdf)

Project Information
Most recent: Main Street Safety Fact Sheet #4 – Recommendation and Solution Toolbox (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2021/01/SpringfieldMainSt_FactSheet4withFigures_Final1Reduced-1.pdf)
To view all fact sheets go to the Documents, Meetings and Events page (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/)
for the project.

Documents, Meetings and Events (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/)
(Find copies of memos, reports, meeting summaries, and other project information.)

Get Involved
Visit this website regularly (mainstreetsafety.org) for the latest project information.
Attend community events (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/#meetings), and participate in online
open houses.
Contact the project team (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/) with comments and questions.

Target Schedule

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Schedule.png)

More information
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. The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Decision Making Process

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/11/Springfield-DecisionGraphic_Update-01-e1542407657403.jpg)
Click on to enlarge.

The graphic to the right illustrates the overall stakeholder and decision-making structure. This process has been designed to ensure that the
Springfield City Council and advisory groups have the benefit of community input at each major milestone of the planning phase.
The Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project is overseen by two decision-making groups, the Main Street Governance Team
(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/governance-team/) and the Springfield City Council. The Governance team includes representatives from the
City of Springfield, Lane Transit District, and the Oregon Department of Transportation, and works to provide informed direction and collaborative
decision-making to support current Main Street projects. The Springfield City Council provides oversight and final decision-making
responsibilities for the project.

About the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC)
The Strategic Advisory Committee is an opportunity for stakeholders to provide input, feedback, and guidance to staff, and to put together a set
of recommendations for the Planning Commission. This Committee is composed of residents, business and property owners, employees and
advocates from within the Main Street corridor, and from the wider Springfield community. There are representatives from the Chamber of
Commerce, senior citizens, bike and pedestrian interest groups, and members with disabilities. (View past SAC meeting information
(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/#strategic-advisory-committee-s).)
Strategic Advisory Committee Membership
William Belcher
James Coldren
Staci Holt
Susan Hartmann
Dean Huber
Dick Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga
Charles Richmond
Joe Tokatly
Jeffrey Wing
Dani Wright

For questions about this project, please contact:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
541.726.4611 or http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/ (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/)
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Background
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.

Project Purpose
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase 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 tra ffic
safety education and enforcement.
The Main Street Corridor Vision Plan, ODOT’s 2011 Safety Study, the Pedestrian Crossing Project and the MainMcVay Transit Study are some of the building blocks of this project, and coordination between projects is a key
part of our planning phase.

Why is this important?
Safety – Main Street is consistently ranked among the most unsafe streets in Oregon for people walking,
biking, driving, and taking transit.
Main Street is the heart of our city – It is a key east-west street, an economic engine in the heart of
Springfield, and a major transit route.
A major transit corridor – Main Street is one of the most heavily used transit routes in Lane County.
A healthy and safe Main Street for all – Improvements are needed to ensure safe, accessible
transportation for everyone, whether by foot, bike, mobility device, bus, or car.

Project Area

(/files/springfield-main-street/project-area.png)
Click to enlarge.
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Crash Data
To help determine possible solutions for Main Street, the project team
identified which factors contributed to crashes and analyzed the
overall safety of the street.

Crash History and Trends
The project team analyzed the most recent five years of reported crashes between 2012 and 2016, both along
the corridor and at key intersections on Main Street.
653 reported crashes occurred in the vicinity of Main Street between S. 20th and S. 72nd.
24 crashes – just 4% of all crashes – resulted in fatal or severe injuries, while nearly half resulted in
property damage. (Figure 1.)
20 pedestrian-involved crashes and 26 bicycle-involved crashes were reported. But these numbers might
not reflect the actual number of crashes involving cyclists and pedestrians – it’s common for less severe
crashes to go unreported.
Pedestrians accounted for most of the fatal crash victims, while vehicle passengers made up the majority of
severe injury crash victims. (Figure 2.) While pedestrian-related crashes comprise only 3% of all corridor
crashes, they make up 75% of fatal crashes and 10% of severe injury crashes.

Contributing Factors
The project team studied the crash data to help identify the common factors contributing to crashes on Main
Street.
Over 80% of crashes along the corridor were classified as rear-end or turning movement crashes. These
types of crashes are common on corridors with a high density of driveways and intersections, such as Main
Street.
The factors most commonly reported in fatal and severe crashes were failing to yield right-of-way (38%),
disregarding a traffic signal (12.5%), and following too closely (12.5%). (Figure 3.)
Impairment (drugs or alcohol) contributed to just over 5% of the total crashes on Main Street but contributed
to 12.5% of fatal or severe injury crashes.

Most Frequent Crash Locations
The team evaluated the number, type, and severity of crashes on Main Street and compared them to crash
trends on streets with similar characteristics. The intersections and segments with a higher than expected
number of crashes (Figure 4) are:
28th Street
30th Street
32nd Street
41st Street

42nd Street
54th Street
36th Street to 41st Street
41st Street to 42nd Street
42nd Street to 48th Street
51st street to 54th Street

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-crash-severity-breakdown.png)
Figure 1: The analysis identified the severity of the reported crashes. 24 crashes – just 4% of all crashes – resulted in fatal or severe
injuries, while nearly half resulted in property damage. (Click to enlarge.)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-crash-severity-by-user.png)
Figure 2: The analysis showed that pedestrians accounted for most of the fatal crash victims, while vehicle passengers made up the
majority of severe injury crash victims. (Click to enlarge.)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-factors-fatal.png)
Figure 3: What contributed to the fatal and severe injury crashes? The factors most commonly reported in fatal and severe crashes
were failing to yield right-of-way, disregarding a traffic signal, and following too closely. (Click to enlarge.)

Most Frequent Crash Locations (2012-2016)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/map-crash-locations.png)
Figure 4: The team evaluated the number, type, and severity of crashes on Main Street and compared them to crash trends on streets
with similar characteristics. The intersections and segments with a higher than expected number of crashes are shown on the map.
(Click to enlarge.)
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Issues & Values
Below is a list of key issues the community has raised about this
corridor. Which are important to you? The project team will use your
feedback to develop Goals and Objectives that will guide decisions
about what goes into the final plan.

Questions
Consider the following list of community values. Which are the most important to you?
Use the sliders to divide 21 points between the values listed below. You can assign up to 6 points in each
category. Where would you put the most points? If you run out, you can shift points between categories until
you are satisfied with the balance you achieve.

Safety
I value solutions that reduce risk of fatalities and
serious injuries.

Traffic Mobility
I value solutions that minimize congestion and
maintain the flow of traffic.

Local Business Access
I value solutions that support the viability of the
businesses on Main Street by providing access
and minimizing other impacts.

Main Street Character
I value solutions that improve the appearance of
Main Street and make it a vibrant place for those
who live, work, shop, and travel through the
corridor.

Transit
I value solutions that support reliable and
frequent transit service that is accessible from
destinations along Main Street.

0
0
0

0

0

0

Cost
I value solutions that are cost-effective and make
good use of public funds.

Total Spent: 0/21
Comment Wall: Do you have other values you believe should be considered as we develop and
evaluate potential solutions?

140 characters remaining.
Your answer to this question will be posted on this page for others to read. For the purpose of this exercise, you are limited to 140 characters. By leaving a
comment, you are agreeing to our comment policy.

Read other comments...
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Map Your Concerns
Use the map below to tell us where you encounter safety problems or
issues within the project area.

Instructions
Click Add Comment to show options for placing a comment on the map. (At smaller screen sizes, click
"Map Options" to show the comment button.) Once submitted, your comment will appear with an icon.
Read comments by clicking icons on the map.
Use Find a Place to search the map for streets or destinations.
Use the map controls to zoom in and out and change the map type between roadway and satellite.
Click Reset to restore the map view.

Possible issues...
Important destination
Frequently visited places, or places that are important to access.
Lighting and visibility
Locations where it is difficult to see because of obstructions or poor lighting.
Vehicle speed
Locations where vehicle speeds feel unsafe.
Difficult crossing
Locations where it is difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to cross Main Street.
Unsafe location
Locations that feel generally unsafe for travel, or where you have experienced vehicle conflicts or near
misses.
Property access
Locations where it is currently difficult to turn into or out of businesses and residences.
Other comments
Locations with other types of issues or concerns not described above.

(https://maps.google.com/maps?ll=44.045708,-122.944059&z=15&t=m&hl=en-US&gl=US&mapclient=apiv3)

Map data ©2021
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Coordinating Safety & Transit
Beginning in 2014, the City of Springfield and Lane Transit District
(LTD) engaged the community in a planning process to evaluate
transit options for the Main Street and McVay Highway Corridor as
potential solutions to address growing concerns about safety,
congestion, and quality of life.

The Enhanced Corridor Option
The transit study’s community outreach and technical analysis indicate the most viable transit mode for Main
Street at this time is Enhanced Corridor. EmX remains a possibility depending how development, traffic volumes,
and funding opportunities change over the next 10 to 30 years. Based on input received in response to the
question below, LTD and the City will identify key transit improvements in coordination with other transportation
improvements identified in the Main Street Facility Plan.

What is an Enhanced Corridor?
Enhanced Corridor is a term that describes a collection of moderate capital investments that will improve transit
reliability, speed, capacity, and passenger comfort for less expense than EmX.
Enhanced Corridor investments on Main Street could include:
Transit queue jumps (a special lane and signals for buses to “jump” ahead of other traffic at intersections
with congestion delays);
Better amenities at ground-level stops (such as trash receptacles, benches, shelters, automated fare
collection);
Consolidating stops to 1/3-mile spacing (provides faster, more reliable service and may attract more riders
through improved travel times and stop amenities); and
Deploying different sized buses – 40 to 60 foot – to accommodate fluctuations in peak and off-peak
ridership.
An Enhanced Corridor on Main Street would NOT include:
EmX Stations; and
Exclusive transit-only lanes east of 20th (except possibly at major congested intersections).
.

Transit improvements will be coordinated with other improvements identified in the Main Street Facility Plan.

Question
Are the Enhanced Corridor features described above appropriate for Main Street?
(Check one.)
Yes, the list makes sense

No, more improvements are needed
No, fewer improvements are needed
None of these improvements are needed
Not sure
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Next Steps
Thank you for participating! Remember to submit your comments
before you leave: your feedback will help us develop project goals and
solutions.

Stay Involved
Check our website (mainstreetsafety.org (http://mainstreetsafety.org)) and sign up for email updates.
Watch for a series of upcoming meetings for residents, business owners and property owners (posted on
our website).
Contact our team for more information:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org (mailto:info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org?
subject=Main%20Street%20Safety%20OOH%20Message), 541-726-4611

Target Schedule

Final Questions
(All of questions are optional.)
What is your zip code?

Zip code
Do you have anything else to share with the project team?

First Name
First Name
Last Name

Last Name
Organization

Organization
Email (Provide your email address only if you would like to be added to the project mailing list.)

Email Address

Demographic Information (Optional)
By answering the optional questions below, you can help us know whether we reached a representative crosssection of the community.
What is your primary way to travel in the region? (Check one.)
Car (mostly alone)
Carpool or vanpool (two or more people)
LTD fixed route bus service (Bus or Emx)
LTD Ridesource service
Bike/Walk
Other...
How often do you ride transit? (Check one.)
Every day
A few times a week
A few times a month
A few times a year
I have ridden before, but not in the past year
I don't ride transit
What is your age?

Age
With which gender do you identify? (Check one.)
Female
Male
Prefer not to specify
What language do you most often speak at home? (Check one.)
English
Spanish
Other...
Are you of Hispanic or Latino descent? (Check one.)
Yes
No
What is your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply.)
African-American/Black
Asian
Caucasian/White

Hispanic

Native American Indian
Alaskan Native
Other...

100% Complete
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Background
In Fall 2018, community members told us about the things that are
important to them on Main Street, and the problems they think need
to be addressed. Based on this feedback, the project team has
developed a set of possible safety improvements for consideration on
Main Street between 20th and 72nd Street.

01:58

Project Overview

Project Purpose
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase 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 traffic
safety education and enforcement.

What We've Heard
We have heard from the community that balancing safety, traffic mobility, and business needs on Main Street is
very important, so the project team has developed and analyzed various elements that can be combined to
create a comprehensive safety solution for Main Street. These elements aim for positive outcomes for each of

the Project Goals:
Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community – Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

Project Area

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/springfield-mainst-project-area.png)
Click to enlarge.
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

= Example path of a traveling vehicle.

Raised medians

A raised median provides a physical barrier that limits left turns and crossings to
safer locations. These changes would reduce the number of potential conflict points
and streets generally become safer and less stressful to travel on. Raised medians
could be the largest contributor to improved safety on Main Street, potentially
reducing crashes by up to 60%.
Any potential median on Main Street would have breaks for turning options to
provide access along Main Street, though some raised medians will require drivers
to travel a short distance to make safer left turns or U-turns at intersections. Raised
medians can be mountable to provide access for emergency response.
Conflict points without median access control.

Conflict points with median controlled access.

Photo: Example of a center median.

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/photo-median.jpg)

Examples of how raised medians could be implemented on Main Street:

Maximizing
Safety

Add raised medians with openings at major intersections only. More medians along Main Street
would have the greatest impact on improving safety but would also decrease the accessibility to and
from local streets, requiring some out of direction travel compared to existing conditions (taking
approximately 60-120 seconds more to reach a destination, on average).

Balancing Safety
and Access

Add raised medians with openings at major intersections and other local streets. This would better
balance the need to improve safety with accessibility on Main Street, reducing the amount of out of
direction travel while still providing signifcant safety benefits (taking approximately 30-60 seconds
more to reach a destination, on average).

Limited
Medians

Add raised medians only at locations with the most severe safety concerns. This provides the most
accessibility on Main Street with limited out of direction travel (taking approximately 10-30 seconds
more to reach a destination, on average). However, the amount of safety benefits that limited
medians would have on Main Street may be minor, as crashes occur along the entire street.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria
Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of
truck routes, and potential impacts on business signing.

Maximize
Safety

Balance
Safety
and Access

Limited
Medians

Maximize
Safety

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Balance
Safety
and Access

Limited
Medians

Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the
comfort of the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping,
and the directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main
Street destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to
cost and right-of-way impacts, and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Recognizing that the more medians that are added to Main Street, the greater impact we can have on safety, but
the more inconvenience people turning to and from the street may feel, where do you recommend the project
team focus their efforts? (Check one.)
Maximize safety improvements with more inconvenience for travelers (60-120 seconds of extra delay).
Moderate safety improvements with moderate inconveniences for travelers (30-60 seconds of extra delay).
Minor safety improvements with little inconvenience for travelers (10-30 seconds of extra delay).
Not sure/not enough information.
Given those tradeoffs, which raised median option(s) would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Maximize safety: Raised medians with openings at major intersections only.
Balance safety and access: Raised medians with openings at major intersections and other local streets.
Limited medians: Raised medians only at locations with the most severe safety concerns.
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s)
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

= Example path of a traveling vehicle.

Intersection Control



The major intersections on Main Street are currently controlled by traffic signals.
However, the use of either traffic signals or roundabouts will be considered as part
of this project because roundabouts have been proven to be significantly safer.
Conflict points in a
roundabout.

Conflict points in a
signalized intersection.



Examples of how intersection controls could be implemented on Main Street:

Roundabouts

Multi-lane roundabout at Franklin Boulevard.



By encouraging drivers to slow down and reducing the number of conflict points at an intersection,
roundabouts significantly reduce fatal and severe injury crashes, such as head-on and right-angle
crashes. They would lessen traffic congestion on Main Street and allow freight vehicles to make Uturns. While they may be more expensive and may take up more space than signalized intersections
currently do, roundabouts can decrease public and private costs by lowering crash and maintenance
costs over time.

Signalized Intersections

Signalized intersection at 42nd Street.
Retaining signalized intersections would not improve safety. Signalized intersections would likely
require and include minor modifications, such as more lanes added in specific locations to
accommodate increased traffic over the next 20 years, widening at the street near the corners to
accommodate U-turns, and some signal timing changes. Freight vehicles would be unable to make
U-turns at signalized intersections and would need to reroute using the local street network, which
has limited connectivity in some areas. The construction cost may be lower than building a
roundabout, but would require higher maintenance costs.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)
Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Roundabouts

Traffic Signals

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of truck routes,
and potential impacts on business signing.
Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.



Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Roundabouts

Traffic Signals

Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the comfort of
the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping, and the
directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main Street destinations
and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to cost and
right-of-way impacts, and the benefit-cost of safety-focused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Where do you recommend the project team focus their efforts? (Check one.)
Roundabouts
Traffic signals
Not sure/not enough information.
Which type(s) of intersection control(s) would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Roundabouts
Traffic signals
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s)
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

02:26

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Bicycle Infrastructure



Main Street currently has a narrow, five-foot bike lane. To make Main Street safer
and more comfortable for people biking, more separation of bicycle and vehicle
traffic is needed. The following bicycle infrastructure types are being considered
when developing solutions for Main Street, ranging from types that provide the least
to greatest level of comfort and safety.

Examples of how bicycle infrastructure could be implemented on Main Street:

Conventional Bike Lane (6')

Conventional bike lanes establish part of the street for exclusive use by bicyclists through striping,
signage, and pavement markings. A conventional bike lane has a small footprint, making it easy to
implement, but it does not improve safety or comfort for people biking on Main Street.

Buffered Bike Lane (7'-10')



A buffered bike lane has a painted buffer to provide more space between people biking and people
driving. It increases the comfort of people biking and still has a relatively small footprint.

At-grade Separated Bike Lane
(9'-12')

A separated bike lane goes beyond a buffered bike lane to increase the safety and comfort of
bicyclists by physically separating them from motor vehicle traffic with vertical delineators, such as
flexible plastic posts. An at-grade separated bike lane would be difficult to implement for long



stretches of Main Street due to the number of driveways, mailboxes, transit stops and cross streets
that would require breaks in separation. However, vertical separation could still be included in select
locations.

Raised Cycle Track
(11'-15')

A raised cycle track provides a separated bike lane that is raised from the street level (either at the
level of the sidewalk or slightly lower) and could include a landscaped buffer. It would provide a lot of
separation between people driving and people biking to significantly improve safety and comfort but
would require more space than other options for the bicycle infrastructure types on Main Street. It
would be difficult to implement in areas where there are numerous driveways and intersections, such
as the Main Street corridor.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Conventional
Bike Lane (6')

Buffered Bike
Lane (7'-10')

At-Grade
Separated
Bike Lane
(9'-12')

Raised Cycle
Track (11'-15')

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle
speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses,
availability of truck routes, and potential
impacts on business signing.



Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Conventional
Bike Lane (6')

Buffered Bike
Lane (7'-10')

At-Grade
Separated
Bike Lane
(9'-12')

Raised Cycle
Track (11'-15')

Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through
Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking
and biking, and the comfort of the walking
and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such
as landscaping, and the directness of routes
between neighborhoods and Main Street
destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be
implemented due to cost and right-of-way
impacts, and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
With the understanding that some types of improvements may not be possible in all locations, how
would you prioritize the following types of bicycle infrastructure?
Prioritization Feedback

Click and drag the options listed below into this box, then arrange by
priority. 

 Conventional bike lanes
 Buffered bike lanes

 Not ranked.

 Not ranked.

 At-grade separated bike lanes
 Raised cycle tracks

 Not ranked.

 Not ranked.



Which type(s) of bicycle infrastructure would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Conventional bike lanes

Buffered bike lanes
At-grade separated bike lanes
Raised cycle tracks
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s).
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Pedestrian Facilities



In many places on Main Street today, the sidewalk is very narrow (six feet or less)
and tight against the curb, creating a stressful walking environment. To provide a
lower stress pedestrian environment, wider sidewalks with a buffer between people
walking and cars would be needed. On Main Street, wider sidewalks (6’-8’) are
being considered both with and without landscaping between people walking and
people driving. Landscaping offers an opportunity to enhance the appearance of the
corridor and provide a place to relocate mailboxes, utility poles and other features
that currently obstruct the sidewalk in some areas. The landscape strip would
require maintenance and care should be taken to ensure trees do not block the
visibility of business signs. Given that sidewalks are currently curb-tight in most
locations along Main Street, adding a buffer between people walking and cars
would have more impacts to adjacent businesses.

Examples of how pedestrian facilities could be implemented on Main Street:

Curb-Tight
Sidewalk

Curb-tight 6-8 ft sidewalk with no obstructions
Source: City of Springfield

Sidewalk with
Landscaped Buffer


Landscaped buffer between street and sidewalk
Source: City of Springfield

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Curb-tight Sidewalk
(6’-8’)

Sidewalk (6’-8’) with
landscaped buffer
(5’+)

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of truck
routes, and potential impacts on business signing.
Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the
comfort of the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping, and
the directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main Street
destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to
cost and right-of-way impacts and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.


= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Signifcant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Which type(s) of pedestrian facilities would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Curb-tight sidewalks
Sidewalks with a landscaped buffer
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s).
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Enhanced Corridor Transit



The recommended solution for Main Street will accommodate Enhanced Corridor
transit, consistent with the Main-McVay Transit Study’s recommended Main Street
build option. Enhanced Corridor transit can improve reliability, reduce transit travel
times, and increase passenger comfort.

Based on community feedback and technical analysis for transit along Main Street, the Main Street
Governance Team removed EmX (bus rapid transit) from further study in July 2019 and moved forward
with Enhanced Corridor as the transit mode to analyze further in coordination with the Main Street Safety
Project. Enhanced Corridor includes features to improve reliability, reduce transit travel times, and
increase passenger comfort, such as bus queue jumps or roundabouts, stop enhancements and
amenities, and adjustments to stop locations. The details for the transit enhancements will be
determined after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted and a transit project moves into Phase 3:
Project Design.
To learn more about the Main-McVay Transit Study, visit http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvaytransit-improvement-study/ (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/).
Current transit service changes may occur outside of the Main-McVay Transit Study. To learn more and
view current bus schedules, visit https://www.ltd.org/service-changes/ (https://www.ltd.org/servicechanges/).
Next: Next Steps 
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Next Steps
Thank you for participating! Remember to submit your comments before you leave: your
feedback on the elements will help the project team refine solutions and create a set of
three alternatives for further review.
This site is now closed to new comments, but you can submit feedback using the project
website (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/).

Stay Involved
Check our website (mainstreetsafety.org (http://mainstreetsafety.org)) and sign up for email updates.
Watch for a series of upcoming meetings for residents, business owners, and property owners (posted on
our website).
Contact our team for more information:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org (mailto:info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org?
subject=Main%20Street%20Safety%20OOH%20Message), 541-726-4611

Target Schedule

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/mssp-schedule.png)
Implementation of selected solutions will likely occur in phases over time. Some parts of the corridor may not be
affected by construction for at least several years after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted.

Final Questions
(All questions are optional.)
Do you have any additional comments about the alternative solutions or other feedback?

What is your zip code?

Zip code

Tell Us About You
First Name
First Name
Last Name

Last Name
Organization

Organization
Email (Provide your email address only if you would like to be added to the project mailing list.)

Email Address

Demographic Information
By answering the optional questions below, you can help us know whether we reached a representative crosssection of the community.
What is your primary way to travel in the region? (Check one.)
Car (mostly alone)
Carpool or vanpool (two or more people)
LTD fixed route bus service (Bus or EmX)
LTD Ridesource service
Bike/Walk
Other...
How often do you ride transit? (Check one.)
Every day
A few times a week
A few times a month
A few times a year
I have ridden before, but not in the past year
I don't ride transit
What is your age?

Age
With which gender do you identify? (Check one.)
Female
Male
Prefer not to specify
What language do you most often speak at home? (Check one.)

English

Spanish
Other...
Are you of Hispanic or Latino descent? (Check one.)
Yes
No
What is your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply.)
African-American/Black
Asian
Caucasian/White
Hispanic
Native American Indian
Alaskan Native
Other...
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Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
Leading up to and including the fourth round of community engagement (3/2/21 – 11/19/21), the
project team received 69 comments/correspondence 1 on topics related to the project from 34
individuals. These comments were submitted outside of community group meetings, Local Access
Forums, and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #6. Twenty-three comments were
submitted via the project webpage or sent to the project email address, 32 were sent via email directly
to project team members, 11 were made over the phone, and three were in person, with staff
responding to comments and inquiries as they were received.

Observations & Values
The greatest concentration of correspondence, about forty percent, reflected the project’s Business
Community goal while approximately one-quarter of the comments reflected the Vital Community goal;
the remainder reflected the Safety, Mobility, Feasibility, and Transportation Choices goals. Across all
goals, the comments can largely be characterized as follows:
•

Requests for clarifications, confirmations, or questions following project E-Updates, mailers, and
other project outreach plus website navigation questions;

•

Appreciation for project engagement, information, and responsiveness 2;

•

Positive reception for project and positive feedback on draft Facility Plan or specific tools;

•

Inquiries regarding design phase engagement and a desire to remain engaged in the project;

In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented
in Appendix A.
2
Two commentors expressed that online meetings have not been helpful and/or outreach not adequately
extensive.
1
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•

Concerns regarding potential property/business impacts, during and after construction,
including right-of-way, out of direction travel, and site access/usage for residents, customers
and freight 3;

•

Suggestions for alternative solution approaches, including pilot projects, increased traffic
enforcement and education, lowering the posted speed limit, and more enhanced pedestrian
crossings;

•

Acknowledgement of safety problem yet doubt that tools address project goals as presented in
draft Plan 4; and

•

Assertions that effort not worth the community benefits.

Two comments related to the outreach and promotion of the Local Access Forums. In response, the
project team reached out to various business and residents on the corridor to confirm they had been
notified of the Local Access Forums and to better understand their reasons for not attending. Six
commentors shared that last minute circumstances, lack of interest, other priorities, the online format,
and general agency distrust influenced their decision to not attend the Local Access Forums.
Refer to Appendix A for comment details.

One commentor reflected on existing out of direction travel for bicyclists and pedestrians on the corridor, as well
as the economic impact of bicycle and pedestrian trips.
4
A couple of commentors questioned the validity of the safety problem.
3

Other Comment Submission Summary| Page 2 of 2

SPRINGFIELD MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT

Appendix

Other Comment Submission Summary

Appendix A

Appendix A: Other Comment Submissions
Contact
Jerry Hooten

Dan
Jenkinson

Jean Bewely
Charlotte
Crawford

Dani Wright

Isabel Jones
Brad & Sally
Welt
Sabree
Hamel

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Jerry said that he had seen the Local Access Forums invitation but had not really been keeping up with the latest in the project and maybe lost
some momentum and interest. He expressed earlier disappointment that frontage was going to be taken. He said he had not yet reviewed the
latest recommendations but would and appreciated the consideration. He expressed that he had no issues with a median or the roundabouts.
Dan shared that he did see the invitation to the Local Access Forums and while he understood the reasoning for them, that the format of online
meetings was not really in line with his style of communication. He stated that he prefers to be able to be on-site and walk and talk with faceto-face communication as had happened with the pedestrian crossing projects. He noted that he and others may feel that after the initial
meeting a few years ago many felt that the outcome was preordained and that it did not matter how many additional meetings or comments
were received that the City would do what they wanted anyways. Dan expressed that loading and unloading of vehicles from Main Street is an
issue for him and when he uses the side street if cars are parked it blocks thru movements and is not ideal with the residents becoming upset.
He said that other dealers in the vicinity also use the two way left turn lane for loading and have similar issues which would be compounded
with the loss of the two way left turn lane and/or use of the local roads for loading and unloading of vehicles. For him, the biggest concern was
any possible loss of frontage as he sees it as a possible business killer for him. Dan expressed appreciation in the call and project status update.
Jean shared that she saw the invitation to the Local Access Forums, but it is tax season and they are very busy, so attending a meeting which
she had limited interest in and being busy in other work was why she did not sign up to attend.
While talking with City staff about the 66th pedestrian crossing installation, Charlotte said that she had received notification about the Local
Access Forums but was not interested in attending and only really wanted to comment on reducing the speed limit down to 35 MPH.
Dani informed the project team of health challenges that prevented her from attending the Local Access Forums and she requested that a
project team member get in touch with her to discuss possible impacts and concerns to her property.
I touched base with Joe T and he said that there was less then 10 people that attended the forum. Five of the guests where his lawyer, sons
etc. I don’t believe the forum was successfully promoted. The email outreach did not succeed. I’ll reach out to my email list of businesses and
see if they knew about the forum. Just to help you with feedback. You would think with 400 business and 30000 residents that there should be
a quorum of interested parties before a consensus before decisions are made.
Hmm. I own 2 businesses on Main St. No postcards. No one I know received a postcard or email. No one I know Knew about the forum.
Whatever the case the last open house had 56 people this one 11. The notifications are not working to the community at large’s benefit.
I am sorry I didn't attend. I had an unexpected visit from my niece who lives in North Dakota. My apologies.
We met in 2018 when you came by our business, Giant Burger at 38th and Main to talk about the project. I’m just curious if anything has
changed in the last few years regarding the measurements of the width of the road and where the sidewalk borders the north side of Main St.
Our building is very close to the road currently, there’s not much room to give. We’re also curious if the trees have to come down? The phone
booth and the sign moved? We also own a small rental house on the same property and our tenant is a bit concerned as well. I tried to weed
through the info in the update you emailed out today to no avail... any info you can forward will be greatly appreciated!
Hope this email finds you well. I am wondering, after re-reading this email, if I might virtually attend the meetings without participating? I see
that giving priority to those directly affected makes sense but without participating I would not be taking up their time, but still be educated.
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Thank you for your quick response. Although I won't be able to attend/watch on 5/10 I can sometimes see them on their you tube channel
later, not always not sure what it is based on. And thank you for the link.
Thank you [for the link to the 5.10.21 Council Work Session]!
I just watched the council meeting and I found myself considering Counselor Pishioneri's example of a person who lives on Main Street driving
and how much out of direction travel they would have - but from the perspective of a person who walked instead. Just fiddling with google
maps, it looks like out of direction travel time to cross the street for Google's walking speed is about 10 minutes if you're halfway between
crosswalks? Does that sound about right? I attached a couple of images below, Google renders the direct crossing a little strangely, but my
understanding is that T intersections are legal crosswalks in Oregon (can you confirm?), though obviously not safe at current speeds of course.
I'm curious if this project has a minimum acceptable time limit for out of direction travel for pedestrians like it does for drivers? Given that
long out of direction travel for a pedestrian is a likely driver of less safe crossings (legal or not), especially for senior and mobility impaired
pedestrians who may be challenged to walk a half mile, this seems like an important safety consideration. Since these discussions seem to
focus on economics almost more than safety, I would also add the important but perhaps not often considered point that people who do not
drive do spend money. One study in fact showed that they spend 40% more than drivers. Thanks for all of your work on this project.

Kevin
Schaper

Bill Boresek

Thank you! There's a lot to dig into here but reading the definition of Urban mix and seeing that it's being applied all the way out to Bob Straub
is very exciting. Have a great weekend.
I have a question based on the documents, the example image on page 10 of the document the refined alternate solutions seems to still show
2300+ feet between crosswalks. Would the 250-550 distance between crossings go in as additional RRFBs, some other treatment, or might it
actually stay as 2300+ feet between crossings based on council direction? Thanks so much for helping me get a better understanding of the
project!
Bill left a voicemail stating that he had just come across the Local Access Forum postcard on his desk from earlier this year and had spoken to
someone in the past about the project so was looking for an update. When City staff returned the call, Bill said that what is of most interest to
him is maintaining driveway access for the post office distribution facility on his site. He would like to stay involved in the project - he thinks it is
a great thing and the project will make Main Street safer. His main concern is that is if it is not constructed correctly it will be devastating to
some, such as the mail carriers who make use of his property. Bill noted that this is a big project and asked for clarification on the timeline. He
said that the conversation had been very helpful.
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Lisa left a voicemail noting that she had been engaged with the project early on and wanted to get a status update. When City staff returned
her call she confirmed that she had received the most recent E-Update but found it challenging to understand where we are with the project
and impacts to properties. She asked about the median recommendation in relation to her property and reiterated her concerns regarding
Lisa Edelberg
freight access. She asked what 'long-term' means as it relates to the cross sections. She thanked staff for taking the time to explain the status of
the project a little more clearly, noting that it made sense that she couldn't translate what the E-Update was trying to convey because things
are still vague.
Thank you for hanging in over the long-term to get these long needed and long desired improvements! No simple thing to accomplish over
John
seven miles and seven years and 700 meetings! Great kudos for your work, vision and perseverance [in spite of dubious reluctance from many
Tamulonis
officials over those years]! Your good hands are quite evident! I appreciate the effort in difficult times. I hope all is well with you and your
family! Stay safe and be well!
Great news about the additional funds for Main St! I had asked ODOT (Don Hamilton) about this program back in May, but they hadn’t yet
determined where they would go. It looks like a good plan to increase safety, including on 82nd in Portland, which is where a lot of the funds
could go, too. A couple of questions: could there be some pilot safety programs tested through these funds to install some raised medians
that are part of the Main St safety design concepts? This would be a good way to test efficacy and also maybe prove to some businesses that
Mike Koivula the medians won’t hurt their customers as badly as they fear. The other question relates to lighting. I find the LED street lights very harsh and
glaring. Are there any new light fixtures or bulbs that might reduce this, while still providing better illumination? I think some of the downtown
LEDs resemble a gulag. It would be great to find the latest research on this. We need to try to cut down on light pollution as much as possible.
Thanks
Thanks for the timely answer. Again, great to get these new funds!
Hi, I want to congratulate you on the work you’ve done so far for the Main Street Safety Project. You’ve presented a clear vision and I feel
you’ve done a good job with communication. I have some criticism though. First, I believe the roundabout at 21st Street and Main is a terrible
mistake, as well as all of Phase 7. It’s the only roundabout location I object to, and that is because it’s my opinion that the architectural
character of Main Street west of 28th doesn’t conform to what is found in the rest of the study area yet it’s treated systematically as if it did
conform. Secondly, I can’t help but notice that the “example” area that shows a new roundabout at 54th Street and Main (figure 33) where it
makes sense. It’s misleading though because that same roundabout at 21st would threaten the Paramount Center, and the coup de grace of
Phase 7 seems to insure ultimate demolition. The Paramount Center is a notable, remarkable, historic preservation success. That place is a
Tim Hilton
blue-ribbon example of restoration and re-use of a historic property. It is also a local landmark to everyday users of Main Street. It is also a
very successful neighborhood commercial node and is the gateway to the residential tracts to the north. Alas it has no official historic
designation at this point, I’m sure the community would soon consider it that way if it were to be demolition was threatened and may move to
list property on the National Register of Historic Places, NRHP. I suggest the planning team think out of the box for Phase 7 and the area west
of 28th Street. The long-term goal should find a way to coexist and sustain the existing urban fabric in this particular area. There isn’t a lot of
traffic on 21st Street so this is all about the traffic on Main Street. So why sacrifice and ruin 21st Street, which works very well already, for the
unloved intersection at Main Street? Can’t there be the possibility that the Paramount Center remains, and the traffic solution can be resolved
in a way that features Paramount Center as a landmark and nodal center? There’s an example already for what I’m suggesting within the city
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limits: the intersection of Harlow Road and Laura is closer to the roundabout at Pioneer Parkway than 21st Street is to 28th Street, and that
doesn’t cause congestion and was the result of analysis similar to yours. Something like that would be much more appropriate for the
intersection of 21st Street and Main than the present suggestion of a roundabout. Thank you for your attention! Please feel free to contact me.
Thanks for the response! The Tech Memo #15 proposal looks good. I want to say that I think these proposals are first rate and demonstrate
techniques that have successfully been developed in Europe since the 1970s to reduce safety and user problems that arose in circumstances
exactly like Main Street. I also think that these improvements will result in a whole new way that users think of Main Street and will guide
future development and growth. I think there’re also for Re-use and Preservation opportunities that may result. Really good work! Thanks
again.
David left a voicemail and submitted a comment via the project website requesting more clarification regarding the implementation timeframe.
What is the proposed timeline for this project? Phase I will affect Les Schwab and we would like to plan accordingly. Thank you.
Thank you [for the information].
Thanks for the information on the facility plan. Couple of questions - we are owners of the subway property in the NE quadrant of 42nd/Main
street. I notice that this intersection is part of phase 1 level project list. On page 40, the summary of impacts studied for businesses mentioned
access and out of direction travel associated with raised medians and roundabouts and their approach medians. This will be a major concern
at this intersection and adjacent roadway segments that provide critical access to businesses in this area.
- When will we expect specific engagement regarding any phase 1 project and providing viable designs
- what have the traffic studies shown on operations at this proposed roundabout during peak hour operations and the potential impacts to
any adjacent accesses
- the report discusses having reviewed impacts of raised medians on similar projects, can you provide any study results for impacts of
roundabouts and raised medians to adjacent business and access. Because there is no other city street system to serve these properties, it
seems like the only solution for drive by traffic will be to go out of direction to the next opening or intersection and perform a "U" type of turn.
I am not sure how this will be made safe and in fact not sure any driver would be willing to make to get to businesses.
Thanks - A couple of follow-up questions:
• Roundabouts are great for overall delay because during non-peak hours no-one is stopping, but with a business that relies heavily on
access during peak hours I am interested in backup and delay during the peak business hours for roundabouts.
• Below is a copy of the very rough roundabout layout at 42nd street. Our property is on the far-right side in the NE quadrant, there is
no access shown from Main Street ere I am assuming this is an oversight, but the drawing should be corrected, even in the concept
phase to correctly show this access. Also, on this same drawing you can see that there is no city alley/street at the back of the Arco,
Arby's and Subway, which will need to be added if the Raised median is installed on Main Street. Without this the impacts of the
raised median will be catastrophic for Arby's and Subway.
Thanks, what I said doesn't make allot of sense when I look back as it as well, sorry to waste that time for you. There are way too many tech
memos and studies to keep track of for me, you all have done a good job of trying to keep everyone engaged and answer questions. It comes
as no surprise, that our business concern is getting customers to the business. With a roundabout at 42nd street and the raised medians on
Main street, this changes all of our locations operations and potentially cuts off a majority of our potential customers. Assuming out of
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direction travel will work for this location is just not the case. As noted in the EcoNW memo snip below, out of direction travel is most
impactful for pass by businesses and especially those between 42nd and 54th street. I am not sure how you solve this problem, one solution is
that in addition to our access from main street, the City/State could install a local backage road in this area as a part of the project. When your
team gets the opportunity, we would be glad to meet and discuss this at any time and the sooner the better
Thanks. We will continue to be engaged and make the comments we hope are relevant to the planning phase, as well as after the future
development phases. It would seem appropriate to ask for new city streets/alleys to be considered and included in any updated city comp
plans, etc.
Hello, I have stated that I do not have 4' to give, I do not believe the expense of moving telephone poles, fire hydrants and general utilities is
worth the extreme loss of business revenue for the gain of 4'. work within the frame of existing Main St. look at open areas for the LTD pull
overs. Look at the intersections that need help. Bob Straub has room and needs controls. No person, business or revenue will be thrown out
of their livelihood.
Hello, Wright's Property Acquisitions says stay within the footprint of Main St. Do not take our parking, access and mobility.
Leon left two voicemails requesting more information regarding the project. City staff returned the call, and his voicemail directed the caller to
his cellphone number. Staff also called the cellphone and left a voicemail apologizing for the delay in a return call due to staff work schedules
and asking him to return the call at his earliest convenience.
Bill left a voicemail stating that he received the postcard with the draft Facility Plan information. When City staff returned the call, Bill
requested an in-person meeting. Bill said that he had reviewed Tech Memo #15 and the draft Facility Plan and overall it seems like a good plan
and is pretty easy to follow for the lay person. He said that he understands the gist of what sparked the project. He acknowledged that it will
have an impact on a lot of property owners with a lot of driveways and that not all will be happy but it seems like City staff are trying to do the
best for the community. Bill asked clarifying questions regarding the project schedule and process, implementation costs, funding sources, the
Balanced Width cross-section, driveway density, and LTD service. Bill asked how the enhanced pedestrian crossings on Main Street are working
out. He also asked if the City is happy with how the existing roundabouts in Springfield are functioning, noting that the Franklin location seems
like a challenging choke point that works well. He asked about crash statistics before and after implementation. Bill noted that he was pleased
to see that in the preliminary conceptual drawings that no median is shown in front of his property and he wondered how likely that will
continue as the design advances. He shared that in addition to customers the postal service tenant has 20 mail carriers and semis that need to
access the site regularly. Bill asked for more specificity, if possible, regarding the likely timing of funding/design/construction for Phase 4. Bill
asked if he will be informed before design is finalized for the segment in front of his property. He asked about ODOT’s engagement in the
planning phase. Bill said that he has always found Springfield staff to be reasonable and have the community's interest in making the
community better. He added that it is hard to keep all people happy but the flexibility in the plan is important and not always found in other
communities.
Good morning, thank you for the follow up!
Recently, it was brought to my attention that there is soon to be construction on Main Street. I believe this will cause more damage than good
to our community. With medians being put in, this could cause more accidents and lots of confusion. More people are less likely to stop, let
alone, slow down. This is also a huge inconvenience for small businesses that currently run up and down Main Street. As someone who works
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for a locally small business, I strongly believe this will ruin the respect that people have developed for Main Street. Along with that being said,
shipments will be more difficult for truck drivers who drive semi- trucks. Unfortunately, putting a median seven miles down main street along
with roundabouts, will NOT help with safety NOR will it help with people slowing down and stopping. This is ruining our community and we do
NOT want change. Sincerely, A concerned patron
I wanted to address my opinion on the Main Street reconstruction project you guys are planning. I feel that this project will cause many issues,
not only for safety but it will affect many small businesses. Safety wise round abouts can cause many accidents. People tend not to yield when
they are supposed, and large trucks cannot easily fit through these roundabouts which can cause blockages and accidents. As far as small
businesses, this reconstruction would cause businesses to lose costumers and make it difficult for product to be shipped in. It would cause
businesses to lose customers, for example instead of it taking them only 5 minutes to get down main street in the past, it would now take
them 20 minutes causing them to go to a bigger box store where they can get there faster. It would also cause issues with trucking shipments,
because big semis cannot easily fit through roundabout and would have to completely reroute due to medians. As someone who has lived
here my whole life, and who is employed by small business and supports many small businesses along main street, this will ruin many small
businesses. It may even lead to places having to be shut down. Main Street is known and respected for its small businesses, don't ruin that for
people. Thank you!
Sally called to note that she is getting error messages when she tries to access the MSSP website using Google Chrome.
Thanks. Guess I wasn’t clear on what I’m looking for. I HAVE been able to access what you sent but trying to dig deeper to get specifics is
where I’m running into trouble. The message I receive says “this website may be impersonating “main street safety.org” and tells me to go
back to the previous page. Is there anywhere that I can see what the actual “blueprint” shows? Such as median locations, and how are they
planning to access four more feet on either side? Etc. Thanks for your help, it’s hard not being there to walk in and ask!
I am concerned about your plan to put center meridians down Main Street. I live on the south side of Main Street and have a very hard time
pulling out of my drive to go west. I usually have to use the center lane to get into traffic. Also coming from the east and turning into my drive
would be utterly impossible without a center lane. Pulling out of our drive with trailers (which we use) would even be more problematic.
There are driveways every 50-90 feet down Main St. Are you going to make gaps that often in the meridian? What about multi-family units
going up along Main which the City is encouraging? That means more traffic trying to get past the meridians. Being able to do U-turns is NOT a
safer way to manage traffic. The big trucks that travel Main St cannot safely stop on a dime to avoid a vehicle doing a U-turn nor even the
average driver. With a meridian there is nowhere to go to make a safe turn. On the issue of round abouts, they may be useful some places,
but Main Street is a major corridor for travel going east and west. We need to accept that fact. It would not be easy, maybe even impossible
for a large oversize truck to manage one roundabout let alone several trying to get to and from Springfield. Also how is a roundabout handled
with regard to pedestrian traffic at an intersection? I am concerned about that too. I agree that Main Street has safety issues. But maybe we
can reduce the speed and ENFORCE it for the full stretch to 79th. Also, I believe the pedestrian crossings are a good measure, let's have more.
Traffic lights also slow people down, let's have more. Another concern which may or may not be a problem is who will be paying for new
sidewalks etc. Are you going to be sending Main Street owners a bill for all or any of this? Or a new addition to our tax bills? With COVID your
public meetings are really not too helpful. There needs to be more outreach to the public such as maybe via the local news? More mailings
etc. I have signed up for your emails but not all people use email. I hope you do more work on your plan to make it fit our community better.
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Thank you.
I don’t quite understand your map and comment thing, how do I see comments and your responses to them? Also, you did not answer my
question of what you mean by consolidating and relocating driveways. Thank you.
Sorry guess I did not ask before about driveways. But am asking now. Thanks.
Thank you for responding. As I am in east Springfield and hopefully some time down the road for these changes. I will wait and see for now.
I am sure I will ask for more as it gets more refined.
Are you going to have any community feedback sessions ahead of approving the draft? I have not seen anything in the mail from you and I
think many residents going to be affected by this do not even realize what you are planning. The idea of medians needs a lot more explaining.
I cannot see how that is going to stop rear end accidents and as for turning accidents having u turns on main street is certainly not going to be
helpful. People will be doing a u turn at a slower speed than traffic causing more potential accidents. Also losing the center lane leaves
vehicles nowhere to go in case of a problem, no way to enter and exit main street. Roundabouts are also excessive, they will be hard for trucks
to navigate, take away property owners land, and what about pedestrians and roundabouts? They can’t be good for the pedestrian. Also, I
would like to know more about what you mean on the consolidation or relocating driveways? Are you going to take away our driveways?
I posted about this project on a facebook neighborhood page and was amazed at how many responses I got from people who know nothing
about these plans. I saw the blurp on the news. It does not say anything about being able to review these plans and is very misconceiving. I
agree Main Street needs work to be safer but what is being proposed is very drastic. Having more pedestrian median crosses is good, also
more traffic lights at intersections and reduce the speed limit all the way would make much more sense and slow the traffic. I look forward to
hearing from you. thank you.
I have talked with someone, and yes my mailing address is 6617. Thanks for responding.
I would like to express my opinion about this meridian proposal. As a person who drives a delivery truck all day between 42nd St and 75th St
this would greatly inconvenience my day and also complicate my route. I cross over Main St quite often during my day and it is hard enough as
it is now to do so. Having to turn right on to Main just to find the next opening, then cross over and then turn around and then turn right
would be a killer to my efficiency. Plus, I honestly don’t see how this is going to be a safer scenario. There are still dumb drivers that are going
to get angry and do stupid things. Please, please, please don’t do this!
So, there are so many holes in these arguments. What was the demographic of the people that were talked to about the medians? Was any
thought given to the fact that almost all of the rear end collisions and turning collisions are due to distracted driving? I sit high up in a FedEx
truck all over Thurston. I see people texting while driving all the time. I also witness aggressive driving all the time. I saw that we only have till
October 25th to voice our opinions, is that correct? Or has the decision already been made? (It kind of sounds that way in your email). I would
love to be able to talk to someone face to face. Has this been voted on? I don’t remember seeing anything in the voters pamphlet about this,
and this is a pretty big project. So how can I make my voice and the voice of hundreds of Springfield residents known?
If I had some kind of assurance that my thoughts, opinions, and ideas would have any sort of effect on the decision that is made, I would love to
be part of that meeting. But I do not want to spend time and energy on something that has already been decided. So, I guess if you could let me
know, is it worth my time to show up at a meeting where this is being discussed so that I can voice my thoughts and opinions?
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So, two days ago I emailed you and I haven’t heard anything back. My number is 541-953-1878. If there is a way for me to make my opinions
vocal to a group in a meeting of some sort could you let me know?
I have all next week off. I could meet with someone to discuss this topic then. Will that work?
When City staff met with Garon he shared that he has worked for FedEx for 15 years and for 7 of those years he has been delivering in
Thurston, between 42nd and 75th Streets. He noted his observations of driver distraction, aggression, and impatience on Main Street, as well as
his approach to and experiences with navigating the corridor. Garon asked numerous clarifying questions regarding crash data; median,
roundabout, and cross-section recommendations; Bob Straub interchange area improvements; and community outreach and engagement
efforts. Garon stated that he has no problem with the recommended tools but expressed that he still feels like the project is putting a band aid
on a symptom rather than addressing the root causes of driver behavior. Garon said that his questions had been answered and he appreciated
the time that staff took to meet with him.
I work on 42nd and live on 57th. The proposed changes to Main Street will not reduce wrecks, injuries, or property damage. It will cause more
traffic and therefore more wrecks and injuries. If you’re turning left onto Main Street you will still have to cross two lanes of traffic. If medians
are added, u-turns will cause traffic to be backed up. It will also lead to confusion on whose turn it is if someone is trying to make a right turn
going the same way the person is u-turning, thus, causing even more wrecks and backups. I suggest ticketing people who drive over the speed
limit / recklessly and seeing what happens to the numbers. The other alternatives you have presented: at-grade separated bike lanes and
curb-tight sidewalks can improve pedestrian / vehicle wrecks. A roundabout would make sense at 69th. That’s it. The total proposed cost of
changes is ~$133,000,000. The effort outweighs the benefit. Thank you.
The plans you are planning are dangerous and no good! We have semis coming through this area due to other roads having length restrictions
and you think a big truck like that will safely drive through roundabouts what about the residents that live directly on Main either way if you
put in medians to get your “safety corridor“ because let’s face it that’s what your intentions are. This will make it extremely hard to go to
either side of Main Street. Let’s rethink your plan to a safer and smarter plan!
This plan is not only dangerous but ridiculous! Not only do you want to put 5 turn abouts and medians all the way down Main Street to 72nd
you want to add in a Dollar General at the tip of that. This is insanely irresponsible! We have enough wrecks out here for this to be added to
the mess and a store in a residential area!!! We do not want your bigger town out here. Move along to Eugene where they allow homeless and
non-thought-out plans and leave our streets alone! This is a major roadway for semi trucks. This is not safe nor smart putting roundabouts in
when so many trucks are involved! Let alone all the homeowners you will be screwing on both sides of the street. This is not well planned nor
planned by people who actually live out here. Again, leave our streets alone! Your upscale crap isn’t wanted out here!
I just found out about the medians and roundabouts that are being planned, and I absolutely disagree with this model. Will there be meetings
coming up, or is this already a done deal? Are we going to get to vote on funding this project? Thank you.
Just some feedback from a daily driver of Main Street. The 6 pedestrian crosswalks installed along Main Street were unfortunately not the
answer. I drive Main Street in multiple sections daily and watch adults choose to not use them, running and sometimes walking across all lanes
of traffic when they are less than a block from the installed crosswalks. I am also not in favor of roundabouts being added along Main Street if
they will be double lane like the one over by gateway. The roundabout over by gateway I drive daily, and many people do not use it properly. I
have witnessed many close calls and several accidents within the roundabout due to it being multilane. From my experience and observations
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there are many more issues with it than a traditional traffic light. Please ask for community feedback and input before installing any more
crosswalks or roundabouts. Thanks!
The proposals are ridiculous. A center median instead of a turn lane? Roundabouts? Changing or moving entries into businesses? It sounds like
change just to change. The 35 MPH speed limit is bad enough for traffic flow.
You would think a government entity like ODOT would play by the rules and set a good example, but obviously not. Even though everybody and
their brothers nail garage sale signs to the power poles, it’s against the SUB rules. While probably not a criminal offense, it is against the rules
and does not make SUB happy. ODOT really should remove all the nails that they pounded into the power poles to stabilize their signs. I know
there’s no point in emailing ODOT, since I emailed them many years ago to let them know the solution to preventing all the accidents, that
happen daily, on I105 between Coburg Rd and I5. They never even had the courtesy to email me back. Instead they just dumped millions of
dollars into Delta and Beltline. Oh wait, the “Randy Pape Beltway.”
I went to Thurston High, I have lived of Main St. 22 yrs. I have watched in horror people ran over, the impatience and aggression of the many
speeding drivers, I’m am begging you to please do not add to this already congested, dangerous highway by putting Meridians down Main. It’s
a horrible idea, if anything we need more crosswalks down Main, this will just add to mote people being killed. We need that middle lane
period. This will be one of the hazardous things you could do to Main St. and the people that live here! Sincerely, a very, very concerned
already frightened Citizen of Springfield and Main. ���❌����������
On another note to add to the e- mail I have already sent with all of Main St. bumper to bumper because it surely will be worse with a
Meridian in the middle, how in the world do you think ambulances, fire trucks, Police racing by in an Emergency. We Do Not Need Main St.
Meridians of all things, PLEASE, WE DON’T.
No, this is exactly why we do not need medians!
Hello, our family has lived at 6415 Main Street for over 16 years. I am very familiar with the workings of Main Street and the speeding
problem. It got much worse when the 45mph speed limit was moved west past Mountaingate a few years ago. I have looked through the plan
that the city has for Main, and I am honestly horrified. How am I supposed to pull left out of my driveway with raised medians? How is my
husband supposed to back his trailer in safely with raised medians? It has been quite obvious to me for many years that the main issue on the
street is the excessive speed and the lack of crosswalks. I sit in my living room each morning and watch log trucks, construction trucks and
civilian vehicles speed by at 55-60 miles an hour (faster at 4-5am). Lowering the speed limit is the most cost-effective solution. Make the
speed limit 30 from 58th all the way up to 72nd and you will see the accidents greatly reduced. It will also be much safer for pedestrians
crossing to get to the parks and to the bus stops. What is the cost of lowering the speed limit compared to what you have planned? I bet it's A
LOT cheaper. Stop wasting our money and use it to put sidewalks into some of the Springfield neighborhoods that don't have them. While
you're at it, repair and resurface the streets on some of those neighborhoods so they don't look and drive like bumpy patchwork. There is
currently only one crosswalk between 58th and 69th and it's at 66th. That crosswalk was obviously poorly engineered, and most don't use it
because it's not safe. Why is it not safe? BECAUSE THE TRAFFIC IS GOING TOO DANG FAST! In closing, I am AGAINST your proposed changes.
REDUCE THE SPEED LIMIT and then you can put in some regular crosswalks. There is no reason to have vehicles speeding through our nicest
neighborhood in Springfield going 55 except no one wants to lower the speed limit. Just do it, and the road will be safer. Then have SPD
patrol a little more often. It's a much cheaper solution. Show the citizens that you care about how their money is spent.
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It's always a challenge with transportation projects to give the right feedback at the right time. Now that I've seen the phasing, I would like to
ask the project team to consider whether a quick build project can be implemented across the entire project area while we wait for the funding
and sub projects to happen. The parallels between PBOT's East Glisan Safety Project and our Main Street Safety Project really stand out to me.
The traffic volumes and surrounding built environment seem very similar, and what they achieved with a relatively small amount of money is
really impressive to me - in particular the massive reduction in top end speeders. https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020/evaluationreport-glisan-dec-2020.pdf. I would like the project team to give consideration to whether some of the lane reduction tools applied on NE Glisan
could be applied to Main St as interim traffic calming so that we can get the safety benefits of reduced speeds across the entire project area as
soon as possible. Thanks for all of your hard work on this huge project.
This communication is in response to the Main Street Facility Plan Draft dated September 2021. I have been involved in this project on many
levels for several years. I am in total opposition to what is recommended in the toolbox of solutions. The entire premise of safety concerns on
this corridor is questionable. My position is confirmed through the city’s own documents. As to the idea of congestion and improved quality of
life, these concepts are absurd. I am prepared to provide evidence for my assertions. My opposition to this project stems from the following:
• A raised median will create a lot of out-of-direction travel which is environmentally unsound. Not to mention the delay and difficulty of
reaching any given destination which will reduce business activities on this corridor.
• The nine roundabouts have a huge footprint which will devastate many properties and businesses. The cost on so many levels for such
a solution is unwarranted. The safety record for pedestrians and bicyclists navigating roundabouts is also very alarming.
• The additional taking of land to increase the ROW from 80’ to 88’-96’ is also devastating to all the adjacent properties along the entire
corridor. Reducing parking facilities and make circulation a nightmare for already challenged properties. It is not a fair and balanced
approach when you enhance the existing facilities for some users at the expense of others in a community.
In summary, this is a pipe-dream-pretty-project for the City and ODOT, with a high price tag for many of us in the business community as well as
taxpayers in general. The potential negative outcomes will far out way the potential benefits for our city.
This traffic light, although was updated, is horrible! I will sit for several minutes at a time with no traffic, or very little traveling across. Can you
please, please, please, update the sensitivity so that we are not waiting so long while no cars are crossing thru?
To whom it may concern, I am a homeowner of Main Street and would like to know how I can leave feedback that will be heard. I just became
aware of this project and had not been informed prior about this project in the works. I am looking for who I can contact to give some personal
insight of some ideas I may also have in addition to add to this project. I have been a homeowner of 6610 Main Street since 1997. I am a
Mother of 7 and have seen the many changes and that safety is of upmost importance. Please direct me in the right direction to speak to
someone please.
Where can I find the public meeting calendar? I am just now learning of this project and would like to be included if possible. I have been a
homeowner since 1997 located with a 66th and Main Street address. I would like to add a few key points such as: Red light cameras, why are
these not being used in our large intersections such as Bob Straub or 58th and Main street? The closest destination to our city is Albany who
have multiple red light cameras installed. People run red lights daily especially in the 58th and Main intersection as well as the large Bob
Straub and Main intersection. I also do not understand why the speed limit resumes to be 45. The change on Main went from 40 to now 35 but
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stopped the change right after 60th Place. Why was this not continued down past the cemetery? I would like to know how to become more
involved in helping add feedback and such. I have signed up for the emails.
Isabel left a voicemail saying that she thinks improving safety on Main Street is a wonderful idea. She asked for clarification regarding how the
taking of land for the long-term cross-section would work - would the City take care of a new survey, updating property records, and would
property owners have to pay? When City staff returned her call she thanked them for getting back to her.
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Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
Leading up to and including the fourth round of community engagement (3/2/21 – 11/19/21), the
project team received 69 comments/correspondence 1 on topics related to the project from 34
individuals. These comments were submitted outside of community group meetings, Local Access
Forums, and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #6. Twenty-three comments were
submitted via the project webpage or sent to the project email address, 32 were sent via email directly
to project team members, 11 were made over the phone, and three were in person, with staff
responding to comments and inquiries as they were received.

Observations & Values
The greatest concentration of correspondence, about forty percent, reflected the project’s Business
Community goal while approximately one-quarter of the comments reflected the Vital Community goal;
the remainder reflected the Safety, Mobility, Feasibility, and Transportation Choices goals. Across all
goals, the comments can largely be characterized as follows:
•

Requests for clarifications, confirmations, or questions following project E-Updates, mailers, and
other project outreach plus website navigation questions;

•

Appreciation for project engagement, information, and responsiveness 2;

•

Positive reception for project and positive feedback on draft Facility Plan or specific tools;

•

Inquiries regarding design phase engagement and a desire to remain engaged in the project;

In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented
in Appendix A.
2
Two commentors expressed that online meetings have not been helpful and/or outreach not adequately
extensive.
1
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•

Concerns regarding potential property/business impacts, during and after construction,
including right-of-way, out of direction travel, and site access/usage for residents, customers
and freight 3;

•

Suggestions for alternative solution approaches, including pilot projects, increased traffic
enforcement and education, lowering the posted speed limit, and more enhanced pedestrian
crossings;

•

Acknowledgement of safety problem yet doubt that tools address project goals as presented in
draft Plan 4; and

•

Assertions that effort not worth the community benefits.

Two comments related to the outreach and promotion of the Local Access Forums. In response, the
project team reached out to various business and residents on the corridor to confirm they had been
notified of the Local Access Forums and to better understand their reasons for not attending. Six
commentors shared that last minute circumstances, lack of interest, other priorities, the online format,
and general agency distrust influenced their decision to not attend the Local Access Forums.
Refer to Appendix A for comment details.

One commentor reflected on existing out of direction travel for bicyclists and pedestrians on the corridor, as well
as the economic impact of bicycle and pedestrian trips.
4
A couple of commentors questioned the validity of the safety problem.
3
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Appendix A: Other Comment Submissions
Contact
Jerry Hooten

Dan
Jenkinson

Jean Bewely
Charlotte
Crawford

Dani Wright

Isabel Jones
Brad & Sally
Welt
Sabree
Hamel

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Jerry said that he had seen the Local Access Forums invitation but had not really been keeping up with the latest in the project and maybe lost
some momentum and interest. He expressed earlier disappointment that frontage was going to be taken. He said he had not yet reviewed the
latest recommendations but would and appreciated the consideration. He expressed that he had no issues with a median or the roundabouts.
Dan shared that he did see the invitation to the Local Access Forums and while he understood the reasoning for them, that the format of online
meetings was not really in line with his style of communication. He stated that he prefers to be able to be on-site and walk and talk with faceto-face communication as had happened with the pedestrian crossing projects. He noted that he and others may feel that after the initial
meeting a few years ago many felt that the outcome was preordained and that it did not matter how many additional meetings or comments
were received that the City would do what they wanted anyways. Dan expressed that loading and unloading of vehicles from Main Street is an
issue for him and when he uses the side street if cars are parked it blocks thru movements and is not ideal with the residents becoming upset.
He said that other dealers in the vicinity also use the two way left turn lane for loading and have similar issues which would be compounded
with the loss of the two way left turn lane and/or use of the local roads for loading and unloading of vehicles. For him, the biggest concern was
any possible loss of frontage as he sees it as a possible business killer for him. Dan expressed appreciation in the call and project status update.
Jean shared that she saw the invitation to the Local Access Forums, but it is tax season and they are very busy, so attending a meeting which
she had limited interest in and being busy in other work was why she did not sign up to attend.
While talking with City staff about the 66th pedestrian crossing installation, Charlotte said that she had received notification about the Local
Access Forums but was not interested in attending and only really wanted to comment on reducing the speed limit down to 35 MPH.
Dani informed the project team of health challenges that prevented her from attending the Local Access Forums and she requested that a
project team member get in touch with her to discuss possible impacts and concerns to her property.
I touched base with Joe T and he said that there was less then 10 people that attended the forum. Five of the guests where his lawyer, sons
etc. I don’t believe the forum was successfully promoted. The email outreach did not succeed. I’ll reach out to my email list of businesses and
see if they knew about the forum. Just to help you with feedback. You would think with 400 business and 30000 residents that there should be
a quorum of interested parties before a consensus before decisions are made.
Hmm. I own 2 businesses on Main St. No postcards. No one I know received a postcard or email. No one I know Knew about the forum.
Whatever the case the last open house had 56 people this one 11. The notifications are not working to the community at large’s benefit.
I am sorry I didn't attend. I had an unexpected visit from my niece who lives in North Dakota. My apologies.
We met in 2018 when you came by our business, Giant Burger at 38th and Main to talk about the project. I’m just curious if anything has
changed in the last few years regarding the measurements of the width of the road and where the sidewalk borders the north side of Main St.
Our building is very close to the road currently, there’s not much room to give. We’re also curious if the trees have to come down? The phone
booth and the sign moved? We also own a small rental house on the same property and our tenant is a bit concerned as well. I tried to weed
through the info in the update you emailed out today to no avail... any info you can forward will be greatly appreciated!
Hope this email finds you well. I am wondering, after re-reading this email, if I might virtually attend the meetings without participating? I see
that giving priority to those directly affected makes sense but without participating I would not be taking up their time, but still be educated.
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Thank you for your quick response. Although I won't be able to attend/watch on 5/10 I can sometimes see them on their you tube channel
later, not always not sure what it is based on. And thank you for the link.
Thank you [for the link to the 5.10.21 Council Work Session]!
I just watched the council meeting and I found myself considering Counselor Pishioneri's example of a person who lives on Main Street driving
and how much out of direction travel they would have - but from the perspective of a person who walked instead. Just fiddling with google
maps, it looks like out of direction travel time to cross the street for Google's walking speed is about 10 minutes if you're halfway between
crosswalks? Does that sound about right? I attached a couple of images below, Google renders the direct crossing a little strangely, but my
understanding is that T intersections are legal crosswalks in Oregon (can you confirm?), though obviously not safe at current speeds of course.
I'm curious if this project has a minimum acceptable time limit for out of direction travel for pedestrians like it does for drivers? Given that
long out of direction travel for a pedestrian is a likely driver of less safe crossings (legal or not), especially for senior and mobility impaired
pedestrians who may be challenged to walk a half mile, this seems like an important safety consideration. Since these discussions seem to
focus on economics almost more than safety, I would also add the important but perhaps not often considered point that people who do not
drive do spend money. One study in fact showed that they spend 40% more than drivers. Thanks for all of your work on this project.

Kevin
Schaper

Bill Boresek

Thank you! There's a lot to dig into here but reading the definition of Urban mix and seeing that it's being applied all the way out to Bob Straub
is very exciting. Have a great weekend.
I have a question based on the documents, the example image on page 10 of the document the refined alternate solutions seems to still show
2300+ feet between crosswalks. Would the 250-550 distance between crossings go in as additional RRFBs, some other treatment, or might it
actually stay as 2300+ feet between crossings based on council direction? Thanks so much for helping me get a better understanding of the
project!
Bill left a voicemail stating that he had just come across the Local Access Forum postcard on his desk from earlier this year and had spoken to
someone in the past about the project so was looking for an update. When City staff returned the call, Bill said that what is of most interest to
him is maintaining driveway access for the post office distribution facility on his site. He would like to stay involved in the project - he thinks it is
a great thing and the project will make Main Street safer. His main concern is that is if it is not constructed correctly it will be devastating to
some, such as the mail carriers who make use of his property. Bill noted that this is a big project and asked for clarification on the timeline. He
said that the conversation had been very helpful.
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Lisa left a voicemail noting that she had been engaged with the project early on and wanted to get a status update. When City staff returned
her call she confirmed that she had received the most recent E-Update but found it challenging to understand where we are with the project
and impacts to properties. She asked about the median recommendation in relation to her property and reiterated her concerns regarding
Lisa Edelberg
freight access. She asked what 'long-term' means as it relates to the cross sections. She thanked staff for taking the time to explain the status of
the project a little more clearly, noting that it made sense that she couldn't translate what the E-Update was trying to convey because things
are still vague.
Thank you for hanging in over the long-term to get these long needed and long desired improvements! No simple thing to accomplish over
John
seven miles and seven years and 700 meetings! Great kudos for your work, vision and perseverance [in spite of dubious reluctance from many
Tamulonis
officials over those years]! Your good hands are quite evident! I appreciate the effort in difficult times. I hope all is well with you and your
family! Stay safe and be well!
Great news about the additional funds for Main St! I had asked ODOT (Don Hamilton) about this program back in May, but they hadn’t yet
determined where they would go. It looks like a good plan to increase safety, including on 82nd in Portland, which is where a lot of the funds
could go, too. A couple of questions: could there be some pilot safety programs tested through these funds to install some raised medians
that are part of the Main St safety design concepts? This would be a good way to test efficacy and also maybe prove to some businesses that
Mike Koivula the medians won’t hurt their customers as badly as they fear. The other question relates to lighting. I find the LED street lights very harsh and
glaring. Are there any new light fixtures or bulbs that might reduce this, while still providing better illumination? I think some of the downtown
LEDs resemble a gulag. It would be great to find the latest research on this. We need to try to cut down on light pollution as much as possible.
Thanks
Thanks for the timely answer. Again, great to get these new funds!
Hi, I want to congratulate you on the work you’ve done so far for the Main Street Safety Project. You’ve presented a clear vision and I feel
you’ve done a good job with communication. I have some criticism though. First, I believe the roundabout at 21st Street and Main is a terrible
mistake, as well as all of Phase 7. It’s the only roundabout location I object to, and that is because it’s my opinion that the architectural
character of Main Street west of 28th doesn’t conform to what is found in the rest of the study area yet it’s treated systematically as if it did
conform. Secondly, I can’t help but notice that the “example” area that shows a new roundabout at 54th Street and Main (figure 33) where it
makes sense. It’s misleading though because that same roundabout at 21st would threaten the Paramount Center, and the coup de grace of
Phase 7 seems to insure ultimate demolition. The Paramount Center is a notable, remarkable, historic preservation success. That place is a
Tim Hilton
blue-ribbon example of restoration and re-use of a historic property. It is also a local landmark to everyday users of Main Street. It is also a
very successful neighborhood commercial node and is the gateway to the residential tracts to the north. Alas it has no official historic
designation at this point, I’m sure the community would soon consider it that way if it were to be demolition was threatened and may move to
list property on the National Register of Historic Places, NRHP. I suggest the planning team think out of the box for Phase 7 and the area west
of 28th Street. The long-term goal should find a way to coexist and sustain the existing urban fabric in this particular area. There isn’t a lot of
traffic on 21st Street so this is all about the traffic on Main Street. So why sacrifice and ruin 21st Street, which works very well already, for the
unloved intersection at Main Street? Can’t there be the possibility that the Paramount Center remains, and the traffic solution can be resolved
in a way that features Paramount Center as a landmark and nodal center? There’s an example already for what I’m suggesting within the city
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limits: the intersection of Harlow Road and Laura is closer to the roundabout at Pioneer Parkway than 21st Street is to 28th Street, and that
doesn’t cause congestion and was the result of analysis similar to yours. Something like that would be much more appropriate for the
intersection of 21st Street and Main than the present suggestion of a roundabout. Thank you for your attention! Please feel free to contact me.
Thanks for the response! The Tech Memo #15 proposal looks good. I want to say that I think these proposals are first rate and demonstrate
techniques that have successfully been developed in Europe since the 1970s to reduce safety and user problems that arose in circumstances
exactly like Main Street. I also think that these improvements will result in a whole new way that users think of Main Street and will guide
future development and growth. I think there’re also for Re-use and Preservation opportunities that may result. Really good work! Thanks
again.
David left a voicemail and submitted a comment via the project website requesting more clarification regarding the implementation timeframe.
What is the proposed timeline for this project? Phase I will affect Les Schwab and we would like to plan accordingly. Thank you.
Thank you [for the information].
Thanks for the information on the facility plan. Couple of questions - we are owners of the subway property in the NE quadrant of 42nd/Main
street. I notice that this intersection is part of phase 1 level project list. On page 40, the summary of impacts studied for businesses mentioned
access and out of direction travel associated with raised medians and roundabouts and their approach medians. This will be a major concern
at this intersection and adjacent roadway segments that provide critical access to businesses in this area.
- When will we expect specific engagement regarding any phase 1 project and providing viable designs
- what have the traffic studies shown on operations at this proposed roundabout during peak hour operations and the potential impacts to
any adjacent accesses
- the report discusses having reviewed impacts of raised medians on similar projects, can you provide any study results for impacts of
roundabouts and raised medians to adjacent business and access. Because there is no other city street system to serve these properties, it
seems like the only solution for drive by traffic will be to go out of direction to the next opening or intersection and perform a "U" type of turn.
I am not sure how this will be made safe and in fact not sure any driver would be willing to make to get to businesses.
Thanks - A couple of follow-up questions:
• Roundabouts are great for overall delay because during non-peak hours no-one is stopping, but with a business that relies heavily on
access during peak hours I am interested in backup and delay during the peak business hours for roundabouts.
• Below is a copy of the very rough roundabout layout at 42nd street. Our property is on the far-right side in the NE quadrant, there is
no access shown from Main Street ere I am assuming this is an oversight, but the drawing should be corrected, even in the concept
phase to correctly show this access. Also, on this same drawing you can see that there is no city alley/street at the back of the Arco,
Arby's and Subway, which will need to be added if the Raised median is installed on Main Street. Without this the impacts of the
raised median will be catastrophic for Arby's and Subway.
Thanks, what I said doesn't make allot of sense when I look back as it as well, sorry to waste that time for you. There are way too many tech
memos and studies to keep track of for me, you all have done a good job of trying to keep everyone engaged and answer questions. It comes
as no surprise, that our business concern is getting customers to the business. With a roundabout at 42nd street and the raised medians on
Main street, this changes all of our locations operations and potentially cuts off a majority of our potential customers. Assuming out of
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direction travel will work for this location is just not the case. As noted in the EcoNW memo snip below, out of direction travel is most
impactful for pass by businesses and especially those between 42nd and 54th street. I am not sure how you solve this problem, one solution is
that in addition to our access from main street, the City/State could install a local backage road in this area as a part of the project. When your
team gets the opportunity, we would be glad to meet and discuss this at any time and the sooner the better
Thanks. We will continue to be engaged and make the comments we hope are relevant to the planning phase, as well as after the future
development phases. It would seem appropriate to ask for new city streets/alleys to be considered and included in any updated city comp
plans, etc.
Hello, I have stated that I do not have 4' to give, I do not believe the expense of moving telephone poles, fire hydrants and general utilities is
worth the extreme loss of business revenue for the gain of 4'. work within the frame of existing Main St. look at open areas for the LTD pull
overs. Look at the intersections that need help. Bob Straub has room and needs controls. No person, business or revenue will be thrown out
of their livelihood.
Hello, Wright's Property Acquisitions says stay within the footprint of Main St. Do not take our parking, access and mobility.
Leon left two voicemails requesting more information regarding the project. City staff returned the call, and his voicemail directed the caller to
his cellphone number. Staff also called the cellphone and left a voicemail apologizing for the delay in a return call due to staff work schedules
and asking him to return the call at his earliest convenience.
Bill left a voicemail stating that he received the postcard with the draft Facility Plan information. When City staff returned the call, Bill
requested an in-person meeting. Bill said that he had reviewed Tech Memo #15 and the draft Facility Plan and overall it seems like a good plan
and is pretty easy to follow for the lay person. He said that he understands the gist of what sparked the project. He acknowledged that it will
have an impact on a lot of property owners with a lot of driveways and that not all will be happy but it seems like City staff are trying to do the
best for the community. Bill asked clarifying questions regarding the project schedule and process, implementation costs, funding sources, the
Balanced Width cross-section, driveway density, and LTD service. Bill asked how the enhanced pedestrian crossings on Main Street are working
out. He also asked if the City is happy with how the existing roundabouts in Springfield are functioning, noting that the Franklin location seems
like a challenging choke point that works well. He asked about crash statistics before and after implementation. Bill noted that he was pleased
to see that in the preliminary conceptual drawings that no median is shown in front of his property and he wondered how likely that will
continue as the design advances. He shared that in addition to customers the postal service tenant has 20 mail carriers and semis that need to
access the site regularly. Bill asked for more specificity, if possible, regarding the likely timing of funding/design/construction for Phase 4. Bill
asked if he will be informed before design is finalized for the segment in front of his property. He asked about ODOT’s engagement in the
planning phase. Bill said that he has always found Springfield staff to be reasonable and have the community's interest in making the
community better. He added that it is hard to keep all people happy but the flexibility in the plan is important and not always found in other
communities.
Good morning, thank you for the follow up!
Recently, it was brought to my attention that there is soon to be construction on Main Street. I believe this will cause more damage than good
to our community. With medians being put in, this could cause more accidents and lots of confusion. More people are less likely to stop, let
alone, slow down. This is also a huge inconvenience for small businesses that currently run up and down Main Street. As someone who works
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for a locally small business, I strongly believe this will ruin the respect that people have developed for Main Street. Along with that being said,
shipments will be more difficult for truck drivers who drive semi- trucks. Unfortunately, putting a median seven miles down main street along
with roundabouts, will NOT help with safety NOR will it help with people slowing down and stopping. This is ruining our community and we do
NOT want change. Sincerely, A concerned patron
I wanted to address my opinion on the Main Street reconstruction project you guys are planning. I feel that this project will cause many issues,
not only for safety but it will affect many small businesses. Safety wise round abouts can cause many accidents. People tend not to yield when
they are supposed, and large trucks cannot easily fit through these roundabouts which can cause blockages and accidents. As far as small
businesses, this reconstruction would cause businesses to lose costumers and make it difficult for product to be shipped in. It would cause
businesses to lose customers, for example instead of it taking them only 5 minutes to get down main street in the past, it would now take
them 20 minutes causing them to go to a bigger box store where they can get there faster. It would also cause issues with trucking shipments,
because big semis cannot easily fit through roundabout and would have to completely reroute due to medians. As someone who has lived
here my whole life, and who is employed by small business and supports many small businesses along main street, this will ruin many small
businesses. It may even lead to places having to be shut down. Main Street is known and respected for its small businesses, don't ruin that for
people. Thank you!
Sally called to note that she is getting error messages when she tries to access the MSSP website using Google Chrome.
Thanks. Guess I wasn’t clear on what I’m looking for. I HAVE been able to access what you sent but trying to dig deeper to get specifics is
where I’m running into trouble. The message I receive says “this website may be impersonating “main street safety.org” and tells me to go
back to the previous page. Is there anywhere that I can see what the actual “blueprint” shows? Such as median locations, and how are they
planning to access four more feet on either side? Etc. Thanks for your help, it’s hard not being there to walk in and ask!
I am concerned about your plan to put center meridians down Main Street. I live on the south side of Main Street and have a very hard time
pulling out of my drive to go west. I usually have to use the center lane to get into traffic. Also coming from the east and turning into my drive
would be utterly impossible without a center lane. Pulling out of our drive with trailers (which we use) would even be more problematic.
There are driveways every 50-90 feet down Main St. Are you going to make gaps that often in the meridian? What about multi-family units
going up along Main which the City is encouraging? That means more traffic trying to get past the meridians. Being able to do U-turns is NOT a
safer way to manage traffic. The big trucks that travel Main St cannot safely stop on a dime to avoid a vehicle doing a U-turn nor even the
average driver. With a meridian there is nowhere to go to make a safe turn. On the issue of round abouts, they may be useful some places,
but Main Street is a major corridor for travel going east and west. We need to accept that fact. It would not be easy, maybe even impossible
for a large oversize truck to manage one roundabout let alone several trying to get to and from Springfield. Also how is a roundabout handled
with regard to pedestrian traffic at an intersection? I am concerned about that too. I agree that Main Street has safety issues. But maybe we
can reduce the speed and ENFORCE it for the full stretch to 79th. Also, I believe the pedestrian crossings are a good measure, let's have more.
Traffic lights also slow people down, let's have more. Another concern which may or may not be a problem is who will be paying for new
sidewalks etc. Are you going to be sending Main Street owners a bill for all or any of this? Or a new addition to our tax bills? With COVID your
public meetings are really not too helpful. There needs to be more outreach to the public such as maybe via the local news? More mailings
etc. I have signed up for your emails but not all people use email. I hope you do more work on your plan to make it fit our community better.
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Thank you.
I don’t quite understand your map and comment thing, how do I see comments and your responses to them? Also, you did not answer my
question of what you mean by consolidating and relocating driveways. Thank you.
Sorry guess I did not ask before about driveways. But am asking now. Thanks.
Thank you for responding. As I am in east Springfield and hopefully some time down the road for these changes. I will wait and see for now.
I am sure I will ask for more as it gets more refined.
Are you going to have any community feedback sessions ahead of approving the draft? I have not seen anything in the mail from you and I
think many residents going to be affected by this do not even realize what you are planning. The idea of medians needs a lot more explaining.
I cannot see how that is going to stop rear end accidents and as for turning accidents having u turns on main street is certainly not going to be
helpful. People will be doing a u turn at a slower speed than traffic causing more potential accidents. Also losing the center lane leaves
vehicles nowhere to go in case of a problem, no way to enter and exit main street. Roundabouts are also excessive, they will be hard for trucks
to navigate, take away property owners land, and what about pedestrians and roundabouts? They can’t be good for the pedestrian. Also, I
would like to know more about what you mean on the consolidation or relocating driveways? Are you going to take away our driveways?
I posted about this project on a facebook neighborhood page and was amazed at how many responses I got from people who know nothing
about these plans. I saw the blurp on the news. It does not say anything about being able to review these plans and is very misconceiving. I
agree Main Street needs work to be safer but what is being proposed is very drastic. Having more pedestrian median crosses is good, also
more traffic lights at intersections and reduce the speed limit all the way would make much more sense and slow the traffic. I look forward to
hearing from you. thank you.
I have talked with someone, and yes my mailing address is 6617. Thanks for responding.
I would like to express my opinion about this meridian proposal. As a person who drives a delivery truck all day between 42nd St and 75th St
this would greatly inconvenience my day and also complicate my route. I cross over Main St quite often during my day and it is hard enough as
it is now to do so. Having to turn right on to Main just to find the next opening, then cross over and then turn around and then turn right
would be a killer to my efficiency. Plus, I honestly don’t see how this is going to be a safer scenario. There are still dumb drivers that are going
to get angry and do stupid things. Please, please, please don’t do this!
So, there are so many holes in these arguments. What was the demographic of the people that were talked to about the medians? Was any
thought given to the fact that almost all of the rear end collisions and turning collisions are due to distracted driving? I sit high up in a FedEx
truck all over Thurston. I see people texting while driving all the time. I also witness aggressive driving all the time. I saw that we only have till
October 25th to voice our opinions, is that correct? Or has the decision already been made? (It kind of sounds that way in your email). I would
love to be able to talk to someone face to face. Has this been voted on? I don’t remember seeing anything in the voters pamphlet about this,
and this is a pretty big project. So how can I make my voice and the voice of hundreds of Springfield residents known?
If I had some kind of assurance that my thoughts, opinions, and ideas would have any sort of effect on the decision that is made, I would love to
be part of that meeting. But I do not want to spend time and energy on something that has already been decided. So, I guess if you could let me
know, is it worth my time to show up at a meeting where this is being discussed so that I can voice my thoughts and opinions?
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So, two days ago I emailed you and I haven’t heard anything back. My number is 541-953-1878. If there is a way for me to make my opinions
vocal to a group in a meeting of some sort could you let me know?
I have all next week off. I could meet with someone to discuss this topic then. Will that work?
When City staff met with Garon he shared that he has worked for FedEx for 15 years and for 7 of those years he has been delivering in
Thurston, between 42nd and 75th Streets. He noted his observations of driver distraction, aggression, and impatience on Main Street, as well as
his approach to and experiences with navigating the corridor. Garon asked numerous clarifying questions regarding crash data; median,
roundabout, and cross-section recommendations; Bob Straub interchange area improvements; and community outreach and engagement
efforts. Garon stated that he has no problem with the recommended tools but expressed that he still feels like the project is putting a band aid
on a symptom rather than addressing the root causes of driver behavior. Garon said that his questions had been answered and he appreciated
the time that staff took to meet with him.
I work on 42nd and live on 57th. The proposed changes to Main Street will not reduce wrecks, injuries, or property damage. It will cause more
traffic and therefore more wrecks and injuries. If you’re turning left onto Main Street you will still have to cross two lanes of traffic. If medians
are added, u-turns will cause traffic to be backed up. It will also lead to confusion on whose turn it is if someone is trying to make a right turn
going the same way the person is u-turning, thus, causing even more wrecks and backups. I suggest ticketing people who drive over the speed
limit / recklessly and seeing what happens to the numbers. The other alternatives you have presented: at-grade separated bike lanes and
curb-tight sidewalks can improve pedestrian / vehicle wrecks. A roundabout would make sense at 69th. That’s it. The total proposed cost of
changes is ~$133,000,000. The effort outweighs the benefit. Thank you.
The plans you are planning are dangerous and no good! We have semis coming through this area due to other roads having length restrictions
and you think a big truck like that will safely drive through roundabouts what about the residents that live directly on Main either way if you
put in medians to get your “safety corridor“ because let’s face it that’s what your intentions are. This will make it extremely hard to go to
either side of Main Street. Let’s rethink your plan to a safer and smarter plan!
This plan is not only dangerous but ridiculous! Not only do you want to put 5 turn abouts and medians all the way down Main Street to 72nd
you want to add in a Dollar General at the tip of that. This is insanely irresponsible! We have enough wrecks out here for this to be added to
the mess and a store in a residential area!!! We do not want your bigger town out here. Move along to Eugene where they allow homeless and
non-thought-out plans and leave our streets alone! This is a major roadway for semi trucks. This is not safe nor smart putting roundabouts in
when so many trucks are involved! Let alone all the homeowners you will be screwing on both sides of the street. This is not well planned nor
planned by people who actually live out here. Again, leave our streets alone! Your upscale crap isn’t wanted out here!
I just found out about the medians and roundabouts that are being planned, and I absolutely disagree with this model. Will there be meetings
coming up, or is this already a done deal? Are we going to get to vote on funding this project? Thank you.
Just some feedback from a daily driver of Main Street. The 6 pedestrian crosswalks installed along Main Street were unfortunately not the
answer. I drive Main Street in multiple sections daily and watch adults choose to not use them, running and sometimes walking across all lanes
of traffic when they are less than a block from the installed crosswalks. I am also not in favor of roundabouts being added along Main Street if
they will be double lane like the one over by gateway. The roundabout over by gateway I drive daily, and many people do not use it properly. I
have witnessed many close calls and several accidents within the roundabout due to it being multilane. From my experience and observations
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there are many more issues with it than a traditional traffic light. Please ask for community feedback and input before installing any more
crosswalks or roundabouts. Thanks!
The proposals are ridiculous. A center median instead of a turn lane? Roundabouts? Changing or moving entries into businesses? It sounds like
change just to change. The 35 MPH speed limit is bad enough for traffic flow.
You would think a government entity like ODOT would play by the rules and set a good example, but obviously not. Even though everybody and
their brothers nail garage sale signs to the power poles, it’s against the SUB rules. While probably not a criminal offense, it is against the rules
and does not make SUB happy. ODOT really should remove all the nails that they pounded into the power poles to stabilize their signs. I know
there’s no point in emailing ODOT, since I emailed them many years ago to let them know the solution to preventing all the accidents, that
happen daily, on I105 between Coburg Rd and I5. They never even had the courtesy to email me back. Instead they just dumped millions of
dollars into Delta and Beltline. Oh wait, the “Randy Pape Beltway.”
I went to Thurston High, I have lived of Main St. 22 yrs. I have watched in horror people ran over, the impatience and aggression of the many
speeding drivers, I’m am begging you to please do not add to this already congested, dangerous highway by putting Meridians down Main. It’s
a horrible idea, if anything we need more crosswalks down Main, this will just add to mote people being killed. We need that middle lane
period. This will be one of the hazardous things you could do to Main St. and the people that live here! Sincerely, a very, very concerned
already frightened Citizen of Springfield and Main. ���❌����������
On another note to add to the e- mail I have already sent with all of Main St. bumper to bumper because it surely will be worse with a
Meridian in the middle, how in the world do you think ambulances, fire trucks, Police racing by in an Emergency. We Do Not Need Main St.
Meridians of all things, PLEASE, WE DON’T.
No, this is exactly why we do not need medians!
Hello, our family has lived at 6415 Main Street for over 16 years. I am very familiar with the workings of Main Street and the speeding
problem. It got much worse when the 45mph speed limit was moved west past Mountaingate a few years ago. I have looked through the plan
that the city has for Main, and I am honestly horrified. How am I supposed to pull left out of my driveway with raised medians? How is my
husband supposed to back his trailer in safely with raised medians? It has been quite obvious to me for many years that the main issue on the
street is the excessive speed and the lack of crosswalks. I sit in my living room each morning and watch log trucks, construction trucks and
civilian vehicles speed by at 55-60 miles an hour (faster at 4-5am). Lowering the speed limit is the most cost-effective solution. Make the
speed limit 30 from 58th all the way up to 72nd and you will see the accidents greatly reduced. It will also be much safer for pedestrians
crossing to get to the parks and to the bus stops. What is the cost of lowering the speed limit compared to what you have planned? I bet it's A
LOT cheaper. Stop wasting our money and use it to put sidewalks into some of the Springfield neighborhoods that don't have them. While
you're at it, repair and resurface the streets on some of those neighborhoods so they don't look and drive like bumpy patchwork. There is
currently only one crosswalk between 58th and 69th and it's at 66th. That crosswalk was obviously poorly engineered, and most don't use it
because it's not safe. Why is it not safe? BECAUSE THE TRAFFIC IS GOING TOO DANG FAST! In closing, I am AGAINST your proposed changes.
REDUCE THE SPEED LIMIT and then you can put in some regular crosswalks. There is no reason to have vehicles speeding through our nicest
neighborhood in Springfield going 55 except no one wants to lower the speed limit. Just do it, and the road will be safer. Then have SPD
patrol a little more often. It's a much cheaper solution. Show the citizens that you care about how their money is spent.
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It's always a challenge with transportation projects to give the right feedback at the right time. Now that I've seen the phasing, I would like to
ask the project team to consider whether a quick build project can be implemented across the entire project area while we wait for the funding
and sub projects to happen. The parallels between PBOT's East Glisan Safety Project and our Main Street Safety Project really stand out to me.
The traffic volumes and surrounding built environment seem very similar, and what they achieved with a relatively small amount of money is
really impressive to me - in particular the massive reduction in top end speeders. https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020/evaluationreport-glisan-dec-2020.pdf. I would like the project team to give consideration to whether some of the lane reduction tools applied on NE Glisan
could be applied to Main St as interim traffic calming so that we can get the safety benefits of reduced speeds across the entire project area as
soon as possible. Thanks for all of your hard work on this huge project.
This communication is in response to the Main Street Facility Plan Draft dated September 2021. I have been involved in this project on many
levels for several years. I am in total opposition to what is recommended in the toolbox of solutions. The entire premise of safety concerns on
this corridor is questionable. My position is confirmed through the city’s own documents. As to the idea of congestion and improved quality of
life, these concepts are absurd. I am prepared to provide evidence for my assertions. My opposition to this project stems from the following:
• A raised median will create a lot of out-of-direction travel which is environmentally unsound. Not to mention the delay and difficulty of
reaching any given destination which will reduce business activities on this corridor.
• The nine roundabouts have a huge footprint which will devastate many properties and businesses. The cost on so many levels for such
a solution is unwarranted. The safety record for pedestrians and bicyclists navigating roundabouts is also very alarming.
• The additional taking of land to increase the ROW from 80’ to 88’-96’ is also devastating to all the adjacent properties along the entire
corridor. Reducing parking facilities and make circulation a nightmare for already challenged properties. It is not a fair and balanced
approach when you enhance the existing facilities for some users at the expense of others in a community.
In summary, this is a pipe-dream-pretty-project for the City and ODOT, with a high price tag for many of us in the business community as well as
taxpayers in general. The potential negative outcomes will far out way the potential benefits for our city.
This traffic light, although was updated, is horrible! I will sit for several minutes at a time with no traffic, or very little traveling across. Can you
please, please, please, update the sensitivity so that we are not waiting so long while no cars are crossing thru?
To whom it may concern, I am a homeowner of Main Street and would like to know how I can leave feedback that will be heard. I just became
aware of this project and had not been informed prior about this project in the works. I am looking for who I can contact to give some personal
insight of some ideas I may also have in addition to add to this project. I have been a homeowner of 6610 Main Street since 1997. I am a
Mother of 7 and have seen the many changes and that safety is of upmost importance. Please direct me in the right direction to speak to
someone please.
Where can I find the public meeting calendar? I am just now learning of this project and would like to be included if possible. I have been a
homeowner since 1997 located with a 66th and Main Street address. I would like to add a few key points such as: Red light cameras, why are
these not being used in our large intersections such as Bob Straub or 58th and Main street? The closest destination to our city is Albany who
have multiple red light cameras installed. People run red lights daily especially in the 58th and Main intersection as well as the large Bob
Straub and Main intersection. I also do not understand why the speed limit resumes to be 45. The change on Main went from 40 to now 35 but
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stopped the change right after 60th Place. Why was this not continued down past the cemetery? I would like to know how to become more
involved in helping add feedback and such. I have signed up for the emails.
Isabel left a voicemail saying that she thinks improving safety on Main Street is a wonderful idea. She asked for clarification regarding how the
taking of land for the long-term cross-section would work - would the City take care of a new survey, updating property records, and would
property owners have to pay? When City staff returned her call she thanked them for getting back to her.
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Other Comment Submission Summary
Overview
Leading up to and including the fourth round of community engagement (3/2/21 – 11/19/21), the
project team received 69 comments/correspondence 1 on topics related to the project from 34
individuals. These comments were submitted outside of community group meetings, Local Access
Forums, and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #6. Twenty-three comments were
submitted via the project webpage or sent to the project email address, 32 were sent via email directly
to project team members, 11 were made over the phone, and three were in person, with staff
responding to comments and inquiries as they were received.

Observations & Values
The greatest concentration of correspondence, about forty percent, reflected the project’s Business
Community goal while approximately one-quarter of the comments reflected the Vital Community goal;
the remainder reflected the Safety, Mobility, Feasibility, and Transportation Choices goals. Across all
goals, the comments can largely be characterized as follows:
•

Requests for clarifications, confirmations, or questions following project E-Updates, mailers, and
other project outreach plus website navigation questions;

•

Appreciation for project engagement, information, and responsiveness 2;

•

Positive reception for project and positive feedback on draft Facility Plan or specific tools;

•

Inquiries regarding design phase engagement and a desire to remain engaged in the project;

In some cases, comments resulted in additional input from follow-up communication with staff, as documented
in Appendix A.
2
Two commentors expressed that online meetings have not been helpful and/or outreach not adequately
extensive.
1
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•

Concerns regarding potential property/business impacts, during and after construction,
including right-of-way, out of direction travel, and site access/usage for residents, customers
and freight 3;

•

Suggestions for alternative solution approaches, including pilot projects, increased traffic
enforcement and education, lowering the posted speed limit, and more enhanced pedestrian
crossings;

•

Acknowledgement of safety problem yet doubt that tools address project goals as presented in
draft Plan 4; and

•

Assertions that effort not worth the community benefits.

Two comments related to the outreach and promotion of the Local Access Forums. In response, the
project team reached out to various business and residents on the corridor to confirm they had been
notified of the Local Access Forums and to better understand their reasons for not attending. Six
commentors shared that last minute circumstances, lack of interest, other priorities, the online format,
and general agency distrust influenced their decision to not attend the Local Access Forums.
Refer to Appendix A for comment details.

One commentor reflected on existing out of direction travel for bicyclists and pedestrians on the corridor, as well
as the economic impact of bicycle and pedestrian trips.
4
A couple of commentors questioned the validity of the safety problem.
3
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Jerry said that he had seen the Local Access Forums invitation but had not really been keeping up with the latest in the project and maybe lost
some momentum and interest. He expressed earlier disappointment that frontage was going to be taken. He said he had not yet reviewed the
latest recommendations but would and appreciated the consideration. He expressed that he had no issues with a median or the roundabouts.
Dan shared that he did see the invitation to the Local Access Forums and while he understood the reasoning for them, that the format of online
meetings was not really in line with his style of communication. He stated that he prefers to be able to be on-site and walk and talk with faceto-face communication as had happened with the pedestrian crossing projects. He noted that he and others may feel that after the initial
meeting a few years ago many felt that the outcome was preordained and that it did not matter how many additional meetings or comments
were received that the City would do what they wanted anyways. Dan expressed that loading and unloading of vehicles from Main Street is an
issue for him and when he uses the side street if cars are parked it blocks thru movements and is not ideal with the residents becoming upset.
He said that other dealers in the vicinity also use the two way left turn lane for loading and have similar issues which would be compounded
with the loss of the two way left turn lane and/or use of the local roads for loading and unloading of vehicles. For him, the biggest concern was
any possible loss of frontage as he sees it as a possible business killer for him. Dan expressed appreciation in the call and project status update.
Jean shared that she saw the invitation to the Local Access Forums, but it is tax season and they are very busy, so attending a meeting which
she had limited interest in and being busy in other work was why she did not sign up to attend.
While talking with City staff about the 66th pedestrian crossing installation, Charlotte said that she had received notification about the Local
Access Forums but was not interested in attending and only really wanted to comment on reducing the speed limit down to 35 MPH.
Dani informed the project team of health challenges that prevented her from attending the Local Access Forums and she requested that a
project team member get in touch with her to discuss possible impacts and concerns to her property.
I touched base with Joe T and he said that there was less then 10 people that attended the forum. Five of the guests where his lawyer, sons
etc. I don’t believe the forum was successfully promoted. The email outreach did not succeed. I’ll reach out to my email list of businesses and
see if they knew about the forum. Just to help you with feedback. You would think with 400 business and 30000 residents that there should be
a quorum of interested parties before a consensus before decisions are made.
Hmm. I own 2 businesses on Main St. No postcards. No one I know received a postcard or email. No one I know Knew about the forum.
Whatever the case the last open house had 56 people this one 11. The notifications are not working to the community at large’s benefit.
I am sorry I didn't attend. I had an unexpected visit from my niece who lives in North Dakota. My apologies.
We met in 2018 when you came by our business, Giant Burger at 38th and Main to talk about the project. I’m just curious if anything has
changed in the last few years regarding the measurements of the width of the road and where the sidewalk borders the north side of Main St.
Our building is very close to the road currently, there’s not much room to give. We’re also curious if the trees have to come down? The phone
booth and the sign moved? We also own a small rental house on the same property and our tenant is a bit concerned as well. I tried to weed
through the info in the update you emailed out today to no avail... any info you can forward will be greatly appreciated!
Hope this email finds you well. I am wondering, after re-reading this email, if I might virtually attend the meetings without participating? I see
that giving priority to those directly affected makes sense but without participating I would not be taking up their time, but still be educated.

Springfield Main Street Safety Project, 3/2/21 – 11/19/21 – Other Comment Submissions

Page 1 of 11

Appendix A

Contact

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

Thank you for your quick response. Although I won't be able to attend/watch on 5/10 I can sometimes see them on their you tube channel
later, not always not sure what it is based on. And thank you for the link.
Thank you [for the link to the 5.10.21 Council Work Session]!
I just watched the council meeting and I found myself considering Counselor Pishioneri's example of a person who lives on Main Street driving
and how much out of direction travel they would have - but from the perspective of a person who walked instead. Just fiddling with google
maps, it looks like out of direction travel time to cross the street for Google's walking speed is about 10 minutes if you're halfway between
crosswalks? Does that sound about right? I attached a couple of images below, Google renders the direct crossing a little strangely, but my
understanding is that T intersections are legal crosswalks in Oregon (can you confirm?), though obviously not safe at current speeds of course.
I'm curious if this project has a minimum acceptable time limit for out of direction travel for pedestrians like it does for drivers? Given that
long out of direction travel for a pedestrian is a likely driver of less safe crossings (legal or not), especially for senior and mobility impaired
pedestrians who may be challenged to walk a half mile, this seems like an important safety consideration. Since these discussions seem to
focus on economics almost more than safety, I would also add the important but perhaps not often considered point that people who do not
drive do spend money. One study in fact showed that they spend 40% more than drivers. Thanks for all of your work on this project.

Kevin
Schaper

Bill Boresek

Thank you! There's a lot to dig into here but reading the definition of Urban mix and seeing that it's being applied all the way out to Bob Straub
is very exciting. Have a great weekend.
I have a question based on the documents, the example image on page 10 of the document the refined alternate solutions seems to still show
2300+ feet between crosswalks. Would the 250-550 distance between crossings go in as additional RRFBs, some other treatment, or might it
actually stay as 2300+ feet between crossings based on council direction? Thanks so much for helping me get a better understanding of the
project!
Bill left a voicemail stating that he had just come across the Local Access Forum postcard on his desk from earlier this year and had spoken to
someone in the past about the project so was looking for an update. When City staff returned the call, Bill said that what is of most interest to
him is maintaining driveway access for the post office distribution facility on his site. He would like to stay involved in the project - he thinks it is
a great thing and the project will make Main Street safer. His main concern is that is if it is not constructed correctly it will be devastating to
some, such as the mail carriers who make use of his property. Bill noted that this is a big project and asked for clarification on the timeline. He
said that the conversation had been very helpful.
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Lisa left a voicemail noting that she had been engaged with the project early on and wanted to get a status update. When City staff returned
her call she confirmed that she had received the most recent E-Update but found it challenging to understand where we are with the project
and impacts to properties. She asked about the median recommendation in relation to her property and reiterated her concerns regarding
Lisa Edelberg
freight access. She asked what 'long-term' means as it relates to the cross sections. She thanked staff for taking the time to explain the status of
the project a little more clearly, noting that it made sense that she couldn't translate what the E-Update was trying to convey because things
are still vague.
Thank you for hanging in over the long-term to get these long needed and long desired improvements! No simple thing to accomplish over
John
seven miles and seven years and 700 meetings! Great kudos for your work, vision and perseverance [in spite of dubious reluctance from many
Tamulonis
officials over those years]! Your good hands are quite evident! I appreciate the effort in difficult times. I hope all is well with you and your
family! Stay safe and be well!
Great news about the additional funds for Main St! I had asked ODOT (Don Hamilton) about this program back in May, but they hadn’t yet
determined where they would go. It looks like a good plan to increase safety, including on 82nd in Portland, which is where a lot of the funds
could go, too. A couple of questions: could there be some pilot safety programs tested through these funds to install some raised medians
that are part of the Main St safety design concepts? This would be a good way to test efficacy and also maybe prove to some businesses that
Mike Koivula the medians won’t hurt their customers as badly as they fear. The other question relates to lighting. I find the LED street lights very harsh and
glaring. Are there any new light fixtures or bulbs that might reduce this, while still providing better illumination? I think some of the downtown
LEDs resemble a gulag. It would be great to find the latest research on this. We need to try to cut down on light pollution as much as possible.
Thanks
Thanks for the timely answer. Again, great to get these new funds!
Hi, I want to congratulate you on the work you’ve done so far for the Main Street Safety Project. You’ve presented a clear vision and I feel
you’ve done a good job with communication. I have some criticism though. First, I believe the roundabout at 21st Street and Main is a terrible
mistake, as well as all of Phase 7. It’s the only roundabout location I object to, and that is because it’s my opinion that the architectural
character of Main Street west of 28th doesn’t conform to what is found in the rest of the study area yet it’s treated systematically as if it did
conform. Secondly, I can’t help but notice that the “example” area that shows a new roundabout at 54th Street and Main (figure 33) where it
makes sense. It’s misleading though because that same roundabout at 21st would threaten the Paramount Center, and the coup de grace of
Phase 7 seems to insure ultimate demolition. The Paramount Center is a notable, remarkable, historic preservation success. That place is a
Tim Hilton
blue-ribbon example of restoration and re-use of a historic property. It is also a local landmark to everyday users of Main Street. It is also a
very successful neighborhood commercial node and is the gateway to the residential tracts to the north. Alas it has no official historic
designation at this point, I’m sure the community would soon consider it that way if it were to be demolition was threatened and may move to
list property on the National Register of Historic Places, NRHP. I suggest the planning team think out of the box for Phase 7 and the area west
of 28th Street. The long-term goal should find a way to coexist and sustain the existing urban fabric in this particular area. There isn’t a lot of
traffic on 21st Street so this is all about the traffic on Main Street. So why sacrifice and ruin 21st Street, which works very well already, for the
unloved intersection at Main Street? Can’t there be the possibility that the Paramount Center remains, and the traffic solution can be resolved
in a way that features Paramount Center as a landmark and nodal center? There’s an example already for what I’m suggesting within the city
Springfield Main Street Safety Project, 3/2/21 – 11/19/21 – Other Comment Submissions

Page 3 of 11

Appendix A

Contact

David
Gibson

Jon Heacock

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

limits: the intersection of Harlow Road and Laura is closer to the roundabout at Pioneer Parkway than 21st Street is to 28th Street, and that
doesn’t cause congestion and was the result of analysis similar to yours. Something like that would be much more appropriate for the
intersection of 21st Street and Main than the present suggestion of a roundabout. Thank you for your attention! Please feel free to contact me.
Thanks for the response! The Tech Memo #15 proposal looks good. I want to say that I think these proposals are first rate and demonstrate
techniques that have successfully been developed in Europe since the 1970s to reduce safety and user problems that arose in circumstances
exactly like Main Street. I also think that these improvements will result in a whole new way that users think of Main Street and will guide
future development and growth. I think there’re also for Re-use and Preservation opportunities that may result. Really good work! Thanks
again.
David left a voicemail and submitted a comment via the project website requesting more clarification regarding the implementation timeframe.
What is the proposed timeline for this project? Phase I will affect Les Schwab and we would like to plan accordingly. Thank you.
Thank you [for the information].
Thanks for the information on the facility plan. Couple of questions - we are owners of the subway property in the NE quadrant of 42nd/Main
street. I notice that this intersection is part of phase 1 level project list. On page 40, the summary of impacts studied for businesses mentioned
access and out of direction travel associated with raised medians and roundabouts and their approach medians. This will be a major concern
at this intersection and adjacent roadway segments that provide critical access to businesses in this area.
- When will we expect specific engagement regarding any phase 1 project and providing viable designs
- what have the traffic studies shown on operations at this proposed roundabout during peak hour operations and the potential impacts to
any adjacent accesses
- the report discusses having reviewed impacts of raised medians on similar projects, can you provide any study results for impacts of
roundabouts and raised medians to adjacent business and access. Because there is no other city street system to serve these properties, it
seems like the only solution for drive by traffic will be to go out of direction to the next opening or intersection and perform a "U" type of turn.
I am not sure how this will be made safe and in fact not sure any driver would be willing to make to get to businesses.
Thanks - A couple of follow-up questions:
• Roundabouts are great for overall delay because during non-peak hours no-one is stopping, but with a business that relies heavily on
access during peak hours I am interested in backup and delay during the peak business hours for roundabouts.
• Below is a copy of the very rough roundabout layout at 42nd street. Our property is on the far-right side in the NE quadrant, there is
no access shown from Main Street ere I am assuming this is an oversight, but the drawing should be corrected, even in the concept
phase to correctly show this access. Also, on this same drawing you can see that there is no city alley/street at the back of the Arco,
Arby's and Subway, which will need to be added if the Raised median is installed on Main Street. Without this the impacts of the
raised median will be catastrophic for Arby's and Subway.
Thanks, what I said doesn't make allot of sense when I look back as it as well, sorry to waste that time for you. There are way too many tech
memos and studies to keep track of for me, you all have done a good job of trying to keep everyone engaged and answer questions. It comes
as no surprise, that our business concern is getting customers to the business. With a roundabout at 42nd street and the raised medians on
Main street, this changes all of our locations operations and potentially cuts off a majority of our potential customers. Assuming out of
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direction travel will work for this location is just not the case. As noted in the EcoNW memo snip below, out of direction travel is most
impactful for pass by businesses and especially those between 42nd and 54th street. I am not sure how you solve this problem, one solution is
that in addition to our access from main street, the City/State could install a local backage road in this area as a part of the project. When your
team gets the opportunity, we would be glad to meet and discuss this at any time and the sooner the better
Thanks. We will continue to be engaged and make the comments we hope are relevant to the planning phase, as well as after the future
development phases. It would seem appropriate to ask for new city streets/alleys to be considered and included in any updated city comp
plans, etc.
Hello, I have stated that I do not have 4' to give, I do not believe the expense of moving telephone poles, fire hydrants and general utilities is
worth the extreme loss of business revenue for the gain of 4'. work within the frame of existing Main St. look at open areas for the LTD pull
overs. Look at the intersections that need help. Bob Straub has room and needs controls. No person, business or revenue will be thrown out
of their livelihood.
Hello, Wright's Property Acquisitions says stay within the footprint of Main St. Do not take our parking, access and mobility.
Leon left two voicemails requesting more information regarding the project. City staff returned the call, and his voicemail directed the caller to
his cellphone number. Staff also called the cellphone and left a voicemail apologizing for the delay in a return call due to staff work schedules
and asking him to return the call at his earliest convenience.
Bill left a voicemail stating that he received the postcard with the draft Facility Plan information. When City staff returned the call, Bill
requested an in-person meeting. Bill said that he had reviewed Tech Memo #15 and the draft Facility Plan and overall it seems like a good plan
and is pretty easy to follow for the lay person. He said that he understands the gist of what sparked the project. He acknowledged that it will
have an impact on a lot of property owners with a lot of driveways and that not all will be happy but it seems like City staff are trying to do the
best for the community. Bill asked clarifying questions regarding the project schedule and process, implementation costs, funding sources, the
Balanced Width cross-section, driveway density, and LTD service. Bill asked how the enhanced pedestrian crossings on Main Street are working
out. He also asked if the City is happy with how the existing roundabouts in Springfield are functioning, noting that the Franklin location seems
like a challenging choke point that works well. He asked about crash statistics before and after implementation. Bill noted that he was pleased
to see that in the preliminary conceptual drawings that no median is shown in front of his property and he wondered how likely that will
continue as the design advances. He shared that in addition to customers the postal service tenant has 20 mail carriers and semis that need to
access the site regularly. Bill asked for more specificity, if possible, regarding the likely timing of funding/design/construction for Phase 4. Bill
asked if he will be informed before design is finalized for the segment in front of his property. He asked about ODOT’s engagement in the
planning phase. Bill said that he has always found Springfield staff to be reasonable and have the community's interest in making the
community better. He added that it is hard to keep all people happy but the flexibility in the plan is important and not always found in other
communities.
Good morning, thank you for the follow up!
Recently, it was brought to my attention that there is soon to be construction on Main Street. I believe this will cause more damage than good
to our community. With medians being put in, this could cause more accidents and lots of confusion. More people are less likely to stop, let
alone, slow down. This is also a huge inconvenience for small businesses that currently run up and down Main Street. As someone who works

Springfield Main Street Safety Project, 3/2/21 – 11/19/21 – Other Comment Submissions

Page 5 of 11

Appendix A

Contact

Erin Arney

Sally Murphy

Bonnie
Mogstad

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

for a locally small business, I strongly believe this will ruin the respect that people have developed for Main Street. Along with that being said,
shipments will be more difficult for truck drivers who drive semi- trucks. Unfortunately, putting a median seven miles down main street along
with roundabouts, will NOT help with safety NOR will it help with people slowing down and stopping. This is ruining our community and we do
NOT want change. Sincerely, A concerned patron
I wanted to address my opinion on the Main Street reconstruction project you guys are planning. I feel that this project will cause many issues,
not only for safety but it will affect many small businesses. Safety wise round abouts can cause many accidents. People tend not to yield when
they are supposed, and large trucks cannot easily fit through these roundabouts which can cause blockages and accidents. As far as small
businesses, this reconstruction would cause businesses to lose costumers and make it difficult for product to be shipped in. It would cause
businesses to lose customers, for example instead of it taking them only 5 minutes to get down main street in the past, it would now take
them 20 minutes causing them to go to a bigger box store where they can get there faster. It would also cause issues with trucking shipments,
because big semis cannot easily fit through roundabout and would have to completely reroute due to medians. As someone who has lived
here my whole life, and who is employed by small business and supports many small businesses along main street, this will ruin many small
businesses. It may even lead to places having to be shut down. Main Street is known and respected for its small businesses, don't ruin that for
people. Thank you!
Sally called to note that she is getting error messages when she tries to access the MSSP website using Google Chrome.
Thanks. Guess I wasn’t clear on what I’m looking for. I HAVE been able to access what you sent but trying to dig deeper to get specifics is
where I’m running into trouble. The message I receive says “this website may be impersonating “main street safety.org” and tells me to go
back to the previous page. Is there anywhere that I can see what the actual “blueprint” shows? Such as median locations, and how are they
planning to access four more feet on either side? Etc. Thanks for your help, it’s hard not being there to walk in and ask!
I am concerned about your plan to put center meridians down Main Street. I live on the south side of Main Street and have a very hard time
pulling out of my drive to go west. I usually have to use the center lane to get into traffic. Also coming from the east and turning into my drive
would be utterly impossible without a center lane. Pulling out of our drive with trailers (which we use) would even be more problematic.
There are driveways every 50-90 feet down Main St. Are you going to make gaps that often in the meridian? What about multi-family units
going up along Main which the City is encouraging? That means more traffic trying to get past the meridians. Being able to do U-turns is NOT a
safer way to manage traffic. The big trucks that travel Main St cannot safely stop on a dime to avoid a vehicle doing a U-turn nor even the
average driver. With a meridian there is nowhere to go to make a safe turn. On the issue of round abouts, they may be useful some places,
but Main Street is a major corridor for travel going east and west. We need to accept that fact. It would not be easy, maybe even impossible
for a large oversize truck to manage one roundabout let alone several trying to get to and from Springfield. Also how is a roundabout handled
with regard to pedestrian traffic at an intersection? I am concerned about that too. I agree that Main Street has safety issues. But maybe we
can reduce the speed and ENFORCE it for the full stretch to 79th. Also, I believe the pedestrian crossings are a good measure, let's have more.
Traffic lights also slow people down, let's have more. Another concern which may or may not be a problem is who will be paying for new
sidewalks etc. Are you going to be sending Main Street owners a bill for all or any of this? Or a new addition to our tax bills? With COVID your
public meetings are really not too helpful. There needs to be more outreach to the public such as maybe via the local news? More mailings
etc. I have signed up for your emails but not all people use email. I hope you do more work on your plan to make it fit our community better.
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Thank you.
I don’t quite understand your map and comment thing, how do I see comments and your responses to them? Also, you did not answer my
question of what you mean by consolidating and relocating driveways. Thank you.
Sorry guess I did not ask before about driveways. But am asking now. Thanks.
Thank you for responding. As I am in east Springfield and hopefully some time down the road for these changes. I will wait and see for now.
I am sure I will ask for more as it gets more refined.
Are you going to have any community feedback sessions ahead of approving the draft? I have not seen anything in the mail from you and I
think many residents going to be affected by this do not even realize what you are planning. The idea of medians needs a lot more explaining.
I cannot see how that is going to stop rear end accidents and as for turning accidents having u turns on main street is certainly not going to be
helpful. People will be doing a u turn at a slower speed than traffic causing more potential accidents. Also losing the center lane leaves
vehicles nowhere to go in case of a problem, no way to enter and exit main street. Roundabouts are also excessive, they will be hard for trucks
to navigate, take away property owners land, and what about pedestrians and roundabouts? They can’t be good for the pedestrian. Also, I
would like to know more about what you mean on the consolidation or relocating driveways? Are you going to take away our driveways?
I posted about this project on a facebook neighborhood page and was amazed at how many responses I got from people who know nothing
about these plans. I saw the blurp on the news. It does not say anything about being able to review these plans and is very misconceiving. I
agree Main Street needs work to be safer but what is being proposed is very drastic. Having more pedestrian median crosses is good, also
more traffic lights at intersections and reduce the speed limit all the way would make much more sense and slow the traffic. I look forward to
hearing from you. thank you.
I have talked with someone, and yes my mailing address is 6617. Thanks for responding.
I would like to express my opinion about this meridian proposal. As a person who drives a delivery truck all day between 42nd St and 75th St
this would greatly inconvenience my day and also complicate my route. I cross over Main St quite often during my day and it is hard enough as
it is now to do so. Having to turn right on to Main just to find the next opening, then cross over and then turn around and then turn right
would be a killer to my efficiency. Plus, I honestly don’t see how this is going to be a safer scenario. There are still dumb drivers that are going
to get angry and do stupid things. Please, please, please don’t do this!
So, there are so many holes in these arguments. What was the demographic of the people that were talked to about the medians? Was any
thought given to the fact that almost all of the rear end collisions and turning collisions are due to distracted driving? I sit high up in a FedEx
truck all over Thurston. I see people texting while driving all the time. I also witness aggressive driving all the time. I saw that we only have till
October 25th to voice our opinions, is that correct? Or has the decision already been made? (It kind of sounds that way in your email). I would
love to be able to talk to someone face to face. Has this been voted on? I don’t remember seeing anything in the voters pamphlet about this,
and this is a pretty big project. So how can I make my voice and the voice of hundreds of Springfield residents known?
If I had some kind of assurance that my thoughts, opinions, and ideas would have any sort of effect on the decision that is made, I would love to
be part of that meeting. But I do not want to spend time and energy on something that has already been decided. So, I guess if you could let me
know, is it worth my time to show up at a meeting where this is being discussed so that I can voice my thoughts and opinions?
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So, two days ago I emailed you and I haven’t heard anything back. My number is 541-953-1878. If there is a way for me to make my opinions
vocal to a group in a meeting of some sort could you let me know?
I have all next week off. I could meet with someone to discuss this topic then. Will that work?
When City staff met with Garon he shared that he has worked for FedEx for 15 years and for 7 of those years he has been delivering in
Thurston, between 42nd and 75th Streets. He noted his observations of driver distraction, aggression, and impatience on Main Street, as well as
his approach to and experiences with navigating the corridor. Garon asked numerous clarifying questions regarding crash data; median,
roundabout, and cross-section recommendations; Bob Straub interchange area improvements; and community outreach and engagement
efforts. Garon stated that he has no problem with the recommended tools but expressed that he still feels like the project is putting a band aid
on a symptom rather than addressing the root causes of driver behavior. Garon said that his questions had been answered and he appreciated
the time that staff took to meet with him.
I work on 42nd and live on 57th. The proposed changes to Main Street will not reduce wrecks, injuries, or property damage. It will cause more
traffic and therefore more wrecks and injuries. If you’re turning left onto Main Street you will still have to cross two lanes of traffic. If medians
are added, u-turns will cause traffic to be backed up. It will also lead to confusion on whose turn it is if someone is trying to make a right turn
going the same way the person is u-turning, thus, causing even more wrecks and backups. I suggest ticketing people who drive over the speed
limit / recklessly and seeing what happens to the numbers. The other alternatives you have presented: at-grade separated bike lanes and
curb-tight sidewalks can improve pedestrian / vehicle wrecks. A roundabout would make sense at 69th. That’s it. The total proposed cost of
changes is ~$133,000,000. The effort outweighs the benefit. Thank you.
The plans you are planning are dangerous and no good! We have semis coming through this area due to other roads having length restrictions
and you think a big truck like that will safely drive through roundabouts what about the residents that live directly on Main either way if you
put in medians to get your “safety corridor“ because let’s face it that’s what your intentions are. This will make it extremely hard to go to
either side of Main Street. Let’s rethink your plan to a safer and smarter plan!
This plan is not only dangerous but ridiculous! Not only do you want to put 5 turn abouts and medians all the way down Main Street to 72nd
you want to add in a Dollar General at the tip of that. This is insanely irresponsible! We have enough wrecks out here for this to be added to
the mess and a store in a residential area!!! We do not want your bigger town out here. Move along to Eugene where they allow homeless and
non-thought-out plans and leave our streets alone! This is a major roadway for semi trucks. This is not safe nor smart putting roundabouts in
when so many trucks are involved! Let alone all the homeowners you will be screwing on both sides of the street. This is not well planned nor
planned by people who actually live out here. Again, leave our streets alone! Your upscale crap isn’t wanted out here!
I just found out about the medians and roundabouts that are being planned, and I absolutely disagree with this model. Will there be meetings
coming up, or is this already a done deal? Are we going to get to vote on funding this project? Thank you.
Just some feedback from a daily driver of Main Street. The 6 pedestrian crosswalks installed along Main Street were unfortunately not the
answer. I drive Main Street in multiple sections daily and watch adults choose to not use them, running and sometimes walking across all lanes
of traffic when they are less than a block from the installed crosswalks. I am also not in favor of roundabouts being added along Main Street if
they will be double lane like the one over by gateway. The roundabout over by gateway I drive daily, and many people do not use it properly. I
have witnessed many close calls and several accidents within the roundabout due to it being multilane. From my experience and observations

Springfield Main Street Safety Project, 3/2/21 – 11/19/21 – Other Comment Submissions

Page 8 of 11

Appendix A

Contact

Jody Scott

Anonymous

Donna Howe

Christine
Landry

Full comment – italicized text summarizes phone call or in-person communication.

there are many more issues with it than a traditional traffic light. Please ask for community feedback and input before installing any more
crosswalks or roundabouts. Thanks!
The proposals are ridiculous. A center median instead of a turn lane? Roundabouts? Changing or moving entries into businesses? It sounds like
change just to change. The 35 MPH speed limit is bad enough for traffic flow.
You would think a government entity like ODOT would play by the rules and set a good example, but obviously not. Even though everybody and
their brothers nail garage sale signs to the power poles, it’s against the SUB rules. While probably not a criminal offense, it is against the rules
and does not make SUB happy. ODOT really should remove all the nails that they pounded into the power poles to stabilize their signs. I know
there’s no point in emailing ODOT, since I emailed them many years ago to let them know the solution to preventing all the accidents, that
happen daily, on I105 between Coburg Rd and I5. They never even had the courtesy to email me back. Instead they just dumped millions of
dollars into Delta and Beltline. Oh wait, the “Randy Pape Beltway.”
I went to Thurston High, I have lived of Main St. 22 yrs. I have watched in horror people ran over, the impatience and aggression of the many
speeding drivers, I’m am begging you to please do not add to this already congested, dangerous highway by putting Meridians down Main. It’s
a horrible idea, if anything we need more crosswalks down Main, this will just add to mote people being killed. We need that middle lane
period. This will be one of the hazardous things you could do to Main St. and the people that live here! Sincerely, a very, very concerned
already frightened Citizen of Springfield and Main. ���❌����������
On another note to add to the e- mail I have already sent with all of Main St. bumper to bumper because it surely will be worse with a
Meridian in the middle, how in the world do you think ambulances, fire trucks, Police racing by in an Emergency. We Do Not Need Main St.
Meridians of all things, PLEASE, WE DON’T.
No, this is exactly why we do not need medians!
Hello, our family has lived at 6415 Main Street for over 16 years. I am very familiar with the workings of Main Street and the speeding
problem. It got much worse when the 45mph speed limit was moved west past Mountaingate a few years ago. I have looked through the plan
that the city has for Main, and I am honestly horrified. How am I supposed to pull left out of my driveway with raised medians? How is my
husband supposed to back his trailer in safely with raised medians? It has been quite obvious to me for many years that the main issue on the
street is the excessive speed and the lack of crosswalks. I sit in my living room each morning and watch log trucks, construction trucks and
civilian vehicles speed by at 55-60 miles an hour (faster at 4-5am). Lowering the speed limit is the most cost-effective solution. Make the
speed limit 30 from 58th all the way up to 72nd and you will see the accidents greatly reduced. It will also be much safer for pedestrians
crossing to get to the parks and to the bus stops. What is the cost of lowering the speed limit compared to what you have planned? I bet it's A
LOT cheaper. Stop wasting our money and use it to put sidewalks into some of the Springfield neighborhoods that don't have them. While
you're at it, repair and resurface the streets on some of those neighborhoods so they don't look and drive like bumpy patchwork. There is
currently only one crosswalk between 58th and 69th and it's at 66th. That crosswalk was obviously poorly engineered, and most don't use it
because it's not safe. Why is it not safe? BECAUSE THE TRAFFIC IS GOING TOO DANG FAST! In closing, I am AGAINST your proposed changes.
REDUCE THE SPEED LIMIT and then you can put in some regular crosswalks. There is no reason to have vehicles speeding through our nicest
neighborhood in Springfield going 55 except no one wants to lower the speed limit. Just do it, and the road will be safer. Then have SPD
patrol a little more often. It's a much cheaper solution. Show the citizens that you care about how their money is spent.
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It's always a challenge with transportation projects to give the right feedback at the right time. Now that I've seen the phasing, I would like to
ask the project team to consider whether a quick build project can be implemented across the entire project area while we wait for the funding
and sub projects to happen. The parallels between PBOT's East Glisan Safety Project and our Main Street Safety Project really stand out to me.
The traffic volumes and surrounding built environment seem very similar, and what they achieved with a relatively small amount of money is
really impressive to me - in particular the massive reduction in top end speeders. https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020/evaluationreport-glisan-dec-2020.pdf. I would like the project team to give consideration to whether some of the lane reduction tools applied on NE Glisan
could be applied to Main St as interim traffic calming so that we can get the safety benefits of reduced speeds across the entire project area as
soon as possible. Thanks for all of your hard work on this huge project.
This communication is in response to the Main Street Facility Plan Draft dated September 2021. I have been involved in this project on many
levels for several years. I am in total opposition to what is recommended in the toolbox of solutions. The entire premise of safety concerns on
this corridor is questionable. My position is confirmed through the city’s own documents. As to the idea of congestion and improved quality of
life, these concepts are absurd. I am prepared to provide evidence for my assertions. My opposition to this project stems from the following:
• A raised median will create a lot of out-of-direction travel which is environmentally unsound. Not to mention the delay and difficulty of
reaching any given destination which will reduce business activities on this corridor.
• The nine roundabouts have a huge footprint which will devastate many properties and businesses. The cost on so many levels for such
a solution is unwarranted. The safety record for pedestrians and bicyclists navigating roundabouts is also very alarming.
• The additional taking of land to increase the ROW from 80’ to 88’-96’ is also devastating to all the adjacent properties along the entire
corridor. Reducing parking facilities and make circulation a nightmare for already challenged properties. It is not a fair and balanced
approach when you enhance the existing facilities for some users at the expense of others in a community.
In summary, this is a pipe-dream-pretty-project for the City and ODOT, with a high price tag for many of us in the business community as well as
taxpayers in general. The potential negative outcomes will far out way the potential benefits for our city.
This traffic light, although was updated, is horrible! I will sit for several minutes at a time with no traffic, or very little traveling across. Can you
please, please, please, update the sensitivity so that we are not waiting so long while no cars are crossing thru?
To whom it may concern, I am a homeowner of Main Street and would like to know how I can leave feedback that will be heard. I just became
aware of this project and had not been informed prior about this project in the works. I am looking for who I can contact to give some personal
insight of some ideas I may also have in addition to add to this project. I have been a homeowner of 6610 Main Street since 1997. I am a
Mother of 7 and have seen the many changes and that safety is of upmost importance. Please direct me in the right direction to speak to
someone please.
Where can I find the public meeting calendar? I am just now learning of this project and would like to be included if possible. I have been a
homeowner since 1997 located with a 66th and Main Street address. I would like to add a few key points such as: Red light cameras, why are
these not being used in our large intersections such as Bob Straub or 58th and Main street? The closest destination to our city is Albany who
have multiple red light cameras installed. People run red lights daily especially in the 58th and Main intersection as well as the large Bob
Straub and Main intersection. I also do not understand why the speed limit resumes to be 45. The change on Main went from 40 to now 35 but
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stopped the change right after 60th Place. Why was this not continued down past the cemetery? I would like to know how to become more
involved in helping add feedback and such. I have signed up for the emails.
Isabel left a voicemail saying that she thinks improving safety on Main Street is a wonderful idea. She asked for clarification regarding how the
taking of land for the long-term cross-section would work - would the City take care of a new survey, updating property records, and would
property owners have to pay? When City staff returned her call she thanked them for getting back to her.
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Main Street Update
Current Status of Main Street Safety Project
In April, ODOT finalized the contract with its consultants and issued a Notice
to Proceed for planning efforts and community conversations along the Main
Street Corridor. City and ODOT staff have since collaborated with the
consultant team to launch the Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety
Project. A City Council Work Session is scheduled on May 21st to ensure the
Council has a common understanding of the planning process and to inform
the Main Street Governance Team Kickoff Meeting.
Main Street Traffic Counts
An early step in the planning process is to inventory and analyze existing
traffic conditions. The consultant will review traffic count data and operational
analyses from previous planning efforts and report on intersection
operations at Main Street intersections during the morning and afternoon
peak hours according to engineering standards. You may see staff from Key
Data Network (K-D-N) setting up equipment on Main Street to conduct traffic
counts between May 22 and May 24.
Main Street Governance Team Meeting
The Main Street Governance Team will participate in a Kickoff Meeting on
June 5th to formally kickoff the Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety
Project. At this meeting, the Governance Team will participate in a facilitated
discussion to:
Establish agreement on definition of project purpose;
Clarify team and partner agency roles;
Establish internal and external communication protocols;
Confirm decision-making structure and process;
Review the project schedule and key milestones;
Introduce the purpose and goals of the Public Involvement Plan; and
Discuss project stakeholders and opportunities for engagement
The meeting will take place from 1pm to 3:30pm in the Library Meeting Room
of Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street. This meeting is open to the public to
attend. No oral public comments will be taken at the Governance Team
meeting, but written comments may be submitted via a comment box at the
meeting.
Stay Informed
If you know of others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive future email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/.
To stay informed please visit ourmainstreetspringfield.org.
Molly Markarian
Senior Planner
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611

Main Street Safety Project
Strategic Advisory Committee
Project Update
At the June 5th Main Street Governance Team meeting, the City of Springfield
and the Oregon Department of Transportation formally launched the
Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project. Over approximately the next
2-3 years, this project will pull together detailed analysis and extensive
community outreach to inform the selection of design concepts for
infrastructure improvements to improve safety on Main Street from 20th
Street to 72nd Street.
Seeking Applications
As part of community outreach to inform the selection of design concepts for
infrastructure improvements, the City of Springfield is accepting applications
from Springfield residents, business or property owners to serve on the Main
Street Safety Project Strategic Advisory Committee; applications will be
accepted until 12:00 pm on August 10, 2018.
The City is seeking applications to fill up to 16 volunteer positions
representing a variety of community stakeholders. The Springfield Planning
Commission will appoint members to the Strategic Advisory Committee at
their September 5, 2018 meeting.
Individually, committee members will serve as a liaison to their
neighborhood, organization, or agency. Committee members will be
responsible for attending meetings, reviewing materials, providing insight on
community concerns or issues, and sharing information with other
community members and bringing viewpoints back to the group.
The primary purpose for the committee is to inform the project by providing
advice and direction to the development of the Main Street Facility Plan. The
Committee plays an advisory role and produces recommendations for the
project team, the Springfield Planning Commission, the Main Street
Governance Team, and the Springfield City Council.
Members will be appointed to serve for the duration of the planning phase of
the Main Street Safety Project, which is anticipated to take place over the next
2 to 3 years. Tentatively, there will be 3 to 4 meetings per year and could be
scheduled during regular business hours, in the evenings, or both. We will
work with committee members to determine the best meeting times.
Application Details
Who can apply?
Springfield residents, business or property owners.
What is the deadline to submit an application?
Applications will be accepted until 12:00 pm on August 10, 2018 at City
Manager's Office at 225 Fifth Street in Downtown Springfield.
Where can I find the application to fill out?
Applications are available in the City Manager's Office at 225 Fifth Street in
Downtown Springfield or at http://www.springfield-or.gov/bcc.htm.
Purpose of the Project
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
Stay Informed
If you know of others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive future email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/.
To stay informed please visit ourmainstreetspringfield.org.
Molly Markarian
Senior Planner
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611

Main Street Safety Project
Community Engagement Efforts
Upcoming Online Open House
On November 7, 2018, the project team will launch an online open
house. The online open house will gather input and feedback from the
community to start to inform what infrastructure safety improvements are
desired and needed that 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 ongoing traffic safety
education and enforcement.
We will send another e-update when the online open house is live and you
can participate by watching the introductory video and filling out questions
asked as part of the online open house. We would also appreciate your
support with sending the online open house to others interested in Main
Street to help provide decisions makers with input that is necessary to make
informed decisions regarding the future of Main Street.
Community Engagement Plan
Building upon prior community visioning and planning efforts for Main Street,
and input from the Governance Team and City Council, the project team has
prepared a robust community engagement plan for the Main Street Safety
Project to ensure a thorough gathering of community input occurs.
The Springfield Planning Commission, which also serves as the City of
Springfield's Committee for Citizen Involvement, approved the Community
Engagement Plan for the Main Street Safety Project at their September 5,
2018 meeting held at Springfield City Hall. The plan outlines how the
community will be engaged in the planning efforts for the Facility Plan
phase of the project. Read the Community Engagement Plan for details.
Strategic Advisory Committee
As part of community engagement to inform the selection of design concepts
for infrastructure improvements, the City of Springfield used
multiple methods to advertise for applicants to serve on the Main Street
Safety Project Strategic Advisory Committee. At their September 5, 2018
meeting, the Springfield Committee for Citizen Involvement appointed the
following community members to serve on the Main Street Safety Project
Strategic Advisory Committee:
William Belcher
James Coldren
Staci Holt
Susan Hartmann
Dean Huber
Dick Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga
Joe Tokatly
Jeffrey Wing
Dani Wright
The Strategic Advisory Committee is an opportunity for stakeholders to
provide input, feedback, and guidance to staff, and to put together a set of
recommendations for the Springfield Planning Commission to consider in
forming their recommendation to City Council. This Committee is composed
of residents, business and property owners, employees and advocates from
within the Main Street Corridor, and from the wider Springfield community.
There are representatives from businesses and Chamber of Commerce,
property owners, senior citizens, bike and pedestrian interest groups, and
members with disabilities.
This advisory committee will hold its first meeting from 3 to 6 pm on
Tuesday, November 6, 2018 at Springfield City Hall in conference rooms
615-616. The community can attend the meeting to listen and observe.
However, public comment will not be taken during the meeting.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about Main Street and
receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
To stay informed please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.

If your situation has changed and you no longer want to receive e-updates
about Main Street related projects you can opt-out by using the "Safe
Unsubscribe" link in the footer of this email.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House Live!
Online Open House is Live
Today, the project team has launched the first online open house for the
project. We are gathering input and feedback from the community to start to
inform what infrastructure safety improvements are desired and needed that
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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
The online open house will start with an introductory project video and then
goes through topic sections with information to read and questions to
answer. You can spend as much time as you want to learn about each topic,
explore linked information, and provide your feedback. On average, it will take
approximately 10 minutes to view the video and fill out the questions. Your
input is important to the success of the project and we encourage you to
participate! The online open house will be available until December 5.
Go to the Online Open House here.
We would appreciate your support by sending this online open house to
others interested in Main Street to help provide decisions makers with input
that is necessary to make informed decisions regarding the future of Main
Street.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street and
receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
To stay informed please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Summary of First Round of Community Engagement
Overview
The purpose of the first round of engagement was to introduce the project to
the community and gather feedback about safety concerns, existing
conditions, and community priorities to be considered as the project team
develops alternative solutions to address safety problems on Main Street.
The community input gathered will build upon previous outreach and
community input that has occurred and will inform the creation of goals and
objectives in the next step of the Main Street Safety Project.
The first round of community engagement activities reached over 2,000
people through an introductory mailer (906 recipients), E-Updates (803
recipients), participation in the Online Open House (attracted 450 unique
users and 177 survey participants provided comments), targeted focus
groups and a tabling event (95 participants), and a SAC meeting (with 10
members present and two absent members contacted after the meeting).
Members of the public also sent in 24 comments via email, phone, and inperson contact with the project team.
Activity Details
Community engagement activities completed during this round, as outlined
in the approved Community Engagement Plan, included:
Mailed letter and fact sheet to business and property owners within 300
feet of Main Street on 11/6/18.
Hand-delivered mailers to 50 businesses for which staff did not have
mailing addresses.
Issued media releases on 11/2/18 and 11/7/18; KVAL and KEZI ran
stories on 11/7-11/9/18 and Register Guard published article on
11/26/18.
Emailed updates to interested parties on 10/31/18 and 11/7/18.
Posted social media announcements on Facebook and Twitter on
10/31/18 and 11/7/18.
Held Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting #1 on 11/1/18.
Held Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting #1 on 11/6/18.
Planning Commission in its role as the Committee for Citizen
Involvement appointed additional SAC member and approved SACadopted bylaws on 12/18/18.
Updated http://www.ourmainstreetspringfield.org website content and
structure, launched project-specific subpage,
http://www.mainstreetsafety.org.
Participated in consultant delivery of web strategy to optimize user
experience, provide ongoing project updates, and draw attention to
website at key milestones.
Ran an Online Open House from 11/7 - 12/7/18, reopened from 12/19 1/2/18 for hand-delivered mailer recipients.
Cross promoted in Chamber of Commerce and InMotion newsletters
and announced at LTD Strategic Planning Committee and LTD Board
meetings.
Held focus groups in collaboration with Brookdale Senior Living
(seniors), Catholic Community Services (low-income households),
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking households), and
Willamalane Two50 Club (youth) on 11/5/18, 11/7/18, and 12/18/18.
Provided City Council a project update on 1/10/19. Read memo here.
Project Values
As part of the community engagement, the project team presented a set of
values distilled from information gleaned from previous projects and
conversations with the City Council, Main Street Governance Team, and
Planning Commission. Participants were then invited to weigh in on and rate
the importance of each of these values to them and identify key areas of
concern related to the project area:
Safety: I value solutions that reduce the risk of fatalities and serious
injuries.
Local Business Access: I value solutions that support the viability of
the businesses on Main Street by providing access and minimizing
other impacts.
Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that minimize congestion and
maintain the flow of traffic.
Cost: I value solutions that are cost-effective and make good use of
public funds.
Main Street Character: I value solutions that improve the appearance
of Main Street and make it a vibrant place for those who live, work, shop
and travel through the corridor.

Transit: I value solutions that support reliable and frequent transit
service that is accessible from destinations along Main Street.
Take-a-Ways
The project team heard diverse opinions and while we are still in the
process of compiling, summarizing, and analyzing the community feedback,
a key theme emerging is that across all interests' safety is by far the most
resonant value. Business access and traffic mobility also appear to be
important factors, so goals and objectives developed in this process should
reflect those values. The feedback also suggests the value statements may
need to be adjusted to broaden their scope.
Next Steps
The project team will be seeking feedback from the community on the draft
goals and objectives. At that time, we will share complete summaries of the
input received from the Strategic Advisory Committee, focus groups, online
open house, and email/phone/in-person comments when presenting draft
goals and objectives in early 2019.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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.
The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project
Since our last e-update in April, the project team has made progress on
several items noted below working with the Technical Advisory Committee,
Strategic Advisory Committee, Planning Commission, City Council, and Main
Street Governance Team.
Additionally, an update on the Main-McVay Transit Study is also
provided below.
Revised Goals & Objectives
The project team has revised the goals and objectives shared in the April
e-update based on feedback received this past spring from the Technical
Advisory Committee, Strategic Advisory Committee, Planning Commission,
City Council, Governance Team, and community groups. The revised Goals &
Objectives will shape development of transportation improvement options for a
safer Main Street. In addition, the revised Goals & Objectives were used to
provide community input and direction to draft the framework that will be used
to evaluate infrastructure solutions for the Main Street corridor. The Goals
& Objectives Technical Memo can be viewed here.
Technical Analysis
The project team also completed technical analysis of Future Baseline
Transportation Conditions (no build) for the Main Street corridor and
conducted a Literature Review of potential economic effects that possible
infrastructure safety solutions might have on nearby businesses and property
owners. Both documents are posted in the "Technical Memos" section on the
project website. This summer, the project team and the Technical Advisory
Committee will be developing and analyzing safety solutions for Main Street to
present this fall for stakeholder and broader community consideration.
Frequently Asked Questions

https://ui.constantcontact.com/rnavmap/email/action/print?agentId=1132874399893
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The project team has put together a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)
handout to answer common questions the team has received. One of the
frequently asked questions has been about what causes crashes on Main
Street. The FAQ handout provides data and information related to crashes on
Main Street between 2012-2016.
Upcoming Meetings
Governance Team - July 30, 2019
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #6 - August 6, 2019
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://www.mainstreetsafety.org.
Next Steps
This summer, the project team and Technical Advisory Committee will be
developing and analyzing alternative safety solutions for Main Street to
present for stakeholder consideration this fall. In addition to the Strategic
Advisory Committee and other advisory groups, the project team will engage
the broader community in review and screening of solutions. Also, in August,
ODOT and the City will mail letters to business and property owners on the
corridor notifying them of the opportunity to review the Key Principles and
Methodology that will be applied to future access decisions on Main Street.
Main-McVay Transit Study Update
The Main-McVay Transit Study will be taking the Main Street transit mode
choice to the Governance Team for guidance at their July 30th meeting. The
transit mode choice (Enhanced Corridor or EmX) will inform further analysis
that is done in coordination with the Main Street Safety Project alternative
safety solutions and will be a component of the Main Street Locally Preferred
Solution (LPS) that will be selected for future comparison to a "no change"
transit alternative. For more information, view transit mode choice memo that
went to the Springfield Planning Commission in June 2019.
The transit LPS will consist of both the transit mode choice and alignment for
the full Main Street Corridor from Springfield Station to Thurston. The Main
Street Governance Team is expected to provide guidance on a complete
transit LPS for Main Street in 2020 before it goes to the Springfield City
Council and Lane Transit District Board for public hearing and adoption.
To learn more about the Main-McVay Transit Study go to
http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/.
Stay Informed
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If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project Update 10-10-19: Updated FAQs for Main-McVay Transit Study, Upcoming Meetings and More

  

Main Street Safety Project

space
Web Page Refresh
The project team recently reorganized the Main Street Safety Project web
page to reduce the length of the page and make it easier to find documents.
The reorganization included splitting the page into two pages with documents,
meetings and event information on a separate, linked page. Additionally,
images have been refreshed and key information has been called out in text
boxes or highlighted. Check out the refreshed pages here.
Main-McVay Transit Study Frequently Asked Questions Updated
With the decision by the Governance Team at their July 30, 2019 meeting to
remove EmX from further study, the project's Frequently Asked Questions
document has been updated to reflect this decision. The document also
includes additional details for the two transit options that are currently being
studied further in Phase 2: Enhanced Corridor and No Change. At the next key
milestone for Phase 2, the document will be updated again.
Read the updated Frequently Asked Questions.
Upcoming Meetings
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #7 - October 22, 2019
Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting #4 - October 22, 2019
Planning Commission Works Session Meeting - November 5, 2019
City Council Work Session Meeting - November 12, 2019
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Next Steps
The project team and Technical Advisory Committee have been working to
finalize the alternative safety solutions for Main Street to present for
stakeholder consideration this coming fall and winter. In addition to the
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Strategic Advisory Committee and other advisory groups, the project team will
engage the broader community in review and screening of solutions.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
  
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
  
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
  

City of Springfield, Development & Public Works Department | 225 Fifth Street | Springfield | OR | 97477
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Main Street Safety Project
Changes to Project Schedule
In response to feedback from our elected officials over the last couple of
months, we have made several process adjustments. With this, the project
timeline has been pushed out approximately nine months. These adjustments
will provide the opportunity for us to capture more in-depth feedback on each
of the possible infrastructure elements in advance of refining comprehensive
safety solutions for consideration.
Upcoming Online Open House
The project team is scheduled to launch its second online open house on
March 4, 2020. This online open house will gather feedback from the
community to inform which possible infrastructure elements are preferred to
address the safety problem on Main Street. The possible infrastructure
elements being considered include raised medians, intersection control,
bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian facilities, and Enhanced Corridor transit.
We will send another e-update when the online open house is live, and you
can participate by watching two videos, reviewing information about each
possible infrastructure element and responding to questions about each
element. We would also appreciate your support by forwarding the online open
house to others interested in Main Street to help provide decision makers with
the community input necessary for making informed decisions regarding the
future of Main Street.
Local Access Meetings
The project team will hold meetings for property and business owners
immediately adjacent to Main Street to learn more about the possible
infrastructure elements and discuss how they might affect their property or
business. The intent of these meetings is to be "drop in" and to have property
and business owners attend the one that is closest to where their property or
business is located. A postcard with more details will be mailed to property and
business owners immediately adjacent to Main Street two to three weeks prior
to the meeting dates.

Meeting #1 at Ridgeview Elementary School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 7, 2020
Meeting #2 at Riverbend Elementary School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 8, 2020
Meeting #3 at Agnes Stewart Middle School - 4:30 to 6:30 pm, April 9, 2020
Other Outreach to Occur
The project team will also reach out to the broader community to receive their
feedback on the possible infrastructure elements through focus groups with
the same organizations that focus groups were held with in the round one
community engagement in fall 2018.
Other Upcoming Meetings
Governance Team Meeting - To be determined
City Council Work Session Meeting - June 1, 2020
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting #8 - Summer/Fall 2020
Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting #5 - Summer/Fall 2020
For complete meeting details, agendas, and other related information please
visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Summary of Community Feedback Received in 2019
With the upcoming launch of the second major round of community
engagement including the project's second online open house, we prepared a
summary of community feedback received during 2019. To view all fact sheets,
meeting minutes, summaries, technical memos and more, visit the project's
Documents, Meetings, and Events web page.
Next Steps
After the second online open house and the Local Access Meetings have
taken place, the project team and Technical Advisory Committee will work to
refine solutions and create a set of alternative safety solutions for Main Street
for stakeholder review this coming fall and winter.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose

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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House #2 Live
Online Open House #2 is Live
Today, the project team has launched the second online open house for the
project. This online open house will gather feedback from the community to
inform which possible infrastructure elements are preferred to address safety
problem on Main Street. The possible infrastructure elements being
considered include raised medians, intersection control, bicycle infrastructure,
pedestrian facilities, and Enhanced Corridor transit.
You can participate by watching two videos, reviewing information about each
possible infrastructure element and responding to questions about each
element. You can spend as much time as you want to learn about each
infrastructure element, explore linked information, and provide your feedback.
On average, it will take approximately 15 minutes to view the videos and fill out
the questions. Your feedback is important to the success of the project and we
encourage you to participate! The online open house will be available through
April 13, 2020.
Go to the Online Open House #2
We would also appreciate your support by forwarding the online open house to
others interested in Main Street to help provide decision makers with the
community input necessary for making informed decisions regarding the future
of Main Street.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
Project Contact

Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
mmarkarian@springfield-or.gov
541.726.4611
Project Purpose
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. The
Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.

Main Street Safety Project
Online Open House #2
Extended through April 30
COVID-19 is Impacting All of Us
COVID-19 has rapidly changed the way many of us work, live and interact with
each other. Not only is this a stressful time for people throughout the State, we
understand that this is putting a tremendous economic strain on Springfield's
residents, businesses and property owners.
The rapidly changing events around us will affect everyone in our community.
The City of Springfield remains committed to ensuring that our community will
emerge from this ready to bounce back. Our City offices may be closed, but
we're still working for you and the future of Springfield.
Project Adjusts Community Engagement to Meet Public Health Needs
With that in mind, we know that safety continues to be a key concern in our
community. While the timelines for our projects may change, we want to
continue to work toward building a safer Main Street for all, and continue to
support the businesses that help make up our vital economic community.
Online Open House #2 - Feedback Opportunity Still Available
In early March, the project team launched the second online open house for
the Main Street Safety Planning project. This online open house is gathering
community feedback on possible infrastructure elements to address the safety
problem on Main Street. These include raised medians, intersection control,
bicycle lanes, sidewalk improvements and Enhanced Corridor transit.
Even as we maintain physical distance from each other, there are still ways for
you to engage with the future of Main Street if you are able and interested to
do so. Our Online Open House has been taking your feedback for the last few
weeks, and as many of us remain at home, the City has extended this
engagement opportunity.
If you have not already, we encourage you to participate by watching two
videos, reviewing information about each possible infrastructure element and
responding to questions about each element. You can spend as much time as

you want to learn about each infrastructure element, explore linked
information, and provide your feedback. On average, it will take approximately
15 minutes to view the videos and fill out the questions. Your feedback is
important to the success of the project and we encourage you to participate!
We thank you for your feedback.

Click on image to go to Online Open House #2.
Stay safe and healthy, and please reach out if you have additional questions or
concerns.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
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Main Street Safety Project
Summary of Results from Second Round of Community Engagement
The second round of community engagement was extended through the end
of April 2020 in light of COVID-19. We wanted to ensure there was additional
opportunity for community members to provide feedback on the possible
infrastructure elements being considered. After the second round of
community engagement wrapped up, staff compiled and analyzed the
feedback received. Then a presentation of the findings was provided to the
Springfield City Council in June.
Overall, community members confirmed they want to see safety improved on
Main Street. There were high-level consistent themes heard across all
engagement points when feedback was sought to inform which possible
infrastructure elements are preferred to address the safety problem on Main
Street. Those consistent themes were:
Continue considering a median. However, feedback varied on how much
of a median is desired when comparing safety improvement vs.
accessibility.
Continue considering both roundabouts and signalized intersections.
Intersections could vary but should be based on project criteria.
Further analyze roundabout priority locations based on combination
of safety benefit and right of way impacts.
Emphasize that truck U-turns are prohibited at signalized
intersections.
Desire wider/buffered/separated bike facility. There was strong support to
remove the conventional bike lane from further consideration.
Desire to keep landscaping in toolkit with the consideration to balance
with maintenance, safety, and right of way impacts. However, feedback
on what the balance could look like was varied.
Encouraged identifying priorities for phased implementation based on
safety benefit, cost and feasibility.
Consider prioritization of worst safety locations in earlier
implementation phases. Intersections and segments could be
improved in different phases and not all at once.
Concern expressed about the cost and feasibility of more
expensive options and encouraged a moderate level of investment

and feasible solution.
Expressed the need to vary design elements along corridor to meet
business and community needs. Toolkit idea reiterated for ability to
implement different safety elements that help meet the project goals
while considering right of way impacts.
Desire to provide better transportation options for people, especially
elderly and children.
Read more about the results from the second round of community
engagement on the project's document, meeting and events page.
Next Steps
Based on this feedback, we know that safety continues to be a key concern in
our community but possible infrastructure elements need to reflect a balanced
approach to improve safety and support business/economic development.
Staff will take this feedback and use it to refine the possible safety elements
and overall infrastructure solutions.
Then feedback on the refinements will be sought this fall through meetings and
presentations with the project's Technical Advisory Committee, Strategic
Advisory Committee, and the community members and groups. Refinements
and feedback collected on them will then be presented to the Springfield
Planning Commission, Main Street Governance Team, and Springfield City
Council in early 2021.
Upcoming Meetings
Technical Advisory Committee - Fall 2020
Strategic Advisory Committee - Fall 2020
We will send out another e-update once these meeting dates have been
confirmed and meetings with community groups have been scheduled.
Stay Informed
If you know others who would like to be informed about the Main Street Safety
Project and receive email updates, please send them to this link to sign up:
http://mainstreetsafety.org.
For additional information please visit http://mainstreetsafety.org.
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streets in Oregon based on the severity and frequency of traffic crashes. The

Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety
education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project
Third Round of Community Engagement to Start
Based on feedback from the second round of community engagement, we know that
safety continues to be a key concern in our community but possible infrastructure
elements need to reflect a balanced approach to improve safety and support
business/economic development. Staff used this feedback to refine the possible safety
elements and overall infrastructure solutions.
Staff will be seeking feedback from stakeholders on the draft solution "toolbox" and
recommendations this winter through meetings and presentations. Staff will start with the
project's Strategic Advisory Committee, and then with community groups and focus
groups, and general community members. Feedback collected on the draft solution
"toolbox" and recommendations will then be presented to the Springfield Planning
Commission, Main Street Governance Team, and Springfield City Council in spring 2021.

Next Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting - Dec. 3, 2020
The Strategic Advisory Committee will meet from 4:00 to 7:00 pm on December 3, 2020.
The meeting will be virtual using the Zoom platform.
Please note that no public comment will be taken during this meeting but community
members are encouraged to view and listen to the meeting to learn more about the draft
solution "toolbox" and recommendations.
Join us online at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81937769364

View Meeting Agenda

Upcoming Community Outreach

Community Groups*
Springfield Chamber of Commerce: Gov't Issues Committee - Dec. 8
Springfield Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee - Dec. 8
Twin Rivers Rotary - Dec. 11
Springfield City Club - Jan. 7
Springfield Realtors - Jan. 14
Springfield Rotary Club - Jan. 20
*Some of these meetings are open to community members and some are membership
based for attendance. Please check with the group organizers about attending if you are
interested.
Focus Groups**
LCOG Disability Services Advisory Committee (Persons w/ Disabilities) - Jan. 15
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Willamalane Two50 Club (Youth) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Catholic Community Services food pantry (Low-Income) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Timber Pointe Assisted Living (Elderly) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Local Access Forums (Main Street Property/Business Owners) - Jan./Feb. TBD
**Please note attendance at Focus Groups is by invitation. For the Local Access Forums,
a letter will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business Owners with details on
dates and locations.
We will send another e-update with additional details about the Local Access Forums.
And, how individual community members can provide feedback on the draft solution
"toolbox" and recommendations.
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Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
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Main Street Safety Project
Upcoming Local Access Forums
This February, the Main Street Safety Project is hosting online Local Access Forums for
Main Street business and property owners.
The Forums are an opportunity to:
Hear the latest project updates
Give feedback on the range of recommended safety tools, such as roundabouts,
raised medians, pedestrian facilities & biking upgrades
Discuss property access concerns and how the City will work with affected business
and property owners throughout the design process
Visit mainstreetsafety.org before February 5, 2021 to register for the online session that
works best for you, watch an orientation video, and review forum materials including the
Recommendation Fact Sheet.

Register for a Local Access Forum

Sign up during one of the three times below (each will include the same information):
Tuesday, Feb. 9 from 11:30 am – 1 pm
Wednesday, Feb. 10 from 4:00 – 5:30 pm
Thursday, Feb. 11 from 6:00 – 7:30 pm
If you are a Main Street Property or Business Owner please register to attend on of our
Local Access Forums on Main Street Safety Project.
In addition to this email, a postcard will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business
Owners about the Local Access Forums with details on dates and locations.

Recommendation Fact Sheet

Individual community members are encouraged to review the Recommendation Fact
Sheet as well. Learn more about the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range of
recommended safety tools. If you have feedback, you can submit a comment through the
project website or email the project manager.

View Recommendation Fact Sheet

Upcoming Community Outreach
Community Groups*
Springfield Rotary Club - Jan. 20
*Some of these meetings are open to community members and some are membership
based for attendance. Please check with the group organizers about attending if you are
interested.
Focus Groups**
Downtown Languages (Spanish-speaking) - Jan. 26
Willamalane Two50 Club (Youth) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Catholic Community Services food pantry (Low-Income) - Jan./Feb. TBD
Timber Pointe Assisted Living (Elderly) - Jan./Feb. TBD
**Please note attendance at Focus Groups is by invitation.
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Main Street Safety Project
Reminder About Upcoming Local Access Forums
If you are a business or property owner on Main Street within the project corridor of 20th
Street to 72nd Street, and haven't signed up for one of our Local Access Forums please
consider doing so. Thank you to those who have signed up.
Next week, the Main Street Safety Project is hosting online Local Access Forums for Main
Street business and property owners.
The Forums are an opportunity to:
Hear the latest project updates
Give feedback on the range of recommended safety tools, such as roundabouts,
raised medians, pedestrian facilities & biking upgrades
Discuss property access concerns and how the City will work with affected business
and property owners throughout the design process
Visit mainstreetsafety.org before February 5, 2021 to register for the online session that
works best for you, watch an orientation video, and review forum materials including the
Recommendation Fact Sheet.

Register for a Local Access Forum

Sign up during one of the three times below (each will include the same information):
Tuesday, Feb. 9 from 11:30 am – 1 pm
Wednesday, Feb. 10 from 4:00 – 5:30 pm
Thursday, Feb. 11 from 6:00 – 7:30 pm
If you are a Main Street Property or Business Owner please register to attend one of our
Local Access Forums on Main Street Safety Project.
In addition to this email, a postcard will be mailed to all Main Street Property and Business
Owners about the Local Access Forums with details on dates and locations.

Recommendation Fact Sheet
Individual community members are encouraged to review the Recommendation Fact
Sheet as well. Learn more about the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range of
recommended safety tools. If you have feedback, you can submit a comment through the
project website or email the project manager.

View Recommendation Fact Sheet

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates

Project Purpose
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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
541.726.4611

Email Our Project Manager

City of Springfield
Address: 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield Oregon, 97477
Phone: 541.726.3700
Fax: 541.726.2363

Visit Project Website











Visit Project Website

Main Street Safety Project
Summary of Results from
Third Round of Community Engagement
The third round of community engagement occurred from December 2020 through
February 2021 to capture feedback on the proposed solution "toolbox" and range of
recommended safety tools. Specifically, roundabouts, raised medians, sidewalks and
biking lanes.
The third round included a Strategic Advisory Committee meeting, presentations to
community organizations, targeted focus groups with community members, and Local
Access Forums with business and property owners adjacent to Main Street within the
project corridor. Additionally, the project team received correspondence from individual
community members providing their feedback on the proposed solution "toolbox" and
range of recommended safety tools. After the third round of community engagement
wrapped up, staff compiled and analyzed the feedback received.
Overall, community members reconfirmed they want to see safety improved on Main
Street. Additionally, they confirmed they like the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range
of recommended safety tools to address safety as it provides the flexibility to implement
infrastructure that will accommodate different segments of the corridor instead of a "onesize-fits-all" approach. There were several high-level consistent themes heard across all
engagement points when feedback was sought on the recommended toolbox of solutions
to address the safety problem on Main Street. Those consistent themes were:

Project & Process
Largely heard excited about and understand need for project
appreciate process and outreach efforts
questions regarding data, deliverables, stages, outcomes
Some shared frustration with project speed or outreach approach
questions regarding project cost and funding
feedback regarding phased implementation

Toolbox & Recommendations
Largely heard positive feedback on toolbox & recommendations:
roundabouts good way to improve safety
pairing roundabouts with medians is critical
medians may require driving farther but worth it to improve safety and save
lives
in favor of sidewalk upgrades and more bike separation
concerns about access and site usage impacts for adjacent residences, businesses
and property owners
questions on elements, potential property impacts
Some shared concerns about medians and roundabouts:
people not knowing how to walk or drive through roundabouts
it takes time for public to learn how to safely navigate roundabouts
concern with out-of-direction travel with medians
concern with freight delivery with medians
phasing and design flexibility will minimize impacts

Other
Largely heard observations of behavior types at pedestrian crossings
desire to increase traffic enforcement for all
desire to decrease posted speed limit , especially in eastern segment
need for improved lighting
Some shared hope for transit design integration
utility relocation questions
Read more about the results from the third round of community engagement on
the project's document, meeting and events page.

Visit Our Project Website

Next Steps
Based on this feedback, we know that the community continues to want to address safety
on Main Street, but the implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a
balanced approach to improve safety and support business/economic development on the
corridor.
The project team will present the results of the third round of community engagement to
the City's Planning Commission, the Main Street Governance Team and then City Council.
As part of these presentations, the project team will ask several questions including:
Do the toolbox recommendations meet their expectations and direction to date?
Below are details for each of those meetings.

Upcoming Meetings
Planning Commission Work Session - Tuesday, Apr. 6 from 6 pm to 7 pm

View Planning Commission Agenda Packet

Governance Team - Tuesday, Apr. 20 from 3 pm to 4:30 pm
City Council Work Session - Monday, May 10 from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm
We will send out another e-update once these meeting agenda packets are finalized.
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Main Street Safety Project
Upcoming City Council Meeting
As we committed to in our April 1, 2021 e-update, we are sending another e-update with
the agenda packet for our upcoming presentation to the City Council.
City Council Work Session - Monday, May 10 from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm
The presentation will cover the results from the third round of community engagement for
the Main Street Safety Project. Plus, feedback received from the Planning Commission
and the Governance Team.
As part of the presentations, the project team will ask Council several questions including:
Do the toolbox recommendations meet their expectations and direction to date?
Based on feedback received, we know that the community continues to want to address
safety on Main Street, but the implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a
balanced approach to improve safety and support business/economic development on the
corridor. Further, that the recommended toolbox approach responds to this with simplicity,
flexibility, and phase ability.

View City Council Presentation Packet

To attend the virtual City Council meeting, a zoom webinar link is posted in the
presentation packet and can also be found on the City Council Meeting page.

Visit City Council Meeting page

Clearing Up Misconceptions about the Project

During the third round of community engagement, we heard some misconceptions about
what the project is or is not. We want to clear up those misconceptions.
There is a long history of planning projects on Main Street, and the current Main Street
Safety project has evolved based on feedback and input received throughout all of our
rounds of community engagement, recommendations from the Planning Commission, and
direction received from the Governance Team and the City Council.
Here is what the Main Street Safety Project is not:
It's not a Lane Transit District project
It's not EmX
It would not prevent all left turns
It would not need extensive new right-of-way
It's not one size fits all
It would not be built all at once
As shared above, based on feedback received during the third round of community
engagement, the community continues to want to address safety on Main Street, but the
implementation of infrastructure elements needs to reflect a balanced approach to
improve safety and support business/economic development on the corridor. And, that the
recommended toolbox approach responds to this with simplicity, flexibility, and phase
ability.
In summary, the community has reiterated that:
There really is a serious safety problem on corridor;
It's ODOT and the City's duty to tackle problem;
Our approach is sensible and responsible; and
We do listen and we do care…and we will make adjustments in design phases.

Next Steps
Next steps will be based on direction and feedback from the City Council. The anticipated
next step will be for the project team to start drafting the Main Street Facility Plan. In our
next e-update, we will share direction and feedback received from the City Council and
confirm next step(s).

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates

Project Purpose
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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
541.726.4611

Email Our Project Manager

City of Springfield
Address: 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield Oregon, 97477
Phone: 541.726.3700
Fax: 541.726.2363

Visit Project Website











Visit Project Website

Main Street Safety Project
Direction Received from City Council
At their Work Session on May 10, 2021, the Springfield City Council gave our project team
direction to proceed with developing a draft Main Street Facility Plan. This direction was
provided after receiving a presentation that covered the results from the third round of
community engagement for the Main Street Safety Project. Plus, feedback received from
the Planning Commission and the Main Street Governance Team. The City Council also
confirmed that the toolbox recommendations met their expectations and direction to date,
including:
Addressing safety on Main Street;
Recommending implementation of infrastructure elements with a balanced
approach to improves safety and supports business/economic development on the
corridor; and
Presenting the recommendations with a toolbox approach that is simple, flexible,
and can be implemented gradually in phases.
Additionally, our project team shared the misconceptions about what the project is or is not
that we communicated in our last e-update. You can review them here.
City Council acknowledged community input and reaffirmed that there really is a serious
safety problem on Main Street, that it is ODOT and the City’s duty to tackle the problem,
and that the Main Street Safety Project’s approach is sensible and responsible. They also
emphasized the importance of continuing to engage community members and make
adjustments during future design phases.
You can review the Council minutes on the City's website.

Visit City Council Meetings page

Next Steps
Based on direction and feedback from the City Council, the project team will start drafting
the Main Street Facility Plan. This work will occur over the next three months.

As part of this work, the project team will be scheduling the final two Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) meetings for the Planning Phase of this project. The meetings will occur
in late summer and fall of this year.
The final Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting will also be scheduled for this fall
to review and provide feedback on the Draft Facility Plan. We will share dates and agenda
packets for these meetings once confirmed.
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Main Street Safety Project
ODOT Immediate Safety Upgrades
Coming to Main Street and South A Street
This past spring, ODOT committed $10 million to make immediate safety upgrades around
the state. Specifically, looking for places with a need including:
Where smaller, immediate projects could make a difference.
Areas where more people use the sidewalks and bike lanes for transportation.
Where gaps could be filled in the transportation system to make it safer for all users.
Where crashes could be reduced.
One of those places is the Main Street and South A Street Corridor in Springfield. ODOT
has a $3 million budget to make these upgrades and is working with City of Springfield
staff to implement. These immediate safety upgrades coming on the Main Street and
South A Street Corridor are separate from the planning work that has been occurring for
the Main Street Safety Project but will support the work that is coming in future years, as
noted below.
These immediate safety upgrades will include:
Upgrading and adding LED lighting along the entire corridor.
Improving intersection turn signals for drivers and pedestrians.
Upgrading pedestrian detectors at traffic signals that will extend the crossing time
for pedestrians, when needed.
Refreshing and adding pavement markings and striping.
Adding two marked crosswalks in the downtown area.
Installing speed feedback signs.
Marking bike lane conflict areas.
Maintaining and replacing signs.
Updating an existing short barrier with tall concrete barrier along the OR 126
Expressway approaching Main Street to help direct pedestrians to safer crossing
locations.
These are things that will make a positive difference and can be done now.

How will these immediate safety upgrades work with the Main Street Safety Project?
With the Main Street Safety Project moving toward adoption of a facility plan, it will bring

needed larger scale safety changes to help increase safety for everyone using the street.
ODOT and the City of Springfield are working together on the immediate safety upgrades
to ensure that the work ODOT does now serves the community as we move toward longterm corridor safety goals. For example, lighting upgrades will support what we’ve heard
from the community during engagement rounds so far during the project.
The smaller, immediate safety upgrades to be made now will support the work that is
coming in future years after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted, and funding for
design and construction has been secured. These upgrades will be flexible, and equipment
can be repurposed into the longer-term construction projects, with some providing more
data to help inform future design decisions.

More details on immediate safety upgrades:
New marked crosswalks in downtown will draw drivers’ attention to pedestrians crossing
the street. Bicycle conflict striping will alert people bicycling and driving to where their
paths cross and they need to look out for one another. Speed feedback signs on the east
end of the corridor will remind drivers of the posted speed limits as they are reduced
coming into Springfield. Lighting upgrades along the entire corridor will help everyone see
and be seen to increase safety.
Crews will move quickly, and each upgrade will take a few days or less. Work will begin in
late August and be completed by October. ODOT will mail a postcard to residents,
businesses, and property owners adjacent to the corridor about these immediate safety
upgrades. Watch for this coming postcard.
For more information, project schedules, and to sign up for project email alerts:
visit the project webpage.

Visit Immediate Safety Upgrades Webpage

Main Street Safety Project Update
Based on direction and feedback from the City Council this past May, the project team has
been working on a draft of the Main Street Facility Plan.
As part of this work, the project team has scheduled final meetings with the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) to review and
provide feedback on the draft Main Street Facility Plan.
TAC meeting - Tuesday, Sept. 14 from 10:00 am to noon
SAC meeting - Monday, Sept. 27 from 4:00 to 6:00 pm
We will also be soliciting feedback from the broader community and will send out another
e-update later this summer to officially kick of our fourth round of community engagement.
Plus, we will mail a postcard to residents, businesses, and property owners immediately
adjacent to the corridor about how to provide feedback on the draft Main Street Facility
Plan.
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Main Street Safety Project
Draft Facility Plan Ready for Your Review and Feedback
Based on direction from the City Council this past May, the project team has been working
on a draft of the Main Street Facility Plan.

Review Draft Main Street Facility Plan
Feedback can be provided by:
Email: info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Website Comment Form: mainstreetsafety.org then select “Contact Us”
Public Meetings: times and dates to be posted on mainstreetsafety.org
Mail: City of Springfield, Attn. Main Street Safety Project, 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield, OR 97477
You can review the draft Main Street Facility Plan and give feedback through
October 25, 2021.
Check out Fact Sheet #6 - Draft Facility Plan for the main points and the overall
recommendation, all the ways you can provide feedback, and the current project timeline.
We are providing multiple ways to capture feedback so it is easy for community members
to provide feedback at their convenience.
In addition to this e-update, we are mailing a postcard to businesses and property owners
adjacent to the corridor about the draft Main Street Facility Plan. Watch for this postcard
arriving in your mail in the next few days. We will also solicit feedback from the broader
community via social media and the project website.

Upcoming Meetings
The project team has scheduled final meetings with the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) and the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) to review and provide feedback on the
draft Main Street Facility Plan. The project team has also scheduled their next meetings
with the Planning Commission, Main Street Governance Team and City Council to receive

direction on next steps.
SAC meeting - Monday, Sept. 27 from 4:00 to 6:00 pm
Planning Commission meeting - Tuesday, Nov. 2 at 6:00 pm
Governance Team meeting - Monday, Nov. 14 from 2:00 to 3:30 pm
City Council Work Session - Monday, Dec. 6 at 5:30 pm
All meeting agenda packets will be posted to the project website once finalized.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!

Sign Up for E-Updates
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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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
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Project Manager
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Main Street Safety Project
Reminder - Draft Facility Plan Ready for Your Review and Feedback
If you haven't already reviewed and provided feedback on the Draft Main Street Facility
Plan, you can through October 25, 2021.

Review Draft Main Street Facility Plan
Feedback can be provided by:
Email: info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org
Website Comment Form: mainstreetsafety.org then select “Contact Us”
Public Meetings: times and dates to be posted on mainstreetsafety.org
Mail: City of Springfield, Attn. Main Street Safety Project, 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield, OR 97477
You can review the draft Main Street Facility Plan and give feedback through
October 25, 2021.
Check out Fact Sheet #6 - Draft Facility Plan for the main points and the overall
recommendation, all the ways you can provide feedback, and the current project timeline.
We are providing multiple ways to capture feedback so it is easy for community members
to provide feedback at their convenience.
In addition to e-updates about the Draft Main Street Facility Plan available for review and
feedback, we mailed a postcard to businesses and property owners adjacent to the
corridor. We also solicited feedback from the broader community via social media and the
project website.

Upcoming Meetings
The project team has scheduled their next meetings with the Planning Commission, Main
Street Governance Team, and City Council to receive direction on next steps.
Planning Commission meeting - Tuesday, Nov. 2 at 6:00 pm

Governance Team meeting - Monday, Nov. 14 from 2:00 to 3:30 pm
City Council Work Session - Monday, Dec. 6 at 5:30 pm
All meeting agenda packets will be posted to the project website once finalized.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!
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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. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Project Contact
Molly Markarian
Main Street Safety Project
Project Manager
541.726.4611

Email Our Project Manager
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Address: 225 Fifth Street,
Springfield Oregon, 97477
Phone: 541.726.3700
Fax: 541.726.2363
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Main Street Safety Project
Summary of Results from
Fourth Round of Community Engagement
The fourth round of community engagement occurred from September through November
2021 to capture feedback on the Draft Main Street Facility Plan including the proposed
solution "toolbox" and range of recommended safety tools - roundabouts, raised medians,
sidewalks and biking lanes.
The fourth round included the final Strategic Advisory Committee meeting, a presentation
to the Springfield Chamber of Commerce Government Issues Committee, a targeted
postcard mailing to business and property owners adjacent to Main Street within the
project corridor, information shared in Episode #143 of Spent the Rent podcast with Patty
Rose and through social media. Additionally, the project team received correspondence
from individual community members providing their feedback on the Draft Main Street
Facility Plan. After the fourth round of community engagement wrapped up, staff compiled
and analyzed the feedback received.
Overall, community members provided support for the Draft Main Street Facility Plan to go
forward as they want to see safety improved on Main Street. Additionally, they reconfirmed
they like the proposed solution "toolbox" and the range of recommended tools to address
safety as it provides the flexibility to implement infrastructure upgrades that
will accommodate different segments of the corridor instead of a "one-size-fits-all"
approach.
There were several high-level consistent themes heard across all engagement points
when feedback was sought on the Draft Main Street Facility Plan. Those consistent
themes were:

Largely heard 
Positive feedback overall, support for specific tools
Toolbox good, allows for a flexible approach to implementation
Concerns for implementation impacts to site access/usage and out of direction
travel for residents, customers, freight
Some shared 
Doubt that tools address project goals as presented
Suggestions for alternative solution approaches
Reflections on existing out of direction travel for bicyclists and pedestrians,

economic impact of bicycle and pedestrian trips
Additionally, there were consistent themes heard on the overall project and process:

Largely heard 
Positive reception for project, enthusiasm for community benefit 
Appreciation for project engagement, information, responsiveness
Questions regarding deliverables, stages, outcomes
Some shared 
Skepticism that effort and potential corridor impacts worth community benefits 
Lower confidence in corridor awareness of project, feedback not addressed as
desired
Last minute circumstances, lack of interest, other priorities, online format, general
agency distrust influenced decision to not engage
This feedback was shared with the Springfield Planning Commission, the Main Street
Governance Team, and the Springfield City Council. There were several consistent
themes in the feedback provided from all three governing bodies. Those consistent
themes were:

We heard agreement on
Overall support for approach and toolbox
Challenges and solutions conveyed well
Applaud community engagement, with desire to replicate
Plan demonstrates that we heard and responded to community members
Code update will demonstrate commitment
Some shared
Desire for more enhanced pedestrian crossings, lighting, landscaping, and traffic
enforcement
Staff sought direction on the next proposed step of holding a public hearing to move the
Draft Main Street Facility Plan into the adoption process, which was supported by all three
governing bodies.

ODOT's Immediate Safety Upgrades
to Main Street and South A Street - Latest News
In our August 10, 2021 e-update, we provided information on some immediate safety
upgrades that would be occurring on the Main Street and South A Street Corridor in
Springfield. ODOT budgeted $3 million to make these upgrades and is working with City of
Springfield staff to implement them. These immediate safety upgrades on the Main Street
and South A Street Corridor are separate from our planning work for the Main Street
Safety Project but will support the work that is coming in future years.
The following is a list of the immediate safety upgrades and their status:
Upgraded lighting completed with new lighting installation occurring now - upgrading
and adding LED lighting along the entire corridor.
Improving intersection turn signals for drivers and pedestrians - estimated to be
completed by 1/31/2022.
Upgrading pedestrian detectors at traffic signals that will extend the crossing time
for pedestrians, when needed - estimated to be completed by 1/31/2022 .
Completed - refreshing and adding pavement markings and striping.
Completed - adding two marked crosswalks in the downtown area.
Installing speed feedback signs - estimated to be completed by 1/31/2022 .
Completed - marking bike lane conflict areas.
Completed - maintaining and replacing signs.
Completed - updating an existing short barrier with tall concrete barrier along the
OR 126 Expressway approaching Main Street to help direct pedestrians to safer

crossing locations.
These are things that will make a positive difference now and into the future.

How will these immediate safety upgrades work with the Main Street Safety Project?
With the Main Street Safety Project moving toward adoption of a facility plan, it will bring
needed larger scale safety changes to help increase safety for everyone using the street.
ODOT and the City of Springfield are working together on the immediate safety upgrades
to ensure that the work ODOT does now serves the community as we move toward longterm corridor safety goals. For example, lighting upgrades support what we’ve heard from
the community during engagement rounds for the project.
These smaller, immediate safety upgrades support the work that is coming in future years
after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted, and funding for design and construction has
been secured. These upgrades will be flexible, and equipment can be repurposed into the
longer-term construction projects, with some providing more data to help inform future
design decisions.
For more information, visit ODOT's project webpage .

Upcoming Meetings - Public Hearings
The project team has scheduled their next meetings with the Planning Commission, and
City Council to hold public hearings.
Planning Commission Public Hearing - Tuesday, February 15 at 7:00 pm
City Council Public Hearing - Monday, April 6 at 7:00 pm
We will send additional e-updates once details and documents have been finalized.

Share with Others
Forward this email to other community members you know who may like to be informed
about the Main Street Safety Project and receive email updates automatically. They can
use the button below to sign up!
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Oregon based on the severity and frequency of traffic crashes. The Oregon Department of
Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.
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Main Street Safety Project

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/10/photo-ms-bike-lane.jpg)
The Main Street Safety Project will make changes that improve safety
and accessibility for all users.

Why are we doing this?

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/Fact-Boxes-1.png)
Safety – Main Street is consistently ranked among the
most unsafe streets in Oregon for people walking, biking,
driving, and taking transit.
Main Street is the heart of our city – It is a key eastwest street, an economic engine in the heart of
Springfield, and a major transit route.
A major transit corridor – Main Street is one of the
most heavily used transit routes in Lane County.
A healthy and safe Main Street for all – Improvements
are needed to ensure safe, accessible transportation for
everyone, whether by foot, bike, mobility device, bus, or
car.

Help make Main Street safer for people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit.
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.

Traffic on Main Street will likely go up by 20-30% over the next 20 years and the risks from crashes will increase… unless we act now to plan
changes that will save lives, reduce injuries, and lessen property damage.
The City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation are engaging our Springfield community and working to identify thoughtful
and effective safety solutions. Our goal is to create a coordinated plan that identifies the types of safety improvements that work best for all Main
Street users.

What we’ve heard so far – May 2021
Recently, we’ve heard some misconceptions about what this project will do. We encourage you to learn more below to get the facts about the
Main Street Safety Project:
LTD is involved, but it’s not a Lane Transit District project
It’s not about adding new EmX service
It would not prevent all left turns on Main Street
It would not need extensive new right-of-way
It’s not a one size fits all design concept
It would not be built all at once.
Learn More (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Springfield-Main-Street-Misconceptions-Fact-Sheet-Final.pdf)

Project Information
Most recent: Main Street Safety Fact Sheet #4 – Recommendation and Solution Toolbox (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2021/01/SpringfieldMainSt_FactSheet4withFigures_Final1Reduced-1.pdf)
To view all fact sheets go to the Documents, Meetings and Events page (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/)
for the project.

Documents, Meetings and Events (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/)
(Find copies of memos, reports, meeting summaries, and other project information.)

Get Involved
Visit this website regularly (mainstreetsafety.org) for the latest project information.
Attend community events (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/#meetings), and participate in online
open houses.
Contact the project team (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/) with comments and questions.

Target Schedule

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Schedule.png)

More information
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. The Oregon Department of Transportation 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 traffic safety education and enforcement.

Decision Making Process

(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/11/Springfield-DecisionGraphic_Update-01-e1542407657403.jpg)
Click on to enlarge.

The graphic to the right illustrates the overall stakeholder and decision-making structure. This process has been designed to ensure that the
Springfield City Council and advisory groups have the benefit of community input at each major milestone of the planning phase.
The Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project is overseen by two decision-making groups, the Main Street Governance Team
(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/governance-team/) and the Springfield City Council. The Governance team includes representatives from the
City of Springfield, Lane Transit District, and the Oregon Department of Transportation, and works to provide informed direction and collaborative
decision-making to support current Main Street projects. The Springfield City Council provides oversight and final decision-making
responsibilities for the project.

About the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC)
The Strategic Advisory Committee is an opportunity for stakeholders to provide input, feedback, and guidance to staff, and to put together a set
of recommendations for the Planning Commission. This Committee is composed of residents, business and property owners, employees and
advocates from within the Main Street corridor, and from the wider Springfield community. There are representatives from the Chamber of
Commerce, senior citizens, bike and pedestrian interest groups, and members with disabilities. (View past SAC meeting information
(http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/mssp-documents-meetings-events/#strategic-advisory-committee-s).)
Strategic Advisory Committee Membership
William Belcher
James Coldren
Staci Holt
Susan Hartmann
Dean Huber
Dick Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga
Charles Richmond
Joe Tokatly
Jeffrey Wing
Dani Wright

For questions about this project, please contact:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
541.726.4611 or http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/ (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/)
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Background
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.

Project Purpose
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase 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 tra ffic
safety education and enforcement.
The Main Street Corridor Vision Plan, ODOT’s 2011 Safety Study, the Pedestrian Crossing Project and the MainMcVay Transit Study are some of the building blocks of this project, and coordination between projects is a key
part of our planning phase.

Why is this important?
Safety – Main Street is consistently ranked among the most unsafe streets in Oregon for people walking,
biking, driving, and taking transit.
Main Street is the heart of our city – It is a key east-west street, an economic engine in the heart of
Springfield, and a major transit route.
A major transit corridor – Main Street is one of the most heavily used transit routes in Lane County.
A healthy and safe Main Street for all – Improvements are needed to ensure safe, accessible
transportation for everyone, whether by foot, bike, mobility device, bus, or car.

Project Area

(/files/springfield-main-street/project-area.png)
Click to enlarge.
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Crash Data
To help determine possible solutions for Main Street, the project team
identified which factors contributed to crashes and analyzed the
overall safety of the street.

Crash History and Trends
The project team analyzed the most recent five years of reported crashes between 2012 and 2016, both along
the corridor and at key intersections on Main Street.
653 reported crashes occurred in the vicinity of Main Street between S. 20th and S. 72nd.
24 crashes – just 4% of all crashes – resulted in fatal or severe injuries, while nearly half resulted in
property damage. (Figure 1.)
20 pedestrian-involved crashes and 26 bicycle-involved crashes were reported. But these numbers might
not reflect the actual number of crashes involving cyclists and pedestrians – it’s common for less severe
crashes to go unreported.
Pedestrians accounted for most of the fatal crash victims, while vehicle passengers made up the majority of
severe injury crash victims. (Figure 2.) While pedestrian-related crashes comprise only 3% of all corridor
crashes, they make up 75% of fatal crashes and 10% of severe injury crashes.

Contributing Factors
The project team studied the crash data to help identify the common factors contributing to crashes on Main
Street.
Over 80% of crashes along the corridor were classified as rear-end or turning movement crashes. These
types of crashes are common on corridors with a high density of driveways and intersections, such as Main
Street.
The factors most commonly reported in fatal and severe crashes were failing to yield right-of-way (38%),
disregarding a traffic signal (12.5%), and following too closely (12.5%). (Figure 3.)
Impairment (drugs or alcohol) contributed to just over 5% of the total crashes on Main Street but contributed
to 12.5% of fatal or severe injury crashes.

Most Frequent Crash Locations
The team evaluated the number, type, and severity of crashes on Main Street and compared them to crash
trends on streets with similar characteristics. The intersections and segments with a higher than expected
number of crashes (Figure 4) are:
28th Street
30th Street
32nd Street
41st Street

42nd Street
54th Street
36th Street to 41st Street
41st Street to 42nd Street
42nd Street to 48th Street
51st street to 54th Street

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-crash-severity-breakdown.png)
Figure 1: The analysis identified the severity of the reported crashes. 24 crashes – just 4% of all crashes – resulted in fatal or severe
injuries, while nearly half resulted in property damage. (Click to enlarge.)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-crash-severity-by-user.png)
Figure 2: The analysis showed that pedestrians accounted for most of the fatal crash victims, while vehicle passengers made up the
majority of severe injury crash victims. (Click to enlarge.)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/chart-factors-fatal.png)
Figure 3: What contributed to the fatal and severe injury crashes? The factors most commonly reported in fatal and severe crashes
were failing to yield right-of-way, disregarding a traffic signal, and following too closely. (Click to enlarge.)

Most Frequent Crash Locations (2012-2016)

(/files/springfield-main-street/images/map-crash-locations.png)
Figure 4: The team evaluated the number, type, and severity of crashes on Main Street and compared them to crash trends on streets
with similar characteristics. The intersections and segments with a higher than expected number of crashes are shown on the map.
(Click to enlarge.)

Next: Issues & Values 
43% Complete

This website was Built with Bolt (//bolt.cm) by JLA Public Involvement (//jla.us.com/)  Comment Policy  This site
uses cookies. Read our privacy policy.

 Previous

Next 

Issues & Values
Below is a list of key issues the community has raised about this
corridor. Which are important to you? The project team will use your
feedback to develop Goals and Objectives that will guide decisions
about what goes into the final plan.

Questions
Consider the following list of community values. Which are the most important to you?
Use the sliders to divide 21 points between the values listed below. You can assign up to 6 points in each
category. Where would you put the most points? If you run out, you can shift points between categories until
you are satisfied with the balance you achieve.

Safety
I value solutions that reduce risk of fatalities and
serious injuries.

Traffic Mobility
I value solutions that minimize congestion and
maintain the flow of traffic.

Local Business Access
I value solutions that support the viability of the
businesses on Main Street by providing access
and minimizing other impacts.

Main Street Character
I value solutions that improve the appearance of
Main Street and make it a vibrant place for those
who live, work, shop, and travel through the
corridor.

Transit
I value solutions that support reliable and
frequent transit service that is accessible from
destinations along Main Street.

0
0
0

0

0

0

Cost
I value solutions that are cost-effective and make
good use of public funds.

Total Spent: 0/21
Comment Wall: Do you have other values you believe should be considered as we develop and
evaluate potential solutions?

140 characters remaining.
Your answer to this question will be posted on this page for others to read. For the purpose of this exercise, you are limited to 140 characters. By leaving a
comment, you are agreeing to our comment policy.

Read other comments...
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Map Your Concerns
Use the map below to tell us where you encounter safety problems or
issues within the project area.

Instructions
Click Add Comment to show options for placing a comment on the map. (At smaller screen sizes, click
"Map Options" to show the comment button.) Once submitted, your comment will appear with an icon.
Read comments by clicking icons on the map.
Use Find a Place to search the map for streets or destinations.
Use the map controls to zoom in and out and change the map type between roadway and satellite.
Click Reset to restore the map view.

Possible issues...
Important destination
Frequently visited places, or places that are important to access.
Lighting and visibility
Locations where it is difficult to see because of obstructions or poor lighting.
Vehicle speed
Locations where vehicle speeds feel unsafe.
Difficult crossing
Locations where it is difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to cross Main Street.
Unsafe location
Locations that feel generally unsafe for travel, or where you have experienced vehicle conflicts or near
misses.
Property access
Locations where it is currently difficult to turn into or out of businesses and residences.
Other comments
Locations with other types of issues or concerns not described above.

(https://maps.google.com/maps?ll=44.045708,-122.944059&z=15&t=m&hl=en-US&gl=US&mapclient=apiv3)

Map data ©2021
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Coordinating Safety & Transit
Beginning in 2014, the City of Springfield and Lane Transit District
(LTD) engaged the community in a planning process to evaluate
transit options for the Main Street and McVay Highway Corridor as
potential solutions to address growing concerns about safety,
congestion, and quality of life.

The Enhanced Corridor Option
The transit study’s community outreach and technical analysis indicate the most viable transit mode for Main
Street at this time is Enhanced Corridor. EmX remains a possibility depending how development, traffic volumes,
and funding opportunities change over the next 10 to 30 years. Based on input received in response to the
question below, LTD and the City will identify key transit improvements in coordination with other transportation
improvements identified in the Main Street Facility Plan.

What is an Enhanced Corridor?
Enhanced Corridor is a term that describes a collection of moderate capital investments that will improve transit
reliability, speed, capacity, and passenger comfort for less expense than EmX.
Enhanced Corridor investments on Main Street could include:
Transit queue jumps (a special lane and signals for buses to “jump” ahead of other traffic at intersections
with congestion delays);
Better amenities at ground-level stops (such as trash receptacles, benches, shelters, automated fare
collection);
Consolidating stops to 1/3-mile spacing (provides faster, more reliable service and may attract more riders
through improved travel times and stop amenities); and
Deploying different sized buses – 40 to 60 foot – to accommodate fluctuations in peak and off-peak
ridership.
An Enhanced Corridor on Main Street would NOT include:
EmX Stations; and
Exclusive transit-only lanes east of 20th (except possibly at major congested intersections).
.

Transit improvements will be coordinated with other improvements identified in the Main Street Facility Plan.

Question
Are the Enhanced Corridor features described above appropriate for Main Street?
(Check one.)
Yes, the list makes sense

No, more improvements are needed
No, fewer improvements are needed
None of these improvements are needed
Not sure
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Next Steps
Thank you for participating! Remember to submit your comments
before you leave: your feedback will help us develop project goals and
solutions.

Stay Involved
Check our website (mainstreetsafety.org (http://mainstreetsafety.org)) and sign up for email updates.
Watch for a series of upcoming meetings for residents, business owners and property owners (posted on
our website).
Contact our team for more information:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org (mailto:info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org?
subject=Main%20Street%20Safety%20OOH%20Message), 541-726-4611

Target Schedule

Final Questions
(All of questions are optional.)
What is your zip code?

Zip code
Do you have anything else to share with the project team?

First Name
First Name
Last Name

Last Name
Organization

Organization
Email (Provide your email address only if you would like to be added to the project mailing list.)

Email Address

Demographic Information (Optional)
By answering the optional questions below, you can help us know whether we reached a representative crosssection of the community.
What is your primary way to travel in the region? (Check one.)
Car (mostly alone)
Carpool or vanpool (two or more people)
LTD fixed route bus service (Bus or Emx)
LTD Ridesource service
Bike/Walk
Other...
How often do you ride transit? (Check one.)
Every day
A few times a week
A few times a month
A few times a year
I have ridden before, but not in the past year
I don't ride transit
What is your age?

Age
With which gender do you identify? (Check one.)
Female
Male
Prefer not to specify
What language do you most often speak at home? (Check one.)
English
Spanish
Other...
Are you of Hispanic or Latino descent? (Check one.)
Yes
No
What is your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply.)
African-American/Black
Asian
Caucasian/White

Hispanic

Native American Indian
Alaskan Native
Other...

100% Complete
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Background
In Fall 2018, community members told us about the things that are
important to them on Main Street, and the problems they think need
to be addressed. Based on this feedback, the project team has
developed a set of possible safety improvements for consideration on
Main Street between 20th and 72nd Street.

01:58

Project Overview

Project Purpose
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project: Planning Phase 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 traffic
safety education and enforcement.

What We've Heard
We have heard from the community that balancing safety, traffic mobility, and business needs on Main Street is
very important, so the project team has developed and analyzed various elements that can be combined to
create a comprehensive safety solution for Main Street. These elements aim for positive outcomes for each of

the Project Goals:
Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community – Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

Project Area

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/springfield-mainst-project-area.png)
Click to enlarge.
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Possible Improvements
Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

= Example path of a traveling vehicle.

Raised medians

A raised median provides a physical barrier that limits left turns and crossings to
safer locations. These changes would reduce the number of potential conflict points
and streets generally become safer and less stressful to travel on. Raised medians
could be the largest contributor to improved safety on Main Street, potentially
reducing crashes by up to 60%.
Any potential median on Main Street would have breaks for turning options to
provide access along Main Street, though some raised medians will require drivers
to travel a short distance to make safer left turns or U-turns at intersections. Raised
medians can be mountable to provide access for emergency response.
Conflict points without median access control.

Conflict points with median controlled access.

Photo: Example of a center median.

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/photo-median.jpg)

Examples of how raised medians could be implemented on Main Street:

Maximizing
Safety

Add raised medians with openings at major intersections only. More medians along Main Street
would have the greatest impact on improving safety but would also decrease the accessibility to and
from local streets, requiring some out of direction travel compared to existing conditions (taking
approximately 60-120 seconds more to reach a destination, on average).

Balancing Safety
and Access

Add raised medians with openings at major intersections and other local streets. This would better
balance the need to improve safety with accessibility on Main Street, reducing the amount of out of
direction travel while still providing signifcant safety benefits (taking approximately 30-60 seconds
more to reach a destination, on average).

Limited
Medians

Add raised medians only at locations with the most severe safety concerns. This provides the most
accessibility on Main Street with limited out of direction travel (taking approximately 10-30 seconds
more to reach a destination, on average). However, the amount of safety benefits that limited
medians would have on Main Street may be minor, as crashes occur along the entire street.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria
Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of
truck routes, and potential impacts on business signing.

Maximize
Safety

Balance
Safety
and Access

Limited
Medians

Maximize
Safety

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Balance
Safety
and Access

Limited
Medians

Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the
comfort of the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping,
and the directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main
Street destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to
cost and right-of-way impacts, and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Recognizing that the more medians that are added to Main Street, the greater impact we can have on safety, but
the more inconvenience people turning to and from the street may feel, where do you recommend the project
team focus their efforts? (Check one.)
Maximize safety improvements with more inconvenience for travelers (60-120 seconds of extra delay).
Moderate safety improvements with moderate inconveniences for travelers (30-60 seconds of extra delay).
Minor safety improvements with little inconvenience for travelers (10-30 seconds of extra delay).
Not sure/not enough information.
Given those tradeoffs, which raised median option(s) would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Maximize safety: Raised medians with openings at major intersections only.
Balance safety and access: Raised medians with openings at major intersections and other local streets.
Limited medians: Raised medians only at locations with the most severe safety concerns.
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s)
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Learn about possible improvements and give us your feedback on
possible infrastructure elements being considered for Main Street.

Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

= Example path of a traveling vehicle.

Intersection Control



The major intersections on Main Street are currently controlled by traffic signals.
However, the use of either traffic signals or roundabouts will be considered as part
of this project because roundabouts have been proven to be significantly safer.
Conflict points in a
roundabout.

Conflict points in a
signalized intersection.



Examples of how intersection controls could be implemented on Main Street:

Roundabouts

Multi-lane roundabout at Franklin Boulevard.



By encouraging drivers to slow down and reducing the number of conflict points at an intersection,
roundabouts significantly reduce fatal and severe injury crashes, such as head-on and right-angle
crashes. They would lessen traffic congestion on Main Street and allow freight vehicles to make Uturns. While they may be more expensive and may take up more space than signalized intersections
currently do, roundabouts can decrease public and private costs by lowering crash and maintenance
costs over time.

Signalized Intersections

Signalized intersection at 42nd Street.
Retaining signalized intersections would not improve safety. Signalized intersections would likely
require and include minor modifications, such as more lanes added in specific locations to
accommodate increased traffic over the next 20 years, widening at the street near the corners to
accommodate U-turns, and some signal timing changes. Freight vehicles would be unable to make
U-turns at signalized intersections and would need to reroute using the local street network, which
has limited connectivity in some areas. The construction cost may be lower than building a
roundabout, but would require higher maintenance costs.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)
Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Roundabouts

Traffic Signals

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of truck routes,
and potential impacts on business signing.
Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.



Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Roundabouts

Traffic Signals

Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the comfort of
the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping, and the
directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main Street destinations
and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to cost and
right-of-way impacts, and the benefit-cost of safety-focused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Where do you recommend the project team focus their efforts? (Check one.)
Roundabouts
Traffic signals
Not sure/not enough information.
Which type(s) of intersection control(s) would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Roundabouts
Traffic signals
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s)
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Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Bicycle Infrastructure



Main Street currently has a narrow, five-foot bike lane. To make Main Street safer
and more comfortable for people biking, more separation of bicycle and vehicle
traffic is needed. The following bicycle infrastructure types are being considered
when developing solutions for Main Street, ranging from types that provide the least
to greatest level of comfort and safety.

Examples of how bicycle infrastructure could be implemented on Main Street:

Conventional Bike Lane (6')

Conventional bike lanes establish part of the street for exclusive use by bicyclists through striping,
signage, and pavement markings. A conventional bike lane has a small footprint, making it easy to
implement, but it does not improve safety or comfort for people biking on Main Street.

Buffered Bike Lane (7'-10')



A buffered bike lane has a painted buffer to provide more space between people biking and people
driving. It increases the comfort of people biking and still has a relatively small footprint.

At-grade Separated Bike Lane
(9'-12')

A separated bike lane goes beyond a buffered bike lane to increase the safety and comfort of
bicyclists by physically separating them from motor vehicle traffic with vertical delineators, such as
flexible plastic posts. An at-grade separated bike lane would be difficult to implement for long



stretches of Main Street due to the number of driveways, mailboxes, transit stops and cross streets
that would require breaks in separation. However, vertical separation could still be included in select
locations.

Raised Cycle Track
(11'-15')

A raised cycle track provides a separated bike lane that is raised from the street level (either at the
level of the sidewalk or slightly lower) and could include a landscaped buffer. It would provide a lot of
separation between people driving and people biking to significantly improve safety and comfort but
would require more space than other options for the bicycle infrastructure types on Main Street. It
would be difficult to implement in areas where there are numerous driveways and intersections, such
as the Main Street corridor.

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Conventional
Bike Lane (6')

Buffered Bike
Lane (7'-10')

At-Grade
Separated
Bike Lane
(9'-12')

Raised Cycle
Track (11'-15')

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle
speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses,
availability of truck routes, and potential
impacts on business signing.



Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Conventional
Bike Lane (6')

Buffered Bike
Lane (7'-10')

At-Grade
Separated
Bike Lane
(9'-12')

Raised Cycle
Track (11'-15')

Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through
Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking
and biking, and the comfort of the walking
and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such
as landscaping, and the directness of routes
between neighborhoods and Main Street
destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be
implemented due to cost and right-of-way
impacts, and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.

= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Significant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
With the understanding that some types of improvements may not be possible in all locations, how
would you prioritize the following types of bicycle infrastructure?
Prioritization Feedback

Click and drag the options listed below into this box, then arrange by
priority. 

 Conventional bike lanes
 Buffered bike lanes

 Not ranked.

 Not ranked.

 At-grade separated bike lanes
 Raised cycle tracks

 Not ranked.

 Not ranked.



Which type(s) of bicycle infrastructure would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Conventional bike lanes

Buffered bike lanes
At-grade separated bike lanes
Raised cycle tracks
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s).
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Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Pedestrian Facilities



In many places on Main Street today, the sidewalk is very narrow (six feet or less)
and tight against the curb, creating a stressful walking environment. To provide a
lower stress pedestrian environment, wider sidewalks with a buffer between people
walking and cars would be needed. On Main Street, wider sidewalks (6’-8’) are
being considered both with and without landscaping between people walking and
people driving. Landscaping offers an opportunity to enhance the appearance of the
corridor and provide a place to relocate mailboxes, utility poles and other features
that currently obstruct the sidewalk in some areas. The landscape strip would
require maintenance and care should be taken to ensure trees do not block the
visibility of business signs. Given that sidewalks are currently curb-tight in most
locations along Main Street, adding a buffer between people walking and cars
would have more impacts to adjacent businesses.

Examples of how pedestrian facilities could be implemented on Main Street:

Curb-Tight
Sidewalk

Curb-tight 6-8 ft sidewalk with no obstructions
Source: City of Springfield

Sidewalk with
Landscaped Buffer


Landscaped buffer between street and sidewalk
Source: City of Springfield

Element Ratings (hover or tap on icons to learn more)

Goals and Example Evaluation Criteria

Curb-tight Sidewalk
(6’-8’)

Sidewalk (6’-8’) with
landscaped buffer
(5’+)

Safety 
Potential to reduce crashes and vehicle speeds.
Business Community 
Change in travel times to access businesses, availability of truck
routes, and potential impacts on business signing.
Mobility 
Delay at intersections and travel time through Main Street.
Transportation Choices 
Frequency of crossings for people walking and biking, and the
comfort of the walking and biking infrastructure.
Vital Community 
Potential for streetscape improvements, such as landscaping, and
the directness of routes between neighborhoods and Main Street
destinations and services.
Feasibility 
Degree to which recommendations can be implemented due to
cost and right-of-way impacts and the benefit-cost of safetyfocused improvements.


= Strongly Supports

= Moderately Supports

= No Signifcant Change

= Moderately Conflicts
= Strongly Conflicts

The safety elements above have been scored using the criteria described in Technical Memorandum #11: Solutions
Evaluation Criteria (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SMSSP-TM11-Solutions-EvaluationCriteria-Final-2019-07-22_rev_reduced-size.pdf). Scores are not intended to determine a single option, but rather to help
inform the conversation about which safety solutions work best for Main Street. Options might score differently if used
together with other elements, but are shown here without consideration for how they may be combined.

Questions
Which type(s) of pedestrian facilities would you support exploring further? (Check all that apply.)
Curb-tight sidewalks
Sidewalks with a landscaped buffer
None of these.
Please explain your answer(s).
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Possible Infrastructure Elements

About Scoring
To address the safety problem on Main Street, individual elements, such as intersection or corridor-wide
improvements, are being considered. As you advance through each element page you will find a description of
the element and the options being considered for that element, information about the benefits and constraints of
each element option, and have an opportunity to provide feedback on each element.
The final set of improvements will balance all of the Project Goals to create a comprehensive safety solution for
Main Street. A final set of improvements may include a combination of these elements along one or more
segments on the corridor.
Choose a topic

Enhanced Corridor Transit



The recommended solution for Main Street will accommodate Enhanced Corridor
transit, consistent with the Main-McVay Transit Study’s recommended Main Street
build option. Enhanced Corridor transit can improve reliability, reduce transit travel
times, and increase passenger comfort.

Based on community feedback and technical analysis for transit along Main Street, the Main Street
Governance Team removed EmX (bus rapid transit) from further study in July 2019 and moved forward
with Enhanced Corridor as the transit mode to analyze further in coordination with the Main Street Safety
Project. Enhanced Corridor includes features to improve reliability, reduce transit travel times, and
increase passenger comfort, such as bus queue jumps or roundabouts, stop enhancements and
amenities, and adjustments to stop locations. The details for the transit enhancements will be
determined after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted and a transit project moves into Phase 3:
Project Design.
To learn more about the Main-McVay Transit Study, visit http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvaytransit-improvement-study/ (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/main-mcvay-transit-improvement-study/).
Current transit service changes may occur outside of the Main-McVay Transit Study. To learn more and
view current bus schedules, visit https://www.ltd.org/service-changes/ (https://www.ltd.org/servicechanges/).
Next: Next Steps 
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Next Steps
Thank you for participating! Remember to submit your comments before you leave: your
feedback on the elements will help the project team refine solutions and create a set of
three alternatives for further review.
This site is now closed to new comments, but you can submit feedback using the project
website (http://ourmainstreetspringfield.org/feedback/).

Stay Involved
Check our website (mainstreetsafety.org (http://mainstreetsafety.org)) and sign up for email updates.
Watch for a series of upcoming meetings for residents, business owners, and property owners (posted on
our website).
Contact our team for more information:
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org (mailto:info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org?
subject=Main%20Street%20Safety%20OOH%20Message), 541-726-4611

Target Schedule

(/files/springfield-main-street/ooh2/mssp-schedule.png)
Implementation of selected solutions will likely occur in phases over time. Some parts of the corridor may not be
affected by construction for at least several years after the Main Street Facility Plan is adopted.

Final Questions
(All questions are optional.)
Do you have any additional comments about the alternative solutions or other feedback?

What is your zip code?

Zip code

Tell Us About You
First Name
First Name
Last Name

Last Name
Organization

Organization
Email (Provide your email address only if you would like to be added to the project mailing list.)

Email Address

Demographic Information
By answering the optional questions below, you can help us know whether we reached a representative crosssection of the community.
What is your primary way to travel in the region? (Check one.)
Car (mostly alone)
Carpool or vanpool (two or more people)
LTD fixed route bus service (Bus or EmX)
LTD Ridesource service
Bike/Walk
Other...
How often do you ride transit? (Check one.)
Every day
A few times a week
A few times a month
A few times a year
I have ridden before, but not in the past year
I don't ride transit
What is your age?

Age
With which gender do you identify? (Check one.)
Female
Male
Prefer not to specify
What language do you most often speak at home? (Check one.)

English

Spanish
Other...
Are you of Hispanic or Latino descent? (Check one.)
Yes
No
What is your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply.)
African-American/Black
Asian
Caucasian/White
Hispanic
Native American Indian
Alaskan Native
Other...

100% Complete

This website was Built with Bolt (//bolt.cm) by JLA Public Involvement (//jla.us.com/)  This site uses cookies. Read
our privacy policy.

ATTACHMENT C – S B 40 8 OUTREACH
S UMMARIES
Note that Appendix C in Technical Memorandum #1: Community Engagement Plan guided how SB
408 requirements were addressed for the Main Street Safety Project Planning Phase.
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ATTACHMENT C1 – SB 408 OUTREACH SUMMARIES: LOCAL
ACCESS FORUM SUMMARY
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Local Access Forums: Outreach Summary
MEETING DATES: Tuesday, February 9th, 2021 and Wednesday, February 10th, 2021
LOCATION: Virtual Zoom Meeting, 4-5:30pm and 6-7:30pm

In Attendance
Staff and Consultants

Public participants

Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement
Ariella Frishberg, JLA Public Involvement
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield
Michael Liebler, City of Springfield
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield
Emma Newman, City of Springfield
Carl Deaton, ODOT
Bill Johnston, ODOT
Scott Nelson, ODOT
John Bosket, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates

Jon Heacock, property owner and business owner
Shaun Hyland, property owner
John Kimpton, property owner
Mike Koivula, Planning Commissioner
Jim McCarter, property owner
Mike Nesbitt, business owner
Len Nishiguchi, business owner
Belynda Poissant, business manager
Michael Reeder, lawyer
Elizabeth Smith, business owner
Joe Tokatly, property owner and business owner
Benjamin Tokatly, business owner
One unidentified attendee via phone

Overview and Purpose
The purpose of this outreach event was to give Main Street business and property owners an update on the Planning
Phase of the Main Street Safety Project, and to hear concerns and receive feedback from participants on the draft
solution toolbox and recommendations. Around thirteen (13) business and property owners engaged in this series of
meetings.
The meeting combined a short presentation and facilitated small group discussion in breakout rooms. The breakout
rooms were led by staff members from ODOT, the City of Springfield and consultants. Participants were asked to share
their questions and specific concerns related to how possible safety improvements on Main Street might impact their
businesses or properties.
The Local Access Forums were publicized via postcards mailed to over 600 adjacent business and property owners, the
project website, two emails to the City’s interested parties lists, and promotion in the Springfield Chamber of Commerce
E-Newsletter.
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Outreach Review
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, began the local access forums by reviewing the virtual meeting logistics, agenda
and introducing project team members. After this brief introduction, project team members presented updates on the
project. Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, began by reviewing the purpose of the project – to make Main Street safer
for people walking, biking, driving, and taking public transit. In this phase of the project, the goal is to produce a Facility
Plan that sets the direction for future safety upgrades to Main Street. The project is in the Planning Phase, at 1% design,
which provides direction when funding is eventually obtained. Molly reminded the group that details about locationspecific constraints will be provided at a later date, and business and property owners will have an opportunity to
provide feedback and ask questions at that time, as well.
John Bosket, DKS Associates, presented slides on the draft toolbox of recommendations the team has developed based
on feedback from business and property owners, the City Council and the broader community about how to balance
improving safety on Main Street with reduced impacts to businesses. The toolbox describes both short- and long-term
recommendations. Short-term recommendations include a focused and efficient process for median implementation
that generally would not include moving the existing curb lines or have significant right-of-way impacts. A long-term
solution could take more than 20 years to complete, but all solutions would be implemented in phases due to limited
funding availability. These Powerpoint slides are available in the Appendix of this document.
During the first local access forum, the group was then divided into breakout rooms based on corridor segment of
interest. The breakout room discussions were led by project team representatives from ODOT, the City of Springfield,
and DKS Associates. The second local access forum had only one community member in attendance, so there were no
breakout rooms. In the summaries below, comments are summarized that were shared verbally and through the chat in
the virtual ‘rooms.’

Breakout Room #1 – 21st Street to 32nd Street
Discussion in this breakout room was led by Molly Markarian, Kayla Fleskes (DKS Associates), John Bosket, and Scott
Nelson (ODOT). It was attended by property and business owners most interested in the area of Main Street located
between 20th Street to 32nd Street. Participants in this breakout room included: Joe Tokatly, Benjamin Tokatly, Jim
McCarter, Michael Reeder, Elizabeth Smith, and one unidentified phone attendee.
Discussion from this group focused on the following questions and themes:
• General questions and concerns about driveway and access points for businesses
o While driveways and access points are shown in the roundabout conceptual plans, they are shown only
for illustrative purposes. This plan does not intend to propose specific changes to any driveway
locations. Details about access and driveways will be decided during future design phases, and there
will be more opportunities for public feedback at that time.
o A participant asked how decisions around access will balance the needs of property owners (reasonable
access to site, ability of trucks to access site, site circulation, parking, etc.) and safety (reducing driveway
access, sight distance, maximizing distance from major intersections, etc.). Team members responded
that decision-making criteria for future access changes was distributed for property owner review as
part of the access management Key Principles and Methodology task. The criteria includes consideration
of business operations, and property owners will have the opportunity to weigh in again on the decisionmaking criteria during future design phases. There is a very formal process for review and appeal if there
is an access closure/modification. The goal is to make sure there is reasonable access for property
owners, and the team will be explicit if there is a safety hot spot that necessitates more access changes
(such as near roundabouts), but that is not the focus of the plan currently being discussed.
o Some property and business owners expressed concern that they have already had to consolidate access
points because of previous projects (like 22nd Street and 43rd Street). Scott Nelson confirmed that
ODOT’s responsibility is to maintain reasonable access during these projects.
• Specific access point concerns for businesses
o A participant expressed concern about the need for large deliveries delivered daily to 22nd Street and
explained that freight needs access to the alley in order to deliver products.
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Some participants expressed concerns about impacts to businesses at 21st Street, based on the
proposed roundabout there. Scott Nelson stated that ODOT will offer to buy the full property if damage
or impacts are extensive enough that ODOT determines the remnant property is uneconomic.
o A few participants expressed concern about the impact on the Battery Exchange building due to the
roundabout. Molly Markarian confirmed that the roundabout concept still needs to be refined, and
tradeoffs will need to be evaluated as the design process progresses.
o A participant asked what the impacts would be to the stormwater treatment facility on Main Street near
22nd Street. Scott Nelson stated that ODOT has the responsibility of treating all existing stormwater, but
the extent of impact on existing facilities is unknown at this point in time.
o A participant asked about the number of crashes occurring at Main Street and 21st Street. Scott Nelson
confirmed that this location has a crash rate higher than the statewide average for similar facilities.
o A participant also asked how many cars drive on Main Street per day. Scott Nelson confirmed that
between 17,000 and 18,000 vehicles are logged on Main Street.
General questions and concerns about the implementation of medians
o A participant asked what the purpose of the median is near 28th Street. The purpose of all medians is
increasing safety.
o A participant asked for clarification about the slide in the presentation with information on the impact of
the medians on travel time. John Bosket explained that the team targeted no more than 30-60 seconds
of additional travel time as a result of medians limiting direct left turns. Out-of-direction travel time may
vary throughout the corridor depending on the type of intersection control (i.e., roundabouts or signals),
but the target was to keep it to 30-60 seconds of additional travel time.
o A participant expressed concern that installing a median would create confusion for out-of-town
travelers attempting to access their business. John Bosket shared that studies show that medians do not
have a significant negative impact on local businesses (and that impacts are usually neutral or somewhat
positive, particularly if beautification and enhancements are part of the project). Negative impacts are
typically related to short-term construction impacts. Impacts can be larger for pass-by businesses but
are less noticeable for destination businesses. Also, navigation applications (i.e. Google Maps) often
used by out-of-town travelers seem to do a good job of routing around medians and showing where to
make U-turns to reach destinations.
Questions and concerns about bicycle safety and transit service
o Several participants pointed out that most people do not bike on Main Street because of safety
concerns. They asked whether the team was considering moving bike facilities to other streets and
removing bike lanes on Main Street. Molly Markarian stated that one of the team’s recommendations is
an off-street bike facility for four blocks towards the east end of Main Street. She also reminded the
group that bikes will want access to businesses and that the team heard a desire for bike lanes from the
community at past outreach events. John Bosket acknowledged the increasing demand for bike facilities,
that not everyone has access to a motor vehicle, and that more people may be using public transit on
Main Street in the future as enhancements are made to transit service. Many of these transit users may
be using a bicycle to complete their trip.
o

•

•

Breakout Room #2 – 32nd Street to 58th Street
Discussion in this breakout room was led by Brian Barnett (City of Springfield), Emma Newman (City of Springfield),
Michael Liebler (City of Springfield), Bill Johnston (ODOT), and Carl Deaton (ODOT). It was attended by property and
business owners most interested in asking questions about the area of Main Street located between 32nd Street to 58th
Street. Participants in this breakout room included: Mike Nesbitt, Jon Heacock, Shaun Hyland, Len Nishiguchi, and
Belynda Poissant.
Discussion from this group focused on the following questions and themes:
• General questions and concerns about the overall project
o A few participants asked about the safety statistics motivating this project. One felt that safety is not
much of an issue in this part of the corridor. Michael Liebler explained there is a history of crashes on
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•

•

this section of Main Street. 40th to 42nd Street on Main Street is high on the Safety Priority Index System
(SPIS) list. The problem is primarily related to left-turn movements in and out of properties and cross
streets.
o Another participant asked what percentage of crashes involve pedestrians. Emma Newman provided
data indicating only 3% of crashes involved pedestrians. However, pedestrians are involved in 75% of
fatal crashes and 21% of all crashes classified as either fatal or severe. Brian Barnett noted that
roundabouts and medians will slow traffic, and people are more likely to survive a crash at slower
speeds. Traffic engineering involves some psychology.
o Another participant asked if the crash data is accurate and up-to-date. Brian Barnett explained that the
project compared one more recent year of crash data to the original 5-year data set, to create a six-year
data set. The sixth year of data was consistent with the previous five years.
o One participant asked about phasing and felt that roundabouts should be constructed first before
medians are installed. Brian Barnett explained that both roundabouts and medians have a safety
benefit. Ideally, two roundabouts connected by a median would be constructed in the first phase.
Subsequent phases would add one or more additional roundabouts with medians connecting to the
existing roundabouts. This will maximize both safety and operational benefits.
o Multiple participants expressed appreciation for the outreach being conducted to businesses and
property owners.
General questions and concerns about driveway and access points for businesses
o One participant expressed concern over the installation of a median and roundabouts, as it will prevent
vehicles from turning left from his business onto Main Street (west bound). He shared that he is most
concerned about the travel paths for delivery vehicles and customers. Michael Liebler explained that
two-stage movements to make that turn require some skill. They can be challenging even for an
experienced truck driver (and definitely for most average drivers), as drivers have to wait for gaps and
time their movement. Roundabouts may actually be easier, even if they’re out of direction. Michael
also suggested that standard delivery trucks could alter their routes to be more strategic, so they only
have to make right turns in and out, to avoid the need for out-of-direction travel.
o One participant noted that many large tractor-trailers use his facility. They prefer to enter the site by
making a left turn (from the center turn lane) rather than a right turn (from the travel lanes). This allows
for a larger-radius turn, with less disruption to traffic. Brian Barnett acknowledged it can be difficult for
large vehicles to turn into driveways, but driveways can be designed to accommodate large vehicles.
The City and ODOT will work closely with business owners at the time of design to accommodate their
needs, as much as possible.
o One participant owns a property with multiple businesses. He observed that vehicles exiting the site by
turning to the right (into the flow of traffic) will need to maneuver into the inside lane – if they want to
turn around and head in the other direction. Two participants noted that this will create weaving
conflicts. He also observed that large trucks exiting to the right (because the median will prevent them
from turning left) will need to swing wide into the inside lane, because they require a larger turning
radius. Larger trucks prefer to turn left to avoid this problem. However, most trucks exiting the business
park turn to the right and travel to 42nd St. He noted that in order to make the right turn out of the
business park, large trucks need to temporarily block the driveway to make the turn. Brian Barnett
suggested a break in the median may be justified at specific locations where (1) there’s a relatively large
site with only one entrance, (2) many large trucks use the site, and (3) the business park is a high-volume
traffic generator. The volumes in and out of the site are larger than some of the side streets that
connect to Main Street. Additional analysis will be required during the design phase.
General questions and concerns about the implementation of medians
o One participant was concerned that, with the implementation of a median, drivers will be forced to use
40th Street to access their business, which is already difficult to turn left from. Encouraging U-turns at
this intersection (to accommodate west bound traffic wanting to turn around) will make things worse.
Michael Liebler explained that installing a raised median is an effective countermeasure for addressing
this problem. He acknowledged traffic would need to be redirected, which may be inconvenient for
some drivers but is necessary to address safety concerns. He explained how engineers would look at
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travel times in the design phase and aim to provide a turnaround within a reasonable distance that is
logical. Brian Barnett acknowledged that some businesses will be more impacted than others.
o Another participant asked if the median is intended to protect pedestrians or control vehicle movement.
Brian explained that most crashes are vehicle to vehicle. However, fatal crashes are more likely to be
vehicle to pedestrian crashes. The medians are intended to address both types of crashes by controlling
turning movements. They also provide a refuge for pedestrians crossing at mid-block locations.
o A participant who owns an ambulance business explained that some of their ambulances are large, but
not as big as semi-trucks. They could adapt to a median if necessary (right turns only). She said their
drivers could use alternate routes, if necessary, since their lot has an exit to the north (to Olympic
Street) as well as onto Main Street. However, they would have to drive through residential areas and
there’s no signal on Olympic (for them to turn left at). Brian explained that left turns will be allowed at
some unsignalized intersections on Main Street after the project is constructed.
o One participant asked about widening the corridor (expanding the right-of-way) and whether the
project is considering narrowing the median in places. Brian Barnett explained that this is part of the
long-term implementation plan. He said it may be possible to reduce the width of the median at some
locations during the design phase, but the standard width currently shown accommodates left turns.
Emma Newman clarified that the Main Street Governance Team provided direction to minimize right-ofway impacts by removing a prior option that had been considered that would have included dedicated
transit lanes.
General questions and concerns about the implementation of roundabouts
o One participant asked about the intersection at Main Street and Bob Straub Parkway. He recalls
previous discussions about constructing a grade-separated intersection. Brian Barnett referred to the
126E Expressway Management Plan, which was never completed but suggested a grade-separate
intersection at this location. Brain explained that a grade-separated intersection would have a larger
footprint than the existing intersection, in order to accommodate the ramps and other geometry. This
would probably require closing Daisy Street. Alternatively, Brian suggested a roundabout might be
appropriate at this intersection. He acknowledged that ODOT hasn’t fully endorsed this idea and a more
detailed study would be required.
o One participant asked about the timeframe for constructing the roundabout at 42nd Street. Brian
Barnett explained this roundabout is one of the highest priorities. Funding could come from the ODOT
All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS) program.
o Another participant expressed concerns about accesses in close proximity to roundabouts. A vehicle
exiting to the right from a business, upstream from a roundabout, only has a short distance to maneuver
into the inside lane – if they want to turn around and head in the other direction, which doesn’t seem
safe. Brian Barnett explained that roundabouts have shorter queues (traffic waiting to get through)
compared to signalized intersections, which makes it easier for vehicles turning from nearby driveways
and side streets to enter the flow of traffic. The queues are shorter because traffic is always moving.

Closing
The group reconvened and Allison shared next steps. Community members are invited to stay informed through updates
to the website. Although the formal forum was over, project team members stayed on the Zoom to answer more
additional questions from community members. A participant expressed concern that many community members don’t
understand the project and are not prepared for upcoming changes. He recognized the team’s effort at outreach but
emphasized that he does not believe that members of the community are aware of the project and possible outcomes.
After sharing these comments, the team thanked participants and adjourned the meeting.

Local Access Forum #2
Because of the low turnout for this second event, discussion was led by a smaller team, including Brian Barnett (City of
Springfield), Michael Liebler (City of Springfield), Molly Markarian (City of Springfield), John Bosket (DKS Associates),
Kayla Fleskes (DKS Associates), Bill Johnston (ODOT) and Allison Brown (JLA Public Involvement). It was attended by
property owner, John Kimpton.
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Outreach Review
John Bosket and Michael Liebler reviewed the project, using the same Powerpoint from the previous day.
Discussion from the group focused on the following questions and themes:
• Concerns about cost of the road being widened and safety for bikes
o John Bosket shared that plans are still very much in the design process, with short-term and long-term
plans that suggest widening the street by around four feet on each side. The only place where the street
may be widened more is the corridor between 52nd Street and 58th Street. The big difference is that
bike facilities are coming off the road and going next to the sidewalk.
• Concerns about raised medians and access to businesses
o John Bosket shared that crashes can be reduced by 35% by putting raised medians in, and almost by half
by combining those with the roundabouts. He pointed that there may be some inconvenience and
added direction-of-travel, but breaks in the median have been placed in order to only add 30-60 seconds
of additional travel.
• The participant shared that his main concern is continued access to his business
o Michael Liebler confirmed that he is not going to lose the ability to access his business-.
• The participant shared concerns about pedestrian safety at roundabouts
o John Bosket and Michael Liebler shared the ways the plans prioritize safety for pedestrians as well as
drivers and bicyclists.
• The participant shared support for speed reduction on Main Street

Closing
The participant shared that he has been kept informed about the project by being on the email list. He felt it is easy to
keep up-to-date on what is going on and he was glad to know that construction won’t happen for a while. The team
thanked the participant for joining, asked if he could share the word with his neighbors, and ended the forum.

Next Steps
Due to lower than anticipated turnout we saved the cost and reserved the time slated for the third meeting for possible
other business and property outreach opportunities. Following these two Local Access Forums, the project team
reached out directly to various businesses and residents on the Main Street corridor to confirm that they had received
the notification of the Forums, and to better understand their questions, concerns, and any reasons for not attending.
Additionally, the Springfield Chamber of Commerce has requested a presentation and similar conversation with
members following the Forums. The project team will continue to work with the Chamber of Commerce to provide this
opportunity to host a conversation with businesses and property owners along the corridor. The project team will look
for other opportunities to continue to reach out to business and property owners along the Main Street corridor.

Appendix
•

Local Access Forum Slide Show (attached)
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LOCAL ACCESS FORUMS

PURPOSE STATEMENT

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

PROJECT CONTEXT:
What does the plan do?
• Sets direction for future
infrastructure improvements
• Currently no funding for design
and construction
• Additional opportunity for input
during future design phases

We’re Here

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Planning Phase

Winter/Spring
2021

RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW
Comprehensive solution toolbox and
draft recommendations
Intersection
Control

• Simplicity
• Adjustability
• Gradual change

Recommended
Solutions

Raised
Medians

Street Cross
Sections

• Location – not one
size fits all

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Short-Term Recommendation
Constrained Width

• Allows for quicker
median
implementation
(biggest impact on
safety)
• Keeps cross-section
much like today

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Long-Term Recommendation
Balanced Street Width

• Most of corridor
• Buffered bike lanes
Active Transportation
Enhanced
• Approx. four blocks
• Raised cycle track
next to sidewalk

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK

Openings for
left turn lanes

Mountable edge
design for emergency
vehicle access

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK
• Raised medians can reduce crashes by 35% on Main Street
(48% when combined with roundabouts)

• 31 seconds average out-of-direction travel

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK
Raised medians are recommended for most of Main Street, but:
• We would adjust their locations to improve safety while
maintaining access along Main Street
• Guiding principles would help future design team select
appropriate layout

INTERSECTION CONTROL
Roundabouts at
major intersections,
prioritized into tiers
Using roundabouts instead of
intersection signals would:
• Improve safety at major
intersections.
• Reduce congestion.
• Make U-turns easier when
raised medians are present.

• Enable freight trucks to make
U-turns.

RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
4100 Block - Pedestrian Crossing
Project Overview
• Initiated by:
City & ODOT
Before

After

• Objective:
Install enhanced
pedestrian crossing
• Affected businesses:
76 Gas Station
Tax Solutions, Inc.
Fins Drive In
Hanks Appliances

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
4100 Block - Pedestrian Crossing
Outcomes
•

Vehicle turning
analysis

•

Two access points
closed

•

Some site
reconfiguration

•

Cross-access
easement

•

Monument sign

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
2100 Block – Redevelopment Site
Project Overview
• Initiated by:
Property owner
Before

• Objective:
Redevelop site into
commercial building
• Current Tenants:
Portal Escape Rooms

After

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
2100 Block – Redevelopment Site
Outcomes
•

One access point closed

•

Landscape strip &
stormwater management

•

One-way circulation,
including alley

BREAKOUT ROOMS
Based on your location of interest, add the
following number to the front of you name:
• XX St to XX St - 1

• XX St to XX St - 2
Example:

1 Molly

Contact

THANK
YOU!

Molly Markarian

Project Manager
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

Comments
Project Website

www.mainstreetsafety.org

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
4100 Block - Pedestrian Crossing

DESIGN PHASE APPROACH:
4100 Block - Pedestrian Crossing

PROJECT CONTEXT
Community
Priorities

Goals &
Objectives

Evaluation
Criteria

Draft
Recommendation

Safety
Increase the safety of Main Street for all users

Business Community
Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility
Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices
Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community
Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility
Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Consistent feedback themes
• Improve safety on Main Street
• Balance safety & access but degree of
balance varied
• Consider both intersection types
• Desire for wider/buffered bike facility
• Keep landscaping in toolkit
• Identify priorities for phased
implementation
• Vary element options along corridor to
meet business and community needs

PROJECT CONTEXT
Main Street today:
High crash corridor
• 653 crashes (2012–2016)
• Approximately 2.5
crashes per week

• Crashes occur
throughout the corridor

PROJECT CONTEXT
Pedestrians
• 75% of fatal
crashes and
10% of severe
injury crashes
• 3% of all
corridor
crashes

PROJECT CONTEXT

PROJECT CONTEXT
Access density is a major contributing factor
• Average density is 75 access points per mile
• Does not meet ODOT standards (roughly 10
access points per mile)

• Crash risk increases by 4% for every access
point above 10 per mile
• Some segments of the corridor have a nearly
500% increased crash risk compared to a
facility that meets ODOT standards

PROJECT CONTEXT
Speed, impairment, distraction, time of day
9.0%

8.3%

8.0%
7.0%

6.3%

6.0%
5.0%
4.0%

4.2%

4.1%

4.6%

3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%

0.0%
Excessive Speed

0.2%
Distraction

All Crashes

0.8%
Drug Impairment

Alcohol Impairment

Fatal and Severe Crashes

• 77% of all crashes occurred during the day
• 75% of fatal crashes, 70% of severe injury crashes
occurred during daylight.

PROJECT CONTEXT
Comprehensive Safety Solutions
• Support safest median outcome while continuing to balance
accessibility

• Continue to consider both signals and roundabouts
• Move raised cycle tracks to a toolbox for consideration when access
consolidation and segment context makes it viable
• Remove conventional bike lane from further consideration
• Consider solutions with varying levels of landscaping
• Include solutions that maintain existing curb lines (lower cost/impact)
and others that are wider, but stay within 96 feet
• Develop different cross sections for west and east of Bob Straub
Parkway

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
No-Build

STREET CROSS SECTIONS

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Balance Street Width
• 8’ wider than existing

• Slightly wider median
(13’-14’)
• Buffered bike lanes

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Balance Street Width
Potential modifications
include:
• Adding landscaped
buffers
• Narrow bike lane buffer
in constrained areas
• Vertical separator in bike
buffer

• Widening sidewalks

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Active Transportation Enhanced

• Largest overall footprint (16’ wider than existing)
• 12’ outside lanes next to 1’ buffer and curb
• Landscaping strip
• Raised cycle track next to sidewalk

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Active Transportation Enhanced

Potential modifications include:
• Getting needed width for U-turns will require further widening or temporary
conversion of landscaping and raised cycle track to a bike lane
• Incorporate a shared use path if suitable conditions are achievable

STREET CROSS SECTIONS

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK:
Guiding Principles
• Keep full access at all arterials and collectors
• Limit out-of-direction travel time (30-60 sec)
• Pair raised medians with roundabouts

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMWORK:
Guiding Principles
• U-turns at traffic
signals/roundabouts

• U-turns at unsignalized
intersections
• Avoid overlapping turn lanes
• Consider left-in access to
properties that generate large
traffic volumes
• Emergency vehicle access

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK:
Guiding Principles
• Access to streets with no
other outlets

• Consider pedestrian and
bicycle crossing locations
• Provide two-stage left
turns where feasible
• Phase improvements to
avoid freight rerouting
through neighborhoods

INTERSECTION CONTROL

INTERSECTION CONTROL

INTERSECTION CONTROL

INTERSECTION CONTROL

FREIGHT
REROUTE
WITH
SIGNALS

FREIGHT U-TURN

RECOMMENDATION COST

ATTACHMENT C2 – SB 408 OUTREACH SUMMARIES: LOCAL
COLLABORATIVE DISCUSSIONS

SP RI N G F I E L D M A I N ST RE E T ( O R 1 26) F A C I L I T Y P L A N • VO L U M E 2

COLLABORATIVE DISCUSSION MEETING SUMMARY
DATE:

Monday, November 4th, 2019, 2:30 – 3:45 pm (Summary revised: Dec 20)

LOCATION: ODOT office – 2080 Laura Street, Springfield – Spencer Butte Conference Room

PARTICIPANTS
Review Committee
☒ Frannie Brindle, Area 5 Manager, ODOT

☒ Amanda Salyer, Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program, ODOT [phone]
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer, City of Springfield
☒ Courtney Griesel, Economic Development Director, City of Springfield
☒ Rebecca Lewis, UO School of Planning, Public Policy & Management
Project Staff
☒ Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2
☒ Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Property Owner and Property Owner’s Representative
☒ Joe Tokatly
☒ Mike Reeder, Attorney

OVERVIEW
This was the first Collaborative Discussion conducted for the Springfield Main Street Safety Project in
accordance with the OAR 734-051-7010, Access Management for Highway Facility Plans. The Review
Committee began the meeting by reviewing the draft Key Principles & Methodology for Access Management
(as outlined in Technical Memorandum #12), explaining how they were developed, and noting they were
shared with property owners on the corridor. The committee then provided an opportunity for the property
owner to discuss their concerns and suggest refinements to the Key Principles & Methodology. The
committee concluded the meeting by summarizing the discussion and explaining the next steps.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Frannie Brindle (ODOT) welcomed everyone to the meeting. She explained the purpose of the meeting as
outlined in the agenda: to address questions and concerns regarding the draft Key Principles & Methodology
for Access Management that have been developed for the Main Street Facility Plan. Review committee
members, project staff, and the property owner and his representative introduced themselves. Frannie then
reviewed the meeting agenda and protocols.

BACKGROUND
Bill Johnston (ODOT) provided background information explaining the purpose of the Key Principles &
Methodology for Access Management.
Molly Markarian (City) clarified that ODOT and the City will apply the Key Principles & Methodology in the
future, during the design development process (after the facility plan is completed), to determine specific
access changes on the Main Street corridor.

QUESTIONS & CONCERNS
The committee provided the property owner with an opportunity to ask questions about the Key Principles &
Methodology and to describe any concerns. Mike Reeder (Attorney) explained that his client is concerned that
if he doesn’t discuss his concerns now he may not be positioned to do so in the future.
Joe Tokatly (property owner) explained that it’s challenging for property owners to be involved during the
planning stage because property-specific information is not available. Molly clarified that Oregon statutes and
administrative rules require ODOT to engage property owners early in the planning process and again during
the design stage.
Joe said he understands the need to address safety concerns along the corridor if such concern is real.
However, he’s concerned about the potential adverse impact on businesses. He is the voice for other business
owners that are too busy to get engaged.
Molly asked Joe for suggestions for engaging property owners early in the process. Joe emphasized that
business owners are focused on running their businesses. He referred to his efforts going door-to-door along
the corridor. He also suggested assessing the impact of the facility plan on individual properties so that
business owners can be better informed about potential impacts.
Molly explained that the Local Access Meetings planned for January would provide some additional insight.
She suggested it would be helpful for informed property owners to encourage other property owners to attend
these meetings.
Mike asked how the Key Principles & Methodology will be used. For example, widening the right-of-way to
provide room for a bike lane. Molly explained that the Solutions Evaluation Criteria that have been developed
for this project are more significant in guiding these kinds of decisions than the Key Principles.
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In addition to evaluating alternative right-of-way widths, the evaluation criteria will be used to assess the
benefits and trade-offs of a raised median, roundabouts versus conventional intersections, and other design
elements being considered for the corridor. The Key Principles & Methodology will be applied later, during the
design development process, to evaluate possible access modifications at specific locations.
Molly elaborated by referring to the cross sections that were presented at the October 22 Strategic Advisory
Committee meeting, which Joe had brought with him. Frannie added that ODOT always attempts to minimize
right-of-way expansion, with all of its projects.
Joe asked how the last bullet under Safety (in the Key Principles & Methodology table) would be applied to a
property where an access modification was being considered if no crashes had occurred at that location.
Amanda Salyer (ODOT) clarified that if there are no crash records for that particular access the criteria would
not apply (at that location).
Mike asked whether the proposed solutions will address driver impairment. Brian Barnett (City) explained that,
according to crash data in police reports, impairment from drugs or alcohol contributed to just 5% of all crashes
on Main Street. Mike asked what the primary causes are. Brian referring to existing conditions data indicated
over 80% of all crashes were rear-end or turning-movement crashes, which are common on streets with many
driveways and intersections.
Joe asked if removing 2013 data from the crash database would alter the findings regarding safety along the
corridor. (Joe has commented on several occasions that 2013 was an anomaly because more crashes
occurred than usual.) Amanda clarified that there is a ten-year history of high crash rates on this corridor.
Removing any one year would not alter the ranking for Main Street relative to streets with similar
characteristics.

DISCUSSION
Joe expressed a desire for the Facility Plan to take into consideration real-world issues that affect businesses,
which need to thrive and grow. Courtney (City) noted that the recently completed Franklin Boulevard project
carefully considered and accommodated existing business needs by phasing implementation of the street
improvements.
Joe noted that property values are not explicitly included in the Key Principles & Methodology. Courtney
explained that there are many variables that influence property values. New sidewalks and other infrastructure,
and improved traffic control, could increase property values. Joe agreed, but added that a property owner with
no access or parking facilities is greatly damaged. Other committee members noted that the Business
Community and Vital Community Key Principles either directly or indirectly account for property values.
Joe does not see specific property attributes being considered in the Key Principles & Methodology. Courtney
suggested possible considerations might be the size, shape, type, and location of site. Mike reiterated a desire
to see property-specific information considered in the Key Principles & Methodology.
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Bill noted that the scope of work for the project calls for some assessment of specific properties, including
parcel size and land use, in order to understand where the major traffic generators are located. Molly
suggested that rather than modifying the Key Principles & Methodology it may be more appropriate to include
these considerations in the Solutions Evaluation Criteria.

OUTCOMES AND NEXT STEPS
Before the meeting adjourned, Frannie noted that staff had captured the key points that were discussed on a
flipchart. A summary of the meeting summary will be prepared and shared with the property owner.
The Review Committee will review the concerns presented by the property owner and determine if it’s
appropriate to make any modifications to the draft Key Principles & Methodology.
ODOT and the City will notify the property owner within 21 days of the committee’s determination regarding the
Key Principles & Methodology.

APPENDIX
There were no new materials presented at the meeting. Copies of the Key Principles & Methodology were
distributed for reference. Electronic versions of applicable Oregon Administrative Rules and other reference
materials were available to view on a large monitor at the meeting. Links to these materials were previously
provided to the property owner.
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COLLABORATIVE DISCUSSION MEETING SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, November 5th, 2019, 9:30 – 11:30 am (Summary date: Nov. 25)

LOCATION: ODOT office – 2080 Laura Street, Springfield – Spencer Butte Conference Room

PARTICIPANTS
Review Committee
☒ Frannie Brindle, Area 5 Manager, ODOT

☒ Amanda Salyer, Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program, ODOT [phone]
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer, City of Springfield
☒ Courtney Griesel, Economic Development Director, City of Springfield
☐ Rebecca Lewis, UO School of Planning, Public Policy & Management
Project Staff
☒ Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2
☒ Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Property Owner/Property Owner Representative
☒ Bonnie Baker

OVERVIEW
This was the second of two Collaborative Discussions conducted for the Springfield Main Street Safety Project
in accordance with the OAR 734-051-7010, Access Management for Highway Facility Plans. The Review
Committee began the meeting by reviewing the draft Key Principles & Methodology for Access Management
(as outlined in Technical Memorandum #12), explaining how they were developed, and noting they were
shared with property owners on the corridor. The committee then provided an opportunity for the property
owner to discuss their concerns and suggest refinements to the Key Principles & Methodology. The committee
concluded the meeting by summarizing the discussion and explaining the next steps.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Frannie Brindle (ODOT) welcomed everyone to the meeting. She explained the purpose of the meeting as
outlined in the agenda: to address questions and concerns regarding the draft Key Principles & Methodology
for Access Management that have been developed for the Main Street Facility Plan. Review committee
members, project staff, and the property owner introduced themselves. Frannie then reviewed the meeting
agenda and protocols.

BACKGROUND
Bill Johnston (ODOT) provided background information explaining the purpose of the Key Principles &
Methodology for Access Management.

QUESTIONS & CONCERNS
The committee provided the property owner with an opportunity to ask questions about the Key Principles &
Methodology and to describe any concerns.
Bonnie Baker (property owner) indicated she understood the Key Principles & Methodology are draft. She
asked if the staff present had been involved with prior planning efforts on Main Street.
Bonnie and her husband Craig own nine individual parcels off Main Street. They’re concerned the Main Street
project might adversely affect access to these parcels and diminish their value. They’re also concerned about
potential impacts to the tenants who operate businesses on these properties.
Bonnie has not been actively involved in the Main Street Safety Project but she has been following its
progress. She said she doesn’t have the expertise to understand the technical details. She’s also busy
managing their properties and doesn’t have time to be involved.
Bonnie referred to a fire that occurred recently on one of her properties. The only access for the fire truck was
from a narrow driveway. Bonnie suggested the project should consider emergency access needs. Molly (City)
explained the proposed median, if it is constructed, would probably have mountable curbs to allow emergency
vehicles to traverse it if necessary. Bonnie suggested the Safety Key Principle should consider the safety of all
users, not just pedestrians and motor vehicles. It should be broadened to include a reference to emergency
response.
The committee explained the potential benefits of a median in combination with roundabouts, which allow
drivers to make U-turns at a safe location, rather than attempting to turn left (from a business onto Main Street)
across two directions of traffic. Bonnie agreed. She referenced her experience with AARP training drivers to
avoid hazardous left turns by turning right instead, into the flow of traffic, and then finding a safer route to turn
around, preferably at a signalized intersection.

GROUP DISCUSSION
Bonnie suggested there should be a requirement that a certain minimum number (threshold) of property
owners along the corridor approve the proposed improvements, or at least provide input. Molly explained the
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project provides many opportunities for community engagement. She also noted the advisory committees
include representatives from the business community. Bill noted that the advisory committees, and City
Council, also need to consider the interests of the broader community.
Bonnie said it would be helpful to more clearly explain how the Key Principles & Methodology apply to
individual properties, and how access to properties could be restricted. Molly noted that this is more clearly
explained in Tech Memo #12 – Key Principles and Access Management Methodology.
Bonnie suggested there should be a Key Principle that addresses property rights. She would like ODOT and
the City to consider the impact of access modifications on property value and use.
Bill noted that property rights are protected by the U.S. Constitution and established case law. Property
owners would be compensated (during the construction phase of the project) if required access modifications
diminish the value of their property. Planning documents don’t usually discuss property rights. They do discuss
property values. The Business Community and Vital Community Key Principles either directly or indirectly
account for property values.

OUTCOMES & NEXT STEPS
Before the meeting adjourned, Frannie noted that staff had captured the key points that were discussed on the
flipchart. A summary of the meeting will be prepared and shared with the property owner.
The Review Committee will review the concerns presented by the property owner and determine if it’s
appropriate to make any modifications to the draft Key Principles & Methodology.
ODOT and the City will notify the property owner within 21 days of the committee’s determination regarding the
Key Principles & Methodology.

APPENDIX
There were no new materials presented at the meeting. Copies of the Key Principles & Methodology were
distributed for reference. Electronic versions of applicable Oregon Administrative Rules and other reference
materials were available to view on a large monitor at the meeting. Links to these materials were previously
provided to the property owner. Bill provided Bonnie with a hard copy of OAR 734-051-7010.

Baker Collaborative Discussion Summary: Springfield MSSP | page 3 of 3

ATTACHMENT C2 – SB 408 OUTREACH SUMMARIES:
EXAMPLE MAILERS

SP RI N G F I E L D M A I N ST RE E T ( O R 1 26) F A C I L I T Y P L A N • VO L U M E 2

goods and people, support economic viability, accommodate current bus service and future transit. The
improvements will also complement safety education and traffic enforcement.

What to expect
Over the next two to three years, a coordinated planning effort will identify safety improvements and a
preferred transit mode choice for Main Street that support the community's vision. When the final plan
is complete, partner agencies will work with the adjacent business and property owners, as well as
community members, on a more detailed design to implement the identified solutions, including efforts
to minimize construction's impact to properties and maintain access to businesses.
The City and ODOT are committed to sharing information with and gathering input from both the
broader community and key stakeholders. We invite your participation in helping us shape the future of
Main Street. The enclosed fact sheet includes information about how you can share your thoughts and
ideas.
Again, thanks for your time. We look forward to working with you.
Sincerely,

Molly Markarian
Project Manager
City of Springfield

Bill Johnston
Project Manager
Oregon Department of Transportation

Have questions? Email info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org, send mail to City of Springfield, C/O Main
Street Safety Project, 225 5th Street, Ste. 101, Springfield, OR 97477, or call 541.726.4611.

The Main Street Safety Project is a collaborative effort between
the City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation

Dear Property Owner/Business Owner:

August 19, 2019

We recognize that summer is a busy time, so we ask that in the next couple of weeks you please read
this letter and the included attachments. If you are a property owner and choose to take formal action,
please do so by September 16, 2019.

Current State of the Project
We are still in the planning effort of the Main Street Safety Project. The table below shows what is and
what is not included in the Planning Phase. The timeline for the Planning Phase is 2018-2021.
What’s included in the Planning Phase
•
•
•
•

Assessment of the community values
Research and technical analysis
Development of possible safety improvements
Development of evaluation criteria for
possible safety improvements
• Evaluation of possible safety improvements
• Selection of safety improvements
• Development of Key Principles and Methodology
for Access Management

What’s NOT included in the Planning Phase
• Implementation of Key Principles and Methodology
for Access Management*
• Engineering design drawings*
• Identification of specific property impacts including
changes to driveways or access*
• Construction of safety improvements*
*These items will occur in the Design and Construction
Phases of the project and may start in 2023 or later.
Construction is likely to take place in
phases as funding is secured.

The outcome from the Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project will be a facility plan that will
identify future safety improvements to the Main Street corridor (OR Highway 126B) between 20th Street
and 72nd Street. The Main Street Facility Plan will identify the types of safety improvements for Main
Street that supports the community’s vision and values. However, the Plan will not propose engineering
design or identify specific property impacts including changes to driveways or access. With the final
facility plan complete, the City and ODOT can then begin working with the adjacent business and
property owners, as well as community members, on a more detailed design that addresses how to
implement the safety improvements.

Intent of this Letter
While the Main Street Facility Plan will not include specific recommendations for changes to individual
driveways, it is possible during the Design and Construction Phases that driveways may be considered
for modification, relocation, or closure in order to implement the Plan. Therefore, the Facility Plan will
include the direction and decision-making process (referred to as the Key Principles and Methodology
for Access Management) that will apply during the Design and Construction Phases.

At this time, we are sharing the Draft Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management that
will be used by project staff in the Design and Construction Phases in the future to evaluate whether
potential changes to individual driveways meet the goals and objectives of the Main Street Safety
Project. Please read the Review Process below and Attachments A and B for more details.
This coming fall/winter, we will reach out to business and property owners, and the overall community,
for opportunities to review and comment on the possible safety improvements being considered.

Review Process
•

Please review the enclosed Draft Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management
outlined in Attachment A. If after your review you have questions or wish to provide comments
on the Draft Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management, please contact Molly
Markarian, City Project Manager. See below for contact information.

•

If you are a property owner, you may also request a formal review of the Draft Key Principles
and Methodology for Access Management through either a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute
Review Board, as described in Attachment B. If you wish to request a formal review, please
submit your request in writing, including your mailing address, no later than September 16,
2019 to Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager. See below for mailing address information.

•

If the Draft Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management are acceptable to you, then
no further action is needed. However, feel free to contact Molly Markarian, City Project
Manager, for anything else on your mind about the project. See below for contact information.

We value your input and thank you for your time in helping us make Main Street safer for all.
To stay engaged with the Main Street Safety Project, please:
• Visit maintstreetsafety.org for news and updates, including opportunities to give your input.
• While visiting the website, consider signing up for email notifications.
Sincerely,

Molly Markarian
Project Manager
City of Springfield

Bill Johnston
Project Manager
Oregon Department of Transportation

For project questions or to provide input, please
email info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org, send
mail to City of Springfield, C/O Main Street
Safety Project, 225 5th Street, Ste. 101,
Springfield, OR 97477, or call 541.726.4611.

To request a formal review, please contact Bill
Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, in writing at
2080 Laura Street, Springfield, OR 97477-2133.

The Main Street Safety Project is a collaborative effort between
the City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation

ATTACHMENT A – Draft Key Principles & Methodology for Access Management
Project Purpose

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. The City of Springfield and Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 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.

Project Description

The City of Springfield and ODOT launched the Main Street Safety Project in 2018 to address this safety problem. We
began engaging our Springfield community and doing detailed analysis to identify thoughtful and effective safety
solutions in 2018. Our goal is to create a coordinated plan that identifies the types of safety improvements that work
best for all Main Street users by 2021. With the facility plan complete, the City and ODOT can begin working with the
adjacent business and property owners, as well as community members, on an engineering design that addresses how
to apply the infrastructure solutions.

Access Management

Access management is the practice of managing the location and design of vehicular connections to a roadway. It is an
effective tool for improving the safety and efficiency of travel along a corridor by reducing the number of potential
conflict points and making the environment less stressful for all users. Access management is anticipated to be a
possible component in implementing the solutions considered for Main Street; however, specific recommendations for
changes to individual property access points will not be included as part of the facility plan. The plan will provide
direction and decision-making criteria, referred to as the Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management, but
decisions about changes to individual property access points will occur through future land use applications and/or the
engineering design phase once funding for implementation is secured.

Draft Key Principles & Methodology

Key Principles for Access Management are to address how properties abutting a state highway will be evaluated to
retain or obtain access to the state highway during and after facility plan implementation. They must support the overall
facility plan goals and objectives and must include a focus on the economic development importance of highway access
to abutting properties while recognizing the need to ensure transportation infrastructure improvement benefits are
maintained throughout the life of the facility plan. The Methodology for Access Management provides the ability to
assess how the Key Principles are being applied to future access decisions and provides criteria to assess whether future
decisions about property access to the state highway are consistent with the Key Principles.
The proposed Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management for the Main Street Safety Project were
developed through an iterative process with stakeholder input and are shown in Table 1 on the back. For more
information on their development, please visit the project website at www.mainstreetsafety.org.

Table 1: Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management

Key Principles

Methodology

Safety –
Increase the safety of Main Street
for all users

• Define the width of undefined accesses within open frontage using guidance from the
Oregon Highway Design Manual to a width that will serve the existing and planned uses of
the property
• Reduce the number of potential conflict points within the functional area 1 of public street
intersections
• Mitigate access configurations that require backing across the sidewalk onto the highway
• Consider adequate sight distance for accesses, as well as ability to accommodate safe
egress and safe and unobstructed ingress
• Consider the relationship between accesses and historical crash records and mitigate
accesses where it would resolve a recurring crash pattern

Business Community –
Support the viability of existing
and future businesses

• Consider the level of direct access to Main Street that is appropriate for the type of
development that exists and would be allowed according to the Comprehensive Plan
• Locate and design accesses to adequately serve the volume and type of traffic reasonably
anticipated to enter and exit the property, based on existing and planned uses
• Maintain the ability for businesses to receive freight/deliveries
• Consider site circulation and parking affected by proposed access modifications and
closures

Mobility –
Ensure people and goods travel
efficiently and reliably through
the corridor
Transportation Choices –
Create a multimodal environment
that connects people and
destinations
Vital Community –
Support the vitality of the
community and its vision for Main
Street
Feasibility –
Develop a plan with a clear and
achievable approach to
implementation

• Move in the direction of meeting ODOT’s adopted standards for spacing of accesses along
Main Street
• Modify or relocate accesses as necessary to allow for the construction of ADA-compliant
pedestrian facilities
• Reconstruct or modify accesses as needed to provide continuous sidewalk along property
frontages
• No unique methodology identified. Methodology that would support the Vital Community
Key Principle is already identified under other Key Principles that support Safety, Business
Community, Mobility, and Transportation Choices
• Ensure that existing accesses are consistent with the properties’ access rights (both deeded
access rights and permit status)

1

The functional area of an intersection is the area of the physical intersection plus the area upstream and downstream of the intersection that is
needed for decision and maneuvering distance, plus any required vehicle storage length needs.

The Main Street Safety Project is a collaborative effort between
the City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation

ATTACHMENT B – Key Principles & Methodology Review Process Details
Eligibility to Request Formalized Review

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-051-7010 (2)(b) states that real property owners that abut the
highway shall have an opportunity to review the Key Principles and Methodology for highway facility
plans. In an effort to keep as many stakeholders informed regarding this process as possible we have
included property lessees and business operators when mailing required notices. We invite all letter
recipients to email, write to, or call Molly Markarian with questions or comments regarding this mailer
(see letter for contact information). Please note that only real property owners (i.e., owners of land and
buildings) may request a more formalized review of the Key Principles and Methodology through either
a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board.

Review Process

Guidelines for developing the Key Principles and Methodology for highway facility plans are provided in
Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-7010. To read the guidelines go to https://sos.oregon.gov then in
the “Search for…” box at the top of the web page enter “OAR 734-051-7010” then click on the first or
second links named “Highway Division – Chapter 734” or “734-051-7010”.
The process used to develop the Key Principles and Methodology for the Main Street Facility Plan is
outlined in Appendix C of the project’s Community Engagement Plan. To read Appendix C go to
http://mainstreetsafety.org then scroll down to the “Project Documents” section and click on the
“Community Engagement Plan” link. Appendix C starts on page 32 of the document.
Property owners may make written request for review of the Key Principles and Methodology prior to
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) finalizing it (not later than 28 calendar days following
this notice) through either a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board process, as provided for in
Sections (5), (8), and (9) of the OAR and summarized below. If a property owner requests a Collaborative
Discussion or Dispute Review Board, ODOT approval of the Key Principles and Methodology will be
postponed until the process is completed. Postponing ODOT approval does not extend the timeframe
for property owners to request a review. However, a property owner who requests a Collaborative
Discussion within the specified timeframe may subsequently request a Dispute Review Board review.

Collaborative Discussion

If a property owner requests a Collaborative Discussion, it will take place within 45 calendar days from
the date of written request, unless both parties agree to a time extension in writing. If ODOT receives

more than one request for a Collaborative Discussion, ODOT may consider them individually, combine
them into a single discussion, or group them into several topic-specific discussions.
The ODOT Region Manager may include any ODOT staff he or she finds appropriate or necessary in the
Collaborative Discussion. The Region Manager will also invite appropriate local government
representatives, and may include other highway users, economic development representatives, or other
parties which the Region Manager believes will contribute to finding appropriate solutions.
The Region Manager will consider the information presented as part of the Collaborative Discussion and
make a final decision. Within 21 calendar days following the Collaborative Decision, the Region Manager
will notify the property owner in writing of the final decision to:
• Modify the Key Principles and Methodology; or
• Finalize the Key Principles and Methodology without modifications.

Dispute Review Board

If a property owner requests a Dispute Review Board, it will take place within 45 calendar days from the
date of written request, unless both parties agree to a time extension in writing. Only one Dispute
Review Board process may be conducted for each facility plan.
The Dispute Review Board will include the ODOT Director, or designee who is familiar with the project
and location; a representative of the local jurisdiction; an independent professional engineer with
education or experience in traffic engineering; and a representative from the economic or business
sector. Members of the Dispute Review Board will be selected by the ODOT Region Manager.
The Dispute Review Board will provide its recommendation to the ODOT Director within 14 calendar
days following the conclusion of its deliberations. The Director will consider the recommendations of the
Dispute Review Board and make a final decision within 21 calendar days. The decision of the Director
may not be appealed. The Director will notify in writing all parties participating in the review of the final
decision to either:
• Modify the Key Principles and Methodology; or
• Finalize the Key Principles and Methodology without modifications.
Note: A property owner who requests review of the Key Principles and Methodology through a
Collaborative Discussion may also request review by a Dispute Review Board, after completion of the
Collaborative Discussion. The request for review by a Dispute Review Board must be made no later than
21 calendar days after the final decision is issued by the Region Manager following the Collaborative
Discussion.

The Main Street Safety Project is a collaborative effort between
the City of Springfield and the Oregon Department of Transportation

Sign up!
open

MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT | 20th Street to 72nd Street

Attend a Local Access Forum on Main Street Safety
This February, the Main Street Safety Project is hosting online Local Access Forums
for Main Street business and property owners.
The Forums are an opportunity to:
•

Hear the latest project updates

•

Give feedback on the range of recommended safety tools, such as
roundabouts, raised medians, pedestrian facilities & biking upgrades

•

Discuss property access concerns and how the City will work with affected
business and property owners throughout the design process

Register at mainstreetsafety.org
About the Project
The Main Street Safety Project is selecting infrastructure solutions that. will make
Main Street safer for people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit

Visit mainstreetsafety.org
before February 5, 2021 to
register for the online session
that works best for you, watch
an orientation video, and review
forum materials. Sign up during
one of the three times below
(each will include the same
information):
Tuesday, February 9
11:30am–1pm
Wednesday, February 10
4–5:30pm
Thursday, February 11
6–7:30pm

Project contact:
Molly Markarian
City of Springfield
541.726.4611
info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

225 Fifth Street
Springfield, OR 97477

This February,
Join a Local
Access Forum
Join other Main Street
business and property
open
owners in
a conversation
about safety upgrades on
Main Street and learn how
they might affect you.
MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT | 20th Street to 72nd Street
Para obtener información en español, póngase en
contacto con la directora del proyecto al 541-726-4611.

open

MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT | 20th Street to 72nd Street

Dear Neighbor,

How to Give Feedback:

The Main Street Safety Project has released its Draft Facility
Plan for Main Street. You can review it and give feedback
through October 25, 2021 at mainstreetsafety.org.

• Email: info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

Also available on the website is Fact Sheet #6: Draft Facility
Plan that highlights the main points and take-a-ways of the
Draft Facility Plan.

• Public Meetings: Times with dates to be posted on
mainstreetsafety.org

We appreciate your feedback!

https://mainstreetsafety.org
Project contact: Molly Markarian City of Springfield
541-726-4611 | info@ourmainstreetspringfield.org

• Website Comment Form: mainstreetsafety.org then select
“Contact Us”

• Mail: City of Springfield, Attn: Main Street Safety Project,
225 Fifth Street, Springfield, OR 97477

City of Springfield
225 Fifth Street
Springfield, OR 97477

Ready for Review
and Feedback Draft Main Street
Facility Plan
See reverse for details.
To visit the website,
scan this code with
your smartphone!
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #1 SUMMARY
DATE:

Thursday, November 1, 2018, 1:30 – 3:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

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. Scott McKee, 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
☐ 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

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
Nick Annan, SUB Electric [attended for Pitman]
John Radosevich, NW Natural
Jon Kloor, NW Natural [attended for Radosevich]

LTD
☒ Tom Schwetz, Transit Development Planner
☒ Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner

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
Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Formally convene the Technical Advisory Committee for the Planning Phase of the Main Street
Safety Project

•

Establish agreement on project purpose, roles and decision-making process

•

Review key elements of the project community engagement plan and upcoming outreach efforts

•

Discuss highlights of current technical work and key points of information to consider

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this
first meeting of the TAC. Members of the committee introduced themselves.
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PROJECT PURPOSE, OVERVIEW AND PROCESS
Jean explained that this meeting would provide a broad overview of the project and the planning process. She
noted that the team has been instructed to build upon past work as we plan future improvements to improve
safety along the corridor.
Jean and Molly gave a presentation (attached, see Appendix A) that described the project background and
schedule, the project purpose, the decision-making process, and the TAC’s role in the project. Some key
points from this presentation included:
•

The team structure includes the Project Management Team (Molly, Bill and Jean), the City Project Core
Team (Molly, Brian, Michael, Emma and Loralyn), and the City Oversight Team (department leadership
in Development and Public Works).

•

The DKS project team includes experts in public outreach and engagement, economic analysis,
transportation engineering, safety and roundabout design, land use planning, and environmental
analysis.

•

The TAC has an important role as technical experts. Many on the TAC work in the community in other
ways and bring their perspective to the committee. The TAC will be reviewing and providing input on
technical memos and the project work throughout the process.

•

The Main Street Safety Project will result in a facility plan that will be presented to the Oregon
Transportation Commission for final approval. It will be a long-term plan that identifies the types of
safety improvements at a conceptual design level. Design engineering and construction would follow in
later phases.

•

The project will also identify the preferred transit mode choice for the corridor to inform the Main-McVay
Transit Study.

•

Work to improve safety on Main Street dates back to City Council direction in 2010. ODOT and the City
collaborated on the Main Street Safety Study that was adopted in 2011, identifying pedestrian crossing
improvements. Six pedestrian crossings with flashing beacons have been installed since then, with a
seventh planned for 2019.

•

In 2016, ODOT’s All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS) program allocated funds to construct a raised
center median between 20th and 72nd. The City and ODOT acknowledged that the ARTS program
investment in the corridor requires collaboration with the community and they worked to develop this
planning process.

•

The project purpose statement was crafted based on input received over the last ten years of planning
in the corridor. It has been reviewed and endorsed by the Main Street Governance Team, Springfield
Planning Commission, and the City Council. The key message is about safety for people traveling in
the corridor and the purpose statement captures community values around the movement of goods and
people, economic viability, and transit service. Safety education and traffic enforcement are included in
the purpose statement as complementary solutions to the infrastructure solutions that this planning
process will identify.
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•

The project’s key messages came out of past work done in the corridor and will continue to frame the
project moving forward.

•

The project timeline describes the steps in the process to develop the plan. There will be community
engagement throughout the process with three key points for robust outreach to the community to allow
people to weigh in: 1) during the development of the goals & objectives, 2) to evaluate design solutions,
and 3) during the plan adoption process.

•

The decision-making process includes the Main Street Governance Team which pre-dates this project.
The Governance Team includes ODOT Region 2 Area 5 Manager Frannie Brindle, two LTD board
members, two Springfield City Council members, and one City Council alternate. They provide
guidance and coordination for public projects on the Main Street corridor and advance
recommendations to Springfield City Council.

Questions:
•

Kristi Krueger asked about legal requirements regarding the timing of the process and the tasks on the
project timeline? For instance, if work is completed faster than expected, are there any legal
requirements due to SB 408 that we would need to meet?
o

Bill clarified there are specific notification requirements prescribed by SB 408. They’re fairly
straightforward to comply with. There’s no concern if the planning process ends sooner than
anticipated.

COMMITTEE ROLES AND PURPOSE
Jean and Molly gave an overview of the committee’s charge and purpose.
•
•

•
•

Committee members reflect a broad set of interests in the corridor.
The committee is expected to meet 12 times throughout the planning process. Information and
technical memos will be shared in advance of meetings for members to review and prepare for
discussion.
TAC members are asked to provide technical input, serve as delegates for their organizations, and
collaborate across agencies and between departments.
We’re working on developing a plan that will advance to project development. TAC input and
involvement throughout the process is critical to ensuring our success.

Questions:
•

Emma Newman asked about TAC member roles and their level of involvement. Will everyone be
expected to attend every meeting, or will there be some meetings that will be more important for a
subset of the TAC to engage in?
o

Jean clarified that some TAC members will have more technical input to contribute than others in
the meetings but TAC members are encouraged to attend to stay informed about the project. Bill
added that we want members to be as involved as they feel they need to be, and as they have time
to attend. Some TAC members are focused on more narrow topics. It’s okay if they don’t attend
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every meeting. Tracking meeting info and sharing feedback via email is another way to stay
connected to the project.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Jean gave an overview of the project’s community engagement plan:
•

The project has committed to a transparent decision-making process informed by community input
where all voices are heard.

•

City Council directed the team to build on past work in the corridor, respect people’s limited time, and
provide strong opportunities for community input.

•

The Springfield Planning Commission, acting in its capacity as the City’s Committee for Citizen
Involvement, adopted the project’s Community Engagement Plan in September. JLA Public
Involvement developed the plan in coordination with the project team and are leading the process for
us. The plan is available on the project web site: www.mainstreetsafety.org

Jean briefly reviewed the sections of the plan:
•

Public Involvement Principles: Describes community engagement goals and how the project’s outreach
will coordinate with other concurrent and past activities in the corridor, including the Main-McVay
Transit Study, the pedestrian crossing projects, and the Downtown Street Lighting project.

•

Corridor Research: Includes demographic information about the corridor to inform our work

•

Engagement Key Issues & Concerns: Outlines key issues and concerns gleaned from past work in the
corridor with recent input about the project. The Planning Commission, City Council and Governance
Team provided their input and reiterated the key issues and concerns to include in the plan.

•

Key Messages: Builds upon previous visioning and work in the corridor and will be used to
communicate consistent messaging through the life of the project.

•

Engagement Strategies & Schedule: The engagement strategies and outreach activities are detailed in
this section. The schedule includes three major rounds of communication and outreach – with both inperson and online engagement opportunities. Online open houses will allow people to respond to
questions from their phone or desktop without having to attend a meeting.

•

Identified Stakeholders & Issues: City staff identified likely stakeholders and their issues of concern.

•

Communications Protocols: The project team and advisory committees will operate under protocols that
describe how they communicate with each other and with the groups they represent, and how they
make decisions.

•

The City is managing project communications and media relations. Staff are building upon the project
email lists and website from the previous Our Main Street work for this project.

Bill noted the project has a big budget with emphasis on community engagement. All ODOT facility plans
require public involvement. It’s required by state statute. It’s also good planning practice. For this project,
it’s the desire of the City and ODOT to address sensitive, complex issues along the corridor. We’ve
provided a robust public involvement process compared to other facility planning efforts.
Jean and Molly gave an overview of the project’s Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC).
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•

The SAC serves as a guiding body for the project. Members reflect interests in the corridor and serve
as liaisons back to their groups.

•

SAC meetings will be facilitated by JLA Public Involvement. The SAC will have opportunities to give
input around the table and will “workshop” some issues during the planning process. Their first meeting
is next week on November 6th.

•

The SAC’s primary charge is to provide input and advise the project. Their recommendations will
advance through the decision-making process to Planning Commission, the Governance Team and
City Council.

•

City staff developed a list of interest areas to recruit SAC members and invited community members to
apply. In September, the Planning Commission appointed 12 individuals to serve on the SAC
representing various interests.

•

There are two interest areas with gaps on the SAC: freight/trucking/delivery and youth. Staff are still
seeking a community representative for freight/trucking/delivery. City staff have reached out to youth in
a number of ways, but they have not found a student volunteer. Instead, the project will get
youth/student input through focus groups led by City staff.

•

Community engagement kicks off next week with an online open house, a letter being sent to adjacent
businesses and property owners to inform them about the project, and an update to the project website.
TAC members should encourage community members to participate in the online open house.
o

•

Bill noted the letter is the first notification to business and property owners required by SB 408.
SB 408 requires ODOT and the City to consider the impact of the project to access along the
corridor.

Title VI outreach seeks to engage underrepresented communities (low income, Spanish speaking,
persons with disabilities, and elderly people) in our process. JLA will conduct focus groups or table at
events for Catholic Community Services, Briarwood assisted living, and Downtown Languages. They
will be asked questions similar to questions in the online open house.

Questions:
•

Megan Murphy asked about the project boundaries.
o

Jean clarified that the project extends from E. 20th Street to E 72nd Street.

PLANS AND POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Jean gave an overview of the team’s work to identify plans and policies that may influence the project and the
decision-making process. The consultant team is developing a technical memo identifying the state, regional
and local plans and policies that the project needs to consider. The memo will be shared with the TAC for their
review and input.
•

State plans and policies that the project will need to consider include the Oregon Transportation Plan,
modal plans, the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, and the All Roads Transportation
Safety (ARTS) program.
o

Amanda Salyer shared that the ARTS program is based on the Highway Safety Improvement
Program, a federal funding program for safety improvements. She noted that the State is
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required to spend a certain percentage of federal funding every year in order to receive the
state’s share of federal transportation funding.
•

The planning process has been designed to pay particular attention to state requirements and rules
under SB 408 for managing driveway access and roadway access along the corridor. The project team
developed a process diagram and a discussion paper that describes the key requirements and outlines
City and ODOT responsibilities for compliance. (See Appendix C in the Community Engagement Plan.)
o

•

The planning process will also need to pay attention to the impacts of potential changes on freight
movement along Main Street. In particular, east of Bob Straub Parkway, the roadway is designated as
a freight reduction review route under ORS 366-215.
o

•

Molly shared that Appendix C identifies people who will be invited to serve on the Dispute
Review Board and participate in the Collaborative Discussions.

Michael Liebler commented that the City had to go through an extensive motor carrier review
process when planning and designing the new pedestrian crossing at 66th Street, which is east
of Bob Straub Parkway. Bill added that Main Street is also a City-designated freight route.

The SB 408 process includes a review and approval process for the project’s Key Principles and
Access Management Methodology. A second project notification to business and property owners will
go out once the principles and methodology are available. (see process diagram in Community
Engagement Plan, Appendix C.)
o

Carl Deaton asked if anyone can request a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board
meeting. Molly responded that only adjacent property owners can request these meetings. Bill
added that the project is only required to go through the Dispute Review Board once. Bill added
that the process anticipates some requests for Collaborative Discussions, and that some
individuals may feel aggrieved enough to request the dispute review process.

o

Bill noted the median treatment being considered would not be continuous. It would have breaks
to allow left turns at strategic locations. The City Council has expressed concerns about
balancing the need to maintain mobility, freight movement, and access along Main Street. Bill
said these are the sort of things that would be included in the project’s key principles.

o

Bill commented that this project is the first effort to apply SB 408 requirements to a facility plan.
There have been other projects in the design and construction phase that have had to comply
with the requirements of SB 408, but this is the first planning project. ODOT is interested in the
outcome because it will serve as a guide for other projects.

o

Bill explained that the review of the Key Principles and Methodology will be the point in the
process when property owners can request a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review
Board. Bill acknowledged that the language in the statutes and rules implies that property
owners can appeal the Key Principles and Methodology up until plan adoption. This is not
practical for a planning process. Once the Key Principles and Methodology are approved by
ODOT and the City, solutions will be developed, evaluated, and selected based on the Key
Principles. It wouldn’t make sense for property owners to have the ability to appeal the Key
Principles later in the process. If they did, and the Key Principles changed, the solution
development and evaluation process would have to be revisited, which would increase costs
and result in project delays.
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•

Patrick Wingard asked about the potential for public hearings that would follow the approval of the Key
Principles and Methodology.
o

•

•

•

Molly explained that the plan adoption process at City Council provides another opportunity for
property owners and others to appeal the plan. Bill added that the statutes identify the ODOT
Director as the final arbiter of the Dispute Review process and that the decision of the ODOT
Director cannot be appealed.

Emma Newman asked how SB 408 plays into the design/project development to come later.
o

Bill explained that when the project moves into the design phase, ODOT and the City need to
allow for another SB 408 review process. As the design gets more specific, a property owner
could object to access impacts that weren’t evident during the facility planning phase. Molly
noted that raised median islands by themselves do not trigger the requirements of SB 408. This
is because medians only impede access (to left-turning vehicles). Properties can still be
accessed (by right-turning vehicles).

o

Amanda commented that the project needs to be robust in its community engagement to ensure
that more access management regulations aren’t imposed upon ODOT by the legislature. Bill
noted that ODOT and the City agreed to use a conservative approach and follow the SB 408
process in order to reduce project risk, and because it’s good planning practice.

The Main-McVay Transit Study (MMTS) was paused in 2016 so the safety project planning process
could catch up to the transit study.
o

Molly shared that City Council gave clear direction to staff to coordinate planning efforts for
transit with the Main Street Safety Project. The online open house will include a section that will
briefly describe the outreach and analysis that occurred in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of MMTS and
will ask a question to determine if the Enhanced Corridor transit mode is the community’s
preferred transit mode for Main Street. With the results of the online open house, the transit
study project team will present a mode choice recommendation to the Governance Team. Once
a mode choice is determined, the City and LTD can then work on specific details about future
transit improvements to the corridor.

o

Amanda Salyer asked what is meant by the term “Enhanced Corridor.” Emma Newman
explained that Enhanced Corridor implies near term, smaller, specific investments that can be
made improve shelters and improve transit travel time and reliability at congestion points that
are causing delays. It is not EmX service and stations, which is seen as a longer-term solution.
Emma noted that the MMTS team is not seeing EmX as the appropriate solution for Main Street
in the next 3 – 10 years.

Local plans and policies that need to be considered include the 2035 Springfield Transportation System
Plan and the TSP Implementation Project. The team expects that those plans will need to reflect the
safety project and be formally amended. Other plans include the Main Street Corridor Vision Plan, the
Springfield Development Code and the Springfield Zoning map. The team is taking a scan of these
local plans to identify any projects or issues we need to keep an eye out for or any red flags to be
aware of.
o

Patrick Wingard asked if the project will develop a set of recommended development code
updates and plan policy updates. Molly explained that once the plan is close to being finalized,
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the team will identify potential development code, zoning map, refinement plan and/or
comprehensive plan amendments that would be needed to support recommendations in the
plan.
o

Patrick asked if zoning map amendments are anticipated being recommended as a function of
the facility plan. Molly said it is too early to know. Michael Liebler noted some the safety
problems are related to the zoning fronting the corridor and the access management associated
with those zones. Molly explained that the Main Street Vision Plan had recommendations to
amend the refinement plans and the zoning map to support implementation of the vision. That
process was put on pause when the safety project was initiated so that the infrastructure
planning could happen first.

o

Bill noted that the width of the right of way, which is an important design parameter, has already
been established. Emma explained that during the transit study discussions, the Governance
Team provided direction to minimize impacts to adjacent properties. That resulted in defining a
general cross section of 96 feet wide with exceptions for providing space for station amenities
and implementing queue jumps at intersections. Bill added that the streetscape improvements
such as bike lanes and sidewalks will be considered. However, because the Governance Team
and City Council have already established the maximum right-of-way, our ability to incorporate
these improvements within the corridor is somewhat limited. It’s a limitation but also important
direction to have from the decision-makers.

ACTION ITEMS AND NEXT STEPS
Jean reviewed the upcoming project activities this fall and winter.
The team will reconvene the TAC in the winter to review the existing conditions inventories, the plans and
policies framework, and the goals & objectives.
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APPENDIX
A
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING
Main Street Governance Team
November
June 5, 20181, 2018

WELCOME

• Meeting Agenda &
Purpose
• Introductions

1

12/16/2018

AGENDA
• Discuss project background, purpose and
decision‐making process
• Review project schedule & key milestones
• Confirm committee roles & purpose
• Introduce Community Engagement Plan
and discuss current activities
• Discuss Plans & Policies to consider

TEAM STRUCTURE

2
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
Main Street Safety Project
2018

2021

2023

PLANNING

IMPLEMENTATION

Facility Plan

Project
Development*

Construction

*Site Design, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Engineering

DESIRED OUTCOMES
Coordinated street planning and selection of
design concepts that will promote safe travel
A long‐term plan that identifies the types of safety
improvements & preferred transit mode choice for
Main Street
With final plan complete, partner agencies can
begin working with the adjacent business and
property owners, as well as community members,
on a more detailed design
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

Conceptual street design from Franklin Boulevard

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Rendering
based on
conceptual
street
design from
Franklin
Boulevard

4

12/16/2018

PROJECT OVERVIEW

100% engineering design from Franklin Boulevard

HOW WE GOT HERE
2010

Council direction to improve safety on Main Street

2011

ODOT & City completed Main Street Safety Study

2012-18

ODOT & City make crossing improvements

2016

Safety grant awarded for median & ODOT
planning pledge

2017

Project coordination & scope development

2018

ODOT executes contract & issues NTP
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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.

KEY MESSAGES
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PROJECT TIMELINE AND
MILESTONES

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

Questions?

COMMITTEE ROLES &
PURPOSE
Committee Members
• City of Springfield
• ODOT
• Dept. of Land Conservation & Development
• Springfield Utility Board
• NW Natural
• LTD
• Willamalane Park & Recreation District
• School District #19 (SPS)

8

12/16/2018

COMMITTEE ROLES &
PURPOSE
Provide PMT with technical support
necessary to develop an adoption‐ready
Facility Plan by:
• Establishing a forum to identify, discuss, and resolve
technical issues and concerns
• Establishing a forum to maintain interdepartmental
and interagency communication
• Providing data and information, as requested
• Reviewing and providing feedback on draft work
products in timely manner

COMMITTEE ROLES &
PURPOSE

Questions?
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Purpose
• Actively engage
stakeholders in
identifying issues and
viable solutions
Commitments
• Communication &
transparency
• Opportunity &
awareness
• Inclusivity &
equity

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Adopted by
Springfield Planning
Commission /
Committee for Citizen
Involvement on
September 5, 2018

10

12/16/2018

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Public Involvement Principles
• Community engagement goals
• Previous & concurrent engagement

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Corridor Research
• Springfield area information
• Main Street corridor demographics & considerations
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Engagement: Key Issues & Concerns
• Safety
• Traffic
• Coordination with transit & other planning projects
• Business disruption and access
• Cost and funding

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Key Messages
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Key Messages
• Building on previous visioning
• Safe, accessible transportation systems for
everyone
• Thriving economy & great neighborhoods
• Connecting our community

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Public Involvement Process
• Advisory bodies & decision‐making structure
• Project timeline
• Planning phase process overview
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Engagement Strategies & Schedule
• Three major rounds of communication and outreach

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Community Engagement Program Evaluation
• Qualitative measures
• Quantitative participation data
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLAN
Additional Info:
• Appendix A – Identified Stakeholders & Issues
• Appendix B – Communication Protocols
• Appendix C – Dispute Resolution Process &
Protocols

STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (SAC)
Role & Charter
• Together, SAC members are a guiding body for project.
• Individually, members serve as a liaison to their agencies,
organizations, & neighborhoods.
• Members responsible for attending meetings, reviewing
materials, providing insight on community concerns or
issues, sharing information with their constituency &
bringing those viewpoints back to group.
• Primary charge: inform project by providing advice &
direction to development of Main Street Facility Plan.
• Plays advisory role & produces recommendations for
project team, Planning Commission, Main Street Governance
Team & City Council.
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (SAC)
Members & Interests
• Corridor resident:
Staci Holt, Susan Hartman, William Belcher
• Corridor business/property owner:
Dani Wright , Jeffrey Wing, Joe Tokatly
• Corridor employee:
Alyssa Martin
• Springfield resident or business owner outside corridor:
Dick Jones, Garrick Mishaga, James Coldren,
Marshall Loveday, Dean Huber
• Chamber of Commerce:
Dean Huber

STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (SAC)
Members & Interests
• Transit advocate:
Alyssa Martin, Garrick Mishaga, Susan Hartman
• Senior Springfield resident or business owner:
Dick Jones, James Coldren, Susan Hartman, William Belcher
• Springfield resident or business owner with disability/ies:
Susan Hartman
• Bike/ped interest:
Alyssa Martin, Garrick Mishaga, Marshall Loveday
• Trucking industry/freight & delivery:
• Youth:
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Current Efforts
• SAC meeting next week – Tuesday 11/6
• Update to website
• Project Fact Sheet
• Letter notifying adjacent business and property
owners about project – arrives 11/7
• Online Open House – opens next Wed 11/7
• Title VI focus group and tabling – 11/7

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Questions?
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
• Plans and policies to consider
• Access Management and SB 408
• Main‐McVay Transit Study update

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Plans and policies to consider
• State
• Regional
• Local
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• Oregon Transportation Plan
• Oregon Highway Plan
• Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan
• Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
• Oregon Freight Plan

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• ODOT/Springfield Main Street Safety Study
• Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP)
• All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS)
Region 2 project list
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• OAR 734‐051 –Access Management
• ORS 366‐215 – Freight Reduction Routes
• ODOT Guidance documents

SB 408
PROCESS
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Regional Plans and Policies
• Lane Regional Safety and Security Plan
• Central Lane MPO Safety Action Plan
• 2017 Central Lane MPO Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Regional Plans and Policies
• LTD Long‐Range Transit Plan
• Main‐McVay Transit Study
• Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report
• Phase 1
• Phase 2
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Local Plans and Policies
• Eugene‐Springfield Metropolitan Area
General Plan (Metro Plan)
• Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan
• 2035 Springfield Transportation System
Plan (TSP)
• TSP Implementation Project

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Local Plans and Policies
• Springfield Main Street Corridor Vision Plan
• Springfield Development Code
• Springfield Zoning Map
• Mid‐Springfield Refinement Plan
• East Main Refinement Plan
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PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK

Questions?

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
Fall

Develop Goals and Objectives

• SAC Kick‐off, Online Open House, Focus groups

Existing Conditions Inventory

• Transportation, Land Use, Environmental

Plans & Policies Framework

• Transportation, Land Use, Environmental

Winter

Finalize

• Existing Conditions
• Plans & Policies Framework
• Goals & Objectives
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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.

Meeting 2 Summary: Springfield MSSP Technical Advisory Committee | page 4 of 6

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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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
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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
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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
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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
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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

14

APPENDIX A ‐ Springfield MSSP TAC Meeting 2

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
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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

18

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #3 SUMMARY
DATE:

Thursday, February 21, 2019, 2:00 – 3:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

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 [by phone]
☐
☒
☐
☐

Nicole Charlson, Region 2 Transportation Safety Coordinator
Carl Deaton, Region 2 Roadway Engineer
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
Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst
Keith Blair, Senior Transportation Analyst, Region 2

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 [by phone]
☐ 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 [by phone]
Lacy Brown, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates [by phone]
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Review and provide input on draft project goals and objectives

•

Identify criteria for evaluating design solutions

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this
third meeting of the TAC. Members of the committee introduced themselves.
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, gave a presentation reviewing the public outreach conducted to date.
Activities included the online open house, focus groups and tabling events. She summarized the results of the
values exercise and how participants prioritized issues along the corridor.

DRAFT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OVERVIEW
Jean provided a brief overview of the draft goals and objectives, including: Safety, Business Community,
Mobility, Transportation Choices, Vital Community and Feasibility. The TAC members were then asked to
break out into three groups to discuss two of the goals and their corresponding objectives. A fourth group
convened with the participants who called in by phone.
Each group was asked to discuss the following questions:
•
•
•

How do you see technical issues fitting into the goals and objectives?
What are ways to measure/evaluate the objectives? (quantitative and qualitative)
Are there any gaps?

GROUP BREAKOUT REPORT
At the end of the breakout session, each group was asked to report out on the discussion that occurred at each
table. The following summarizes key highlights from each group:
•

•

Safety:
o The group discussed whether the perception of safety should fit under this goal, particularly with
regard for pedestrians and bicyclists, and they felt it made sense to be included in the
Transportation Choices goal instead.
o For the objective to achieve a significant reduction in fatalities and serious injuries, the group
discussed potential measures including:
 The type of crash compared to the number of injuries that it could cause (i.e. a transit
vehicle crashing has the potential to injure multiple passengers)
 The likelihood of severe injury with regards to specific crash types, such as angle vs.
rear-end crashes
o For the objective to achieve a significant reduction in the frequency of crashes, the group
discussed objectives to measure this goal. Suggestions included:
 Specifying a percent reduction in crashes
 Identifying a crash reduction in a location on the SPIS index (i.e. going from a 10% SPIS
location to a 50% SPIS location).
o The group discussed an objective to reduce crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians and
recommended that specific language be captured under this goal.
o The group also discussed whether there is a way to capture an increase in desirable outcomes
rather than or in addition to decreases in the problem.
Business Community:
o The group discussed how best to measure this goal. Suggestions from TAC members included:
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Travel time measurements (or distance measurements) to put into perspective how
treatments like medians would impact travel time to specific businesses. This was
thought to be particularly useful when discussing transit accessibility to businesses.
 Number of driveways (or distance) blocked by standing queues.
 An evaluation of the cost of acquiring right-of-way (ROW) or other measure to describe
the ROW impacts to businesses.
o TAC members also discussed how to monitor the business impacts of improvements in a
before/after study, particularly utilizing vacancy rates or lease rates
o TAC members also suggested that the project’s review of literature documenting the economic
impacts of transportation improvements, currently underway, might also inform this goal
Mobility:
o TAC members noted that there needs to be an explicit and clear definition of mobility in the
goals, as well as ways to measure.
o The group discussed the transit reliability and efficiency objective, with TAC members
suggesting that transit could be improved instead of just maintained, as there may be
alternatives that could improve transit mobility.
o Some TAC members noted that while there are quantitative metrics for travel efficiency (i.e.
travel time/speed), reliability will likely need to be more qualitative.
o Members noted that transit was also included under the Transportation Choices goal and
commented that perhaps the Transportation Choices goal should focus more on user
experience than mobility measures, potentially aligning it better with the pedestrian and bicyclist
objectives under transportation choices.
o Gaps in the objectives that group flagged are:
 Potential for traffic diversion to other streets due to the improvements
 Efficiency & reliability of emergency services (police, fire, EMS) through the corridor
o TAC members discussed that any solutions that impact the “box in the air” for freight movement
(i.e. refuge islands or medians) need to be considered carefully.
o It was also noted by TAC members that the at-grade railroad crossing hinders mobility along
this corridor.
Transportation Choices:
o The group noted that ensuring access to services and destinations is a critical measure for the
corridor
o Potential measures for pedestrian and bicycle access are Level of Stress (LOS), route
directness indices, and connectivity
o TAC members discussed potential measures for transit service, including ridership and future
transit Level of Service (LOS), noting that this objective should be about the experience for the
rider.
Vital Community:
o The group talked a lot about the objective to improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main
Street and concluded that green space should be specifically noted in this objective. Green
space can serve multiple purposes: it can act as a buffer space for safety, it helps to manage
stormwater, and is consistent with the feedback heard in the Main Street Vision Plan.
o Along those lines, there were a few comments about the overall environmental goals for the
corridor, and how landscaping has deeper implications than appearance. There was a
discussion on decreasing stormwater runoff (some felt that objective stating ‘increase treatment


•

•

•
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•

of impervious runoff’ while others felt it should be simplified to ‘decrease stormwater runoff’).
The point seemed to be thinking about how appearance matters to the overall environmental
health of the corridor.
o One comment was that conversations need to happen now about how utilities are factored into
planning for Main Street: if the conclusion is that putting utilities underground is more
aesthetically appealing, that should be an early conversation with SUB. The underlying
sentiment here seemed to be that there should be a way of measuring how well a solution
coordinates with other agencies (i.e. Does this have wider impact? Is this proposed solution
feasible for all agencies affected?).
Feasibility:
o There was the general feeling that feasibility would be a major goal, akin to safety. If a proposed
solution isn’t feasible, it likely won’t go forward, whereas there might be more of a ‘tradeoff’ talk
with the other goals. TAC members wondered if this should be expressed somewhere in the
goal.
o TAC members also discussed that an objective around the maintenance of infrastructure should
be included in feasibility.
o Some TAC members felt like the five-year commitment to implementation was too aggressive of
a timeline, especially considering the lag time in STIP cycle planning and implementation. Eight
years was mentioned as a more reasonable timeline for short-term projects. TAC members also
noted that while identifying short-term, feasible solutions is important, we do not want to ignore
or undervalue any solutions that might be “ideal” but need more time/funding to implement.
o To make sure projects stay on-track and within a reasonable budget, some TAC members
suggested that solutions should focus on improvements within the existing ROW.
o There was confusion about what ‘acceptable project delivery approaches’ really means. TAC
members wondered what was really trying to be said and if this could be simplified to make
sense to everyone.
o One suggestion was introducing an option for phasing, or that projects could be phased to
increase their feasibility.

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•

Jean updated the TAC members on upcoming SAC, Planning Commission, City Council and
Governance Team meetings through mid-March.
TAC members were asked to submit any additional comments on the draft Goals and Objectives
(Technical Memo #10) to Molly before March 7th.
Next TAC Meeting: ate April

APPENDIX


TAC Slide Show (attached)
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
February 21, 2019

WELCOME

• Meeting Purpose
• Review and provide
technical input on draft
project goals &
objectives
• Identify criteria for
evaluating design
solutions

1
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AGENDA

• Project Goals &
Objectives
• Overview
• Work Session / Small
Group Breakout
• Report out

KEY MESSAGES

2
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Online Open House

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Focus Groups & Tabling

Melissa Cariño and
Emma Newman
demonstrating value
rating activity

Youth discussing safety
issues on Main Street

3
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise
• Safety: I value solutions that reduce the risk
of fatalities and serious injuries
• Local Business Access: I value solutions that
support the viability of the businesses on
Main Street by providing access and
minimizing other impacts
• Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that
minimize congestion and maintain the flow of
traffic
More…

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise cont.
• Cost: I value solutions that are cost-effective
and make good use of public funds
• Main Street Character: I value solutions that
improve the appearance of Main Street and
make it a vibrant place for those who live,
work, shop, and travel through the corridor
• Transit: I value solutions that support
reliable and frequent transit service that is
accessible from destinations along Main
Street

4
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise: Focus Groups
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Transit

Safety

Cost

Local Business
Access

Main Street
Character

Traffic Mobility

Downtown Languages

Catholic Community Services

Briarwood Senior Living

Willamalane Two50 Club (youth)

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise: Online Open House
0 (least important)

Safety

Local business access

1

6 6 4 11

8

25

Traffic mobility

24

14

Cost

26

Transit

3

25

11

Main Street character

2

6 (most important)

84

50

21

31

27

26

19

46

5

31

15

35

4

38

21

19

23

37

19

22

26

36

24

14

35

22

9

21

32

17

9

21

27
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
A goal is an overarching principle or a broad
statement of intent that informs the range of
possible transportation solutions and guides
decision-making.
Objectives are specific, measurable, and
relevant steps that are taken to meet the goal.

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Safety: Increase the safety of Main
Street for all users
Objectives:
 Achieve a significant reduction in fatalities
and serious injuries
 Achieve a significant reduction in the
frequency of crashes along the corridor
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Business Community: Support the

viability of existing and future businesses
Objectives:
 Provide access for customers and deliveries
to businesses along Main Street corridor
 Respond to business owner needs and
support the visibility and economic
development of Main Street
 Respond to property owner needs and
support the potential for future businesses to
locate on Main Street

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Mobility: Ensure people and goods

travel efficiently and reliably through the
corridor
Objectives:
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of
passenger vehicle operations through the
corridor
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of
transit operations through the corridor
 Retain freight vehicle mobility along Main
Street
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Transportation Choices: Create a

multimodal environment that connects
people and destinations
Objectives:
 Ensure access to services and destinations
along Main Street for all members of the
community at all income levels, including
seniors, people with disabilities, children,
and people of color.
More…

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Transportation Choices: cont.
Objectives:
 Create safe, comfortable and efficient
pedestrian and bicycle access along Main
Street.
 Support existing transit service and
accommodate enhanced transit service in
the future

8
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Vital Community: Support the vitality of
the community and its vision for Main
Street
Objectives:

 Improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main
Street to make it a vibrant place for those who
live, work, shop and travel through the corridor
 Create an environment consistent with the Main
Street Vision Plan
More…

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Vital Community: cont.
Objectives:
 Support access to destinations along Main
Street, as well as those that rely on access from
Main Street

9
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Feasibility: Develop a plan with a
clear and achievable approach to
implementation
Objectives:
 Can be implemented within five years
through anticipated funding sources and
acceptable project delivery approaches
 Ensure the cost-effective expenditure of
resources

GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Questions?

10
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Break Out Groups
Choose one or two goals and discuss:
• How do you see technical issues fitting
into the goals and objectives?
• What are ways to measure/evaluate the
objectives? (Quantitative and
qualitative)
• Are there any gaps?

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

Planning Commission work session

• 3/11: City Council work session
• 3/21: Governance Team

11
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NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
Mar 7th

Comments on Tech Memo 10 to
Molly

April

Next TAC meeting
• Economic impact literature
review
• Future baseline travel forecasts

THANK
YOU
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #4 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, April 23, 2019, 11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

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 [by phone]
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☒
☐
☐

Nicole Charlson, Region 2 Transportation Safety Coordinator
Carl Deaton, Region 2 Roadway Engineer
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
Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section
Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer [by phone]
Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst
Keith Blair, Senior Transportation Analyst, Region 2

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
Chris Maciejewski, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates [by phone]
Lacy Brown, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates [by phone]
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Matthew Kitchen, Project Director, ECONorthwest [by phone]

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Update TAC on status of goals and objectives

•

Present future baseline traffic operations and safety performance

•

Present the economic literature review

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this
fourth meeting of the TAC. Members of the committee introduced themselves.
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UPDATES ON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Jean provided a brief update to the TAC members on the revisions to the goals and objectives (see attached
handout). Molly summarized the input from SAC, Planning Commission, City Council, and the Main Street
Governance Team, noting that the majority of the comments were more detailed in nature and will be
incorporated into evaluation criteria, not the goals or objectives. Molly shared that the project team had shared
the goals and objectives at community group meetings in March and April, as well.
Kristi Krueger, City of Springfield, asked how the goals would be weighted when the goals compete or conflict
with one another for a solution. Molly explained that decision-makers will have to weigh the goals when
evaluating potential solutions and narrowing choices. She also noted that above all, selected solutions will
have to improve safety.

FUTURE BASELINE CONDITIONS
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates, presented on the future baseline conditions, including forecasted traffic
volumes and intersection operations. Dorothy Upton, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), noted that
there was an incorrect lane configuration on a figure in Technical Memorandum #9 which could potentially
impact the intersection operations analysis. Kayla mentioned that she thought the typo was only in the figure,
but she would check the analysis to be sure.
Kayla presented future no-build travel time results. The analysis showed that through movements along Main
Street increase by 20-30% with normal growth and that the p.m. peak shows a 30% increase in delay in the
eastbound direction and a 7% increase in delay in the westbound direction. She also noted that the future
delays would impact freight and transit. Kayla pointed to the Main-McVay Transit Study where future transit
improvements are being considered.
Kristi asked specifically what improvements are being recommended from the Main-McVay Transit Study with
regards to adjusting to future transit demand. Bret Smith, Lane Transit District (LTD), explained that LTD will
be looking to reduce transit travel times and address capacity. The Transit Study project team has
recommended the Enhanced Corridor transit mode for Main Street which could include more buses or bigger
buses to serve the corridor, as well as level boarding and off-board fare collection to reduce dwell times, transit
signal priority, queue jumps and stop consolidation.
Kayla discussed the future pedestrian and bicycle network along Main Street, emphasizing that conditions will
not significantly change from existing conditions in which the corridor was identified as a high-stress pedestrian
and bicyclist environment.
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, asked about the methodology for travel time calculations through the corridor
and if access between signalized intersections was accounted for, noting that the high number of driveways
creates “friction” as cars slow down to turn off Main Street. Kayla explained that the methodology used to
calculate travel time was limited to signalized intersections and does not fully capture the interactions or delays
that occur at side streets and driveways. She mentioned that as work on the project progresses, the project
team could quantify the benefits of infrastructure solutions that address mobility issues at side streets or
driveways.
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Dorothy commented that the impacts of delay east of Bob Straub Parkway are critical to freight movement and
need to be considered.
Michael Liebler, City of Springfield, said to make sure to emphasize that the future baseline means no-build,
when sharing this information with the public. Bill Johnston, ODOT, noted that the slide could be reworded
“without improvements” or something similar to get that point across.

FUTURE SAFETY PERFORMANCE
Lacy Brown, DKS Associates, presented on the future no-build safety performance. She discussed the
methodology that was used, noting the difference between the Highway Safety Manual (HSM) predictive
method that reports predicted crashes and expected crashes. Lacy noted there is a 19% increase in expected
crashes per year along the corridor. She explained the increase in traffic volume increases individual segment
and intersection crash risk throughout the corridor by 10-125%.
Lacy discussed how access is a major contributing factor to the safety performance on the corridor, which has
significantly more access points per mile than ODOT standards. She noted that the crash risk increases by 4%
for every access point above 10 per mile. Some segments of the corridor have a nearly 500% increased crash
risk compared to a facility that meets ODOT spacing standards. If the number of access points along Main
Street remains the same, the combination of the existing access density and increased traffic volumes will
continue to degrade safety on the corridor.
Brian asked why there was so much variability in the increase in expected crashes throughout the corridor,
ranging from 10-125%. Lacy explained that it is due to the increase in traffic volumes at locations that are
already higher risk locations. Brian noted that the 125% could be misleading, noting that a higher percentage is
less important if the increase is based on a small number to begin with. Lacy agreed, noting that she would
suggest focusing in on locations where the magnitude of the increase in crashes and the percentage increase
in crashes are both high. Brian concurred and suggested making the messaging clearer.

ECONOMIC IMPACT LITERATURE REVIEW
Jean Senechal Biggs presented an overview of the Economic Impact Literature Review. Economists from
ECONorthwest are part of the project team. They reviewed available literature to understand impacts of
roadway changes such as roundabouts and medians on businesses and property owners.
ECONorthwest sought evidence of the link between street redesign and business performance by focusing on
literature that reflected the best practices in research design. Jean noted that well-designed studies that control
for a wide range of factors influencing business performance are difficult and expensive to implement, and
ECONorthwest learned that there are few studies that attempted to measure the effect of roadway changes on
retail sales and business performance. However, the studies they did find suggested that impacts to
businesses are likely not significant and may be positive overall.
Jean reviewed the current business mix along Main Street with employment statistics for businesses along the
corridor. ECONorthwest analyzed state Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages data for businesses
within 500 feet of Main Street and those within ¼ mile of Main Street, noting that those within 500 feet are most
directly affected by corridor redesign.
Meeting 4 Summary: Springfield MSSP Technical Advisory Committee | page 4 of 6

Jean reviewed a list of factors that influence business impacts when redesigning a corridor, noting that
changes in accessibility are unique to each business location. She noted how street redesign investments
change the performance of a corridor in terms of traffic volumes, travel times and reliability, and dictate how
vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians access specific business sites.
Jean then shared ECONorthwest’s findings on the impacts of raised medians and roundabouts, as well as
general business impacts of access management. A few studies focused specifically on the effects of new
raised medians or roundabouts. These studies suggest impacts to businesses will likely not be significant and
may be positive overall. Business owner perceptions of roundabouts are generally positive, with an impression
of improved traffic flow. Business impressions of raised medians appear to be less positive, and harder to shift.
Kristi asked if the review found any studies that included both medians and roundabouts. Matthew Kitchen,
ECONorthwest, said he believes none of the studies looked at both together. Michael noted that the Golden
Colorado study examined both roundabouts and medians in the same context. Dorothy noted that many
roundabouts include medians at the approaches.
Jean presented the findings on general business impacts of corridor redesigns. The broader literature on
business impacts of access management and arterial corridor redesigns are dominated by before-and-after
studies and surveys of commercial businesses about their perceptions of business performance after access
management treatments have been implemented. Jean noted that there was no clear indication that access
management, safety projects, and corridor operational investments lead to declines in business performance
and that there is some evidence that such investments may improve business performance as a result of
addressing underlying traffic congestion and safety deficiencies. Jean added that this does not suggest that no
single business in a redesigned corridor could experience business losses due to changes in accessibility.
Jean asked Matthew Kitchen, ECONorthwest, to add any clarifying comments. He noted that the literature
shows that property owners will try to increase lease rates if the value of the property increases due to safety
or operational improvements.
Courtney Griesel, City of Springfield, noted that the positive impacts to property values counteract a lot of the
other negative business impacts, and that the positive impacts are long-term benefits. Courtney suggested
thoughtful messaging when discussing site selection since some industries do not select sites based on
corridor improvements in the same way that other businesses might.
Jean noted that ECONorthwest will continue to be involved in the project as the team develops and evaluates
infrastructure solutions.
Courtney suggested more nuance needs to occur when discussing business impacts. She noted that
businesses could feel like the positive impacts do not apply to them. Courtney noted that business and
property owners are not seeing the same Return on Investment (ROI) and suggested that business impacts
and property owner impacts be pulled out separately.
Courtney also suggested that since the literature review has a specific focus on impacts to businesses and
property owners, that the memo be renamed from Economic Impact Literature Review to Business and
Property Owner Impact Literature Review. Jean and Molly agreed that this change was appropriate.
Bill shared that more analysis is yet to come, particularly with the travel time impacts to businesses that
generate a lot of traffic.
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Brian commented that the literature review must be sensitive to what can and cannot be documented so
people are informed.
Bill stated that one of his key conclusions about the literature review is that the business and property impacts
of access management are difficult to prove because the literature is limited, but the literature does counteract
the message that there are “obvious adverse impacts” to roundabouts and medians.

NEXT STEPS
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, asked the TAC to think about comments or key takeaways from the
literature review for Fact Sheet #2, which is being developed to help explain some of this information to the
community.
The next TAC meetings will be scheduled for Early May, Early June, and Late July.

APPENDIX
•

TAC Slide Show (attached)

•

Revised Goals and Objectives (attached)
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APPENDIX A: TAC MEETING #4 SLIDE SHOW

4/23/2019

TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
April 23, 2019

AGENDA

• Project Goals and
Objectives Update
• Future Baseline
Conditions
• Traffic Volumes
• Intersection Operations
• Safety
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AGENDA

4/23/2019

• Economic Impact
Literature Review
• Mix of Businesses Along
Main Street
• Factors that Influence
Business Impacts
• Business and Property
Impacts of Access
Management

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
A goal is an overarching principle or a broad
statement of intent that informs the range of
possible transportation solutions and guides
decision-making.
Objectives are specific, measurable, and
relevant steps that are taken to meet the goal.
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community – Support the viability of existing
and future businesses
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently
and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal
environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the
community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable
approach to implementation

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Feb/March/April:
• Review & feedback from TAC, SAC, Planning
Commission, City Council, Main Street
Governance Team
• Share & response from Community Groups
Late April:

Revised Goals & Objectives

Late June:

Recommend GT endorsement
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Questions?

FUTURE CONDITIONS
What did we analyze?
• Future (year 2040) traffic volumes
• Intersection operations
• Multimodal conditions
• Safety performance
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
How will we use this data?
• Confirming problems that need to be
addressed if nothing is done in the future
• Set up baseline for alternatives analysis

FUTURE CONDITIONS
Traffic Operations
• Main Street traffic volumes will increase by 2030% by 2040
• Four signalized intersections are forecasted to
exceed mobility standards
• Main Street/28th St
• Main Street/42nd St
• Main Street/Bob Straub Pkwy
• Main Street/58th St
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
Vehicle Delay and Travel Time
• Eastbound intersection delay is expected to
double by 2040
• Intersection approach delay will increase travel
times by 30% eastbound
• Westbound travel times will increase by 7% due
to intersection delay
• Delays will also impact freight and transit

FUTURE CONDITIONS
Transit on Main Street
• Delays will impact transit operations
• Future improvements being studied by the
Main-McVay Transit Study may include:
• Increased service in response to demand,
transit signal priority, queue jumps or stop
consolidation
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
High-stress Pedestrian Environment
• No significant changes from existing
conditions
• Proximity of vehicles
• High roadway speeds
• Narrow sidewalks with no buffer
• Sidewalk obstructions and ADA ramps

FUTURE CONDITIONS
High-stress Cycling Environment
• No significant changes from existing
conditions
• Many unsignalized intersection and
driveway crossings
• High roadway speeds
• Two lanes of traffic in each direction and
center left turn lane
• 5 to 7 ft wide bike lanes, no buffer
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FUTURE CONDITIONS

Questions?

FUTURE CONDITIONS
Main Street today:
High crash corridor
• 653 crashes (2012–2016)
• Approximately 1-1/3
crashes per week
• Crashes occur
throughout the corridor
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
Future Safety Analysis
• Highway Safety Manual Predictive Method
Predicted
Crashes
Traffic Volume
and Site
Characteristics

HSM
Predictive
Method

• Existing
• Future No-Build
• Future Alternative Solutions

Expected
Crashes

Crash Data

• Existing
• Future No-Build

FUTURE CONDITIONS
Increase in
Expected
Crashes per Year

+ 16.9

+ 1.3

19.3 %

+ 0.4

+ 0.3
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
Increased traffic volumes will
further degrade safety along the
corridor
• Crashes at individual intersections/
segments increase by 10-125%
• Directly related to forecasted increase in
volume

FUTURE CONDITIONS
Access density is a major
contributing factor
• Average density is 75 access points per mile
• Does not meet ODOT standards (roughly 10
access points per mile)
• Crash risk increases by 4% for every access
point above 10 per mile
• Some segments of the corridor have a nearly
500% increased crash risk compared to a
facility that meets ODOT standards
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
Bottom Line:
If the number of access points along Main
Street remains the same, the combination
of the existing access density and
increased traffic volumes will continue to
degrade safety on the corridor.

FUTURE CONDITIONS

Questions?
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Reviewed studies on the impacts
of access management on nearby
businesses and property owners
Focus on those studies with the best
practice in research

LITERATURE REVIEW
Business Mix Along Main Street
• ¼-mile buffer: Businesses likely impacted
by accessibility from Main Street
• 500-ft buffer: Businesses most directly
affected by corridor redesign
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Employment & Wages within ¼ mi
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LITERATURE REVIEW
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Factors
that
Influence
Business
Impacts

LITERATURE REVIEW
Impacts of Raised Medians and
Roundabouts
• Businesses near these solutions performed
(in terms of sales) as well as, or better than,
their counterparts in corridors where no
investments occurred.
• Business owner perceptions of roundabouts
are generally positive
• Impression of improved traffic flow
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Impacts of Raised Medians and
Roundabouts
• Business impressions of raised medians
appear to be less positive, and harder to shift.
• Even in cases where sales data demonstrates
business performance has improved,
businesses perceive the raised medians as a
potential impediment to customer and
delivery access.

LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• No clear indication that access management,
safety projects, and corridor operational
investments lead to declines in business
performance.
• Some evidence that such investments may
improve business performance as a result of
addressing underlying traffic congestion and
safety deficiencies.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Does not suggest that no single business in a
redesigned corridor could experience
business losses due to changes in
accessibility.
• Some evidence that businesses in mid-block
locations may be more susceptible to lower
customer visitation as a consequence of
access restrictions (restricted turn
movements, limitations in sight lines, etc.).

LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Businesses that more heavily rely on pass-by
traffic (where the business is not a primary
customer trip destination) may be affected by
access restrictions should their business
become less accessible to pass-by traffic.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Some literature suggests business losses
during construction may be the primary
negative effect on business performance.
• However, such construction impacts would
occur from any corridor re-construction,
independent of the final configuration of the
project.

LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Should roadway improvements change
business site accessibility and gross sales,
those changes should eventually be captured
in the value of the underlying property as
opposed to the profitability of a specific
business.
• So while changes in land values may be
observed, those changes may not indicate
business gains or losses in terms of sales or
profits.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Roadway improvements that change how
individual corridors perform, and influence
business site accessibility within those
corridors, are unlikely to have any influence
on the broader regional economic
productivity.
• As site values in the affected corridor change,
they do so relative to site values elsewhere in
the broader urbanized area.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Questions?
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NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
May 7th

TAC Meeting
• Key Principles and Methodology
work session

Early June

TAC Meeting
• Key Principles and Methodology
Tech Memo

Late July

Preliminary Alternative
Solutions

THANK
YOU
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Main Street Safety Project Revised Draft Goals & Objectives – 4-23-19
Safety 1 – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Objectives:

Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Have been demonstrated to result in reducing fatalities and serious injury crashes so that
Main Street is not on the statewide high crash list
 Have been demonstrated to result in reducing the frequency of all crashes so that Main
Street is not on the statewide high crash list

Business Community – Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Objectives:

Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Provide viable ways for customers and deliveries to patronize/serve businesses along
Main Street corridor
 Support the visibility and economic viability of Main Street businesses
 Support the potential for future businesses to locate on Main Street

Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Objectives:

Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Maintain or improve the efficiency and reliability of passenger vehicle operations through
the corridor
 Maintain or improve the efficiency and reliability of transit operations through the
corridor
 Maintain or improve emergency response times for police, fire and life safety operations
 Meet ODOT’s freight vehicle mobility standards along Main Street

Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Ensure access to services and destinations along Main Street for all members of the
community
 Create safe, comfortable, efficient, and continuous pedestrian and bicycle travel and
access along Main Street
 Support existing transit service and provide flexibility to accommodate enhanced transit
service in the future
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Objectives:

Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Enhance the built and natural environment and stimulate implementation of the Main
Street Vision Plan to make it a vibrant place for those who live, work, shop and travel
through the corridor
 Connect neighborhood residents to Main Street destinations and services; and
transportation options to access the broader region

Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation
Objectives:

Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Can be implemented starting within five years and maintained with foreseeable
resources
 Can be implemented incrementally as funding is secured
 Ensure the cost-effective use of resources
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The primary purpose of the Main Street Safety Project is to improve safety. For a design solution to advance, it must demonstrate an
improvement to safety above all other goals.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #5 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, May 21, 2019, 9:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.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
☒ Officer Tom Speldrich, Police Department [for Lt. Boring]
☒ 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 [by phone]
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐
☒
☒
☐

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
Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section
Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer [by phone]
Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst

☐ Keith Blair, Senior Transportation Analyst, Region 2

DLCD
☒ Patrick Wingard, South Willamette Valley Representative [by phone]

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 [by phone]
☐ Mike Schlosser, Transportation & Fleet Operations Manager

Project Staff and Consultants
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒

Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2 [by phone]
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Jean Senechal Biggs, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
John Bosket, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Review SB 408 process for the Main Street Facility Plan

•

Provide input on preliminary Key Principles and Access Management Methodology

•

Provide input on the preliminary solutions evaluation criteria
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this
fifth meeting of the TAC. Members of the committee introduced themselves.

SB 408 PROCESS OVERVIEW
Jean Senechal Biggs provided a brief overview of the SB 408 process to the TAC members and shared
highlights from the project’s Dispute Resolution Process & Protocols document (see attached). Jean discussed
how SB 408 clarifies the process for decisions affecting access to state highways. She brought up the factors
that SB 408 must balance, including safety, access management, economic development, mobility and
consistency with state and local plans. John Bosket, DKS Associates, added that one of the key elements of
the decision-making criteria specifically required by SB 408 is consideration of the economic development
objectives for highway-adjacent properties.
Jean discussed how the key principles and access management methodology were developed from the project
goals and objectives, noting that the methodology is specifically focused on decisions related to access
management. Therefore, some, but not all, of the objectives have a related access management methodology.
She noted the public participation that is required by SB 408 and the process for this project, including the
dispute resolution process that allows for both collaborative discussions and a dispute review board. Jean
noted that the collaborative discussions bring together technical staff to provide input and would include
several of the TAC members. Jean reviewed a process diagram that shows how the SB 408 requirements fit
into the project’s overall planning process.
Bob Stolle, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), mentioned that for rail crossing safety, a crossing
order has to be submitted for any access that is proposed to be modified or closed. He noted that this is a
process which can take time and that there should be a point where a dispute relating to crossing orders can
be discussed if changes to access are made. Molly Markarian noted that is important to flag for when the
project delivery phase occurs, particularly if design affects the Union Pacific Railroad rail crossing.

KEY PRINCIPLES AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT METHODOLOGY
WORK SESSION
Jean presented a table listing the project goals and objectives, along with draft solutions evaluation criteria and
access management methodology. She noted that the project goals were also used as the access
management key principles, since they met the SB 408 requirements and that would help shape access
management decisions that are in alignment with the project direction. The table provided was a technical
team working draft that showed the project goals, objectives, solutions evaluation criteria, assumed methods
for measuring the evaluation criteria, and access management methodology all together. Viewing them
together at this stage is helpful to ensure the access management methodology is consistent with the project
goals and objectives. Also, going forward, we would not show the column describing the assumed methods for
measuring the solutions evaluation criteria since we may need to modify that as we learn more about the
alternatives and receive stakeholder feedback. However, we will be transparent about how the criteria are
measured during the project when results are presented.
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Jean asked the TAC to review the draft solutions evaluation criteria in small groups at their tables and provide
input on how the criteria could be measured.
Bob asked about including sign height and visibility as a criterion noting that landscaping (such as trees) may
obscure railroad warning signs. Jean and Molly discussed how that will be important to note for future design
decisions, but the criteria to evaluate design solutions will not get to that level of detail in the planning phase.
Molly noted there are some objectives for which evaluation haven’t yet been identified and asked TAC
members to help identify those where possible.
Bill Johnston, ODOT, commented on the alignment between the access management methodology and the
evaluation criteria measurements. John noted that the access management methodology does need to align
with the project goals and objectives but does not need to align with the solutions evaluation criteria because
they are anticipated to be used for different purposes and at different times. The solutions evaluation criteria
will be used now during the development of the facility plan to evaluate and help select a design alternative,
but the access management methodology won’t be applied until a project is funded and undergoing design. Bill
suggested that the table may need to be reformatted so it is clearer. It was suggested that going forward we
separate the access management key principles and methodology into a separate table.
Dorothy asked about methods for measuring travel times to mid-block locations. John suggested that it could
be measured with simulation modeling or by adding intersection delay to a free flow travel time for segments in
between intersections to approximate the measure. Dorothy asked if it could be separated for vehicles or
pedestrians. John responded that pedestrian travel times should not be significantly impacted and that this
criterion is really intended for use with motor vehicles.
The TAC members then discussed the key principles, evaluation criteria and access management
methodology in small groups for the remainder of the meeting. At the end of the work session, each group
reported on their discussions. The discussion at each of the tables is noted below.
Business Community goal:
•

Add evaluation criteria that relates to the "ease" of access. It was acknowledged that is may be a
difficult thing to measure and may need to be qualitative in nature. If related to truck access, "ease" of
access could be better in a scenario where trucks can make U-turns within the Main Street corridor
rather than having to take a route that uses multiple collectors/local streets.

•

For the objective of viable ways for deliveries to serve businesses, include vertical elements (signs,
trees, etc.) in the list of things to consider when evaluating the appropriateness of alternative routes for
trucks.

Safety goal:
•

Acknowledge actions that would reduce the energy level of the crash, such as through reduced speeds
and angles of impact. Add evaluation criteria for "Potential to reduce motor vehicle speeds" so this
desired outcome is featured more prominently.
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•

Consider adding a more explicit criteria related to pedestrian safety. When looking at solutions, it would
be helpful to have a toolbox that helps guide pedestrians to enhanced crossing locations. This would
play into driver expectations of pedestrian crossing behavior, as well.

Mobility goal:
•

Consider the impacts of railroad crossings on travel times.

Feasibility goal:
•

The access management criteria specifically note a consideration for both deeded access rights and
permit status. It could also be helpful to add that access easements at certain locations be considered.

Other discussion topics and questions:
•

If we require customers to travel out of direction to access a business, what kind of signing can be used
to guide them back?

•

Be careful not to obscure the visibility of railroad crossing signing with vegetation or vertical elements.

•

How far should access points be separated from U-turns? 100 feet (distance for which a lane must be
maintained after making a lane change)?

•

Be aware of the need to update the existing rail crossing order for changes (access, medians,
installation of roundabouts, etc.) within safe stopping distance or the influence area of railroad
crossings.

•

Currently, emergency responders can utilize the center turn lane during rush hour to bypass queues of
vehicles that cannot pull over to the side of the street. When evaluating the impacts of solutions,
consider strategic breaks in the medians or adding roundabouts to allow emergency responders to
make U-turns and provide space for emergency vehicles to bypass queued vehicles.

NEXT STEPS
Jean asked the TAC to continue their review of the solutions evaluation criteria and access management
methodology and provide further comments and input. Molly will email the TAC the comments from today’s
discussion, along with the table.
The next meeting will be in late July to review the preliminary alternative solutions.

APPENDIX
•

Slide Show (attached)

•

Project Goals, Access Management Key Principles, Project Objectives, Solutions Evaluation Criteria,
Methods for Measuring Evaluation Criteria, Access Management Methodology – technical draft
(attached)

•

Dispute Resolution Process & Protocols (attached)

Meeting #5 Summary: Springfield MSSP Technical Advisory Committee | page 5 of 5

APPENDIX A: TAC SLIDE SHOW

5/21/19

TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
May 21, 2019

AGENDA

• SB 408 Process
Overview
• Key Principles and
Access Management
Methodology
• Small group discussion
• Report out
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SB 408 PROCESS
Senate Bill 408 (2013) clarifies process
for decisions affecting access to state
highways
• Opportunity for local government
and property owners to engage
• Streamlines the management of
access onto state highways from
private driveways and local streets
• Procedures for modifying, relocating
or closing driveways

SB 408 PROCESS
Key principles to evaluate how
properties abutting the highway retain or
obtain access to the highway
Must balance:
• economic development objectives of
adjacent properties
• transportation safety
• access management objectives
• mobility of the corridor
Be consistent with state and local plans
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SB 408 PROCESS
Access management methodology
applies the key principles to the
planning process as it relates to access
decisions.
Criteria that apply the key principles to
decision-making when determining
which private driveways will be
considered for modification, relocation,
or closure.

SB 408 PROCESS
Public participation required
• Public notification process
• Dispute resolution Process
• Collaborative Discussions
• Dispute Review Board
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SB 408 PROCESS

Questions?
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NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Late July

Preliminary Alternative
Solutions

September

Analysis and Screening of
Solutions
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APPENDIX B: TECHNICAL DRAFT –
Project Goals, Access Management Key Principles, Project Objectives, Solutions Evaluation Criteria, Methods for Measuring Evaluation Criteria, Access Management Methodology
Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Access Management Methodology

Business Community –
Support the viability of
existing and future
businesses

Provide viable ways for
customers and deliveries to
patronize/serve businesses
along Main Street corridor

• Change in travel time to access
businesses by customers

• Estimate travel times to midblock locations along the
corridor from each direction, accounting for delay from
intersections and U-turns

• Consider the level of direct access to Main Street that
is appropriate for the type of development that exists
and would be allowed according to the
comprehensive plan
• Locate and design approaches to adequately serve the
volume and type of traffic reasonably anticipated to
enter and exit the property, based on existing and
planned uses

• Availability of routes to businesses
that are appropriate for truck
traffic

• Identification of routes to businesses from the east and
west that are appropriate for truck traffic considering
geometric conditions, functional classifications, and
adjacent land uses

• Maintain adequate access to businesses for
freight/deliveries

• Potential impacts on business
signing visibility

• Consider the size and density of vertical elements such as
street trees

• Consider site circulation and parking affected by
proposed approach modifications and closures

Support the visibility and
economic viability of Main
Street businesses

Support the potential for
future businesses to locate
on Main Street
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Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Access Management Methodology

Safety – Increase the
safety of Main Street for all
users

Have been demonstrated to
result in reducing fatalities
and serious injury crashes so
that Main Street is not on the
statewide high crash list

• Potential to reduce the number of
crashes resulting in fatalities and
serious injuries

• Predicted crashes by severity from Highway Safety
Manual
• Crash Modification Factors
• Findings from similar projects
• Reduces pedestrian and bicycle exposure to motor vehicle
traffic

• Define the width of undefined approaches within
open frontage using guidance from the Oregon
Highway Design Manual to a width that will serve the
existing and planned uses of the property
• Reduce the number of potential conflict points in the
proximity of public street intersections
• Mitigate access configurations that require backing
across the sidewalk onto the highway
• Evaluate driveways for adequate sight distance, as
well as ability to accommodate safe egress and safe
and unobstructed ingress
• Consider the relationship between approaches and
historical crash records

• Improves safety for people walking
and biking

Have been demonstrated to
result in reducing the
frequency of all crashes so
that Main Street is not on the
statewide high crash list

• Number of ARTS hotspots
addressed

• Count number of ARTS hotspots in the corridor where
safety would be improved

• Potential to reduce the number of
crashes

• Predicted crashes from Highway Safety Manual
• Crash Modification Factors
• Findings from similar projects
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Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Access Management Methodology

Mobility – Ensure people
and goods travel efficiently
and reliably through the
corridor

Maintain or improve the
efficiency and reliability of
passenger vehicle operations
through the corridor

• Average corridor travel time
• Travel time reliability

• Use ODOT’s HERS-ST model to calculate average travel
times and travel time reliability

• Move in the direction of meeting ODOT’s adopted
approach spacing standards for Main Street

• Intersection delay

• Calculate intersection v/c ratios and level of service

Maintain or improve the
efficiency and reliability of
transit operations through
the corridor

• Average corridor travel time
• Travel time reliability

• Use ODOT’s HERS-ST model to calculate average travel
times and travel time reliability

• Intersection delay

• Calculate intersection v/c ratios and level of service

Maintain or improve
emergency response times
for police, fire and life safety
operations

• Average corridor travel time
• Travel time reliability

• Use ODOT’s HERS-ST model to calculate average travel
times and travel time reliability

• Intersection delay

• Calculate intersection v/c ratios and level of service

• Delay caused by traversable and
non-traversable obstructions

• Estimate travel times to midblock locations along the
corridor from each direction, accounting for delay from
intersections, U-turns, and traversing mountable objects

Meet ODOT’s freight vehicle
mobility standards along
Main Street

• Could meet vehicle-carrying
capacity requirements for a
Reduction Review Route (east of
Bob Straub Pkwy)

• Assessment provided by Freight Mobility Stakeholder
Forum

Meet Main Street’s
functional classifications in
the Springfield
Transportation System Plan

• Design and management solutions
are consistent with the functional
classification of major arterial east
of Bob Straub Pkwy and minor
arterial west of Bob Straub Pkwy

• Comparison of solutions to design and management
direction in Springfield’s Transportation System Plan
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Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)
Transportation Choices –
Create a multimodal
environment that connects
people and destinations

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)
Ensure access to services
and destinations along Main
Street for all members of the
community

Create safe, comfortable,
efficient, and continuous
pedestrian and bicycle travel
and access along Main
Street

Support existing transit
service and provide flexibility
to accommodate enhanced
transit service in the future

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Access Management Methodology

• Frequency of enhanced
pedestrian/bicycle Main Street
crossing opportunities

• Average distance between enhanced pedestrian/bicycle
Main Street crossings

• Modify or relocate approaches as necessary to allow
for the construction of ADA-compliant pedestrian
facilities

• Provision of continuous
pedestrian/bicycle facilities along
Main Street

• Percent of corridor providing separate facilities for people
walking and biking

• Reduces pedestrian level of traffic
stress along Main Street

• Pedestrian level of traffic stress analysis

• Reduces bicycle level of traffic
stress along Main Street

• Bicycle level of traffic stress analysis

• Compatibility with existing and
potential future transit service

•
•
•
•

Qualitative Multimodal Assessment
Improvement in corridor travel time
Improvement in corridor travel time reliability
Improvement in pedestrian and bicycle access to stops
(complete facilities along Main Street and frequency of
enhanced crossings)

• Reconstruct or modify approaches as needed to
provide continuous sidewalk along property frontages
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Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Vital Community – Support
the vitality of the
community and its vision
for Main Street

Enhance the built and natural
environment and stimulate
implementation of the Main
Street Vision Plan to make it
a vibrant place for those who
live, work, shop and travel
through the corridor

• Potential for streetscape
improvements to be incorporated
into the corridor, such as
landscaping, stormwater planters,
and distinctive amenities

• Quantity of opportunities/sites that accommodate
streetscape improvements

Connect neighborhood
residents to Main Street
destinations and services;
and transportation options to
access the broader region

• Alignment of enhanced
pedestrian/bicycle crossings of
Main Street with key active
transportation corridors to the
north and south

• Distance to enhanced crossings from key active
transportation corridors

• Reduces side-street delay

• Sum of side-street delay, calculated as part of intersection
operations analysis

Access Management Methodology
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Goals
(Access Management Key
Principles)

Objectives
(Identify infrastructure
solutions that:)

Solutions Evaluation Criteria

How Evaluation Criteria will be Measured

Access Management Methodology

Feasibility – Develop a plan
with a clear and achievable
approach to
implementation

Can be implemented starting
within five years of Facility
Plan acknowledgement and
maintained with foreseeable
resources

• Degree to which recommendations
can be implemented

• Assessment of complexity and ability to phase the project
(affordability, environmental, right-of-way)

• Ensure that existing approaches are consistent with
the properties’ access rights (both deeded access
rights and permit status)

• Ability to maintain improvements
with reasonably anticipated
resources

• Compare proposed solutions with anticipated
maintenance resources (qualitative assessment by agency
with jurisdiction)

Can be implemented
incrementally as funding is
secured

• Potential for initial phases to be
eligible for ODOT transportation
safety funding (All Roads
Transportation Safety), or other
funding sources that may become
available

• Compare proposed solutions and phasing with funding
program criteria

Ensure the cost-effective use
of resources

• Benefit/Cost ratio of safetyfocused improvements

• ARTS methodology for benefit/cost ratio

Appendix C: Dispute Resolution Process & Protocols
1. Overview
The purpose of this discussion paper is to (1) identify the access management requirements that
apply to facility plans, (2) outline the process that will be used to develop the key principles and
methodology for the Springfield Main Street Safety Project, and (3) clarify City and ODOT
responsibilities. It is also intended to (4) facilitate discussion and input from City and ODOT staff.
The process outlined here may change based on the aforementioned input. The process was
shared with the Springfield Planning Commission, acting in its capacity as Springfield’s Committee
for Citizen Involvement, when it reviewed and approved the Community Engagement Plan for the
Planning Phase of the Main Street Safety Project on September 5, 2018.
The following topics are discussed in this paper:
•

Key principles and methodology requirements

•

Process for approving key principles and methodology

•

Notifications

•

Collaborative Discussions

•

Dispute Review Board

•

Questions to resolve

2. Key principles and methodology requirements
Guidelines for developing the key principles and methodology for a highway facility plan are
provided in Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-7010. (These rules implement SB 408, enacted
in 2013.) A copy of this OAR is provided in Appendix A of this discussion paper. The most
relevant sections are highlighted below.
•

Key principles ‒ Section (3)

•

Methodology ‒ Section (4)

•

Notice and review of key principles ‒ Section (5)

The key principles may be developed either in conjunction with the methodology or separately.

3. Process for approving key principles and methodology
This section describes how the City will endorse, and ODOT will approve, the key principles and
methodology. It also describes the timing of notifications and appeals. An outline of the process
the project team will use to develop the key principles and methodology is provided in Appendix B.
This is a deliverable described in Task 7 of the Statement of Work for the project (which is part of
the contract between ODOT and DKS). A flowchart diagram depicting this process is provided in
Section 7 of this document.
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A. Development and endorsement
The key principles and methodology will be developed using the same process that other
elements of the facility plan will be developed. The Project Management Team (PMT) will
develop drafts, which will then be reviewed by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Strategic
Advisory Committee (SAC), Planning Commission (PC), City Council (CC), and the Main Street
Governance Team (GT). The PMT will revise the documents if necessary and forward them to
the City Council and GT for formal endorsement.
B. ODOT approval
After the key principles have been endorsed, the City Manager will send a letter to the ODOT
Region 2 Manager requesting that ODOT formally approve them, as required by OAR 734-0517019, Section (6). If a property owner requests a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review
Board review, as described in Section D below, ODOT approval will be postponed until these
processes have been completed.
C. Public notice
Affected property owners will be notified at least 28 days in advance of ODOT’s formal approval,
to ensure they have sufficient time to consider the materials and request a review as described in
Section D, below. 3 This notification will likely occur after Governance Team Meeting #2. Public
notices are described in more detail in Section 4 of this discussion paper.
D. Collaborative Discussion and Dispute Review Board consideration
A property owner may request that the key principles (and the methodology) be reviewed through
either a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board process, as provided for in Sections
(5), (8) and (9) of the OAR. The request must be received prior to the date on the public notice
specifying when ODOT intends to approve the key principles, as described in Section 3.B of this
discussion paper (above). If a request is received, ODOT approval will be postponed until the
process (either Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board) is completed. 4

3

Section (5)(a) of the OAR requires a minimum 20-day notice. For this project, an extended timeframe (28
days) will be provided to allow for mail delivery and to ensure property owners have at least 21 days to
review the materials and request a review, if they desire, in advance of the approval by ODOT.
4

Section (5)(c) of the OAR indicates that affected property owners may request a review “up to the time of
plan adoption or finalization.” This seems to contradict sections (5)(a), (6) and (8)(c)(B) which imply the key
principles can (and should) be approved earlier in the planning process, before the facility plan is adopted,
in order to guide the development of the plan.
An appeal of the key principles made late in the planning process could delay plan adoption. If the appeal
resulted in some modification to the key principles or methodology, previously completed analysis and
documentation (tech memos, plan document, staff reports etc.) might need to be revised. This could cause
considerable delay and additional expense.
Accordingly, ODOT and the City are establishing some practical limits on when an appeal can be submitted.
A request for either a Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board process must be submitted before
ODOT formally approves the key principles.
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Postponing ODOT approval does not extend the timeframe for property owners to request a
review. All requests must be received prior to the date on the public notice specifying when
ODOT intends to approve the key principles. However, a property owner who requests a
Collaborative Discussion within the specified timeframe may subsequently request a Dispute
Review Board review, as provided for in Section (8)(c)(B) of the OAR.
If more than one request for a Collaborative Discussion is received ODOT may consider them
individually, combine them into a single discussion, or group them into several topic-specific
discussions. 5
Only one Dispute Review Board process may be conducted for each facility plan. (Refer to
Section (9)(c) of the OAR.) The decision of the ODOT Director to affirm or modify the key
principles and methodology, after being considered by the Dispute Review Board, cannot be
appealed to LUBA. (Refer to Section (9)(a) of the OAR.)
Additional discussion about the Collaborative Discussion and Dispute Review Board processes is
provided in Section 5 of this discussion paper.

4. Notifications
OAR 734-051-7010 requires public notice at three steps during the highway facility planning
process. The three types of notices are described in the following sections.
Because ODOT and the City of Springfield are jointly developing the facility plan, all three types of
notices will be published (both on paper and electronically) on custom Main Street Safety Project
letterhead, incorporating both the City logo and the ODOT logo. The City and ODOT will
collaborate in developing the notices, ODOT will have final approval authority, and the City will
print and mail them 6.
A. 1st Notice ‒ Notification of planning process

This timeframe and approach is consistent with the hypothetical “Pleasantown” example previously provided
by ODOT. (Refer to PDLT Operational Notice PD-03, Appendix C3.) That example requires property
owners to submit requests within 21 days of receiving notice.
If a property owner is concerned with the outcome of the facility plan later in the process, they have the
option of contesting the plan itself ‒ either at the time of plan adoption, or through a formal appeal to LUBA.
5

This is not explicitly provided for in the OAR. However, it is consistent with how the Dispute Review Board
process is conducted. (Only one is allowed.) It also places some practical limits on how many discussions
ODOT is expected to conduct. There are hundreds of property owners along the corridor. ODOT could be
overwhelmed with requests.
6

Task 2.6 (c) of Exhibit B of City of Springfield/ODOT Agreement No. 32790 describes City and ODOT
responsibilities for developing, printing, and distributing mailers for this project.
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At the beginning of the project, Section (2)(a) of the OAR requires the project team to provide
written notice to affected property owners and other stakeholders, informing them about the
project and describing how they can be involved.
Written notices will be sent to affected real property owners and, where possible, property lessees
and business operators that abut the state highway. Notice of the planning process will also be
sent to affected local governments and special districts, stakeholders representing the freight
industry and economic development, and others who have expressed interest in the planning
process, as outlined in the project’s Community Engagement Plan.
Timing: Notices will be sent following adoption of the Community Engagement Plan (October
2018).
B. 2nd Notice ‒ Notice and Review of Key Principles for Affected Real Property Owners
After the key principles and methodology have been drafted, Section (5)(a) of the OAR requires
the project team to provide written notice to all affected property owners that the department and
the local agency intend to formally approve them.
The notice will summarize the purpose of the key principles and methodology, and indicate where
complete copies of the documents can be obtained.
The notice will specify the date ODOT intends to approve the key principles and provide
instructions for requesting a formal review, either through the Collaborative Discussion or Dispute
Review Board process. The instructions will specify that the requests be mailed to the ODOT
Project Manager (Bill Johnston) in Springfield.
The notice will also include an invitation for property owners to meet informally with project staff,
to discuss their concerns. (Refer to Section 5.B of this document for additional explanation of this
task.)
The notice will be sent to all affected real property owners, and where possible include property
lessees and business owners.
Timing: The notice will be mailed at least 28 days prior to the approval by ODOT, as described in
Section 3.B of this discussion paper.
C. 3rd Notice ‒ Access Management Dispute Review Board
Section (9)(c) of the OAR requires the project team to notify all affected property owners if any
property owner requests a review using the Dispute Review Board process.
The Dispute Review Board will be conducted within 45 days from date the written request is
received, unless both parties agree to an extension in writing. 7
Timing: Notice will be mailed at least 28 days in advance of the meeting.

8

7

45 days is not usually sufficient, based on ODOT’s experience conducting collaborative discussions and
dispute review boards for other projects. Schedules for many people need to be coordinated.
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5. Collaborative Discussions
This section describes (a) the process for conducting a Collaborative Discussion, (b) participants,
(c) responsibilities, and (d) decision making.
A. Process
1. After the key principles and methodology have been drafted, affected property owners will be
notified and provided with an opportunity to request a review, either through a Collaborative
Discussion or Dispute Review Board process. The notification process is described in Section
4.B of this discussion paper.
2. A request for a Collaborative Discussion must be received prior to the date on the public
notice specifying when ODOT intends to approve the key principles. Refer to Section 3.D of
this discussion paper for details.
3. The Collaborative Discussion, if requested, will be conducted within 45 days from the date the
written request is received, unless both parties agree to an extension in writing.
4. The notice to property owners will also include an invitation to meet informally with project staff
to discuss their concerns, as an alternative to conducting a formal Collaborative Discussion.
B. Participants
Section (7) of the OAR indicates that the ODOT Region Manager may include the following
participants in a Collaborative Discussion:
•

Any ODOT staff appropriate or necessary in the Collaborative Discussion process

•

Appropriate local government representatives

•

Other facility users, economic development representatives, and other parties which region
manager believes will contribute to finding appropriate solutions

The following is a list of individuals (or positions) to consider including. The Region Manager will
select the final participants depending on availability and the specific topics to be considered.
•

ODOT staff
 Frannie Brindle, ODOT Area 5 Manager
 Scott Nelson, ODOT Region 2 Access Management Engineer
 Keith Blair, ODOT Region 2 Traffic Engineer
 Nicole Charlson, ODOT Region 2 Transportation Safety Coordinator
 Amanda Salyer, ODOT Region 2 Traffic Investigations Engineer & ARTS Program
Coordinator

8

The OAR does not specify a timeframe for this type of notice. 28 days is consistent with the notice
provided to property owners informing them the key principles will be approved by ODOT. (Refer to Section
3.C of this discussion paper.)
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•

City representatives
 Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer
 Courtney Griesel, Economic Development Manager

•

Other facility users, economic development representatives, and other parties
 Rebecca Lewis, U of O ‒ School of Planning, Public Policy and Management
 Bret Yancey, Springfield Public Schools bussing and walking perspective
 Michael Wargo, Superintendent, Willamalane Park & Recreation District
 Sheila Thomas, Director Lane Independent Living Alliance (LILA)
 Ron Klisch, site supervisor or Belynda Poissant, Metro West Ambulance

C. Responsibilities
The ODOT project manager (Bill Johnston) will coordinate invitations and meeting logistics. JLA
will assist if budget and availability allow. Any formal communication will follow the protocols
outlined in the Main Street Safety Project Community Engagement Plan (ODOT prepares drafts,
City reviews, ODOT transmits). The City will be provided with at least one week to review all
correspondence.
The ODOT project manager (Bill Johnston) will be the primary contact for the informal discussions
(offered as an alternative to a formal Collaborative Discussion). Staff from the City or DKS may
be involved in the discussions themselves. The ODOT project manager will document the
discussions in accordance with the communication protocols outlined in the Main Street Safety
Project Community Engagement Plan (Appendix B).
D. Decision and remand to project team
In determining whether the key principles and methodology are adequate, the review committee
and Region Manager will take into consideration the input that was provided in developing them.
If the Region Manager determines modifications are necessary, the key principles and
methodology will be remanded, with some explanation of the deficiencies, to the project team and
advisory committees. They will determine the specific modifications, consistent with the direction
provided by the Region Manager, providing for additional public review if necessary.
The Region Manager will review the final modifications to ensure they are consistent with the
direction provided. If none of the property owners participating in the collaborative discussion
request further consideration by a formal Dispute Review Board, the Region Manager (on behalf
of the Director) will formally approve the key principles. The project team will then proceed with
the planning process, applying the key principles and methodology where they are applicable. 9

9

Section (7) in the OAR describes the process for conducting a Collaborative Discussion. However it does
not provide objective criteria for the review committee to determine if the key principles and methodology
are adequate. It also does not specify how modifications, if necessary, will be made. ODOT and the City
have outlined this approach to provide more clear definition for this process.
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6. Dispute Review Board
This section describes (a) the process for conducting a Dispute Review Board, (b) participants, (c)
responsibilities, and (d) decision making.
A. Process
1. After the key principles and methodology have been drafted, affected property owners will be
notified and provided with an opportunity to request a review, either through a Collaborative
Discussion or Dispute Review Board process. The notification process is described in Section
4.B of this discussion paper.
2. A request for a review, by either process, must be received in writing prior to the date on the
public notice specifying when ODOT intends to approve the key principles. Refer to Section
3.D of this discussion paper for details.
3. The notice to property owners will also include an invitation to meet informally with project staff
to discuss their concerns, as an alternative to conducting either a formal Collaborative
Discussion or Dispute Review Board.
4. A property owner who requests a review of the key principles and methodology through a
Collaborative Discussion may also request a review by a Dispute Review Board, after
completion of the Collaborative Discussion. The request for review by a Dispute Review
Board must be made no later than 21 calendar days after the final decision is issued by the
Region Manager.
5. The Dispute Review Board, if requested, will be conducted within 45 days from the date the
written request is received, unless both parties agree to an extension in writing.
6. The project team will notify all affected property owners if any property owner requests a
Dispute Review Board. Only one Dispute Review Board may be conducted.
7. The Dispute Review Board will provide its recommendation to the ODOT Director within 14
calendar days following the conclusion of its deliberations. The Director shall consider the
recommendations of the Dispute Review Board and make a final decision within 21-calendar
days.
8. The Director will notify in writing all parties participating in the review of the final decision to
either: (A) modify the key principles or related methodology, or (B) validate the key principles
or related methodology without modifications. The decision of the Director may not be
appealed.
B. Participants
Section (8) of the OAR specifies that the Dispute Review Board shall include the following
participants:
•

The Director, or designee who is familiar with the project and location

•

A representative of the local jurisdiction
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•

An independent professional engineer with education or experience in traffic engineering

•

A representative from the economic or business sector

The following is a list of individuals (or positions) to consider appointing. The ODOT Region 2
Manager will make the final determination.
•

ODOT Director, or designee
 Sonny Chickering, Region 2 Manager

•

City representative
 Leonard Stoehr, City Councilor (alternate on Main Street Governance Team)

•

Independent professional traffic engineer
 Brian Ray, Kittelson & Associates (Portland) 10

•

Representative from the economic or business sector
 Melissa Murphy, Regional Development Officer, Business Oregon/South Valley Regional
Solutions Team
 Matt Roberts, University of Oregon (President’s Office, Community Outreach Director)

C. Responsibilities
The ODOT project manager (Bill Johnston) will coordinate participant invitations and meeting
logistics. JLA will assist if budget and availability allow. Any formal communication will follow the
protocols outlined in the Main Street Safety Project Community Engagement Plan (ODOT
prepares drafts, City reviews, ODOT transmits). The City will be provided with at least one week
to review all correspondence.
The ODOT project manager (Bill Johnston) will be the primary contact for the informal discussions
(offered as an alternative to either a formal Collaborative Discussion or Dispute Review Board).
Staff from the City or DKS may be involved in the discussions themselves. The ODOT project
manager will document the discussions in accordance with the communication protocols outlined
in the Main Street Safety Project Community Engagement Plan (Appendix B).
D. Decision and remand to project team
In determining whether the key principles and methodology are adequate, the Dispute Review
Board and Director will take into consideration the input that was provided in developing them.
If the Director determines modifications are necessary, the key principles and methodology will be
remanded, with some explanation of the deficiencies, to the project team and advisory
committees. They will determine the specific modifications, consistent with the direction provided
by the Director, providing for additional public review if necessary.
The Region Manager, on behalf of the Director, will review the final modifications to ensure they
are consistent with the direction provided. The project team will then proceed with the planning
process, applying the key principles and methodology where they are applicable. 11
10

It may be appropriate or necessary to compensate an independent traffic engineer to participate in the
Dispute Review Board.
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7. Process diagram

11

Section (8) in the OAR describes the process for conducting a Dispute Review Board. However it does
not provide objective criteria for the board to determine if the key principles and methodology are adequate.
It also does not specify how modifications, if necessary, will be made. ODOT and the City have outlined
this approach to provide more clear definition for this process.
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8. Attachment A: OAR 734-051-7010 (Access Management in Highway Facility Plans)
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_700/oar_734/734_051.html
734-051-7010 (Access Management in Highway Facility Plans)
(1) General Provisions.
(a) Highway facility plans must be consistent with the Oregon Transportation Plan, the
Oregon Highway Plan, and other transportation modal plans adopted by Oregon
Transportation Commission. Where a proposed highway facility plan is inconsistent with
adopted plans, the proposed highway facility plan must be amended to be made
consistent or the adopted plans must be amended to be consistent with the proposed
highway facility plan.
(b) Highway facility plans must include the location of county roads and city streets within
the area described in the facility plan. The location of future city or county road
connections or changes to existing city or county connections must be determined
through collaborative discussion and agreement between the department and the
affected cities and counties.
(2) Public Participation in the Development of Highway Facility Plans.
(a) The department shall provide for a public involvement process when it develops
highway facility plans. The department shall provide notice to affected real property
owners and, where possible, include property lessees and business operators that abut
the state highway(s), local governments, stakeholders representing the freight industry
and economic development, and others who have expressed interest in participating in
the planning process in writing or by email. The department’s notification shall describe
the general planning process, identify opportunities for stakeholder participation, and
include the name and contact information of the department project leader and links to
obtain updates.
(b) The public participation process shall include an opportunity for affected real property
owners that abut the highway to review the key principles and related methodology
developed under sections (3) and (4) of this rule.
(3) Development of Key Principles for Access to Properties Abutting the Highway.
(a) Highway facility plans that identify a need to modify, relocate, or close one or more
existing private approaches must include key principles in the plan to address how
properties abutting a state highway will be evaluated to retain or obtain access to the
state highway during and after plan implementation. These key principles will support
the overall facility plan goals and objectives but will be more specifically focused on the
economic development importance of highway access to abutting properties, while also
recognizing the need to ensure transportation infrastructure improvement benefits are
maintained throughout the life of the facility plan.
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(b) The key principles must balance the economic development objectives of real properties
abutting the state highway with the transportation safety, access management objectives,
and mobility of the state highway in a manner consistent with state transportation plans,
local transportation system plans, and the land uses permitted in the local comprehensive
plans acknowledged under ORS Chapter 197.
(c) The highway facility plan shall articulate the key principles in sufficient detail and include an
anticipated timeline for plan implementation. The key principles and timelines will inform
affected real property owners who abut the highway(s) of the potential for modification,
relocation or closure of existing private connections within the area described in the facility
plan.
(4) Development of a Methodology for Facility Plans. The methodology developed by the
department under this section for facility plans, including those prepared for specific highway
improvement projects, will be an assessment that applies the key principles developed under
section (3) to the planning process as it relates to access decisions. The facility plan and
related methodology must be consistent with the agreed upon local road connections identified
in the Transportation System Plan or with the local road connections agreed upon during
development of the plan and must consider potential implications to both the state and local
roadway networks and transportation systems. The methodology may include the following
factors in development and application of the assessment:
(a) How properties abutting state highways within the facility plan area could develop or
redevelop consistent with the existing zoning and comprehensive plan designations;
(b) The level of direct highway access generally needed for properties based upon types of
uses allowed by the zoning and comprehensive plan designations, such as residential,
commercial retail, or other designation; recognizing that direct access may increase the
economic development opportunities for some uses located on abutting properties;
(c) Effects of out of direction travel on the ability of customers to access various types of uses,
recognizing differences between destination and pass-by uses;
(d) Effects of changing existing connections and circulation patterns for existing developed
properties;
(e) The safety and operational implications of traffic congestion or speed which could
negatively affect the ability of customers to access adjacent properties safely;
(f) Creation of permanent jobs in the planning area in relation to the economy and population,
including jobs in employment and industrial areas;
(g) Community support for the highway projects and economic development proposals in the
planning area, as indicated by action of the governing body of the local government;
(h) The agreed upon long term vision for the function of the highway as to its level of
importance for providing mobility and movement of freight;
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(i) Existing and long term safety needs of all highway users;
(j) Reducing vehicle conflict points where possible, particularly around critical intersections
and interchange locations, to improve highway safety and operations consistent with the
highway classification;
(k) Safety and operations concerns under OAR 734-051-4020(3);
(l) Safety planning tools, data and resources such as the department’s Safety Priority Index
System, Analysis Procedures Manual, Roadway Departure Plan, Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety
Plan, and Highway Safety Manual predictive models that identify areas of existing and
future safety concerns. When considering safety factors as part of the methodology, the
safety concerns and issues must be documented by a professional engineer as defined in
OAR 734-051-1070.
(5) Notice and Review of Key Principles for Affected Real Property Owners.
(a) The department shall provide written notice to all affected real property owners, and where
possible include property lessees and business operators, at least twenty (20) days prior to
the approval by the department and local agency(s) of the key principles for a highway
facility plan.
(b) Affected real property owners may make a written request for a review of the key principles
and related methodology for the facility plan through either of the following:
(A) A Collaborative Discussion under section (8) of this rule; or
(B) An Access Management Dispute Review Board under section (9) of this rule.
(c) Affected real property owners may request a review any time following the date of the
department notice in subsection (a), up to the time of plan adoption or finalization. The
request for review must be made in writing and state whether the request is for review
through a collaborative discussion or an Access Management Dispute Review Board.
(d) An affected real property owner who requests a review of the key principles and related
methodology through collaborative discussion may also request a review by an Access
Management Dispute Review Board after completion of the collaborative discussion. The
request for review by an Access Management Dispute Review Board must be made not
later than twenty-one (21) calendar days after the date of the final decision issued by the
region manager under section (8) of this rule.
(6) Approval of Key Principles. The department shall approve the key principles by written
signature and date of the director or region manager no sooner than 20 days after the date of
the department notice in section (5)(a) of this rule with written concurrence by the local agency.
(7) Commission Adoption and Department Finalization of Highway Facility Plans.
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(a) Highway facility plans that amend provisions of the Oregon Highway Plan shall be adopted
by the Commission consistent with the provisions of OAR 731-015-0065. Prior to adoption
by the Commission, the department shall work with local governments to amend local
comprehensive plans, transportation system plans and local land use regulations to ensure
consistency of the facility plan with local plans and regulations. A decision to adopt a
highway facility plan is a land use decision that can be appealed to the Land Use Board of
Appeals.
(b) Highway facility plans will be finalized by the department by a written signature and date of
the director or region manager.
(8) Collaborative Discussion Process.
(a) If an affected real property owner requests review of the key principles or related
methodology by a collaborative discussion, the collaborative discussion shall be within
forty-five (45) days from the date of written request from the affected real property owner,
unless the department and affected real property owner agree to an extension of time.
(b) The region manager may include any department staff that he or she finds appropriate or
necessary in the collaborative discussion process. In addition, the region manager shall
invite appropriate local government representatives, and may include other facility users,
economic development representatives or other parties which the region manager believes
will contribute to finding appropriate solutions. The collaborative discussion shall be
conducted under the alternative dispute resolution model in ORS 183.502, unless a
different process is agreed upon by the department and the affected real property
owner(s).
(c) The region manager shall consider the information presented as part of the collaborative
discussion and make the final decision. Within twenty-one (21) calendar days following the
completion of the collaborative discussion, the region manager shall notify the participants
in the collaborative discussion in writing of the final decision to:
(A) Modify the key principles or related methodology; or
(B) Validate the key principles or related methodology without modifications. If the key
principles were not previously approved as specified under section 6(a) of this rule, the
department and local agency(ies) will approve the key principles, unless a request for
review from the Access Management Dispute Review Board is received by the agency.
(9) Access Management Dispute Review Board Process.
(a) The actions and recommendations of the Access Management Dispute Review Board are
not land use decisions, as defined in ORS 197.015, and may not be appealed to the Land
Use Board of Appeals.
(b) An affected real property owner who requests a review by the Access Management Dispute
Review Board may not request a review by collaborative discussion under section (8) of
this rule.
(c) Where an affected real property owner requests review of the key principles or related
methodology by the Access Management Dispute Review Board, the department will provide
notice to all affected property owners inviting them to participate in the Access Management
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Dispute Review Board process. Only one Access Management Dispute Review Board process is
allowed to be used for each facility plan.
(d) The Access Management Dispute Review Board shall include the following:
(A) The director or a designee of the director who is familiar with the location for which the facility
plan is being prepared;
(B) A representative of the local jurisdiction in which the state highway is located;
(C) An independent professional engineer with education or experience in traffic engineering as
defined in OAR 820-040-0030; and
(D) A representative from the economic or business sector.
(e) The Access Management Dispute Review Board shall be conducted within forty-five (45) days
from the date of written request from the affected real property owner(s), unless the department
and affected real property owner(s) agree to an extension of time in writing.
(f) The Access Management Dispute Review Board shall make its recommendation to the director
not later than fourteen (14) calendar days following the conclusion of its deliberations.
(g) The director shall consider the recommendations of the Access Management Dispute Review
Board and make the final decision. The director shall notify in writing all parties participating in
the review of the final decision to either:
(A) Modify the key principles or related methodology; or
(B) Validate the key principles or related methodology without modifications. If the key principles
were not previously approved as specified under section 6(a) of this rule, the department and
local agency(ies) will approve the key principles.
(h) The director’s decision under subsection (g) shall be issued not later than twenty-one (21)
calendar days after receiving the recommendation of the Access Management Dispute Review
Board under subsection (f).
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310–374.314, 374.345, 374.355
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.300–374.360, §27, ch. 330, OL 2011
Hist.: HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12; HWD 8-2012, f. 6-27-12, cert. ef. 629-12; HWD 2-2014, f. 6-25-14, cert. ef. 6-30-14; HWD 7-2014, f. & cert. ef. 7-9-14
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9. Attachment B: Outline of process for developing key principles & methodology
Excerpt from consultant scope for developing Key Principles & Access Management Methodology for
Main Street Facility Plan
Task 7.1

Technical Memorandum #10: Problem Statement, Goals & Objectives

Consultant shall work with the project teams and committees identified in Task 1 and Task 2 to develop a
Problem Statement, Goals and Objectives. Consultant shall review problem statement, goals and objectives
from the MMTS and Main Street Vision Plan to inform this task. Consultant shall gather input to identify
community priorities to inform this task. Consultant’s consideration of project goals and objectives must be
consistent with NEPA and shall inform developing the range of possible transportation solutions. In addition,
the goals and objectives must consider Senate Bill 408 requirements for considering the balance of economic
development objectives with transportation safety and access management objectives.
Consultant shall document refinement of the problem statement, goals, and objectives in a three-page-long
Technical Memorandum #10: Problem Statement, Goals and Objectives.
Task 7.2

Technical Memorandum #11: Key Principles

Consultant shall develop key principles to address how properties abutting the corridor will be evaluated to
retain or obtain access to the state highway during and after plan implementation. These key principles will
support the overall facility plan goals and objectives identified in Task 7.1, but will be more specifically focused
on the economic development importance of highway access to abutting properties while also recognizing the
need to ensure transportation infrastructure improvement benefits are maintained throughout the life of the
corridor plan and project.
Consultant shall develop the key principles based on the goals and objectives identified in Task 7.1, and shall
also consider the existing conditions and baseline modeling completed in Tasks 3 through 6. The key
principles must balance the economic development objectives of adjacent properties with transportation safety,
access management objectives, and the mobility of the corridor in a manner consistent with state
transportation plans, local transportation system plans, and the land uses permitted in Springfield
Comprehensive Plan.
Consultant shall articulate the key principles in sufficient detail and include an anticipated timeline for
implementation. The key principles and timelines will inform affected property owners abutting the corridor of
the potential for modification, relocation or closure of existing private connections along the corridor.
Consultant shall document results in a two-page-long Technical Memorandum #11: Key Principles.
Agency will be responsible for providing written notice of the proposed Key Principles to all affected property
owners, property lessees and business operators in the corridor, along with a description of the Agency and
City approval process.
Note: Affected parties will be notified of the key principles (Task 7.2) and access management methodology
(Task 7.3) at same time (in a single notice).
Task 7.3

Technical Memorandum #12: Access Management Methodology

Consultant shall assess the application of the Key Principles developed in Task 7.2 as they relate to access
decisions along the corridor to develop an Access Management Methodology and evaluation criteria. The
methodology must consider potential implications to both the state and local roadway networks and
transportation systems.
46 | P a g e

Consultant shall consider key factors in development and application of the assessment, with the input of
Agency and City staff. Factors may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potential for properties to develop or redevelop consistent with existing zones and comprehensive plan
designations
Level of direct access needed for properties based on types of uses
Effects of out-of-direction travel on customers to access uses
Effects of changing existing connections or circulation patterns for existing developed properties
Safety and operational implications
Creation of permanent jobs in the corridor area
Community support for the project and economic development proposals in the corridor area
The agreed upon long term vision for the function of the highway for providing mobility and movement
of freight
Existing and long-term safety needs of all highway users
Reducing vehicle conflict points where possible to improve highway safety and operations
Safety and operations concerns under OAR 734-051-4020(3)
Safety planning tools, data and resources such as those from ODOT and the Highway Safety Manual.

Consultant shall document development of the methodology and evaluation criteria in the three-page-long
Technical Memorandum #12: Access Management Methodology. The Access Management Methodology will
be used, along with the Goals and Objectives, Key Principles, to evaluate the alternatives in Task 8.
Agency will be responsible for providing written notice of the proposed Access Management Methodology to all
affected property owners, property lessees and business operators in the corridor, along with a description of
the Agency and City approval process.
Note: Affected parties will be notified of the key principles (Task 7.2) and access management methodology
(Task 7.3) at same time (in a single notice).
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #6 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, August 6 2019,1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

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
☒ Officer Tom Speldrich, Police Department [for Lt. Boring]
☒ 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 [by phone]
☐
☒
☐
☒
☒
☒
☐
☒

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 [by phone]
Katie Scott, Motor Carrier Division Mobility Operations Program Coordinator
Manny Boswell, Motor Carrier Division Mobility Program Analyst
Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section
Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer [by phone]

☒ Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst [by phone]
☐ Keith Blair, Senior Transportation Analyst, Region 2

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
Steven Wages, SUB Water

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

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Lacy Brown, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates [by phone]
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Discuss Technical Memorandum #13: Preliminary Alternatives

•

Provide input on the initial alternative solutions for the first round of evaluation
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
John Bosket, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this sixth meeting of the TAC. Members of the
committee introduced themselves.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS
John gave a brief overview of the alternative evaluation process, noting that Technical Memorandum #13 (TM
#13) covers the five preliminary alternatives which will be fully analyzed in Technical Memorandum #14 (TM
#14). After that, the five alternatives will be refined to three alternatives based on the evaluation results and
community input, which may be hybrids of the original five alternatives. Following that process, the three
alternatives will be evaluated and based on community input and the evaluation results, a final alternative
solution will be recommended.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
John listed the three key elements of each alternative including: intersection control (signalized or
roundabouts), raised medians (which vary in width and coverage) and transit (which includes existing service
or Enhanced Corridor Transit). Carl Deaton, ODOT, asked if exclusive bus lanes would be considered as part
of Enhanced Corridor Transit. John responded that based on the Main-McVay Transit Study and input from
Lane Transit District (LTD), exclusive lanes would not be considered on Main Street.
John noted that when the alternative solutions were developed, the project team was constrained to a
maximum width of 96 feet between intersections based on 2016 direction from the Main Street Governance
Team to the Main-McVay Transit Study to minimize impacts along Main Street.
John described the additional cross-section elements that are varied within each of the alternatives. These
include travel lane width and pedestrian facilities/landscape strips. It also includes bicycle facilities, which can
range from conventional bike lanes, to buffered bike lanes, to at-grade separated bike lanes, to raised cycle
tracks and shared use paths. John also discussed the elements that are included in each alternative, including
systemic safety improvements such as street lighting, protected left turn phasing, improved signal head
visibility, enhanced mid-block pedestrian crossings and access management principles such as reducing
access density.

OVERVIEW OF INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
John briefly introduced the themes behind each of the alternatives and then described the elements within
each alternative. He noted that these alternatives are only examples of how various street elements could be
combined and it is anticipated that the elements of different alternative solutions may be combined into the
three alternative solutions considered for the next round of evaluation.
John introduced the No-Build scenario and noted that since it does not improve safety, it is only provided as a
baseline for comparison and should not be considered as an alternative. It was asked that given the corridor
has 11-foot travel lanes today, would 11-foot travel lanes be allowable in the alternative solutions? Carl Deaton
noted that a design exception for the narrower lanes was approved in 2011, though that was for one 12-foot
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lane and one 11-foot lane in each direction. Kristi Kruger, City of Springfield, asked when the City would know
if a certain design was going to be approved by ODOT, given that the alternatives will be presented to the
community. Carl noted that the project would need to progress through the design exception request process
given the major changes being proposed to the roadway. Katie Scott, ODOT, noted that historically 11-foot
travel lanes next to a narrow bike lane are usually not desired, given safety concerns of freight vehicles
interacting with bicyclists.
John introduced the cross-section for Alternative Solution A. Kristi asked if the shy distance next to the median
could be spread to the other travel lanes. John noted that is the ODOT standard design. Molly Markarian, City
of Springfield, noted that the design exception process would be discussed by the City and ODOT at a later
date.
The map of median locations and openings in the medians for Alternative Solution A was shared. There was
discussion among the TAC on where it is legal or illegal to make U-turns. It was noted that U-turns are only
allowed at signalized intersections if it is signed as allowed. It was also noted that U-turns are illegal inbetween intersections (mid-block). There was some uncertainty to the legality of a U-turn at an unsignalized
intersection. [Note: following the meeting, it was confirmed that U-turns at unsignalized intersections can be
allowed by law.]
John presented the cross-section for Alternative Solution A. John noted that this solution includes Enhanced
Corridor Transit and that the team would need some direction on how to incorporate that assumption into the
analysis. On the map of medians for Alternative Solution B, there was discussion on whether Enhanced
Corridor Transit should be shown in all of the alternatives or just some of the alternatives. Jennifer Zankowski,
LTD, confirmed that all the alternatives should show Enhanced Corridor Transit. Michael Liebler, City of
Springfield, noted that there was an error on the map at 69th Street, which should be shown as a four-legged
intersection and not a three-legged intersection.
John introduced Alternative Solution C and then Alternative Solution D. On Alternative Solution D, John asked
Carl if a four-foot shoulder was appropriate. Carl said a four-foot shoulder was likely appropriate, but he would
be concerned about bicyclist safety with the horizontal separation between vehicles turning into driveways and
the cycle track.
Katie Scott noted that this is an ORS 366.215 route from 42nd to the eastern extent of the project which means
modifications must be reviewed by the freight mobility committee. Historically, 11-foot travel lanes next to a
bike lane would be a safety concern for the committee. She noted that the stakeholder forum gets to say yes or
no first and then it goes to the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) for approval and OTC makes the
ultimate call. There was a discussion on the impact of the NHS route designation, which applies for the entire
highway, versus the ORS 366.215 designation which only applies for a portion of the project. She noted there
is a separate roundabout directive which would apply to the alternative solutions including roundabouts. [Note:
following the meeting Kate Scott confirmed a correction that the ORS 366.215 route is only on Main Street
from Bob Straub Parkway to the east.]
Courtney Griesel, City of Springfield, noted that the freight impacts are both regional and local in nature, given
that a lot of the businesses along the corridor utilize freight vehicles. She discussed how five feet of frontage is
currently required for landscaped buffers in front of businesses on Main Street.
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Courtney noted that the impacts at the intersections will be important to show during the alternative solution
evaluation process given that the impacts of roundabouts and signals will be different. John and Molly
explained that the intersection footprint information will be shown in October after the alternative solution
evaluation process, at which point it will be shared with the community. They noted that five alternatives will go
to the public and the community will be engaged in helping narrow the alternative solutions down to three.
These three will be permutations on the five alternatives evaluated in the first round of analysis.
On Alternative Solution D, Michael was concerned with people traveling both directions on the cycle track and
that the landscape strip will not provide enough space to allow vehicles to store between the travel lane and
the cycle track.

GROUP BREAKOUT
John directed the group to give feedback so we can decide on which alternatives we will be evaluating moving
forward. After the small group discussions, each group reported out on the topics of conversation. These
conversations included:
•

•

•

Alternative Solution A:
o

Alternative A could be adjusted to include a buffered bike lane and/or landscape strip, since a
buffered bike lane is not shown on any other alternatives. The buffered landscape strip could be
dropped at locations where there are left turn lanes to minimize the right-of-way impacts.

o

There was also a suggestion to modify Alternative A to have 6-foot sidewalks, 5-foot raised
cycle track, and 1-foot shy.

o

Consider moving a foot of shy distance next to the median to the outside travel lane to provide
more space for freight/transit vehicles next to bicyclists. You could also add a two-foot buffer to
the bike lanes in this alternative.

o

When messaging, we need to reinforce that Alternative A would have little impact on adjacent
properties, while others may have more significant impacts.

Alternative Solution B:
o

There was some discussion around widening the sidewalks by one foot. There was some
concern that it would encourage people biking to use the sidewalk instead and conflict with
pedestrians.

o

To improve biking conditions, there was discussion on moving some of the shy distance shown
near the median to the bike lane where you don’t need left turns. There was concern that it
would be unsafe to have such a narrow bike lane next to an 11-foot lane with freight and transit
vehicles.

o

It was noted that the median in the graphic overhung the shy distance and the figure would
need to be adjusted.

o

This alternative would need to be the same as the No-Build where a left turn lane was needed,
so a second cross-section should be added to show that.

Alternative Solution D:
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•

o

There was concern that Alternative D would have impacts on transit operations. Under the
typical cross-section, the bus ramps would drop passengers into the cycle track, which could
cause collisions between people biking and transit passengers.

o

There is not enough space for a vehicle to store between the cycle track and the travel lane,
which is a safety concern for vehicles turning into cyclists or stopping in the travel lane and
being rear-ended.

o

There was a concern that vegetation (hedges) could obstruct the views of bicyclists.

o

While the cycle track is designed for one-way use, it was noted that it would likely be used bidirectionally, which could be a safety concern. It was noted that the cycle track and sidewalk
width does not seem wide enough to accommodate both people walking and biking and that
cyclists would use the sidewalk as additional space.

o

There was discussion around making Alternative D more of an on-street protected bike lane, but
it was noted that this would be difficult given the number of driveways. There would be large
stretches of roadway where protection would not be feasible.

o

From a transit perspective, 12-foot lanes work well today and would be preferred for transit
vehicles.

o

It was noted that the graphic incorrectly labels the left most lane as a “bus lane”, which would
need to be fixed.

Medians:
o

•

The number of median breaks is pretty low, especially in Alternatives A and D. For emergency
vehicles, it would be much better to have median breaks more frequently (even at every block).
There was discussion that this could be accomplished with mountable medians or other
treatment options to ensure emergency vehicle access. It was also noted that the majority of fire
hydrants are on the north side of Main Street.

Other:
o

There are a significant number of utilities above ground and below ground. Consider where the
utility poles would be located. If the ROW is expanded Century Link and SUB would likely need
to relocate utilities. A 10-foot easement may be needed behind the sidewalks.

o

The long stretches of straight roadway with medians could potentially increase vehicle speeds,
although roundabouts may decrease speeds. There may be a slowing effect with landscaping.
Something to consider since speed plays a role in the severity of crashes.

o

There was discussion that all the alternatives should show Enhanced Corridor Transit since that
has been recommended by the Main-McVay Transit study.

o

There was a safety concern about having 11-foot travel lanes directly adjacent to a bicycle lane,
particularly for trucks driving in the right lane. This could potentially be addressed through wider
bike lanes or having a 12-foot lane on the outer edge of the roadway.

o

To help communicate the U-turn impacts, it was noted that it might be helpful to show the
impacts of designing the U-turn to accommodate different design vehicles (e.g., impacts of
passenger cars vs trucks).
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o

The ODOT Urban Design Initiative is currently being developed, but likely won't be adopted until
after this planning process is finished. It will provide context-sensitive design guidance that may
allow for more flexibility and fewer design exceptions, while also "raising the bar" on bike/ped
treatments. At a minimum, all references to an "ODOT Standards" cross-section should include
a footnote that these standards are likely the change once the Urban Design Initiative is
adopted.

o

The tech memos may be fine, but any outward messaging needs to clearly define the
relationship between crash patterns and the countermeasures we're evaluating (medians,
roundabouts, signals). The whole motivation for this project was that the public was against
medians and wasn't convinced they were the right treatment. We need to spell it out very
clearly.

o

A major flaw in what is currently being evaluated is that there is no mention of driveway
consolidation. Medians are great to reduce mainline conflicts, but conflicts between
vehicles/bicycles/peds still exist at every driveway. The City needs to embrace land use/zoning
policy changes that encourage shared access and side-street access, which ODOT can then
support.

o

The "appropriate" design for this corridor could be very different east and west of Bob Straub
Parkway. We need should not assume the corridor is a single entity with a single design
treatment.

o

Note: Prior to the meeting, Bob Stolle, ODOT, provided a voicemail that shared the railroad
would be concerned having roundabouts in close proximity to the rail crossing.

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•

The next TAC meeting is scheduled for October 22, 2019 at 10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. to provide input on
Preliminary Analysis/Screening of Alternatives (TM #14)
The access management mailer will be sent out in August.
The next round of community engagement will occur from November to January. Following that, TAC
meeting #8 will occur in mid-February.

APPENDIX


TAC Slide Show (attached)
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APPENDIX A: TAC SLIDE SHOW
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Development
• Elements of the street
cross-section
• Maximum cross-section
widths
• Key elements:
roundabout vs. signals,
raised medians, and
Enhanced Corridor
transit

1
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AGENDA

8/6/2019

• Discussion of Initial
Alternative Solutions
• Overview of initial
alternative solutions
• Break out into small
groups to discuss
• Report out

ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
Preliminary Stage
• Five preliminary alternatives
(Tech Memo #13)

Refine Stage
• Preliminary evaluation
(Tech Memo #14/16) using criteria from
Tech Memo #11
• Community input
• Screen to three alternative
solutions (may be hybrids of
original five)
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ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
Recommend Stage
• Refined evaluation
(Tech Memo #15/16) again using
criteria from Tech Memo #11
• Community input
• Screen to recommended
alternative solution

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Key Elements of Alternative Solutions
• Intersection control
o signals or
roundabouts

• Raised medians
o coverage and widths

• Transit
o Enhanced Corridor
transit or existing
transit

Source: City of Springfield
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross-section Elements
When combining elements, a maximum
width of 96 feet between intersections is
assumed for Main Street

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross-section Elements
• Travel lane width
• Pedestrian facilities / landscape strips

Curb-tight sidewalk

Sidewalk buffered by
landscape strip
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross-section Elements
• Bicycle facilities

Conventional Bike Lane

Buffered Bike Lane

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
• Bicycle facilities

At-grade Separated Bike Lane

Raised Cycle Track

Shared Use Path
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
• Systemic Safety
Improvements
o Street lighting
o Protected left-turn phasing
o Improve signal head
visibility
o More enhanced mid-block
pedestrian crossings
o Access management
(reduced access density)

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT

Questions?
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
Alternatives
• No-Build
• Alternative Solution A – Minimize Conflicts
• Alternative Solution B – Minimal Impacts
• Alternative Solution C – ODOT Standard
• Alternative Solution D – Active
Transportation Enhanced

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
Alternatives
These alternative solutions are only
examples of how various street elements
could be combined. It is anticipated that
following evaluation and discussion with
project stakeholders a refined set of
alternative solutions will emerge that
combine the most favored characteristics.
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:
No-Build

No-Build
• Only provided as a baseline for comparison

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:
No-Build
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
Alternative Solution A
(Minimize Conflicts)

• Reduces turning conflicts the most
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets
o Fewer median openings allows for narrower
median

• Roundabouts replace traffic signals

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
Alternative Solution B
(Minimal Impacts)

• Stays within existing curb lines
• Enhanced Corridor transit
• Signalized intersections
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors and local streets where full left
turn lanes can be constructed

10

APPENDIX A: TAC SLIDE SHOW

8/6/2019

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
Alternative Solution C
(ODOT Standard)

• Street cross-section according to ODOT
standard design
• Most turning movement conflicts
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors, local streets where full left turn
lanes can be constructed, and left turns
onto Main Street where feasible
• Signalized intersections

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

Alternative Solution D

(Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Roundabouts replace traffic signals, plus
two new roundabouts at 36th and 48th to
slow corridor speeds and enhance
accessibility
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets (like Alternative Solution A)
• Enhanced Corridor transit
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

Alternative Solution D

(Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Includes raised cycle track behind the curb
• Widest overall footprint (96 feet)
• Only alternative solution with a landscape
strip behind the curb

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Questions?
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
Small Group Discussions
• Roughly 10 mins of discussion per
alternative solution
• Report out and discuss together last 35
mins

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Aug

Access Management Mailer

Oct 22nd

TAC #7: Preliminary Analysis &
Screening of five Alternatives

Nov-Jan

Community Engagement

Mid-Feb

TAC #8:Work Session on three
Refined Alternative Solutions
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #7 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, October 22, 2019; 10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

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
☒ Officer Tom Speldrich, Police Department [for Lt. Boring]
☐ Meghan Murphy, Environmental Services Technician
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner [by phone]
☒ 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
☐ 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
☒ Manny Boswell, Motor Carrier Division Mobility Program Analyst [for Katie Scott]
☒ Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section

☒ Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer [by phone]
☒ Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst [by phone]
☐ Keith Blair, Senior Transportation Analyst, Region 2

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
Steven Wages, SUB Water

LTD
☐ Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner
☒ Kelly Clarke, Senior Transportation Planner, [LCOG representing LTD]
☐ Jennifer Zankowski, Senior Development Planner\

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Lacy Brown, Transportation Engineer, DKS Associates [by phone]
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Discuss Technical Memorandum #14: Alternatives (TM #14)

•

Provide input on the initial alternative solutions for the first round of evaluation
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
John Bosket, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to the seventh meeting of the TAC. He reviewed the
agenda with the committee.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION OVERVIEW
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates, presented the alternative solutions and discussed the changes to the
alternatives made since last TAC meeting. The changes included: Enhanced Corridor (EC) transit being
included in each of the alternative solutions, adding a buffered bike lane to Alternative Solution A and
reworking Alternative Solution D to be in alignment with the Urban Design Initiative that is currently being
developed by ODOT.
Kristi Krueger, City of Springfield, asked about U-turn opportunities for trucks and noted it could be made
clearer that U-turns are not possible for heavy vehicles at signalized intersections. She also mentioned that the
alternative solutions summary table in Technical Memorandum #13 (Table 2) incorrectly lists existing transit for
Alternative Solution A instead of EC transit.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS RESULTS
John shared the results of the alternative solution evaluation with the TAC. He discussed the key findings
related to each project goal and the reasoning behind the scoring tables shown in TM #14, asking the TAC to
hold their questions for the end of the presentation.
For the Safety goal, John noted that raised medians were the largest contributor to safety and that
roundabouts would have the ability to significantly improve safety at intersections. He noted that the buffered
bike lanes and cycle tracks have the potential to improve safety, as well as the systemic safety improvements
included in each alternative solution that were identified through other Main Street projects.
For the Business Community goal, John shared how maximizing the number of U-turn opportunities along the
corridor would have the greatest impact to midblock travel times, which was a key metric used for the scoring
of this goal. Based on the City’s mobility standard, adding a signalized intersection along the corridor would be
similar to adding 55 seconds of delay, and John noted that might be a helpful benchmark for people when
talking about the change in midblock travel times. John noted the criteria on the potential to maintain or
enhance property values or economic potential of sites along Main Street currently only includes a
consideration of midblock travel times, but it could potentially include right-of-way (ROW) impacts as well.
For the Mobility goal, John noted the roundabouts perform better than the signals, but each can similarly meet
ODOT mobility standards, and adding additional U-turn opportunities would help reduce the pressure on the
traffic signals in particular. Mountable medians can limit the impact to emergency vehicle travel times. John
also discussed the ability of the alternative solutions to accommodate over-dimension loads. It was noted that
although Alternative Solution D contains a different cross section east of Bob Straub Parkway, that difference
was based on the vehicle speeds and did not take into consideration the freight Reduction Review Route.
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For the Transportation Choices goal, John presented that the biggest drivers were landscaped buffers and
buffered bike lanes or a cycle track on enhancing pedestrian and bicycle facilities. For the Vital Community
goal, John discussed the impacts of landscaping and raised median breaks that allow left turn access for motor
vehicles.
For the Feasibility goal, John shared an example figure that showed the ROW impacts of widening for U-turns
and ROW impacts for modifying the signal for a roundabout. John stated these figures are shown in the
Appendix to TM #14. Amanda Salyer, ODOT, noted the impact is likely comparable once you consider
additional turn lanes. Dorothy Upton, ODOT, noted that a truck could also not make a U-turn at signalized
intersections as it would significantly impact the signal timing. Kristi noted that this discussion about preliminary
ROW impacts and the figures shown could be confusing for the public without understanding the nuances of
those impacts.
John continued discussing the Feasibility goal, noting the planning level cost estimate for each alternative.
Kristi asked about what is included in the approach for the cost estimates. John noted that the estimates
include major elements of each alternative. Kelly Clarke, LTD, noted that improvements will likely not all be
done at once and John agreed that the phasing would be important. Kristi noted that some of the summary
bullets in the document and TAC slide show should be reworded from “will” to “could”, particularly when it
comes to discussing the ROW impacts, given the level of uncertainty at this level of planning.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS QUESTIONS
John opened up the group discussion by asking for comments and questions from the TAC before breaking
into small groups. Bob Stolle, ODOT, noted that the typical cross section does not account for the rail crossing.
He stated that a crossing order will be needed unless no changes are made near the rail crossings. He also
noted that placement of the roundabouts will need to be addressed with respect to the railroad crossing. John
noted we could be selective about locations where signals get converted to roundabouts in the next
alternatives and that not all of them would need to be exclusively signalized or exclusively roundabouts through
the corridor.
Loralyn Spiro, City of Springfield, noted the July Governance Team meeting where they selected the mode
choice, they included both No Build and EC transit while for the alternative solutions we decided to include EC
transit in all alternatives. She noted that City Council could still say we are going to go forward with No Build
transit. John noted that would not significantly impact the alternative solutions and the intent is to make sure
future transit along the corridor is accommodated. He noted the improvements in the Alternatives stand on
their own without transit. Emma Newman, City of Springfield, also noted that EC transit can be implemented in
stages/at different times so it would not have to move forward at the same time as the safety-focused
improvements.
Officer Tom Speldrich, City of Springfield, asked about the length of the passenger car vehicles mid-block
travel times, noting that fire trucks would have difficulty traveling through the corridor and making U-turns.
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, noted that no medians would be included in front of the fire department
stations on the corridor. Kayla said she believes U-turns at signals can accommodate fire trucks (similar radius
as a cul-de-sac) but would need to double check. Bart McKee noted that fire hydrants are on one side of the
street today and need to be accessed by fire trucks.
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Jenna Berman, ODOT, asked about adding plastic delineators/candlesticks in the buffer. John noted that
without significant access consolidations, it would not be possible to add candlesticks in the buffer for any
significant stretch along Main Street. Michael Liebler, City of Springfield, said he was concerned about
Alternative Solution D having a cycle track and bicyclists would naturally travel both directions whether the
intent was to design a one-way cycle track or not. He also noted that without significant access consolidation,
the cycle track is not very feasible along Main Street.
Michael asked about ADA improvements and whether those were factored into the cost estimates. He said it
would be helpful to express to Council the maintenance costs associated with ADA improvements, noting that
the No Build has relatively large costs associated with it. Amanda agreed it would be helpful to show a cost
associated with No Build to make Main Street ADA compliant.
Jenna Berman asked how many vehicles traveling along the corridor are over-dimension today? Jenna said it
would be nice to be able to emphasize more frequent users on the corridor if the over-dimension uses of the
corridor are relatively minimal. John stated he did not have that data but in his experience the frequency of use
is not a factor in the requirement to maintain the ability for over-dimension loads on a freight Reduction Review
Route.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS SMALL GROUP FEEDBACK
The TAC then broke into small groups to discuss the alternative solutions and how they see the next three
alternatives shaping up. After discussing, the groups reported back and noted comments/questions on the
following themes:
•

•

General
o There are lots of trade-offs to discuss that will be difficult to share with the public
o Every median break introduces more conflicts, so breaks should be minimized as possible
o Consider showing ROW impacts at actual locations in greater detail
o To determine additional median break locations, consider street connectivity and land use (i.e.,
51st Street and access to school).
o None of the Alternatives address the desire for a Sense of Place articulated in Main Street
Vision Plan.
o Add financial cost for maintenance and operation (life cycle costs) to cost estimates
o Consider water quality of stormwater run-off – address space and cost (all options).
Roundabouts vs. Signals
o Do all the roundabouts have to be fully two-lane? Can some be partial?
o Roundabouts are safest option
o Continue to include both roundabouts and signalized alternatives
o If one of the alternatives moving forward shows a mix of traffic signals and roundabouts, need to
have some logic behind which intersections will be roundabouts or traffic signals. Could be
related to intersection operations and crash history.
o Do not use ‘hybrid’ term when referring to intersection treatments – discuss phased
implementation and how to phase in roundabouts with existing signals.
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o

o
o
o

•

•

•

Identify criteria that would be used to determine which intersections should be prioritized for
implementation (i.e. intersections with worst safety record). A decision matrix would be useful
for this.
Need more information about roundabout interaction for bikes, utilities, and swales.
Signals could work on the east end of Main Street, but need additional connectivity.
Consider 28th intersection and proximity to railroad crossing (roundabouts could be mitigated
with gates). Note also that at 35 MPH, 250 feet required sight distance & actually 400 feet, so
worst case possible exception for RAB at 28th.

Medians
o

Could have alternatives with more median breaks for better accessibility

o

Consider alternatives with fewer median breaks for safety

o

Incorporate paved, mountable median crossing for all emergency vehicles at hydrants with
acceptable travel time (~250 feet, 10 seconds)

o

Reconsider Left Turn Out locations – 30th, 66th, 67th may be challenging

Refine Stage
o

Consider two alternatives with roundabouts and one with signals in the next round of analysis.

o

Consider an option for a minimalist median strategy on segments and for intersections with
roundabouts

Presentation/Messaging
o

Frame Alt C as current ODOT Standard and Alt D as ODOT standard ‘in the works’

o

Note No Build is only for comparison and clarify its role in the Refine Stage

o

Convey that segment improvements can be can be constructed independent of intersections
(independent phasing)

o

Highlight continuity of Alt D elements and Main Street Vision Plan

•

Alternative Solution A
o Keeping the access density context prominent in the discussion will be important for Alternatives
A and D, and could access consolidation allow for more median openings?
o Adding vertical separators for bikes likely won’t work well with freight, not even considering the
over-dimension load aspect
o Could potentially fit in some delineators to buffered bike lane in some sections of Main Street,
but it doesn’t make sense as an overall corridor treatment
o Prioritize forwarding this alternative to Refine stage with modification.
o Consider physical separation/buffer of bike/ped facilities (5-6 feet, 2-3 feet), cornering
treatments.

•

Alternative Solution B
o To limit costs and ROW impacts, an alternative like B could be considered. Keeping existing
bike lane and sidewalk widths would also limit impacts of other alternative solutions.
Alternative Solution C
o Not a lot of benefit to the added width in C and may be hard to justify to the public.

•
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Can do better for speed reduction and active transportation.
There was support for not carrying this alternative solution forward into the next round of
evaluation.
Alternative Solution D
o What about a base UDI option that doesn’t include all bike/ped improvements? Some
combination of ODOT standard that is modified by UDI?
o Important to separate bike facility from sidewalk, possibly with grade separation.
o May be able to go narrower than 31’ east of Bob Straub [change scoring under feasibility goal
from red to orange].
o Convey that there are options for landscape strip to address visibility impacts (i.e. low level
landscaping).
o Need to convey to Council what it will take to deliver what they desire (grade separated bike/ped
facilities) – stencil markings, yield signs, training & education.
o Consider different multi-use path options, combined bi-directional bike/ped path.
o How does cycle track interact with roundabout and signals?
o Issue of existing access density and cycle track - unsure safety concerns addressed without
also addressing existing access density.
o
o

•

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•

Meeting with the Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) this afternoon, followed by Planning
Commission, City Council, and Governance Team next month
Public outreach will occur from November to Mid-January
The next TAC meeting will be in February/March after the public comments have been compiled to help
determine the next three alternatives for analysis

APPENDIX


TAC Slide Show (attached)
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APPENDIX A: TAC SLIDE SHOW

10/22/2019

TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
October 22, 2019

AGENDA

• Preliminary Analysis
and Screening Results
• Alternative Solutions
• Analysis by Goal
• Questions

• Discussion
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ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
PRELIMINARY STAGE
• 5 prelim. alternatives
Refine Stage
• Prelim. analysis
using evaluation criteria
• Community input
• Screen to 3 alternative solutions
(may be hybrids of original 5)

ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
Recommend Stage
• Refined evaluation again using
evaluation criteria
• Community input
• Screen to recommended
alternative solution
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives
• No-Build
• Alternative Solution A – Minimize
Conflicts
• Alternative Solution B – Minimal Impacts
• Alternative Solution C – ODOT Standard
• Alternative Solution D – Active
Transportation Enhanced

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES: No-Build
No-Build
• Only provided as a baseline for comparison
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
• Reduces turning conflicts the most
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets (14 streets)
o Fewer openings allows for a narrower
median

• Roundabouts replace traffic signals
• Enhanced Corridor transit

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
• Stays within existing curb lines
• Signalized intersections
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors (14 streets) and local streets
where full left turn lanes can be
constructed (7 streets)
• Enhanced Corridor transit

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
• Street cross section according to current
ODOT standard design
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors (14 streets), local streets
where full left turn lanes can be
constructed (7 streets), and left turns
onto Main Street where feasible (8
streets)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
• Most turning movement conflicts
• Signalized intersections
• Enhanced Corridor transit
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Roundabouts, plus two new roundabouts
to slow speeds and enhance accessibility
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets (14 streets)
• Enhanced Corridor transit
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Includes raised cycle track behind the
curb
• Widest overall footprint (96 feet)
• Only alternative solution with a
landscape strip behind the curb

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS

Qualitative Scoring

Level of Support for
Evaluation Criteria
Strongly Supports
Moderately Supports
No Significant Change
Moderately Conflicts
Strongly Conflicts

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

Future (2040) Predicted Crashes Per Year
Crash Type

No-Build

Alt. Sol. A

Alt. Sol. B

Alt. Sol. C

Alt. Sol. D

Multiple
Vehicle

98.6

45.7

60.0

60.0

45.2

Single
Vehicle

9.1

4.2

5.0

5.0

4.2

Pedestrian

3.1

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

Bicycle

1.1

0.4

0.7

0.7

0.4

Total

112

53

68

68

52
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

Key Safety Findings
• Raised medians: largest contributor to improved safety
• Roundabouts significantly reduce crashes; could
address problematic intersection areas better compared
to signals.
• Buffered bike lanes and cycle tracks increase
separation between cars and people biking; can
reduce crashes
• Systemic safety improvements can reduce some
crashes at a low cost.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Average Increase in Mid-block Travel Times from Raised Medians
PM Peak Hour (seconds)
Eastbound

Westbound

Alt. Sol. A

88

88

Alt. Sol. B

152

189

Alt. Sol. C

149

164

Alt. Sol. D

56

56

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Out-of-Direction Travel for Truck Deliveries
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY
Key Business Community Findings:
• Maximizing U-turn opportunities can reduce out-ofdirection travel and delay for business access.
• Roundabouts improve mid-block travel times and reduce
delay to U-turn movements.
• Roundabouts allow freight vehicles to make a U-turn at
intersections.
• Properly selecting landscaping will limit impacts to
business signing visibility.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Mobility Results:
• Roundabouts significantly reduce overall delay (25-35%
reduction in corridor through travel time)
• Signals will have slightly increase delays compared to
No Build (< 5% increase in corridor through travel time)
• Adding more U-turn opportunities will reduce pressure
on traffic signals/roundabouts
• Mountable medians will limit the impact to emergency
vehicle travel times

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Alternative Solution Impacts on Ability to Accommodate
Over‐Dimension Loads
Typical Minimum Curb-to-Curb Width
on Main Street East of Bob Straub
Parkway
No-Build

31 feet

Alternative Solution A

32 feet

Alternative Solution B

29 feet

Alternative Solution C

32 feet

Alternative Solution D

26 feet
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Key Mobility Findings:
• Roundabouts reduce delay; meet ODOT mobility targets
at nearly all intersections on Main Street.
• Signalized intersections will experience more delay; can
perform better by allowing more U-turn opportunities
along the corridor.
• A different cross section should be considered east of
Bob Straub Parkway.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

Key Transportation Choices Findings:
• Buffered bike lanes or a cycle track are needed to make
any significant changes to the level of traffic stress
experienced by people biking;
• Landscaped buffers will help reduce traffic stress for
people walking.
• Raised medians improve the ability to create enhanced
pedestrian and bicycle crossings along Main Street
between intersections.
• Enhanced Corridor transit in each of the alternative
solutions is consistent with LTD’s planned transit
service improvements.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
VITAL COMMUNITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
VITAL COMMUNITY

Key Vital Community Findings:
• Landscaping has the potential to improve the
streetscape; can manage storm water runoff.
• Roundabouts can significantly reduce vehicle speeds at
intersections. Vertical elements in landscaping or
narrower travel lanes may also reduce speed.
• Raised medians allow for enhanced crossings and
connect people walking and biking to Main Street
destinations and services.
• Median breaks that allow left-turn access onto Main
Street from local streets will create more direct routes
for people driving to Main Street destinations.
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Preliminary Planning Level ROW Impacts
• Main Street and 42nd Street Example

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
FEASIBILITY

Planning Level Cost Estimate
(2019 dollars)
Alternative Solution A
Alternative Solution B
Alternative Solution C
Alternative Solution D

$105 million
(approx. $22 million per mile)
$40 million
(approx. $8.5 million per mile)
$75 million
(approx. $16 million per mile)
$135 million
(approx. $28 million per mile)
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
FEASIBILITY

Key Feasibility Findings:
• The raised median safety benefit significantly
outweighs the cost.
• The cost of roundabouts are substantial.
• Wider cross sections will be more expensive due to
larger ROW impacts on adjacent properties.
• A different cross section east of Bob Straub Parkway
should be considered.
• Landscaping will be more expensive to maintain in the
buffers and medians than other treatments.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS

Questions?

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Nov-Jan

Community Engagement

Feb/Mar

TAC #8: Refined Alternative
Solutions & Analysis
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #8 SUMMARY
DATE:

Monday, October 12, 2020, 9:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m.

LOCATION: Virtual Meeting

ATTENDANCE
City of Springfield
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer
☐
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒
☐
☒

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
Meghan Murphy, Environmental Services Technician
Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner
Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications Coordinator
Sgt. Michael Massey, Police Department

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
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
Manny Boswell, Motor Carrier Division Mobility Program Analyst
Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety Section
Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer
Kristie Gladhill, TPAU Senior Transportation Analyst

☐ Keith Blair, Region 2 Traffic Manager
DLCD
☐ Patrick Wingard, South Willamette Valley Representative
Utility Providers
☒ Dan Norland, Engineering Technician, SUB Electric
☒ Tamara Pitman, SUB Electric
☐ Sarah Follett, NW Natural
☒ Steven Wages, SUB Water
LTD
☐
☒
☒
☒

Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner
Kelly Clarke, Senior Transportation Planner, LCOG
Jennifer Zankowski, Senior Development Planner
Jeremy Card, Service Planner

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, 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
•

Discuss Technical Memorandum #15: Refined Alternative Solutions (TM #15)

•

Provide input on the recommended solutions

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
John Bosket, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this eighth meeting of the TAC. He reviewed the agenda
with the committee and asked members to introduce themselves.
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PROJECT CONTEXT AND RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW
John updated the TAC on project progress since the previous meeting, including committee meetings and
community engagement. He noted what meetings will be happening after the TAC meeting and that the TAC is
being asked to help improve draft recommendations.
John discussed that the approach for TM #15 was based on the direction from City Council for simplicity and
flexibility. The request for simplicity resulted in the team presenting one set of potential solutions rather than
multiple alternatives from which the best components would be selected and recombined into a preferred
alternative. He noted that the flexibility is being provided through the guiding principles and cross section
variations. Three main components make up the recommendation: intersection control, raised medians and
street cross sections. John gave an overview of what was being recommended relative to those three
groupings. The recommendation includes roundabouts at all the major intersections (prioritized into tiers),
raised median openings with passenger vehicle U-turns at many unsignalized intersections, and a Balanced
Width cross section with buffered bike lanes for the majority of the corridor. The Active Transportation
Enhanced cross section is also recommended for portions of Main Street, which includes an off-street cycle
track and has a larger right-of-way footprint. John noted that with this recommendation combining roundabouts
and raised medians, there is potential for a 48% crash reduction for the entire corridor with an average of 31
seconds of out-of-direction travel time with roundabouts (compared to 53 seconds with traffic signals).

INTERSECTION CONTROL
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates, presented on the intersection control recommendation for Main Street. She
noted the benefits of roundabouts and highlighted the recommended tiering for each of the major intersections.
Dorothy Upton, ODOT, and Courtney Griesel, City of Springfield, asked about the roundabout design. John
noted that these designs are conceptual only and typically show two lanes on Main Street with one or two
lanes on the side streets. He noted that interim year analysis has not been done to determine when those
lanes may be needed but there will be excess capacity at most intersection in the 20-year planning horizon.
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, also noted that it was undesirable to construct one lane on Main Street when
the segments of Main Street are two lanes, requiring merging at the intersections. Courtney noted that
communication will be important to make sure that community members understand that these are conceptual
and subject to change as design progresses.
Amanda Salyer, ODOT, asked what the footprints would be for widening signalized intersections for freight
vehicle U-turns. John noted that the footprints are included in Appendix B of TM #15, but that there would be
impacts beyond the footprint, including impacts to signal operations to accommodate the time needed for
freight vehicle U-turns and lengthened pedestrian crossing times. He noted that due to these impacts, we
would not be recommending widening signalized intersections on Main Street to accommodate U-turns by
trucks and would instead require trucks to reroute on the City truck routes.
Emma Newman, City of Springfield, brought up phasing of intersection improvements as it relates to ARTS and
safety funding. She asked whether 48th Street should be Tier 1 or Tier 2 and, while phasing is not being
included in detail with this tech memo, wanting to know what makes the most sense for investment. Dorothy
Upton noted that ARTS funding is based on benefit-cost of fatal and severe injury crashes. John noted that
ODOT is currently doing a more detailed benefit-cost analysis through the ARTS program but 32nd to 54th
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Street is likely higher priority for implementation. Amanda noted that from preliminary ARTS work, 42nd Street
is likely a high priority roundabout location.
There was general support among TAC members for roundabouts as the proposed solution, with some noting
that prioritization will be important as funding will be limited, and phasing will be important to ensure
consistency on the corridor.
Mike Massey, City of Springfield Police, noted that roundabouts can be problematic for emergency responders
when there is a crash in the intersection and that they tend to get more bottled up than signalized intersections
when yielding to first responders. There was discussion around how education will be a large piece of multilane
roundabouts and making sure drivers understand how to behave after a minor crash or when encountering
emergency vehicles near an intersection. Emma also noted the importance of adjacent street connectivity to
provide multiple routes for emergency responders. Mike noted that some roundabouts can better
accommodate emergency vehicles, such as the Glenwood roundabout, which Kristi Krueger, City of
Springfield, noted has an exclusive transit lane which emergency vehicles can utilize when the approaches are
otherwise blocked. Jenna Berman, ODOT, also stressed that pedestrian and bicycle safety needs to be
considered at multilane roundabouts and that designs that can better control speed would be preferable. She
also noted that as drivers become more used to multilane roundabouts, particularly if they are along a single
corridor, they will likely become more aware of their surroundings and be better able to be aware of people
walking and biking.

RAISED MEDIANS
Kayla presented the raised median framework that is being recommended, including the guiding principles for
raised median design and noted the performance of this approach. John noted that the raised medians are
being shown as one particular concept but that it will be subject to change as design progresses.
Dorothy asked what large traffic generators would be expected on the corridor and if there were alternate ways
for them to access Main Street. Emma noted that some business parks only derive access from Main Street
and may generate enough traffic to justify a break in the median.
Kayla noted that prioritization will be touched on more in the Facility Plan. Dorothy noted that two-stage left
turns may be difficult at many locations and John agreed that it would only be where feasible, which likely
wouldn’t be much of the corridor.
John noted that research around replacing direct left turns with right turns and a U-turn show that safety is
improved, and the severity of crashes can be reduced due to the changes in types of crashes. He noted that it
will likely require a little bit of education as most people are not used to making U-turn movements. John also
noted that emergency vehicle response times may be impacted as direct turns will be limited (although
mountable curbing would be used for the raised medians to make them traversable), which is a tradeoff with
the reduction in crashes that would come with reducing turning conflicts.
Emma noted that pedestrian crossing locations and transit stops should be considered but acknowledged that
this would be a design detail that would go in conjunction with Lane Transit District’s (LTD) stop balancing
efforts.
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Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, asked how medians may facilitate pedestrian crossings at locations where
enhanced crossings were not installed. Dorothy noted that ODOT would need to be careful about closing
crosswalk locations and limiting accessibility. Michael Liebler, City of Springfield, noted that it may be
worthwhile to install some sort of barrier in the median near the Bob Straub Parkway intersection where there
have been numerous higher-speed, pedestrian-related crashes. There was discussion around maintenance of
this type of treatment and how existing fences do not always deter people. Brian added that the median can
provide a safety enhancement with a two-stage crossing and that midblock crossings limit turning vehicle
conflicts. John noted that medians are considered a pedestrian crossing treatment in NCHRP Report 562 and
it would likely be better to have the median than not but there may be exceptions near higher speed areas
such as Bob Straub Parkway. Michael noted that an ADA compliant crossing at every Main Street intersection
would be difficult and would require closing crosswalks but Dorothy noted that instead, a break in the median
at an unsigned crosswalk could be provided.

STREET CROSS SECTIONS
Kayla presented the three recommended street cross sections.
Dorothy commented that vertical elements in the bike lane may be problematic in the segment east of Bob
Straub Parkway due to the Reduction Review Route. Kayla showed that the current recommendation does not
include vertical delineators as a potential recommendation there. Jenna pointed out that there are a lot of
elements that will require Mobility Advisory Committee (MAC) review for the freight Reduction Review Route
and questioned if there could be removeable delineation, particularly between Bob Straub Parkway and 58th
Street with the nearby school.
John noted that the Balanced Width cross section would not be narrower than the existing pinch point on Main
Street but the Active Transportation Enhanced cross section would be. He noted that if the MAC was
concerned about the narrower cross section, we would need to recommend a different cross section east of
Bob Straub Parkway or widen the cross section beyond what is currently shown in that area. Jenna
emphasized that we shouldn’t make assumptions about how MAC may react to certain elements.
Jennifer Zankowski, LTD, asked how transit stops would be accommodated in this cross section. Kayla noted
that stop locations would be determined during a future Design Phase and noted that figures from NACTO
were provided in previous memos that showed how transit stops could be integrated with the cycle track.
Jeremy Card, LTD, noted that bus stops would be preferred to be in-lane, not even pulling over. John stated
that more examples could be provided in the Facility Plan to acknowledge that treatment would be needed for
transit stops and to provide direction to a future design team.
John asked if there is enough space being shown in current cross sections to accommodate utilities,
particularly if there is no expectation of undergrounding utilities, and what tools can be used for locating
utilities. Brian noted that the typical footprint for the right-of-way meets the needs of utilities and added that
currently there are no expectations of mandatory undergrounding of utilities, but City Council and community
priorities may change as the project is implemented over time. Brian noted that there are many properties with
public utility easements (PUEs) on their frontage currently and as redevelopment occurs PUEs will be required
in through the development review process to provide space for utilities. He noted that as site development
occurs, right-of-way could also be purchased and saved which means that utilities would end up near the
sidewalk. Bill Johnston, ODOT, added that sometimes ODOT will install conduit under sidewalks in anticipation
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of undergrounding utilities. John asked if more space needs to be provided in the current cross sections to
accommodate utilities. Brian said that in balance of all of the competing interests for real estate, the cross
sections are acceptable as shown. Tamara Pitman, SUB Electric, noted that a discontinuous PUE is not very
useful. John noted that in the draft Facility Plan, there can be a larger discussion around utilities.

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•

John summarized comments and discussions from the TAC meeting.
Community engagement and committee meetings will occur from December 2020 through Spring 2021
The next TAC meeting will be in Summer 2021 to discuss the Draft Facility Plan.

APPENDIX


TAC Slide Show (attached)
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #9 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, July 27, 2021, 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Virtual Meeting

ATTENDANCE
City of Springfield
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer
☐ Ben Gibson, Operations Supervisor
☐ Courtney Griesel, Economic Development
Manager
☒ Michael Liebler, Transportation Planning
Engineer
☐ Kristi Krueger, Principal Engineer
☐ Meghan Murphy, Environmental Services
Technician
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner
☒ Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications
Coordinator
☒ Sgt. Michael Massey, Police Department
☒ Roy Emery, Eugene-Springfield Fire Marshall
☒ Eric Phillips-Meadow, Deputy Fire Marshall
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

☐ 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
☐ Manny Boswell, Motor Carrier Division Mobility
Program Analyst
☒ Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety
Section
☒ Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer
☒ Arielle Ferber, Region 2 Traffic Analysis
Engineer
☒ Dejan Dudich, TPAU
☒ Peter Schyutema, TPAU
DLCD
☒ Patrick Wingard, South Willamette Valley
Representative
Utility Providers
☐ Dan Norland, Engineering Technician, SUB
Electric
☒ Tamara Pitman, SUB Electric
☐ Sarah Follett, NW Natural
☒ Steven Wages, SUB Water
☐ Luke Pilon, CenturyLink

Project Staff and Consultants
LTD & LCOG
☒ Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner
☐ Kelly Clarke, Senior Transportation Planner,
LCOG
☒ Jeremy Card, Development Planner Planner
Willamalane Park & Recreation District (WPRD)
☒ Eric Adams, Planning & Development Manager
School District #19 (SPS)
☐ TBD, Safe Routes to Schools Coordinator
☐ Mike Schlosser, Transportation & Fleet
Operations Manager

☒ Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager,
Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2
☒ Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project
Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
☒ John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS
Associates
☒ Kayla Fleskes, Transportation
Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Discuss Technical Memorandum #17: Alternative Mobility Targets (TM #17)

•

Discuss Technical Memorandum #18: Implementation Overview (TM #18)

•

Provide input on potential phasing of recommended solutions

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
John Bosket, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this ninth meeting of the TAC. He reviewed the agenda
with the committee and asked members to introduce themselves.

PROJECT CONTEXT
John updated the TAC on project progress since the previous meeting, including committee meetings and
community engagement. He noted what meetings and milestones will be happening after this TAC meeting,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Writing the Draft Facility Plan and Tech Memo #19 (local policy and code amendments)
TAC Meeting #10 – Sept. 14
SAC Meeting #6 – Sept. 27
ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee – Oct./Nov.
City to lead additional public outreach – Fall 2021
Planning Commission/ Governance Team/ City Council Meetings – Nov./Dec.
Local adoption – Spring 2022

Today, the TAC is being asked to provide input on alternative mobility targets, implementation overview and
the potential phases.
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
John described what mobility targets are and the purpose of alternative mobility targets (AMTs). ODOT’s
targets are currently volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio based. He noted that two AMTs have already been adopted
on Main Street at 42nd Street and Bob Straub Parkway, but two more are needed at 28th Street and 58th Street.
The recommended AMTs for those intersections would be a maximum v/c ratio of 0.95 and 0.90, respectively.
AMTs would need to be adopted by City Council through the Main Street Facility Plan, which acts as a
refinement of the TSP (or, alternatively, funding could be committed for the needed projects to meet the
existing mobility targets). Following City Council adoption, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC)
would adopt the AMTs as an amendment to the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP).
Dorothy Upton, ODOT, asked if the memo could be modified to highlight the fact that there would be four
locations total on Main Street with AMTs after adopting the two new recommended AMTs. John agreed.
Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, asked if AMTs are adopted, would they become the design standard moving
forward? John clarified that adopting AMTs only amends the OHP and would not impact ODOT’s Highway
Design Manual (HDM) mobility standards. OHP mobility targets are used for land use actions or determining
when a capacity improvement is needed, while the HDM mobility standards are used when designing new
facilities. Brian summarized that an AMT would permit more development near congested locations.
Brian stated that v/c ratios are a less effective measure of congestion for roundabouts than level-of-service.
John noted that ODOT currently only uses v/c ratios for mobility targets, but the OHP is currently being
amended which may change the targets in the future. Dorothy noted that typically for roundabouts, it is easier
to get a design exception for v/c ratio given that they are safer solutions.

IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
John summarized the implementation overview memo (Tech Memo #18). The implementation memo notes
which plans will need to be amended or require further coordination through the Facility Plan and later design
phases. John summarized amendments needed for state, regional, and local plans and listed key next steps
for the adoption process. John also summarized the steps after adoption to begin to implement the Plan.
Bob Stolle, ODOT, commented that at some point, any roundabout near the railroad (within 500 feet) will need
to be coordinated with the railroad. Emma Newman, City of Springfield, noted that 32nd Street would be over
1,000 feet away and asked if that would require involving the railroad? Bob said only 28th Street would require
railroad involvement.
Emma noted that the current Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update will be adopted before the Facility
Plan, and it would be preferable to include some language in the current RTP update noting the Facility Plan
process is ongoing.

PHASING DISCUSSION
Kayla presented the key considerations for phasing, including safety, feasibility, functionality, and consistency.
She discussed the first few phases in the draft recommendations before opening up the floor to discussion.
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Dorothy asked where signalized U-turns are being proposed, was any additional analysis done to determine
the impact of those signalized U-turns? Kayla noted that, in general, locations for signalized U-turns would be
dependent on funding availability. The goal would be to avoid signalized U-turns if possible as it could require a
costly modification of the traffic signal prior to the ultimate solution of a roundabout being implemented. Kayla
noted the only location where this is currently mentioned is 28th Street as there is limited city street network on
the south side of the intersection. Dorothy asked if there were any considerations for access management at
the roundabouts? Kayla noted that while the roundabout concepts do show driveway locations, at this level of
planning we have not considered what access management may be necessary near the roundabouts.
Emma asked what the status is on ADA improvements on Main Street. Amanda Salyer, ODOT, noted that
scoping is currently on-going, and Main Street is currently on the 2024-2027 STIP list but that may change.
ADA upgrades will be required by 2031. Emma noted that it would be preferable to be able to combine funding
sources where possible to best leverage funding and most effectively use public dollars. Dorothy noted that
funding set aside for ADA improvements cannot be used for other improvements. Emma agreed and noted that
it would be nice to not have to install ADA improvements and then reconstruct curb ramps a few years later
when implementing the improvements identified in the Facility Plan. Bill Johnston, ODOT, noted that
improvements may take a while to implement on Main Street, so for some segments if ramps are installed in
the near term, they would not be replaced for some time.
Brian discussed how the City Council/Governance Team has placed an emphasis on project level actions that
can be implemented. Investments will need to be consistent with public expectations and have public support.
He noted that the phasing will need to be flexible to meet funding and community expectations.
Brian asked if it would be feasible to fund roundabouts at 32nd Street and 42nd Street with median treatments in
between in a single phase? From a phasing perspective, pairing roundabouts and raised medians is likely the
best approach. He noted that one of the key drivers of success for this project will be providing U-turn
opportunities for freight, and roundabouts provide the best opportunity for U-turns without some of the impacts
of other options. He asked how can the pieces of roundabouts and raised medians be best put together to
address the program goals associated with various funding sources? Amanda noted that ARTS is primarily in
the Fix-It STIP. Typically, the improvements recommended in the Facility Plan would use modernization
funding. She noted that ODOT still needs to kick-off a design project to help determine how
ARTS/ADA/ped/bike funding could be paired. The best money source would likely be Enhance discretionary
(pending rules). She noted that coordinating all the funding sources could be challenging.
With respect to phasing, Brian asked if given the recent fatalities at 54th Street, implementing a roundabout at
that location should move up in priority. He feels like 54th Street/58th Street would not be able to significantly
disturb traffic operations at Bob Straub Parkway. Dorothy noted that grade separation could allow for
roundabouts at either 54th Street or 58th Street, but an Interchange Area Management Plan will be needed to
evaluate alternatives to understand how the closely spaced intersections interact. While Bob Straub Parkway is
nearly 1,000 feet from 54th Street, Dorothy noted that ODOT typically manages access within a quarter mile on
either side of interchanges.
Brian asked if median treatments between 28th Street and 32nd Street (not withstanding challenges associated
with the railroad) may be more cost-effective than 32nd Street to 42nd Street? Or would 32nd Street to 42nd Street
be more effective given it is a larger segment and would be funded more thoroughly through a program such
as ARTS? Amanda noted that if ADA funding is partnered with ARTS, it could potentially fund the full stretch of
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improvements from 32nd Street to 42nd Street. However, separate cost estimates will be needed through project
scoping. Brian noted that there seems to be a common desire among the TAC to take advantage of different
funding and being flexible in phasing. Amanda noted that Frannie Brindle will be the one to coordinate and
leverage various funding programs.
John agreed with Brian’s preference to phase medians with two roundabouts on either end. If funding wasn’t a
constraint, that would be the best way to implement the improvements on Main Street. He noted that the
preliminary phasing plan does not show this primarily because of the desire to keep the cost of each phase at
a more easily fundable level.
Brian noted that there is some community reluctance around roundabouts and raised medians, so getting a
functional first phase will be important to showcase the improvements and pave the way for further phases.
Emma noted that the segment between 28th Street and 32nd Street will be key for bike/ped connections. The
nearby Virginia-Daisy Bikeway will likely be finished soon, and there isn’t a good connection west of 32nd right
now.
Kayla asked the TAC about the timing of improvements east of Bob Straub Parkway. Dorothy noted that east
of Bob Straub Parkway is a freight Reduction Review Route. John noted that the main change in curb-to-curb
width will be between Bob Straub Parkway and 58th Street. Emma stated that if improvements to that area
were delayed due to the freight Reduction Review Route, funding could be shifted to implement the
improvements near 69th Street first to address concerns we heard from the SAC and other community
members.
John summarized that 28th Street to 32nd Street could be a small, fundable phase with active transportation
improvements to showcase for Phase 1.
Emma asked if the roadway crown might trigger more significant work with ADA ramps implementation? Bill
agreed this was a common scenario with ADA upgrades in small communities and could be an opportunity to
leverage other funds for the recommended Facility Plan improvements.
John described questions provided by Tamara Pittman, SUB, prior to the TAC meeting related to utility
relocation and cost estimates. Kayla noted that the cost estimates will be updated to try to reflect the
recommended phasing approach.
John noted the intent would be to avoid moving utilities twice and that the impacts to utilities would likely be
relatively limited in early phases where just the constrained width cross section is being implemented. Bill
noted that ODOT has procedures for avoiding multiple utility relocations. Dorothy asked what is the long-term
vision for Main Street with respect to undergrounding utilities? Brian said the ability to underground utilities is
highly site dependent. Tamara noted that transmission lines are not routinely undergrounded in Springfield, so
overhead utilities would still be required for transmission. In addition, backbone/double backbone utilities are
located on Main Street and are not routinely put underground for long distances. Undergrounding would also
have impacts to customers that currently have overhead power. Tamara noted that power poles will allow for
street lighting.
John asked Emma to describe the recently funded safety upgrades on Main Street, which will be implemented
in September. The improvements are primarily related to pedestrian safety funding. Improvements are
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primarily happening from the Willamette River bridges to 21st Street. Improvements include: upgrading
pedestrian detectors at traffic signals (including ped crossing extensions); improving intersection turn signals
for drivers and pedestrians; upgrading and adding LED lighting along the entire corridor; refresh and add
pavement marking/striping; add two marked crosswalks in downtown (one near bus station); speed feedback
signs on east end of the corridor; bicycle conflict striping in the couplet; maintenance and replacement of signs;
and replacement of short concrete barrier with taller barrier on the OR 126 expressway just north of Main
Street to help direct pedestrians to safer crossings. Amanda noted that this funding will give the opportunity to
try out new improvements that don’t have proven safety countermeasures, and there will be a research
component to see how they are working.

NEXT STEPS
•

John noted that the discussion from today will be incorporated into the Draft Facility Plan. The next TAC
meeting will discuss the Draft Facility Plan and Tech Memo #19, which discusses local policy and code
amendments.

APPENDIX



TAC Meeting #9 Slide Show (attached)
SMSSP Draft Preliminary Phasing Plan (attached)
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8/16/2021

TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
July 27, 2021

1

Virtual Meeting Protocols

AGENDA

• Please remain muted when not
speaking
• Please use the Chat function to
ask a question or let us know that
you would like to ask a question
• This meeting is being recorded to
assist with writing the meeting
summary but the recording is not
intended for public distribution

2

1

8/16/2021

Project Context

AGENDA

• Project process to date
• Upcoming activities

Alternative Mobility Targets
• TM #17

Implementation Overview
• TM #18

Project Phasing
• Discuss phasing options for
project recommendations
3

PROJECT CONTEXT
What’s happened since last TAC?
• SAC, Planning Commission, Governance Team,
City Council meetings
• Community Engagement
o Focus groups (3) and community meetings (5)
o Local access forums (2) plus individual follow-up

• Draft TM #17 and #18
o TM #16 completed earlier as an attachment to TM #14

4

2

8/16/2021

PROJECT CONTEXT
What’s next?
1. Draft Facility Plan
2. TM #19 – local policy and code amendments
3. TAC meeting #10 – Sept 14
4. SAC meeting #6 – Sept 27
5. ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee Meeting – Oct/Nov
6. City to lead additional public outreach – Fall 2021
7. Planning Commission/ Governance Team/ City Council
meetings – Nov/Dec
8. Anticipate Local Adoption – Spring 2022
5

PROJECT CONTEXT
What are we asking of you now?
We would like your input on the proposed alternative
mobility targets on Main Street, thoughts about
important steps to note for the implementation of this
plan, and recommendations for how to break this
project into reasonably fundable phases.
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
What are alternative mobility targets (AMTs)?
•

The Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) specifies mobility targets
for maintaining acceptable levels of motor vehicle mobility
on state highways.

•

For most intersections on Main Street, the OHP mobility
target is a maximum volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) of 0.85.
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
What are alternative mobility targets (AMTs)?
•

AMTs that allow for more congestion can be adopted when
it is agreed that meeting the current targets is not practical
or desirable (e.g., funding constraints, balancing needs of
different modes/users).
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
Recent adoption of AMTs on Main Street
•

AMTs were recently adopted in April 2020 for the Main
Street intersections with 42nd Street and Bob Straub
Parkway.
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
Why do we need additional AMTs on Main Street?
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS
Recommended AMTs for Main Street

•

AMTs must be adopted by Springfield City Council as part of the
Main Street Facility Plan.
o

•

Alternatively, funding could be committed for needed projects.

Then, OTC adopts as an amendment to the OHP.
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ALTERNATIVE MOBILITY TARGETS

Discussion
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
•

The purpose of TM #18 is to provide guidance regarding
actions needed to successfully implement the Main
Street Facility Plan recommendations. (TM #19 will
provide local policy and ordinance amendments)

•

This primarily addresses:
o Ensuring consistency with other adopted plans and
regulations
o Local, regional, and state adoption processes
o Future steps for funding and constructing project
phases
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Regulatory Context – plans that would need to be
amended or regulations requiring further
coordination
•

State Plans
o Oregon Highway Plan
o ORS 366.215 & OAR 731-12 – Reduction Review
Routes
o OAR 731-51 – Access Management
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Regulatory Context – plans that would need to be
amended or regulations requiring further
coordination
•

Regional Plans
o Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan /
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Transportation
Plan
o 2017 Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation
Plan
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Regulatory Context – plans that would need to be
amended or regulations requiring further
coordination
•

Local Plans
o Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan / Springfield
2035 Transportation System Plan
o Springfield Development Code
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Adoption Process
1.

The Mobility Advisory Committee (MAC) considers a Reduction of Vehiclecarrying Capacity for the Reduction Review Route and provides
recommendations to the OTC.

2.

City concurrently amends the TSP, the transportation element of the
Springfield Comprehensive Plan, and the Springfield Development Code to
implement the Main Street Facility Plan, through a Type IV legislative
procedure. The Type IV legislative procedure includes public hearings before
the Springfield Planning Commission and City Council.

3.

OTC adopts the Springfield Main Street Facility Plan as an amendment to
the OHP.

4.

Central Lane MPO amends the RTP to include the Main Street Facility Plan
as part of its 4-year update cycle (next anticipated in 2025).
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Future Steps
• Securing funding for design and construction
• ODOT design process for each phase
o Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) establishing
responsibilities
o Preliminary design
o Refreshing the access management methodology and
developing the access management strategy with new
property owner engagement opportunities
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Future Steps
• ODOT design process for each phase (continued)
o Environmental documentation (NEPA) and addressing
any other federal requirements
o Final design
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW
Future Steps
• In addition to the flexibility provided in the Main Street
Safety Plan, the final design and footprint of the project
established through the design process may be different
than depicted in the facility plan.
• Some changes could be subject to a City land use approval
process (more information on that to be provided in the
Facility Plan).
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IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW

Discussion
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PHASING DISCUSSION
Considerations
• Safety – Segments (high priority 32nd to 54th Street) and
intersections
• Feasibility - $5 to $10 million sub-phases, potential ROW
impact
• Functionality – Pairing raised medians and roundabouts,
roundabouts where signals would be impacted by U-turning
movements
• Consistency – Phase adjacent segments where possible,
fill active transportation gaps
22
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PHASING DISCUSSION

Discussion
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REVIEW WHAT WE HEARD

24
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8/16/2021

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Sept 14

TAC Meeting #10

Sept 27

SAC Meeting #6

25
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SMSSP DRAFT Preliminary Phasing Plan 07/13/2021
Key Considerations
•
•
•
•
•
•

High-priority safety segments, intersections
•
High priority safety segments focused between 32nd Street and 54th Street
•
Initial Tier 1 Roundabouts (RABs) = 42nd St, 48th St, 54th St; Initial Tier 2 RABs = 28th, 32nd, 58th
Pairing medians with U-turn opportunities (or opportunities to reroute on the City system, particularly the City freight routes)
Fundable in approx. $5-10 million sub-phases
•
Per TM #15, rough planning level costs assume $5 million per roundabout, $8-10 million/mi for Constrained Width, $10-14 million/mi for Balanced Width and $13-17 million/mi for Active Transportation Enhanced
Potential ROW impact
Filling key active transportation gaps
Roundabouts where signalized intersection mobility would be significantly impacted by raised medians

Proposed Phasing (see following sheets for more detail and maps showing phasing)
• Phase 1:
• 1A - RAB at 32nd ($5 mil)
• 1B – Short term Constrained Width cross section (medians) from 32nd to 42nd ($7-9 mil)
• 1C – IAMP and interim improvements
• Phase 2:
• 2A– Balanced Width from 28th to 32nd ($3-4 mil)
• 2B – RAB at 42nd ($5 mil)
• 2C – Medians from 42nd to 48th ($5-7 mil)
• Phase 3:
• 3A – RAB at 54th ($5 mil)
• 3B – Long term cross section from 48th to 58th ($13-18 mil)
• Phase 4:
• 4A – RAB at 69th ($5 mil)
• 4B – Long term cross section east of 69th St
• Phase 5:
• 5A – Medians from 58th to 69th ($9-11 mil)
• 5B – RAB at 58th ($5 mil)
• Phase 6:
• 6A – Balanced Width from 42nd to 48th ($7-9 mil)
• 6B – RAB 48th ($5 mil)
• 6C – Balanced Width from 32nd to 42nd ($9-13 mil)
• Phase 7:
• 7A – RAB 28th ($5 mil)
• 7B – Balanced Width from 21st to 28th St ($4-6 mil)
• 7C – RAB 21st ($5 mil)
• Phase 8:
• 8A – Balanced Width from 58th to 69th ($12-17 mil)
• 8B – RAB Mountaingate ($5 mil)

Phase 1:
1A - RAB at 32nd ($5 mil)
• Provides U-turn opportunities
to limit out-of-direction travel
associated with Phase 1B
1B – Medians from 32nd to 42nd
($7-9 mil)
• Implement medians in high
priority safety segment
• RAB at 32nd and freight routes
along 42nd St provide access to
businesses, limiting out-ofdirection travel due to medians
1C – IAMP and interim
improvements
• Complete detailed alternatives
analysis for BSP area (consider
influence on 54th St and 58th St)
• Reconfigure high-speed SBR
turn at BSP
• Note: Interim signal
improvements are currently
being pursued by ODOT at 54th
Street.

1B
1A

*

1C

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

Phase 2:
2A– Balanced Width from 28th
to 32nd ($3-4 mil)
• Fill active transportation gap
between 28th and 32nd
• Include signalized
intersection modification at
28th to accommodate WBU
for passenger cars (freight
could make “u-turn” using
couplet and 14th St)
2B – RAB at 42nd ($5 mil)
• Provides U-turn
opportunities to limit out-ofdirection travel associated
with Phase 2C
2C – Medians from 42nd to 48th
($5-7 mil)
• Building on raised medians
between 32nd and 42nd and
U-turn accessibility provided
by RAB at 42th and City truck
routes connecting to OR 126

2A

1B

2B

2C

1A

*

1C

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

Phase 3:
3A – RAB at 54th ($5 mil)
• Provides U-turn opportunities to
limit out-of-direction travel
associated with medians
• Coordinate with improvements at
BSP and 58th as needed
• Note: Phased later as signal
improvements and adjusting BSP
SBR geometry will help improve
safety in interim
3B – Long term cross section from 48th
to 58th ($13-18 mil)
• Connect to high school and transit
station

3B

2A

1B

2B

2C

1A

3A

*

1C

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

Phase 4:
4A – RAB at 69th ($5 mil)
• Control speeds and
transition to urban
environment
• Coordinate with Phase 4B
4B – Long term cross section
east of 69th St
• Upgrade to long term cross
section (still TBD but may
include road diet)

3B

2A

1B

2B

2C

1A

3A

*

1C

4A

4B

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

Phase 5:
5A – Medians from 58th to 69th ($9-11
mil)
5B – RAB at 58th ($5 mil)

2A

2B

1B

2C

1A

3B

3A

*

5B
1C

5A

4A

4B

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

Phase 6:
6A – Balanced Width from 42nd to
48th ($7-9 mil)
• Upgrade to long term cross
section
6B – RAB 48th ($5 mil)
• Lower traffic volumes don’t
warrant RAB until later phase
6C – Balanced Width from 32nd to
42nd ($9-13 mil)
• Upgrade to long term cross
section

3B

2A
1A

3A

*

2B

1B
6C

5B
1C

2C
6A

5A

6B

4A

4B

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

2A
7C

7B

7A

2B

1B
1A

6C

6A

Phase 7:
7A – RAB 28th ($5 mil)
7B – Balanced Width from 21st to
28th St ($4-6 mil)
7C – RAB 21st ($5 mil)

3B

3A

*

5B
1C

2C

5A

6B

4A

4B

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

2A
7C

7B

2B

1B
1A

6C

6A

Phase 8:
8A – Balanced Width from 58th to
69th ($12-17 mil)
8B – RAB Mountaingate ($5 mil)

3B

3A

*

5B
1C

8A

2C
6B

4A

5A

4B

8B

Short Term Cross Section
1A
(Median Only – Constrained Width)
Long Term Cross Section
(Balanced Width or AT Enhanced)

Phase #

Roundabout

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #10 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, September 14, 2021, 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Virtual Meeting

ATTENDANCE
City of Springfield
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer
☒ Ben Gibson, Operations Supervisor
☒ Courtney Griesel, Economic Development
Manager
☒ Michael Liebler, Transportation Planning
Engineer
☒ Kristi Krueger, Principal Engineer
☐ Meghan Murphy, Environmental Services
Technician
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner
☐ Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications
Coordinator
☐ Sgt. Michael Massey, Police Department
☐ Roy Emery, Eugene-Springfield Fire Marshall
☐ Eric Phillips-Meadow, Deputy Fire Marshall
☒ Gilbert Gordon, Eugene-Springfield Deputy Fire
Marshall
☒ Kristina Kraaz, City Attorney’s Office

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
☐ 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
☐ Manny Boswell, Motor Carrier Division Mobility
Program Analyst
☐ Bob Stolle, Region 2 Rail Crossing Safety
Section
☒ Dorothy Upton, Region 2 Traffic Engineer
☒ Arielle Ferber, Region 2 Traffic Analysis
Engineer
☒ Dejan Dudich, TPAU
☐ Peter Schyutema, TPAU
DLCD
☒ Patrick Wingard, South Willamette Valley
Representative
Utility Providers
☐ Dan Norland, Engineering Technician, SUB
Electric
☒ Tamara Pitman, SUB Electric

☐ Sarah Follett, NW Natural
☒ Steven Wages, SUB Water
☐ Luke Pilon, CenturyLink

☐ Mike Schlosser, Transportation & Fleet
Operations Manager

LTD & LCOG
☒ Bret Smith, Transit Service Planner
☒ Kelly Clarke, Senior Transportation Planner,
LCOG
☒ Jeremy Card, Development Planner

☒ Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager,
Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2
☒ Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project
Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
☒ John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS
Associates
☒ Kayla Fleskes, Transportation
Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates

Willamalane Park & Recreation District (WPRD)
☐ Eric Adams, Planning & Development Manager
School District #19 (SPS)
☒ Indigo Larson, Safe Routes to Schools
Coordinator

Project Staff and Consultants

Audience / Members of the Public
None present

MEETING PURPOSE
•

Provide input on the Draft Facility Plan

•

Review and discuss Technical Memorandum #19: Local Policy and Ordinance Amendments
(TM #19)

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
John Bosket, DKS Associates, welcomed everyone to this tenth and final meeting of the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC). He reviewed the agenda with the committee and asked members to introduce themselves.

PROJECT CONTEXT
John updated the TAC on project progress since the previous meeting. The draft Facility Plan was delivered,
as well as draft Technical Memorandum #19: Local Policy and Ordinance Amendments (TM #19). He noted
that some people did not receive the draft Facility Plan two weeks in advance of the meeting due to the file
size. Therefore, the project team is asking for comments within a week of the meeting so comments can be
shared with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) at their upcoming meeting.
John reminded the TAC about the project purpose and how the goals and objectives were created to help
evaluate solutions for the draft Facility Plan. John reiterated the safety problem on Main Street and the need
for infrastructure solutions. He reviewed the project schedule and noted what meetings and milestones will be
happening after this TAC meeting, including:
•
•
•
•

SAC Meeting #6 – Sept. 27
City to lead additional public outreach – Fall 2021
ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee (MAC) – Nov. 2021
Planning Commission/ Governance Team/ City Council Meetings – Nov./Dec.
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•
•

Adoption Draft Facility Plan and Local Policy/Code Amendments - Dec 2021
Local adoption – anticipated Spring 2022

Today, the TAC is being asked to provide input on the draft Facility Plan and TM #19. Jenna Berman, ODOT,
asked who would be presenting at the MAC meeting. John and Bill Johnston, ODOT, will be presenting at the
MAC, with a work session with the Statewide Mobility Team likely in October. The presentation has already
been reviewed by the Region 2 team. Jenna noted she has been involved in several multimodal presentations
to the MAC and would be interested in being involved or in the audience for this presentation, as well.

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
John provided an overview of how the Facility Plan is organized before jumping into each chapter.
CHAPTER 1
Chapter 1 provides an introduction on what is driving the project. This chapter notes policies and prior planning
work that impact the Facility Plan.
CHAPTER 2
Chapter 2 describes the existing and future needs on Main Street. There is a focus on the safety problem that
has persisted on Main Street. A description of existing business on the corridor is included in Chapter 2, as
well as a summary of the key findings from the literature review examining economic impacts from similar
projects with raised medians and roundabouts.
CHAPTER 3
Chapter 3 describes how the solutions were developed and evaluated and why certain elements were included
in the recommendations. It describes the process for evaluating the alternative solutions using the goals and
community input received.
CHAPTER 4
Chapter 4 describes the recommended toolbox of solutions. City Council directed the project team to ensure
that the toolbox of solutions will be adjustable and to not use a “one size fits all” approach to ensure flexibility
for site-specific constraints during design. The Plan also acknowledges that there will be gradual change with
phasing of improvements.
The primary solutions include roundabouts, raised medians and long-term street cross section changes to
enhance walking and biking.
Roundabouts perform better against nearly all of project goals compared to traffic signals. In particular,
roundabouts are better at relieving congestion and improving safety while complimenting the raised medians
by facilitating U-turn opportunities. Roundabouts provide more opportunities for landscaping. Nine roundabouts
are recommended in the plan, though it will be a long time before all nine are constructed.
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Raised medians will be the greatest contributor to safety on Main Street and target turning movement crashes
and other crashes related to turning conflicts. The recommended approach for median design balances safety
with accessibility, limiting out-of-direction travel to 30-60 seconds, on average. This delay matches the level of
delay it may take to turn left on the corridor today from a side street and is comparable to the level of delay
allowed at a traffic signal. This is also consistent with the majority of responses from the online open house
about acceptable delays as a trade-off for safety improvements. Guiding principles are provided for raised
medians to guide future design efforts, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Keep full access to arterials and collectors
Limit out-of-direction travel time
Pair raised medians with roundabouts
U-turns at major intersections and unsignalized intersections
Avoid overlapping turn lanes
Consider left-in access to large traffic generators
Emergency vehicle access
Access to streets with no outlets
Crossing for people walking and biking
Provide two-stage lefts where feasible
Avoid freight routing through neighborhoods

Kristi Krueger, City of Springfield, asked if the first principle could be labeled as “keep full access to arterials
and collectors at intersections”. John noted this could be updated in the presentation and if needed, in the
Facility Plan.
John summarized the cross section recommendations, noting that Constrained Width can be implemented in
the short term to allow for construction of raised medians more quickly with more limited right-of-way impacts.
The Balanced Width cross section is recommended on most of Main Street and is approximately 4 feet wider
than the current cross section on each side of Main Street. The Active Transportation Enhanced cross section
is recommended between 52nd Street to 58th Street. Its footprint is much wider but it is only being
recommended in an area where the right-of-way is also wider and appears to be sufficient to accommodate
this conceptual design.
Dorothy Upton, ODOT, asked if the Plan clarifies that there needs to be consistency in recommendations
between adjacent segments and that cross sections cannot significantly change block-by-block. John agreed
this needs to be mentioned in the Plan. Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, noted that ODOT needs to clarify
expectations on what level of flexibility could be allowed. John agreed that block-by-block or property-byproperty changes that affect the alignment of lanes, curbs, sidewalks, etc. to the degree that they compromise
safety would not be reasonable. Dorothy said that particularly with 11-foot travel lanes, there would need to be
at least a few blocks with consistent cross sections and ideally tapers between cross sections would be a few
blocks as well. It would be better to leave that level of decision making up to future design efforts. Molly agreed
that expectation will need to be set with City Council so they understand the safety implications. Emma
Newman, City of Springfield, noted that many of the elements that widen between cross sections are outside of
the travel lanes and asked if that would have the same impact on the distance required for making changes.
Dorothy agreed that facilities for people walking and biking could vary more than for motor vehicles. She noted
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there are limitations with ADA requirements for how much sidewalks jog around. Kristi noted that this could be
addressed during design.
Molly noted that one of the most common cross section variations is within landscaping and asked if there
were other considerations that should be added. Kristi said there are some examples in other cities on arterial
roadways of stamping or coloring concrete which could be used in combination with landscaping.
John noted there were a few other recommendations included in the Plan such as low-cost systemic safety
upgrades and accommodating enhanced corridor transit upgrades.
CHAPTER 5
Chapter 5 describes how the solutions will be implemented. Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates, described the key
sections of Chapter 5, including the funding strategy, project development, policy and plan coordination and
the adoption process.
Molly noted that Bob Stolle, ODOT, was not able to attend the meeting but had some language to offer
describing the need for a rail crossing order for improvements near the railroad crossing between 28th Street
and 32nd Street. Kayla noted 28th Street would likely be impacted by a rail crossing order but the project team
does not believe 32nd Street would. Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, noted that traffic signals can be managed
near railroads just as roundabouts can. He noted that the key will be identifying any concerns (such as
queueing back to the railroad) so they can be appropriately mitigated. Amanda Salyer, ODOT, noted that
ODOT has limited experience in design of roundabouts near rail because the railroad is generally resistant to
consider roundabouts.
Kayla described the considerations that went into phasing, including safety, feasibility, functionality and
consistency. She noted that the phasing plan was slightly different than the last TAC meeting, with the first
phase including roundabouts at 32nd Street and 42nd Street with the Constrained Width cross section in
between at a total cost of $17.6 million. She noted that the phasing maps in the presentation are slightly
different than the TAC version of the draft Facility Plan and now include an icon for the interchange study, as
well as a recommendation for implementing the interchange area improvements. Dorothy asked for clarification
on why there were multiple projects on the same segment of Main Street. Kayla clarified that the map was
showing the Constrained Width cross section recommended in the short term (earlier phases) at some
locations with a later phase implementing the long-term cross section recommendation.
Emma asked about the availability of ARTS funding. Amanda noted that there is still money in the key number
for construction and she believes it would still be allocated to Springfield. It could be partnered with ADA
remediation to combine funding efforts. Bill noted he spoke in some detail with John Maher (ODOT) and
understands that the ARTS funding has been reallocated. Amanda noted that with ARTS, the funding has to be
used for whatever improvements were originally identified (in this case, raised medians). Molly asked Bill and
Amanda to meet with Keith Blair (ODOT) and John Maher to discuss the status of the ARTS funding prior to
the SAC meeting.
Amanda noted that ADA remediation is currently being scoped for Main Street for the 2024-27 Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Emma agreed we will need to leverage funding. Emma asked if
the environmental study would need to be prepared before projects would be competitive for design and
construction funding and asked that this be discussed in the meeting between Amanda and Bill.
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Emma also asked if there was anything that needs to be added to the plan to prioritize ADA remediation
improvements? Would there be any opportunities to wait for the 2027-2030 STIP for some ADA segments that
are recommended as early phases in the Facility Plan to avoid multiple rounds of construction? Dorothy noted
that although that is a good idea, most of the ADA contracts go through two phases. ADA improvements that
are simpler to implement (no right-of-way or traffic signals impacts) will generally be constructed in the first
phase while in the second phase, the improvements with larger impacts will be constructed. ODOT must meet
the landmark numbers required by the settlement, so scheduling of ADA improvements may not be flexible.
Emma asked if both of those phases would be in one STIP cycle or divided between STIP cycles. Amanda
noted that Brendan Burbank (ODOT) is coordinating ADA improvements for Region 2 and she believes there is
opportunity to coordinate early on after scoping. This is the first time they are scoping ADA in this way so there
may be opportunities to coordinate projects.
Brian asked if MPO directed funds were included in the Facility Plan. Emma noted that is included in the
document.
A discussion was brought up around mountable curb design on Main Street. Kristi noted that the low-profile
mountable curb would be too easy for standard vehicles to mount. She said Franklin Boulevard has examples
that can be mounted by a fire truck. Carl Deaton, ODOT, noted there are other mountable curb designs in the
ODOT standard drawings. Michael Liebler, City of Springfield, noted a mountable curb design was used for the
pedestrian crossings on Main Street. Carl noted that the curb reveal is allowed to vary based on project needs.
Brian noted that the design will need to balance locations of mountable medians and adjacent U-turn
opportunities. During design, there will be a need to assess fire hydrant locations and potential for
opportunities to place hydrants on both sides of Main Street, if needed. Brian said he would prefer a mountable
median design that has a vertical or near vertical element to limit opportunities for larger passenger vehicles to
drive over the median. He also noted he does not see the need for a continuous mountable median if U-turning
opportunities are provided frequently enough for fire trucks.
Gilbert Gordon, Eugene-Springfield Fire and Life Safety, noted that from the Fire Department’s point of view,
the goal would be to minimize impacts to vehicles with abrupt transitions (vertical elements) in the mountable
median design. He asked for the City to share drawings to be able to get feedback from operations folks on
support for the designs. Brian asked if there were significant U-turn opportunities, would a mountable median
be needed throughout Main Street? Gilbert said any proposal would need to be reviewed by the Fire
Department.
Kristi asked if this level of detail around mountable curb design would need to be detailed in the Facility Plan.
Molly noted there is already language in the plan around mountable medians but there is desire to set the
expectations now between the Fire Department, City Staff and ODOT staff for what the mountable median
design needs on Main Street are. Kristi agreed it would be helpful information to have for project delivery.
Emma asked if any water needs (fire hydrants or water main replacements) should be taken into consideration
in the phasing plan. Steven Wages, SUB, noted that SUB is not looking to replace any water mains on Main
Street in the next 20 years. The bigger concern with respect to water is really any impacts that construction
may have or if any widening of the roadway would be in close proximity to any water lines. Michael asked
Steven what some of the larger concerns around construction impacts to water lines were. Steven noted that
there is always concern with any structures within 3-feet of the water line. He also mentioned that depending
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on pipe materials and proximity of lines to surface construction, vibration impacts can be of concern. He
clarified that if widening occurs, the roadway structure could come into close proximity to water lines depending
on the roadway profile. He also noted roundabouts generally have a larger potential to impact water lines.

LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
Molly introduced the overview of local policy and ordinance amendments. She noted Technical Memorandum
#18 provides a high-level summary of changes needed while TM #19 gets into the details of the language
around the Springfield Comprehensive Plan and Springfield Development Code. Many of the amendments to
the Comprehensive Plan are to note that the Facility Plan exists, and intersection performance standards refer
to the Facility Plan.
In the Springfield Development Code, there are recommended amendments to account for the street cross
sections. The largest change in the Code language is to amend the footnotes for every zoning district that talks
about required setbacks and where they are measured from. Specifically, to incorporate the cross sections for
Constrained Width, Balanced Width and Active Transportation Enhanced. Michael described that the proposed
Code amendment is recommending narrowing the required setback distance, which would bring the cross
section more in line with the existing setback requirements. Michael also noted that the recommendation is to
swap the landscaping setback to streetside rather than building side. Molly asked how this can be codified with
all the flexibility that is allowed in the Facility Plan. John noted he will follow up with Angelo Planning Group to
ask about this issue.
Tamara Pittman, SUB, noted that a building setback right up to back of curb would have a huge impact to utility
locations. Michael agreed and noted that this is a consideration to provide business owners opportunity to
maintain more buildable land. Michael also noted that having sidewalk against building supports moving the
City towards a more dense, urban model.
Molly noted there was not time to discuss transit questions provided by the TAC in advance of the meeting, but
there is a coordination meeting scheduled for Thursday between City and LTD staff and that those topics can
be addressed at that meeting.
Kristi asked if NEPA documentation would happen all at once or in phases and if it would impact funding? Bill
noted that NEPA would likely require looking at the entire corridor. John noted that the NEPA documentation
would need to be updated as it becomes outdated, but that is typically a minor task and does not require a full
overhaul of the analysis or documentation. Kristi agreed preference would be for a single NEPA analysis.
However, it could take a significant amount of time to do a study of the entire corridor, so if there are
opportunities to split the corridors into phases, that would be helpful. Bill noted an additional conversation
would need to happen with Federal Highway Administration to understand if/where the corridor could be
segmented for NEPA. Bill and John will follow up with an ODOT environmental coordinator to understand
possibilities. Kristi noted NEPA for the full corridor would be relatively expensive. Bill provided context that for
Beltline Facility Plan and between Veneta and Eugene, the environmental assessment was completed for the
entire corridor at the same time.
John thanked Jenna for agreeing to participate in the MAC meeting. Bill noted City staff would be invited to
help answer questions at the MAC meeting, as well. Bill has submitted a request to schedule the meeting.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING #10
September 14, 2021

1

Virtual Meeting Protocols

AGENDA

• Please remain muted when not
speaking
• Please use the Chat function to
ask a question or let us know that
you would like to ask a question
• This meeting is being recorded to
assist with writing the meeting
summary but the recording is not
intended for public distribution

2

1
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Project Context

AGENDA

• Project process and upcoming
activities
Draft Facility Plan
• Overview with emphasis on
Ch. 4 & 5
• Discuss phasing options for
project recommendations
Local Policy and Ordinance
Amendments
• TM #19

3

PURPOSE STATEMENT

4

2
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PROJECT CONTEXT
Community
Priorities

Goals &
Objectives

Evaluation
Criteria

Recommendations

Draft
Facility Plan

Safety
Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community
Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility
Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices
Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community
Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility
Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

5

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

6

3
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PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

7

We’re Here

PROJECT CONTEXT

Winter/Spring
2021

8

4
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PROJECT CONTEXT
What’s happened since last TAC?
• Draft TM #19
• Draft Facility Plan

9

PROJECT CONTEXT
What’s next?
1. SAC meeting #6 – Sept 27
2. City to lead additional public outreach – Fall 2021
3. ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee Meeting – Nov 2021
4. Planning Commission/ Governance Team/ City Council
meetings – Nov/Dec
5. Adoption Draft Facility Plan and Policy/Code
amendments – Dec 2021
6. Anticipate Local Adoption – Spring 2022

10

5
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PROJECT CONTEXT
What are we asking of you now?
• We would like your input on any considerations for
the recommended toolbox of solutions that may
have been missed in the Facility Plan or
considerations for implementation.
• We would like your input on any additional desired
revisions to local policies and ordinance
amendments.

11

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
• Divided into 5 chapters, with roadmap to guide
readers at beginning
•

Chapter 1 – Introduction

•

Chapter 2 – Main Street Needs

•

Chapter 3 – Solutions Development and Evaluation
Process

•

Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions

•

Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions

12

6
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 1 - Introduction
•

History of planning projects on Main Street

•

Policy context that guided Main Street Safety Project

•

Project process and decision-making structure

•

Community outreach and engagement

•

Goals and objectives

13

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 2 – Main Street Needs
•

Describes existing and future needs, organized according to
the project goals

•

Describes the serious safety problem that has persisted on
Main Street.
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. Over the
past several years, the crash frequency on Main Street has been more than double
the statewide average for urban arterial state highways.

14
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 2 – Main Street Needs
•

Business Community
o Includes a description of the numbers and types of
businesses in the corridor
o Describes common site usage and access concerns
expressed by businesses
o Summarizes key findings from the literature review
examining economic impacts from similar projects with
raised medians and roundabouts

15

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 3 – Solutions Development and Evaluation
Process
•

Describes the process used for developing and evaluating
solutions
o Evaluated based on project goals and objectives and
community input
o Describes solutions considered and explains why some
were chosen for the recommended toolbox of solutions
in Chapter 4.

16

8
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Adjustability – does not
promote a “one size fits all”
approach but allows for
accommodation of site-specific
constraints during design.

•

Gradual Change – solutions
must allow for a phased
approach for implementation
(see Ch. 5).

17

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Primary Solutions – roundabouts, raised medians, and long-term
street cross section changes to enhance walking and biking

18

9
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Roundabouts align with project
goals better than traffic signals
o

Better at relieving congestion

o

Better for improving safety

o

Complement raised medians by
facilitating U-turns

o

Opportunity for landscaping to
enhance corridor appearance

19

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Implementation will occur gradually
over time, but will ultimately include
9 roundabouts on Main Street:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

21st Street
28th Street
32nd Street
42nd Street
48th Street
54th Street
58th Street
Mountaingate Drive
69th Street

20

10

Appendix A: TAC Slideshow

9/14/2021

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Raised medians will be greatest
contributor to improved safety on
Main Street – expected to reduce
crashes by 35%

•

The recommended approach
balances safety with accessibility,
limiting out-of-direction travel to 3060 seconds, on average

21

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Guiding principles included to guide future implementation
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Keep full access to arterials and collectors
Limit out-of-direction travel time
Pair raised medians with roundabouts
U-turns at major intersections and unsignalized intersections
Avoid overlapping turn lanes
Consider left-in access to large traffic generators
Emergency vehicle access
Access to streets with no outlets
Crossing for people walking and biking
Provide two-stage lefts where feasible
Avoid freight routing through neighborhoods

22
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
Three base cross section designs:
•

Constrained width

•

Balanced street width

•

Active transportation
enhanced

23

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions

24

12
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Street cross section upgrades will balance improvements for
people walking and biking with property impacts

•

For most of Main Street the long-term cross section will be about
four feet wider on each side than it is today

•

A flexible approach to implementation allows for design
modifications to fit constrained right-of-way

25

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Additional Solutions
o

Low-cost systemic safety upgrades - access management,
enhanced street lighting

o

Accommodating Enhanced Corridor transit - coordinate transit
elements with safety project delivery, durable construction materials
to support transit vehicles, bus stop spacing and locations

26

13
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions
•

•

Funding Strategy
o

Need for interagency cooperation

o

Discussion of potential funding sources

o

Call to seek funding for first comprehensive phase ($17.6 M)

Project Development
o

•

•

Process and coordination needs – ADA upgrades, stormwater, utilities,
business signage, multimodal crossings and signage

Policy and Plan Coordination
o

Includes the access management key principles and methodology

o

Recommended alternative mobility targets

Adoption Process

27

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions
•

Project Phasing - Strategies for prioritizing improvements
o

Safety – high crash locations and potential benefit to cost ratios

o

Feasibility – consider right-of-way and other constraints and target phases
under $10 million

o

Functionality – pair raised medians with roundabouts to limit out-ofdirection travel

o

Consistency – target adjacent segments and coordinate with other projects

28

14
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

29

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

30

15
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Discussion Topics
•

Confirm if low-profile mountable curb design would be appropriate –
see RD 700s

•

Add design consideration for fire houses with median locations

31

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Discussion Topics
•

Funding
o

Confirm ARTS funding needs to be committed for construction with STIP
cycle it was programmed for (ARTS funding for Main Street programmed
for 2015-18 STIP)

o

Would environmental study for entire corridor need to be prepared prior to
funding for design/construction (see Plan footnote 4)?

o

Confirm Main Street unsuccessful for 2024-2027 ARTS funding?

o

How to strategize coordination with ADA improvements

o

Cost estimates

32

16
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Discussion Topics
•

Transit Design considerations
o

Option for outside concrete travel lanes (further coordination needed for
maintenance)

o

Option for level boarding

o

Bus stop design framework/standards

o

Transit interaction with roundabouts

33

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Discussion Topics
•

City’s land use decision-making process for project development

34

17
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DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

Discussion

35

LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW
•

TM #19 builds upon TM #18 and includes specific City
policy and ordinance amendments to implement the
Springfield Main Street (OR 126) Facility Plan. This
includes amendments to:
o Springfield Comprehensive Plan
o Springfield Development Code

36

18
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LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW
•

Springfield Comprehensive Plan Amendments
o

Included a reference to the Springfield Main Street (OR 126)
Facility Plan as a relevant refinement plan

o

Added a section describing the role of refinement plans

o

Modified intersection performance standards for Main Street to
reference the Facility Plan

o

Added a reference to the Facility Plan in the Safety discussion

37

LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW
•

Springfield Development Code
o

Amended Section 4.2-105C (references minimum street curb-tocurb widths and minimum street right-of-way widths) and
footnote 5 to Table 4.2-1 to expand applicability provisions and
include standards in “Facility Plans.”

38

19
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LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW
•

Springfield Development Code
o

Amended footnotes to the listed “Base development standards”
tables to reduce the additional landscaping setback along Main
Street where the special street setback is less than the current
right-of-way width.

Example: Required setbacks are measured from the special street setback
in Section 4.2-105N 4.2-105M, where applicable., except as
follows: For development abutting Main Street (OR 126/ OR
126B) from S 20th Street to S 72nd Street, the setback
abutting Main Street is reduced to 5’ from the special street
setback in Section 4.2-105M.1.b.

39

LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW

40

20
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LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW

41

LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW
•

Springfield Development Code
o

Amended subsection 1.b. (Special Street Setbacks) to include
specified special setback distances for the Main Street Corridor.
The special setback distances correspond to individual
segments.

Table 4.2-1A if no width is specified. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the following
special street setbacks are established for development abutting Main Street
(OR 126/OR 126B) from S. 20th Street to S. 72nd Street, as measured from the
centerline of Main Street:
i.

From S. 20th Street to S 52nd Place: 44’

ii.

From S. 52nd Place to 58th Street): 48’

iii.

From 58th Street to S. 72nd Street): 44.5’

42
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LOCAL POLICY AND ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS OVERVIEW

Discussion

43

REVIEW WHAT WE HEARD

44

22
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NEXT STEPS – THANK YOU!
No additional TAC meetings, thank you!
Sept 27

SAC Meeting #6

Nov/Dec

PC, GT, CC meetings

Spring 2022

Anticipate local adoption

45

23

ATTACHMENT D2 – MEETING SUMMARIES: SAC
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Strategic Advisory Committee Meeting #1 - Summary
MEETING DATE: Tuesday, November 6, 2018
LOCATION: Springfield City Hall- Conference Room 615/616, 225 5th Street, Springfield
TIME: 3:00 pm – 6:00 pm

In Attendance
Committee Members Present
William Belcher
James Coldren
Susan Hartman
Staci Holt
Richard Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga
Jeffrey Wing
Dean Huber
Committee Members Not Present
Joseph Tokatly
Dani Wright
Staff and Consultants
Molly Markarian, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Bill Johnston, Transportation Planner, Oregon Department of Transportation
Jean Senechal Biggs, Technical Consultant, DKS Associates
Jeanne Lawson, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Allison Brown, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement
Audience / Members of the Public
None present
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Overview
◦

◦

This meeting was the kick-off of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee. The
committee was given background information on the project, reviewed the charge of the committee and discussed
meeting protocols and a decision-making process. The committee also did an activity to reflect on community
values related to Main Street.
The next meeting will be held in early 2019. Committee members will be notified via email of possible meeting
times.

Welcome & Agenda Review
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the staff and consultant team.
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, asked the group to share their favorite thing about Springfield during their
introductions. A few of the key points shared by committee members included:
•
•
•

The community spirit in Springfield
The desire to solve problems collectively and ‘get things done’
The small-town feel of Springfield

Project Presentation: Purpose, Overview and Process
Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, gave a presentation (attached, see Appendix B) on the Main Street Safety Project
and provided background context for the committee. Some key points from this presentation included:
•

•
•

•
•

This phase of the project is the Facility Planning phase, and will focus on identifying types of safety
improvements for Main Street (between 20th and 72nd). A facility plan is a term used by ODOT, but it may be
used interchangeably for this phase of the Main Street Safety Project .
The hope is that this phase will provide guidance on concepts, not specific designs.
There have been a number of projects that have led to this point, and continue to inform the work being done in
this facility planning phase, including the Main Street Corridor Vision Plan, ODOT’s 2011 Safety Study, the
Pedestrian Crossing Project and the Main-McVay Transit Study. It was clarified that transit it an important part
of a future Main Street plan, and as such Lane Transit District has agreed to coordinate the Main-McVay Transit
Study with the City of Springfield and ODOT on the Main Street Safety Project.
The project’s current efforts on community engagement are outlined in the Community Engagement Plan, which
is available on the project website (mainstreetsafety.org).
Ultimately, Springfield City Council is the final local decision-maker in this process.

Some questions and comments from the group included:
•

•

Are there cost considerations to take into account when planning? Or is this a ‘blank check’ from ODOT?
o Molly clarified that cost estimates will be a part of the planning phase, and that a funding and phasing
plan will be incorporated as stipulated in the consultant’s scope of work. This will also be something to
explore when outlining the goals and objectives for the project.
Can the SAC suggest solutions (not just concepts) in this process?
o Discussion of solutions will happen in this process, but the focus for now is on identifying community
values, to then shape goals and objectives, which will help in selecting concepts (and eventually
solutions) that will work for the community.
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•
•

One participant noted that it feels like the street is ‘stuck’ in the 1960s, and it will be good to modernize Main
Street.
Another participant shared that she has concerns about transit and the placement of bus stops along the
corridor. As part of her professional role, she often rides transit along Main Street with developmentally and/or
physically disabled clients, and recognizes the importance of transit and connectivity for a range of abilities and
needs, and expressed a desire to see this taken into account.

Committee Role and Protocols
Jeanne Lawson, JLA Public Involvement, reviewed the committee charge (attached, see Appendix A) with the group,
outlining the role of the committee and desired outcomes.
•

•

The key role of the committee is to provide recommendations for the Springfield Planning Commission, the
Main Street Governance Team and the Springfield City Council on solutions to be included in the Main Street
Facility Plan for the corridor between 20th and 72nd.
These recommendations will focus on technical solutions.

Jeanne reviewed the meeting protocols with the committee. The group briefly reviewed the participation guidelines,
external communications, and accessibility to the public. Jeanne explained the definition of consensus as the primary
decision-making structure of the group. She explained that consensus means working together to find the best solutions
for the group, even if they are not a personal favorite. She also noted that stakeholders on this committee may discover
that they have a direct of conflict of interest during this process, and asked that members make sure to disclose any
potential conflicts transparently with the group.
The committee discussed the protocols, and amended the document to include the following:
•
•

•

•

If consensus cannot be reached, the group will move to a ¾ majority. The group did want to ensure that a
summary of minority opinion discussion is included in the final list of recommendations.
It was clarified that the group will have 8 meetings over the planning phase of this project. Attendance is crucial
to this process, and missing meetings could hinder the committee process. If a member has missed multiple
meetings, the committee will have the opportunity to discuss and decide if these absences should be excused (in
the event of an extenuating circumstance). The committee felt that missing multiple meetings should result in
dismissal from the committee. (Note: this has been clarified after the meeting in the protocols document, to
capture that attendance at the SAC can be forwarded to the Planning Commission for further action).
The expectations of project staff include ensuring enough lead time to set meeting dates (so that members can
plan accordingly), sending out agendas and meeting materials via email ahead of meetings, providing printed
materials as necessary (unless a member alerts staff that they do not want a printed copy), keep members
informed of key developments between meetings, and to design meetings to incorporate as much discussion
and opportunities for meaningful dialogue between members as possible.
It was clarified that Molly Markarian is the City staff to notify if you will not be able to attend a meeting, and
email is the best way to get in touch.

Issues & Values Workshop
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, led the group through a values exercise. The purpose of this exercise was to
identify community values, which will then be used to develop projects goals and objectives (which will act as a
framework for selecting solutions). The group was tasked with brainstorming ideas around the question, “What is
important to you when looking at a safer Main Street?”
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These ideas and values were then grouped, matched with previously-identified values (from work done with the
Governance Team, City Council, Planning Commission, and on past projects). These values are outlined in bold below,
with the group’s ideas and additions in bullets below.
After the meeting, Allison followed up with members of the committee who were not present at the first meeting, with
the opportunity for them to share their thoughts and reflections. Their feedback is added below, in the italicized bullets.
•

Safety:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

•

Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that minimize congestion and maintain the flow of traffic.
o Have separate lanes for cyclists.
o An idea to integrate a bike-path that’s parallel, but 1-2 blocks from Main Street, to the South. Would it
be better to have it on Main St or off Main Street?
o Mitigating or alleviating those activities or operations that impede or impair traffic flow. Example: buses
stopping in traffic lanes or trains performing switching operations.
o Traffic flow is important.
o Device usability is important. Are current signs visible, with a sufficient response time.
o Traffic mobility and visibility is important.
o Main Street is a commercial highway, not a residential street. If safety is our concern we should
minimize bike and pedestrian movements.

•

Local Business Access: I value solutions that support the viability of the businesses on Main Street by
providing good access and minimizing other impacts.
o Encourage homes and businesses to develop in open areas.
o Economic vitality is important.
o Improve the streets to bring-up property values and encourage economic vitality.
o Solutions should have a positive impact for business stakeholders on Main St.
o Easy access and good circulation is vital to businesses located on Main Street. Any taking of additional
properties to create additional right of way is detrimental to business owners and business vitality.

•

Main Street Character: I value solutions that improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main Street and make
it vibrant place for those who live, work, shop, and travel through the corridor.
o Motorists must feel content driving on the street.
o Quality of life for residents and those moving along the corridor is important.

I value solutions that reduce fatalities and serious injuries
Potential for demographic changes and an aging population.
Changes that promote safety are important.
Include signal lights to stop or slow traffic.
Pedestrians must cross traffic safely.
Issues with traffic lights being visible in early morning (East) and early evening (West).
Youth safety is important.
Residents should feel safe on the street.
Street should be turned from a highway into a residential feeling street.
Provide good lighting for safety, including bikes and pedestrians.
Provide more safe spaces for pedestrians to cross.
Good signage is needed.
We must minimize accidents.
What is the best way to get pedestrians across the street?
A safe place to bike is important, including designated lanes and paths.
Traffic calming devices are needed.
Overall safety is important.
Can we gain data or records on impaired pedestrians involved in traffic accidents?
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o
o
o
o
o

There are noise issues, difficulty finding quiet spaces.
Aesthetics and landscape features are important.
Main Street being visually pleasing is important.
Promote use of aesthetically pleasing solutions.
Improvements within existing right of way are all encouraged and welcomed.

•

Transit: I value solutions that support good transit access.
o Encourage multi-modal transportation options.
o Covered bus-stops that offer shelter from the rain, with clear route information and times.
o A need for efficient transportation. Would smaller buses, running on off-peak times be better?
o Bus riders must feel and be safer.
o Any improvements to efficiency without impeding traffic or damaging business and property interests
should be considered.

•

Cost: I value solutions that are affordable and make good use of public funds
o Solutions must be practical.
o Need solutions that are grounded in reality.
o What are the real problems that we will address?
o We must respond to the data.
o If the current data does not support the argument of safety on Main Street, is it better to spend the
available tax dollars elsewhere?

The group generated some ideas and comments that did not fit inside of these pre-identified values. These ideas
included:
•
•
•
•
•

Plan for a future of ride sharing.
Have flexibility to accommodate changes in population and uses.
Plan for mixed uses, inclusion of multiple user groups.
Food security equals safety, including edible landscaping.
Must be disaster ready, including earthquakes and flooding.

Some discussion followed these comments and ideas, noting how many of them speak to focus and planning for the
future, and building a sense of inclusion and community among all Springfield residents.

Plans & Policies Framework
Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, gave a presentation (attached, see Appendix A from slide 18). Key points from this
included:
• There are a number of plans and policies to consider in this planning phase. Part of the work of the consultant
team is to identify areas where a possible plan must coordinate with and meet the needs of prior plans and
current policies.
• State, regional and local plans and policies will affect the final outcome of this planning phase.
• The staff team will ensure that the SAC receives any pertinent information that could affect their set of final
recommendations, and make sure that conversation stays productive and in line with any policy considerations.
The committee had a short discussion underlining the importance of receiving any additional information that could
affect their final set of recommendations. The committee raised the following questions:
• Will this project address any zoning issues? Is re-zoning a possibility? Molly Markarian clarified that while rezoning is not a tool being explored in this project, the 2015 Main Street Vision Plan recommended plan and
zone amendments to facilitate implementation of that plan. The City and ODOT determined that given the
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•

numerous other planning projects on the 5-mile corridor that additional land use planning should be delayed
until after the Facility Plan is adopted. However, if there is strong feedback from the group and the community
about zoning issues, these can be forwarded to the Planning Commission as other recommendations.
One participant asked for clarification on air quality policies and regulations. Jeanne Lawson shared that the
Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization does receive funding for clean air measures, and that funding
is often used to fund promotion of transit.

Next Steps
The staff team shared a timeline of the engagement process, and shared that the Online Open House is going live.
Committee members were encouraged to take part in the Open House, and to share the link with their friends, families
and community members. Jeanne and Molly shared the links to the overall Main Street Safety Project page
(ourmainstreetspringfield.org) and the facility plan-specific page (mainstreetsafety.org). The Online Open House can be
accessed through the mainstreetsafety.org page.
Allison shared that during the week of November 5th, the consultant team will be holding focus groups with Spanishspeaking community members, residents of the Briarwood assisted living facility on Main Street, and tabling at the
Catholic Community Services food pantry pick-up. These events are all aimed at getting additional community input
from underprivileged groups. Feedback from these events will be shared with the committee at a future meeting.
Staff also shared that the next committee meeting will likely happen sometime in January. Because of the need for
coordination, staff will strive to give committee members as much lead-time as possible to find a date and that time that
works best for everyone. Allison agreed to share the meeting notes in a timely manner, and to send through the agenda
for the next meeting ahead of time.
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Appendix A: Committee Charter and Protocols
COMMITTEE CHARTER
SPRINGFIELD MAIN STREET SAFETY PROJECT
STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE

APPROVED 11-6-18

CHARGE
PURPOSE
The purpose of the Main Street Safety Project Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC) is to develop
recommendations for the Springfield Planning Commission, the Main Street Governance Team, and the
Springfield City Council on solutions to be included in the Main Street Facility Plan for the corridor between
20th and 72nd. The SAC’s recommendations shall address the purpose of the project, as well as being
consistent with other approved plans and policies and backed up by objective findings, to the Planning
Commission. The SAC will also provide input, feedback and guidance to the project team, reflecting
community interests and perspectives.
MEMBERSHIP
The SAC is comprised of community members appointed by the Springfield Planning Commission (acting in its
capacity as Springfield’s Committee for Citizen Involvement) who represent a range of business, neighborhood
and citywide interests. Membership on the SAC is for the duration of the Planning Phase of the Main Street
Safety Project. If a specific interest is not represented, the City will accept applications from individuals
representing that interest on a rolling basis until filled. If an interest represented on the committee is vacated,
applications will be accepted. Appointees who join the process mid-way through are expected to review
previous committee work to familiarize themselves.
• While some members reflect particular geographic or interest areas, SAC members participate as
individuals, seeking the best solutions for the community as a whole. SAC members are encouraged to
communicate with their constituent groups regarding the SAC's work, and to report concerns and
questions back to the SAC.
• It is assumed that most members have personal ‘stakes’ in the outcome of the project, and these need
not be disclosed. If, however, the outcome of a discussion has a disproportionate impact on a
member, he/she should disclose it.
COMMUNICATION AND MEETING STRUCTURE
• All emails and other forms of communication (text messages, social media, etc.) regarding SAC
business are considered public record. As such, they are subject to review from anyone upon request.
• SAC meetings will be scheduled as needed by City staff but will generally follow the target schedule
reviewed at the first SAC meeting.
• The proceedings of all meetings will be summarized by project staff and made available to all SAC
members at least one week in advance of the next scheduled meeting. At that meeting, the SAC will
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•
•

be requested to approve, or approve with changes, the meeting notes. Approved notes will then be
made available to the public.
Public notice of all SAC meetings will be submitted to the media and shared with the project’s
interested parties list.
SAC meetings will be open to the public for observation. Written comments always are welcome and
will be provided to SAC members.

PROTOCOLS
As members of the SAC, we choose the following protocols for working together.
MEETING PREPARATION and PARTICIPATION
We agree to:
▪ Attend all meetings;
▪ Prepare for meetings by reading materials in advance and arriving on time;
▪ Participate by phone if we cannot be present;
▪ Notify staff if we have an unavoidable conflict that requires us to be late or absent, and following the
absence, read materials and get briefed on the information presented, deliberations and outcomes of
the meeting;
▪ Attendance is crucial to this process, and missing meetings could hinder the committee process. If a
member has missed multiple meetings, the committee will have the opportunity to discuss and decide
if these absences should be excused (in the event of an extenuating circumstance). Missing two
consecutive meetings, or three meetings total (extenuating circumstances notwithstanding) will result
in project staff forwarding the SAC member’s attendance record to the Planning Commission for action
(acting in their capacity as the selection body for the SAC).
MEETING CONDUCT
During meetings, we agree to:
• Listen carefully and respectfully, seeking to understand each other;
• Actively participate in the discussion by contributing your perspective and asking questions;
• “Share the air” -- letting others speak once before speaking again oneself;
• Focus on the subject at hand and help the group stick to the agenda;
• When referring to the past, link it productively to current discussions; and
• Put cell phones on silent mode, avoid side conversations, and be courteous and judicious with the use
of laptops.
MAKING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS TO DECISION MAKERS
• We will strive to make decisions by consensus, understanding that our recommendations to the City
and ODOT are strengthened by high levels of agreement. Consensus is achieved when all members can
accept and will support the decision. Committee decisions will be understood as the most viable choice
for Springfield and the purpose of the Main Street Safety Project even if it may not be each individual
member’s personal preference.
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•

•
•
•
•

If it is clear consensus cannot be reached, then a 3/4 majority of the voting members present will be
required for an outcome to be represented as a recommendation of our committee. If this level of
agreement cannot be reached, then there will be no recommendation from the committee and all
perspectives will be forwarded for consideration by the decision makers.
The final list of recommendations will include some discussion of minority opinions
A majority of members, attending either in person or electronically, will constitute a quorum for any
decisions made at that meeting.
Although we will not use alternates or proxies, we will consider written comments from our fellow
members when they are unable to attend.
Decisions will be respected as final to avoid backtracking, unless the committee as a whole agrees
there is sufficient new information to reconsider a previous decision.

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS
Outside of committee meetings members agree to:
•
•

•

•

Support the group process in communications with others and with each other;
Members are free to speak about their own experience in the group as individuals, but not to speak for
the group. Inquiries about the SAC requiring a comprehensive response should be referred to City staff
(Molly Markarian);
Communicate with our respective constituents to ensure that the they are well-informed of the
group’s discussions and progress and to ensure that issues are identified that need to be
communicated to the rest of the committee; and
Contact staff regarding suggestions to help future meetings and activities work more effectively.

EXPECTATIONS OF PROJECT TEAM
•
•
•
•
•

Meeting agenda and meeting materials will be distributed by e-mail one week in advance of meetings
Printed materials will be provided for committee members, unless they notify staff ahead of the
meeting that they do not require printed materials.
Meetings will incorporate as much discussion and opportunities for committee members to interact
meaningfully as possible
Project staff will give as much lead-time as possible to alert members of upcoming meetings and will
work to keep them informed of key developments between meetings.
Project staff are responsible for letting SAC know when decision points will be upcoming for scheduling
purposes.
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING
Main Street Governance Team
November
June 5, 20186, 2018

WELCOME

• Meeting Agenda &
Purpose
• Introductions

PROJECT OVERVIEW
Main Street Safety Project
2018

2021

2023

PLANNING

IMPLEMENTATION

Facility Plan

Project
Development*

Construction

*Site Design, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Engineering

DESIRED OUTCOMES
Coordinated street planning and selection of
design concepts that will promote safe travel
A long-term plan that identifies the types of safety
improvements & preferred transit mode choice for
Main Street
With final plan complete, partner agencies can
begin working with the adjacent business and
property owners, as well as community members,
on a more detailed design

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Conceptual street design from Franklin Boulevard

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Rendering
based on
conceptual
street
design from
Franklin
Boulevard

PROJECT OVERVIEW

100% engineering design from Franklin Boulevard

HOW WE GOT HERE
2010

Council direction to improve safety on Main Street

2011

ODOT & City completed Main Street Safety Study

2012-18

ODOT & City make crossing improvements

2016

Safety grant awarded for median & ODOT
planning pledge

2017

Project coordination & scope development

2018

ODOT executes contract & issues NTP

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.

KEY MESSAGES

PROJECT TIMELINE AND
MILESTONES

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Adopted by
Springfield Planning
Commission /
Committee for Citizen
Involvement on
September 5, 2018

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Questions?

COMMITTEE ROLE &
PROTOCOLS

BREAK

VALUES WORKSHOP

What is important to
you when planning
for a safer
Main Street?

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Plans and policies to consider
• State
• Regional
• Local

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• Oregon Transportation Plan
• Oregon Highway Plan
• Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan

• Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
• Oregon Freight Plan

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• ODOT/Springfield Main Street Safety Study
• Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP)

• All Roads Transportation Safety (ARTS)
Region 2 project list

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
State Plans and Policies
• OAR 734-051 –Access Management
• ORS 366-215 – Freight Reduction Review
Routes

• ODOT Guidance documents

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Regional Plans and Policies
• Lane Regional Safety and Security Plan
• Central Lane MPO Safety Action Plan
• 2017 Central Lane MPO Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Regional Plans and Policies
• LTD Long-Range Transit Plan
• Main-McVay Transit Study
• Baseline Existing and Future Conditions Report

• Phase 1
• Phase 2

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Local Plans and Policies
• Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area
General Plan (Metro Plan)
• Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan

• 2035 Springfield Transportation System
Plan (TSP)

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK
Local Plans and Policies
• Springfield Main Street Corridor Vision Plan
• Springfield Development Code
• Springfield Zoning Map

• Mid-Springfield Refinement Plan
• East Main Refinement Plan

PLANS & POLICIES FRAMEWORK

Questions?

NEXT STEPS
Engagement Strategies & Schedule
• Three major rounds of communication and outreach

NEXT STEPS
Current Community Engagement Efforts
• Letter notifying adjacent business and property
owners about project – arrives 11/7
• Online Open House – opens 11/7
• Title VI focus group and tabling – 11/5-11/7

NEXT MEETING
Early 2019
• Check email for Doodle Poll

STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #2 SUMMARY
DATE:

Monday, March 4, 2019, 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Library Meeting Room

ATTENDANCE
☐ William Belcher [note: Attempted to connect remotely. Outgoing member (moved out of state).]
☒ James Coldren
☒ Susan Hartman
☒ Staci Holt
☒ Dean Huber
☒ Richard Jones
☒ Marshall Loveday
☒ Alyssa Martin
☒ Garrick Mishaga
☒ Joseph Tokatly
☒ Jeffrey Wing
☒ Dani Wright

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 [by phone]
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

Audience / Members of the Public
None.

OVERVIEW
This was the second meeting of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee
(SAC). The committee heard project updates on community engagement and public meetings that had
occurred since the last meeting, and discussed transportation, land use and environmental inventory work by
the project team to learn more about existing conditions on Main Street. The committee also provided input on
draft goals and objectives.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, welcomed everyone to the meeting and committee members introduced
themselves. At the committee’s previous meeting, they reviewed and endorsed a committee protocols
document. Revisions were sent to the committee in advance of this meeting. Joe Tokatly asked for clarification
about committee members’ conflicts of interest described in the 1/17/19 memo from the City Attorney to the
committee members. Molly clarified that although business and property owners have a direct, vested interest
in the corridor, their perspective is needed on the project and they are welcomed to participate in decisionmaking. When making formal recommendations committee members should declare conflict of interest as
described in the City Attorney Office’s memo.
Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, reviewed the agenda and the project timeline. The project team is
gathering input this winter on the project Goals and Objectives. This spring, the team will begin development of
design solutions for the corridor.

PROJECT UPDATES
Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, gave a presentation describing the public outreach conducted to date.
Activities included the online open house, focus groups and tabling events. Allison explained that the
comments posted on the online open house are a way to indicate people who clicked through the entire web
page. Participants posted a total of 177 comments. The focus groups provided a range of perspectives and
gave the opportunity for underrepresented communities to give feedback on the project.
Allison summarized the results of the values exercise and how participants prioritized issues along the corridor.
People ranked and weighted the values in both the online open house and at the focus groups. Safety was
clearly the highest priority amongst all groups. Participants also ranked transit, cost, local business access,
Main Street character and traffic mobility, but none of these were a clear priority above the others.
Some questions and comments from the group included:
•

•

How old were the youth who attended the Willamalane Two50 Club focus group?
o Molly explained that they are 11- to 16-year-olds. It was noted that they aren’t old enough to
drive yet so their experience on the corridor in a car is with parents, as well as via walking,
biking, and taking transit.
The online open house was structured to allow every person to rate every value high.
o Allison explained that in the values exercise, participants used “sliders” and were given a total of
only 21 points to place across the six values. Participants could assign up to 6 points in each
category. This forced them to rank their values and not every value could be rated highly.
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•

•
•

•

•

•

What does the table with the results of the values exercise from the online open house tell us?
o Allison explained that there is nuance in the feedback. Safety is clearly important but local
business access also ranked highly. Every category ranked as the highest priority for at least
some people.
It was noted that safety will come out of good access and mobility and that transit will improve as safety
is improved.
Will there be other opportunities for input? People are just getting wind of the project.
o Allison explained that people can provide comments through the project website. Molly
explained that City staff are doing outreach to other community groups to gather input and build
awareness of the project. She also referred to the 1/10/19 Council Communication Packet
Memo that she forwarded to the SAC in January that outlined all of the outreach strategies used
to date inform the community about the project and opportunities to get engaged.
How do we know if participants in the online open house don’t have a conflict of interest? Could they
“stuff the ballot box” and skew the results?
o Allison explained that it was possible for people to take the survey multiple times but each
survey also logged the IP address of the respondent so multiple surveys could be flagged. The
survey also asked participants to provide their demographic data so we know who responded.
Part of our process is to share these results with the SAC and ask if the results reflect the SAC’s
understanding of community values.
Can we hear from high school students? The school district has a leadership group.
o Molly explained that they reached out to the school district, but they weren’t able to identify
interested students.
The online open house gathered input from a small group of Springfield’s 60,000 residents. This is a
disappointing result. The results aren’t statistically valid.
o Molly explained that the City mailed a letter to every property owner and business owner within
300 feet of the the corridor to inform them about the project and the online open house. Notice
was also provided through the InMotion news, the Springfield Chamber, and others. She added
that there were news stories about the project and open house on television and in the Register
Guard. Allison added that public involvement is challenging and that we would expect far fewer
people to attend an event in person.

The results of the online open house and the focus groups will be shared at upcoming March meetings of the
Springfield Planning Commission, Springfield City Council and the Main Street Governance Team.

EXISTING CONDITIONS INVENTORIES
Jean outlined the technical memos prepared by the consultant team to better understand Main Street’s
intersection operations, transportation conditions, environmental constraints, and existing land uses. The
information gathered will be used by the project team to confirm the problems that need to be addressed, and
identify goals and objectives for the project.
Garth Appanaitis, DKS Associates, gave an overview of the transportation inventory which includes information
about traffic volumes and speeds, a multimodal inventory and analysis, an analysis of collisions along Main
Street, and a traffic operations analysis for 15 intersections. Highlights included:
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•
•
•
•
•

The 15 study intersections meet ODOT standards for delay. Traffic moves through the corridor and
there is an acceptable amount of delay.
The density and number of driveways and intersections are high and do not meet ODOT standards.
Main Street is classified as a Freight Reduction Review Route east of Bob Straub Parkway, so any
changes to the freight mobility must go through a review process at ODOT.
Main Street’s narrow sidewalks and bike lanes, along with high roadway speeds and frequent
driveways, make it a high stress environment for pedestrians and cyclists.
Route 11 is the second highest ridership in the LTD service area but there is a lack of safe and
accessible routes to bus stops.

Some questions and comments from the committee included:
•
•
•

Visibility at night is also important for pedestrians.
Does ODOT still own the highway?
o ODOT still owns Main Street east of Glenwood
Does ODOT have a long-term plan to extend the 126 Bypass east of Bob Straub Parkway to remove
traffic from Main Street?
o Bill Johnston, ODOT Region 2, confirmed that there aren’t any plans and that expanding the
freeway system is a last option.

Lacy Brown, DKS Associates, presented the results of the collision analysis. Highlights included:
•
•
•
•
•

Main Street is a high crash corridor. 653 crashes occurred in the five-year period between 2012 and
2016. Mapping the crashes show some hot spots but crashes are occurring all throughout the corridor.
Vehicle to train crashes at the rail crossing did not appear in the crash data.
Pedestrians are involved in 3% of the crashes but account for 75% of fatal crashes.
Almost 80% of all crashes are rear end or turning movement crashes. This reflects the character of the
corridor with its density of driveways and side streets, but 80% is particularly high.
Five different types of analysis were conducted for the 15 study intersections and 11 segments along
the corridor. In many locations, more than one type of analysis flagged an intersection or segment for
safety issues.

Some questions and comments from the committee included:
•

•

•

•

Is Main Street the most unsafe highway in the state? Is it calculated per block? Per capita?
o Lacy explained that the analysis considers the length of the corridor to compare it to longer and
shorter corridors.
Where does the data come from?
o Lacy explained that ODOT maintains the statewide database of crashes. This also means that
any unreported crashes are not included.
Do we have data on how speed and impairment resulted in crashes?
o Yes, if it is included in the police report, it is in the crash data. [note: Alcohol impairment
contributes to 4.6% of crashes, drug impairment contributes to 0.8% of all crashes, and
excessive speed contributes to 4.1% of all crashes.]
Does the data account for the recently installed pedestrian crossings with flashing beacons?
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o

Lacy explained that they haven’t been operating for a long enough period to have sufficient data
for analysis.

Jean presented a summary of the land use and environmental inventories. Highlights included:
•
•
•
•
•

The Main Street Vision Plan identified nodes and opportunity sites that should be a focus for safety and
other improvements.
City of Springfield permit requirements for new development and redevelopment to build sidewalks and
consolidate driveway accesses create opportunities to improve safety.
Nearby residential uses and community destinations prompt pedestrians to cross Main Street.
Federal transportation funds are anticipated for future Main Street safety improvements and therefore,
the project must be cleared for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
A high-level, desktop review of the corridor identified the need for future analysis of a number of issues
including waterways, stormwater, historic resources, and hazardous materials. None of these are
surprising for an urban corridor like Main Street.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES WORKSHOP
Jean and Allison gave an overview of the draft goals and objectives which include: Safety;, Business
Community; Mobility; Transportation Choices; Vital Community; and Feasibility.
Allison asked the committee to provide feedback from their community perspective. She asked them to
consider if the spirit of each goal and objective are correct, or if staff needs to make revisions. Goals were
reviewed, and comments noted.
Feasibility:
•
•
•

Take into account the possibility of long-term funding and maintenance of any solution
Balance initial cost and maintenance to make sure it’s truly cost-effective
o Run a cost-benefit analysis
Phrase “Cost effective expenditures” is confusing: what does this actually mean?
o Consider clarifying this goal and objective
o Consider changing ‘expenditure’ to ‘allocation’

Safety:
•
•

Don’t put forward solutions that have already happened/been addressed (i.e., pedestrian crossings)
o Acknowledge what’s been done since 2016 (since data sets are from 2012-2016)
Find ways to separate pedestrians from vehicles, and create safe buffer zones

Transportation Choices:
•

Take out term ‘people of color’
o Rephrase as ‘minority’?
o Rephrase as ‘People for whom English is not a first language’ or ‘people of other cultures’
o Consider tourists

General Comments:
•

Find solutions that work within the existing right-of-way
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•
•
•

Look at how a solution eliminates gaps on a corridor (connecting sidewalks, creating continuous
pedestrian or cyclist areas, etc.)
Build consistency across the corridor (access, sidewalks, etc.)
o Generally, increase pedestrian and bicyclist access
The recent snow event demonstrated what happens when the center turn lane isn’t available and
restricts access – like a center median would.
o Bill explained that if a median were constructed on Main Street, it would have breaks to allow
access.

General Questions:
•
•

•
•

•

•

Will this project look at ADA compliance/improvements?
o Yes. The project will need to consider ADA in the design of improvements.
Can we measure success by the increase in pedestrians, cyclists and transit users along the corridor,
in addition to a decrease in accidents?
o The future baseline collision analysis that will be reported on at our next meeting will evaluate
anticipated crashes based on traffic engineering models.
o A before/after study could consider use in the corridor to measure the results of built
improvements but is not part of this planning process.
Can we measure business use, or an increase in customer visits, to measure success?
o This is a measure that would come in a before/after study. The project goals and objectives are
identifying measures we can use to evaluate potential solutions as part of this planning process.
Where is the funding coming from? What is practical for a cost-effective solution with the funding and
constraints that exist?
o Bill Johnston explained that Main Street is a high priority corridor for ODOT. Funding was
already assigned to Main Street but it was moved to other projects due to the need for this
planning process to gain community input. Funding for a future project is expected to come from
the State.
How much does the right-of-way vary on corridor?
o Emma Newman, City of Springfield, explained that it is 80 feet wide between 20th and 51st and
120+ feet side between 51st and Bob Straub Parkway.
How could we use data from 2016-2018? How will the team know if things have changed due to the
recent improvements on the corridor (pedestrian crossings, lighting, etc.)? How do these recent
improvements inform the solutions proposed in this project, and the evaluation of these solutions? Do
we have any anecdotal information on the new pedestrian crossings?
o Yes. The project will look at a variety of solutions to improve safety and will recognize the work
that has already been done.
o Bill said that there is a lag in receiving the data because it takes time to process it. ODOT hopes
to have 2017 completed soon.

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•

SAC members can forward any additional comments on the goals and objectives to Molly.
The project team will present the draft goals and objectives to the Planning Commission, City Council
and Main Street Governance Team later this month.
The next SAC meeting will be held at the end of April. Topics for discussion include the economic
impact literature review and the future travel forecasts.
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APPENDIX



SAC Slide Show (attached)
Draft Goals and Objectives (attached)

Meeting 2 Summary: Springfield MSSP Strategic Advisory Committee | page 7 of 7

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

March 4, 2019

STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
March 4, 2019

WELCOME

• Meeting Agenda &
Purpose
• Introductions
• Committee Protocols

1

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

March 4, 2019

• Project Updates

AGENDA

• Timeline and Milestones
• Community Engagement

• Existing Conditions
Inventories
• Land Use
• Environmental
• Transportation

AGENDA

• Project Goals &
Objectives
• Review and provide
feedback

2
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PROJECT
PURPOSE
STATEMENT

March 4, 2019

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.

PROJECT AREA: 20TH – 72ND

3

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

March 4, 2019

PROJECT TIMELINE

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Online Open House
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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
Values Exercise
• Safety: I value solutions that reduce the risk
of fatalities and serious injuries
• Local Business Access: I value solutions that
support the viability of the businesses on
Main Street by providing access and
minimizing other impacts
• Traffic Mobility: I value solutions that
minimize congestion and maintain the flow of
traffic
More…
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise cont.
• Cost: I value solutions that are cost-effective and
make good use of public funds
• Main Street Character: I value solutions that
improve the appearance of Main Street and
make it a vibrant place for those who live, work,
shop, and travel through the corridor
• Transit: I value solutions that support reliable
and frequent transit service that is accessible
from destinations along Main Street

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise: Focus Groups
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Transit

Safety

Cost

Local Business
Access

Main Street
Character

Downtown Languages

Catholic Community Services

Briarwood Senior Living

Willamalane Two50 Club (youth)

Traffic Mobility
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Values Exercise: Online Open House
0 (least important)

Safety

6

6 4

Local business access

8

11

Traffic mobility

24

Cost

26

Main Street character

Transit

11

1

2

3

25

6 (most important)

84

50

14

21

15

31

27

26

19

46

5

31

25

35

4

38

21

19

23

37

19

22

26

36

24

14

35

22

9

21

32

17

21

9

27

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Title VI Focus Groups and Tabling

Mapping
activity at
Catholic
Community
Services
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UPCOMING MEETINGS
Existing Conditions and Goals & Objectives
• 3/5:

Planning Commission work session

• 3/11: City Council work session
• 3/21: Governance Team
Project Overview and Goals & Objectives
• 3/12: Spfld Board of Realtors
• 3/12: Spfld Chamber of Commerce - Gov’t Affairs
• 4/18: Spfld City Club
• TBD:

Persons w/ Disabilities, Twin Rivers Rotary,
Springfield Rotary Club

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
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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
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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
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TRANSPORTATION

Questions?

COLLISION ANALYSIS
High crash
corridor
• 653 crashes (2012
– 2016)
• Approximately 11/3 crashes per
week
• Crashes occur
throughout the
corridor
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Fatal and Injury Crashes

Property Damage Only Crashes
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COLLISION ANALYSIS
Pedestrians
• 3% of all
corridor
crashes
• 75% of fatal
crashes and
10% of severe
injury crashes

COLLISION ANALYSIS

Crash Trends
• High percentage of rear-end and turning
movement crashes: typical for roadways with
high number of driveways and intersections
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COLLISION ANALYSIS

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
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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
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

COLLISION ANALYSIS

Questions?
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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

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

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
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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

LAND USE & ENVIRONMENTAL

Questions?
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
A goal is an overarching principle or a broad
statement of intent that informs the range of
possible transportation solutions and guides
decision-making.
Objectives are specific, measurable, and
relevant steps that are taken to meet the goal.

VALUES EXERCISE
Focus Groups
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Transit

Safety

Cost

Local Business
Access

Main Street
Character

Downtown Languages

Catholic Community Services

Briarwood Senior Living

Willamalane Two50 Club (youth)

Traffic Mobility
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VALUES EXERCISE
Online Open House
0 (least important)

Safety

6

6 4

Local business access

8

11

Traffic mobility

24

Cost

26

Main Street character

11

1

2

3

25

6 (most important)

84

50

14

21

15

Transit

5

31

25

35

4

31

27

26

19

46

38

21

19

23

36

24

14

35

22

9

19

22

26

37

21

32

17

9

21

27

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Safety: Increase the safety of Main
Street for all users
Objectives:
 Achieve a significant reduction in fatalities
and serious injuries
 Achieve a significant reduction in the
frequency of crashes along the corridor
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Business Community: Support the

viability of existing and future businesses
Objectives:
 Provide access for customers and deliveries to
businesses along Main Street corridor
 Respond to business owner needs and support the
visibility and economic development of Main
Street
 Respond to property owner needs and support the
potential for future businesses to locate on Main
Street

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Mobility: Ensure people and goods

travel efficiently and reliably through the
corridor
Objectives:
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of
passenger vehicle operations through the
corridor
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of
transit operations through the corridor
 Retain freight vehicle mobility along Main
Street
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Transportation Choices: Create a

multimodal environment that connects
people and destinations
Objectives:
 Ensure access to services and destinations
along Main Street for all members of the
community at all income levels, including
seniors, people with disabilities, children,
and people of color.
More…

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Transportation Choices: cont.
Objectives:
 Create safe, comfortable and efficient
pedestrian and bicycle access along Main
Street.
 Support existing transit service and
accommodate enhanced transit service in
the future
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Vital Community: Support the vitality of
the community and its vision for Main
Street
Objectives:

 Improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main
Street to make it a vibrant place for those who
live, work, shop and travel through the corridor
 Create an environment consistent with the Main
Street Vision Plan
More…

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Vital Community: cont.
Objectives:
 Support access to destinations along Main
Street, as well as those that rely on access from
Main Street
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Feasibility: Develop a plan with a
clear and achievable approach to
implementation
Objectives:
 Can be implemented within five years
through anticipated funding sources and
acceptable project delivery approaches
 Ensure the cost-effective expenditure of
resources

GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Questions?
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Workshop

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
April

Next SAC meeting
• Economic impact literature
review
• Future baseline travel forecasts
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THANK
YOU
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Main Street Safety Project – Draft Goals & Objectives (3/4/19)
Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Achieve a significant reduction in fatalities and serious injuries
 Achieve a significant reduction in the frequency of crashes along the corridor
Note: The primary purpose of the Main Street Safety Project is to improve safety. For a design
solution to advance, it must demonstrate an improvement to safety above all other goals.
Business Community – Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Provide access for customers and deliveries to businesses along Main Street corridor
 Respond to business owner needs and support the visibility and economic development of
Main Street
 Respond to property owner needs and support the potential for future businesses to locate on
Main Street
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of passenger vehicle operations through the corridor
 Maintain the efficiency and reliability of transit operations through the corridor


Retain freight vehicle mobility along Main Street

Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Ensure access to services and destinations along Main Street for all members of the
community at all income levels, including seniors, people with disabilities, children, and people
of color.
 Create safe, comfortable and efficient pedestrian and bicycle access along Main Street.
 Support existing transit service and accommodate enhanced transit service in the future
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Improve the appearance and aesthetics of Main Street to make it a vibrant place for those
who live, work, shop and travel through the corridor
 Create an environment consistent with the Main Street Vision Plan
 Support access to destinations along Main Street, as well as those that rely on access from
Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation
Objectives: Identify infrastructure solutions that:
 Can be implemented within five years through anticipated funding sources and acceptable
project delivery approaches
 Ensure the cost-effective expenditure of resources

STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #3 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, April 23rd, 2019, 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Jesse Maine Room

ATTENDANCE
☒ James Coldren
☒ Susan Hartman
☒ Staci Holt
☒ Dean Huber
☐ Richard Jones
☒ Marshall Loveday
☒ Alyssa Martin [by phone]
☒ Garrick Mishaga
☐ Charles Richmond
☒ Joseph Tokatly
☒ Jeffrey Wing
☒ Dani Wright

Project Staff and Consultants
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒

Bill Johnston, ODOT Project Manager, Transportation Planner, ODOT Region 2 (phone)
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield Project Manager, Senior Planner, City of Springfield
Jean Senechal Biggs, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

OVERVIEW
This was the third meeting of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee (SAC).
The committee heard updates on project goals and objectives, reviewed future no-build conditions information,
and explored the literature review of economic impacts relating to medians and roundabouts.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Everyone was welcomed to the meeting and committee members introduced themselves. Allison Brown, a
facilitator with JLA Public Involvement, shared the agenda for the meeting. Susan Hartman (Sue) mentioned
that she had a few things to share, and the group agreed to address those items at the end of the meeting.

PROJECT UPDATES
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, gave an update on outreach to community groups. Molly noted that the
project team has attended various community meetings to share information on the project, gather feedback on
the goals and objectives, and encourage public participation in the project. This has been conducted
separately from the Title VI engagement presented at the last meeting. The community groups visited thus far
include the Board of Realtors, the Springfield Chamber of Commerce, Springfield City Club and the Twin
Rivers Rotary. The team is currently developing an FAQ (frequently asked questions) informational sheet,
based on questions heard during the outreach and presentations. This will be shared with the public when it is
finalized.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Jean Senechal Biggs, DKS Associates, introduced the goals and objectives discussion and shared the latest
version of the goals and objectives. The six goal areas include:

•
•
•
•
•
•

Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community – Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

Jean clarified that these revised goals and objectives incorporate the feedback received from the SAC and
other groups, including the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Planning Commission, City Council, Main
Street Governance Team, and various community groups. Molly shared some feedback received so far,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about the metrics that might be used to evaluate these objectives
Tension between residential and commercial interests
A desire for mobility improvements
Hope to define goals as a whole community (rather than sub-populations)
A desire for green space
Concerns on water quality, infrastructure upkeep, and overall costs.

The committee was asked to reflect on this revised version of the goals and objectives, to ensure that their
feedback has been accurately reflected.
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Comments from the group included:
•

There is a need to balance the different goals and objectives, and not let one goal dominate the others.

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Kayla Fleskes, DKS Associates, introduced the future no-build conditions through a presentation. The
technical team analyzed future traffic volumes (year 2040), intersection operations, multimodal conditions and
safety performance to come up with a data set that helps to paint a picture of what Main Street could look like if
no future actions are taken. Kayla emphasized that these scenarios can help confirm the problems that need to
be addressed in the future and will serve as a comparison when the team begins to evaluate solutions.
The highlights from Kayla’s presentation included:
•
•
•
•

Traffic volumes on Main Street are projected to increase by 20% - 30% by 2040;
Four key intersections on Main Street will exceed mobility standards (these include intersections on
Main Street and 28th, 42nd, Bob Straub Parkway and 58th);
Delays will increase, and these delays will impact travel time through the corridor, as well as freight and
transit; and
This will continue to be a high-stress environment for pedestrians and cyclists.

Kayla paused to take any questions from the group. Questions and comments included:

•

What are the mobility standards used?
o The amount of traffic volume compared to traffic capacity. This is based on available numbers.

•

Why are we only looking at peak times and not the whole day?
o That is just the worst-case scenario (using rush-hours), that will make a case for improvements.
o PM peaks are the highest volume.

•

Are there any considerations for Autonomous Vehicles and technology advances?
o We don’t have a solid idea of the impacts, as we do not have enough knowledge about the
future impacts. Also, the assumption contains very little technology improvements, within the nobuild solutions.

•

Are there plans for signals that allow bikes to go through intersections without stopping?
o That is not within this project, but it will be noted for future discussion.

Kayla continued with her presentation, focusing on projected safety conditions. Highlights included:
•
•
•

Safety issues are currently spread along the entire corridor.
The increase in traffic volume will affect safety.
If no solutions are implemented, it is projected that there will be approximately 19 crashes per year, an
increase from the current statistics. This represents a 19% increase in overall crashes over this period
of time.
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•

•

Access point density plays a huge role in safety on the corridor. Data shows that crashes can increase
with the amount of access points per mile. The standard access point levels for ODOT are 10 access
points per mile, and this corridor of Main Street averages at 75 access points per mile. This
dramatically increases the crash risk in some segments of the corridor.
If the number of access points remains the same, the increase in traffic volume means that safety will
continue to be an issue on this corridor into the future.

Following this presentation, the committee asked questions and shared their comments, including:

•

How are predictions of crashes calculated?
o We have predicted about 19 more crashes per year, based on traffic volumes forecasted for
2040. This is based on the amount of previous crashes in the location and the forecasted traffic
volumes, so it will vary by intersection and location.

•

There are some tensions between the uses of the highway, as it serves as both a Main Street and
ODOT highway.
o The city grew along the highway, so we are not attempting to design a brand-new street but to
incrementally change to reduce risk.

•

Are the crashes that are occurring spread out during the whole day? Does it differ between daylight or
night?
o Approximately 77% of crashes occur during the day and 14% during the evening. This is the
same trend across crash severity.

•

The variation of percentages for some segments is confusing. Why is there a 10-125% variation?
o This is based off projections for future traffic volume and there are intersections that could have
higher rates. Some of the percentages may be misleading since some locations have a lower
number of crashes, which means a few more crashes could be a large percentage changes.
This is building off of other work, including the work done five years ago. ODOT has looked into
this and the Springfield City Council is in support of finding a solution. The no-build scenario is
used as a baseline measure, not as a solution.

•

How do we address social aspects, such as distracted driving, human error, or cars in disrepair? We
need to focus on what we have control over.
o There are ways to mitigate these factors. ODOT recognizes the external impacts within the
solutions and addresses these by identifying hot-spots and segments. The second approach is
more systemic and addresses fewer traffic crashes and calculates the costs needed to
implement solutions for safety improvements.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Jean presented the work done by ECONorthwest that outlines the economic impacts of access management
(and overall changes in a roadway) on businesses and property owners. This information will be released as a
full report, with complete analysis available to SAC members.
Highlights of this presentation included:
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•

•
•

•
•
•

This literature review looked at past studies that might be able to share best practices, or help the team
understand potential impacts on businesses. The team looked at issues, such as: best practices in
research design, case studies of changes vs. non-changes, and economic data.
Unfortunately, there are relatively few studies that focus on the effect of roadway changes on retail
sales and business performance (without getting into the many other external impacts).
Overall, the studies show some limited positive impacts on businesses with addressing traffic and
safety problems, and there is not a clear correlation between traffic projects like this and negative
impacts on businesses. However, construction can specifically have negative impact on businesses,
and individual businesses may experience losses with a redesigned corridor due to access changes.
In general, business owner perceptions of roundabouts are positive while the perception of medians
appear to be less positive and more difficult to shift.
The report includes an economic snapshot of the corridor, including the mix of businesses along Main
Street and the employment and wages (both within a ¼ mile and 500 feet).
The report also looks at the impacts of specific solutions that might be examined through this planning
project, including raised medians and roundabouts.

Questions and comments from the committee included:

•

Where did ECONorthwest get their data?
o Case studies that used roundabouts and medians. Some are regional examples, including one
study from Ashland. These reports come from academics and economists that research these
topics.

•

If there are negative impacts to circulation or parking, how does that affect the land value?
o More circulation and access can increase land values due to increased uses and business
profits. The alternative is true; less access can lead to lower property values. Each site will
experience impacts differently.

•

Is the information presented on the perceptions of roundabouts based on theory or personal experience
with roundabouts?
o Mainly we see perceptions based on case study experiences.

•

What about the perception of local property owners and businesses on Main Street?
o Until solutions are looked at, it is hard to look at before and after impacts. We can make
assumptions, but we need to look at all data.

•

From a public point of view, some people will avoid roundabouts, especially seniors.
o Allison explained that all stories and experiences are taken into account, along with the
economic and technical information.

•

Can ODOT or the City reimburse businesses for negative economic impacts?
o That is not an ODOT precedent, and they are limited legally by how they can spend funds.
However, ODOT can improve visibility and encourage safe access, using strategies like
signage, ramps, back entrances, and others. ODOT puts effort into working to minimize
negative economic impacts to businesses and property owners.

•

Concern regarding line-of sight within medians (trees, etc.) for pass-by businesses and retail traffic.
o One recommendation is to look at treatments used in the studies and how that correlates to the
tools and methodology we can use. A deep-dive into the technical memo will give context for
implementation.
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•

A recommendation to have graduate students and academics study the impacts of roundabouts in
Springfield.

•

Does ODOT require a certain amount of time for freight to travel through this corridor?
o Yes, they do.

NEXT STEPS
Following the presentations and discussion, committee members raised a few additional thoughts and
concerns, and the project team shared the next steps after this meeting. These are summarized as:
•
•
•
•

The final meeting notes will be posted to the project webpage where they may be accessed by project
stakeholders.
Feedback from the SAC will be shared with the Planning Commission, City Council and Governance
Team as the project moves forward.
A few concerns were raised on existing roundabouts in the city. Staff will follow up with more
information on roundabout driver education and safety outreach.
Additional concerns were raised on business impacts. These were noted as ideas for future
conversations (including concerns on the changes made on Franklin Boulevard and business
perspectives, and integration with regional transit projects).

APPENDIX


SAC Slide Show (attached)
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APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

April 23, 2019

STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
April 23, 2019

AGENDA

• Project Outreach
Update
• Project Goals and
Objectives Update
• Future Baseline (No
Build) Conditions
• Traffic Volumes
• Intersection Operations
• Safety

1
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AGENDA

April 23, 2019

• Business & Property
Owner Impact
Literature Review
• Mix of Businesses Along
Main Street
• Factors that Influence
Business Impacts
• Business and Property
Impacts of Access
Management

PROJECT OUTREACH UPDATE
Outreach to Community Groups
• Share project information
• Gather feedback on Goals & Objectives
• Encourage project engagement
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PROJECT OUTREACH UPDATE
• Springfield Chamber of Commerce,
Government Issues Committee (March 12th)
• Springfield Board of Realtors (March 12th)
• Twin Rivers Rotary
(April 12th)

• Springfield City
Club
(April 18th)

PROJECT TIMELINE
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DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

KEY MESSAGES
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PROJECT UPDATES

Questions?

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
A goal is an overarching principle or a broad
statement of intent that informs the range of
possible transportation solutions and guides
decision-making.
Objectives are specific, measurable, and
relevant steps that are taken to meet the goal.
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Safety – Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community – Support the viability of existing
and future businesses
Mobility – Ensure people and goods travel efficiently
and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices – Create a multimodal
environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community – Support the vitality of the
community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility – Develop a plan with a clear and achievable
approach to implementation

GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Feb/March/April:
• Review & feedback from TAC, SAC, Planning
Commission, City Council, Main Street
Governance Team
• Share & response from Community Groups
Late April:

Revised Goals & Objectives

Late June:

Recommend GT endorsement
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES

Questions?

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
What did we analyze?
• Future (year 2040) traffic volumes
• Intersection operations
• Multimodal conditions
• Safety performance
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
How will we use this data?
• Confirming problems that need to be
addressed if nothing is done in the future
• Set up baseline for alternative solutions
analysis

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Traffic Operations
• Main Street traffic volumes will increase by 2030% by 2040
• Four signalized intersections are forecasted to
exceed mobility standards
• Main Street/28th St
• Main Street/42nd St
• Main Street/Bob Straub Pkwy
• Main Street/58th St
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Vehicle Delay and Travel Time
• Eastbound intersection delay is expected to
double by 2040
• Intersection approach delay will increase travel
times by 30% eastbound
• Westbound travel times will increase by 7% due
to intersection delay
• Delays will also impact freight and transit

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
High-stress Pedestrian Environment
• No significant changes from existing
conditions
• Proximity of vehicles
• High roadway speeds
• Narrow sidewalks with no buffer
• Sidewalk obstructions and ADA ramps
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
High-stress Cycling Environment
• No significant changes from existing
conditions
• Many unsignalized intersection and
driveway crossings
• High roadway speeds
• Two lanes of traffic in each direction and
center left turn lane
• 5 to 7 ft wide bike lanes, no buffer

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS

Questions?
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Main Street today:
High crash corridor
• 653 crashes (2012–2016)
• Approximately 1-1/3
crashes per week
• Crashes occur
throughout the corridor

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Future Safety Analysis
• Highway Safety Manual Predictive Method
Predicted
Crashes
Traffic Volume
and Site
Characteristics

HSM
Predictive
Method

Crash Data

• Existing
• Future No-Build
• Future Alternative Solutions

Expected
Crashes
• Existing
• Future No-Build
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Increase in Number of Expected
Crashes per Year

+ 16.9

+ 1.3

+ 0.4

+ 0.3

19.3 %

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Increased traffic volumes will
further degrade safety along the
corridor
• Crashes at individual intersections/
segments increase by 10-125%
• Directly related to forecasted increase in
volume
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FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Access density is a major
contributing factor
• Average density is 75 access points per mile
• Does not meet ODOT standards (roughly 10
access points per mile)
• Crash risk increases by 4% for every access
point above 10 per mile
• Some segments of the corridor have a nearly
500% increased crash risk compared to a
facility that meets ODOT standards

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS
Bottom Line:
If the number of access points along Main
Street remains the same, the combination
of the existing access density and
increased traffic volumes will continue to
degrade safety on the corridor.

13

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

April 23, 2019

FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS

Questions?

LITERATURE REVIEW
Reviewed studies on the impacts
of access management on nearby
businesses and property owners
Focus on those studies with the best
practice in research
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Business Mix Along Main Street
• ¼-mile buffer: Businesses likely impacted
by accessibility from Main Street
• 500-ft buffer: Businesses most directly
affected by corridor redesign

LITERATURE REVIEW
Employment & Wages within ¼ mi
900

employment

$80,000

avg wage

800

$60,000

600

Employees

$50,000

Average City Wage

500

$40,000
400

Average Pay per Employee

$70,000

700

$30,000
300
$20,000
200

$10,000

100

$0

Retail
Trade

Leisure
Activities

Gov't

Health Care, Office
Education Services

Manuf.

Other Construction Finance
Services

Real
Estate

Wholesale Warehou.

Info

Ag.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Employment & Wages within 500 ft
800

$70,000

employment

avg wage

700

600
$50,000

Average City Wage

Employees

500
$40,000
400

Average Pay per Employee

$60,000

$30,000
300

$20,000
200

$10,000

100

-

$0
Retail Trade

Leisure Activities

Office/Commercial
Services*

Industrial Sectors*

Healthcare, Education

Government

Factors
that
Influence
Business
Impacts
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Impacts of Raised Medians and
Roundabouts
• Business owner perceptions of roundabouts
are generally positive - impression of
improved traffic flow
• Business impressions of raised medians
appear to be less positive, and harder to shift.

LITERATURE REVIEW
General Business Impacts
• Some evidence that street changes may
improve business performance by
addressing traffic & safety problems
• Does not suggest that no single business in a
redesigned corridor could experience
business losses due to access changes
• Some literature suggests business losses
during construction may be primary negative
effect on business performance
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LITERATURE REVIEW
General Property Impacts
• Access changes to a site should eventually be
reflected in the land value
• As site values on corridor change, they do so
relative to site values elsewhere in the
broader urbanized area

LITERATURE REVIEW

Questions?
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NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETING
Early June

SAC Meeting
• Key Principles and Methodology

June

Planning Commission,
City Council, and
Governance Team
• Goals and Objectives
• Literature Review
• Key Principles and Methodology

September

SAC Meeting
• Preliminary Alternative Solutions

THANK
YOU
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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.

EDUCATION & ENFORCEMENT
Traffic Safety Education ‘14-Present
• Videos (5)
• Informational cards
• Customized safety reflectors
• Team Springfield newsletter

Engineering

• Public Works Week
• Springfield Kiwanis Club’s Safety Town
• Point2Point’s campaigns on Main Street
• SRTS Safety Education Class
• Mayors’ Challenge for Safer People,
Safer Streets Initiative

Healthy
Traffic
Environment

Education

Enforcement
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EDUCATION & ENFORCEMENT
Traffic Safety Enforcement
• 2015: Increased traffic enforcement
patrols
• 2017: Expanded crosswalk violation
enforcement

Engineering

• 2019: Speed, seatbelt, distracted driver
enforcement grants

Healthy
Traffic
Environment

Education

Enforcement

PROJECT AREA: 20TH – 72ND
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PROJECT TIMELINE
Main Street Safety Project
2018

2021

PLANNING

IMPLEMENTATION

Facility Plan

Project
Development

2023
Construction

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

Crash Trends
• High percentage of rear-end and turning
movement crashes: typical for roadways with
high number of driveways and intersections

COLLISION ANALYSIS
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COLLISION ANALYSIS
Role of Speeding, Distraction and Impairment Contributing to Crashes
9.0%

8.3%

8.0%
7.0%

6.3%

6.0%
5.0%
4.0%

4.2%

4.1%

4.6%

3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%

0.0%
Excessive Speed

0.2%
Distraction

All Crashes

0.8%
Drug Impairment

Alcohol Impairment

Fatal and Severe Crashes

COLLISION ANALYSIS
Crash Trends
• 77% of crashes occurred during the day,
14% occurred in darkness.
• 75% of fatal crashes, 70% of severe injury
crashes occurred during daylight.
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING
October 22, 2019

AGENDA

• Solutions Evaluation
Criteria
• Alternative Solutions
• Preliminary Analysis
and Screening Results
• Small Group
Discussions
• Key Principles and
Access Management
Methodology
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SOLUTIONS EVALUATION CRITERIA
Based on project Goals & Objectives, the
Technical Advisory Committee and
project team identified ways to
measure the performance of the
alternatives (Tech Memo #11).

SOLUTIONS EVALUATION CRITERIA

Qualitative Scoring

Level of Support for
Evaluation Criteria
Strongly Supports
Moderately Supports
No Significant Change
Moderately Conflicts
Strongly Conflicts
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ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
PRELIMINARY STAGE
• 5 prelim. alternatives
Refine Stage
• Prelim. analysis
using evaluation criteria
• Community input
• Screen to 3 alternative solutions
(may be hybrids of original 5)

ALTERNATIVES
EVALUATION PROCESS
Recommend Stage
• Refined evaluation again using
evaluation criteria
• Community input
• Screen to recommended
alternative solution
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Key Elements of Alternative Solutions
• Intersection control
o signals or
roundabouts

• Raised medians
o coverage and widths

• Transit
o Enhanced Corridor
transit

Source: City of Springfield

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross Section Elements
When combining elements, a maximum
width of 96 feet between intersections is
assumed for Main Street
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross Section Elements
• Travel lane width
• Pedestrian facilities / landscape strips

Curb-tight sidewalk

Sidewalk buffered by
landscape strip

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Additional Street Cross Section Elements
Bicycle facilities

Conventional Bike Lane

Buffered Bike Lane
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Bicycle Facilities

At-Grade Separated Bike
Lane

Raised Cycle Track

Shared Use Path

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
DEVELOPMENT
Systemic Safety Improvements
• Street lighting
• Protected left-turn phasing
• Improve signal head visibility
• More enhanced mid-block
pedestrian crossings
• Access management (reduced
access density)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES
Alternative Solutions
• Alternative Solution A – Minimize
Conflicts
• Alternative Solution B – Minimal Impacts
• Alternative Solution C – ODOT Standard
• Alternative Solution D – Active
Transportation Enhanced

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES
Alternative Solutions
These alternative solutions are only
examples of how various street elements
could be combined. Following evaluation
and discussion with project stakeholders,
it’s anticipated a refined set of alternative
solutions will emerge that use the most
popular elements.
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES: No-Build
No-Build
• Only provided as a baseline for comparison
• Does not address safety goal

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES: No-Build
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
• Reduces turning conflicts the most
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets (14 streets)
o Fewer openings allows for a narrower
median

• Roundabouts replace traffic signals
• Buffers bike lane from vehicle traffic
• Enhanced Corridor transit

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution A (Minimize Conflicts)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
• Stays within existing curb lines
• Signalized intersections
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors (14 streets) and local streets
where full left turn lanes can be
constructed (7 streets)
• Enhanced Corridor transit
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution B (Minimal Impacts)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
• Street cross section according to current
ODOT standard design
• Raised median breaks at arterials,
collectors (14 streets), local streets
where full left turn lanes can be
constructed (7 streets), and left turns
onto Main Street where feasible (8
streets)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
• Most turning movement conflicts
• Signalized intersections
• Enhanced Corridor transit
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:

Alternative Solution C (ODOT Standard)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Roundabouts, plus two new roundabouts
to slow speeds and enhance accessibility
• Raised median breaks at arterial and
collector streets (14 streets)
• Enhanced Corridor transit

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

• Includes raised cycle track behind the
curb
• Widest overall footprint (96 feet)
• Only alternative solution with a
landscape strip behind the curb

14

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

10/22/2019

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES:
Alternative Solution D (Active Transportation Enhanced)
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INITIAL ALTERNATIVES

Questions?
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS

Qualitative Scoring

Level of Support for
Evaluation Criteria
Strongly Supports
Moderately Supports
No Significant Change
Moderately Conflicts
Strongly Conflicts
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

Future (2040) Predicted Crashes Per Year
Crash Type

No-Build

Alt. Sol. A

Alt. Sol. B

Alt. Sol. C

Alt. Sol. D

Multiple
Vehicle

98.6

45.7

60.0

60.0

45.2

Single
Vehicle

9.1

4.2

5.0

5.0

4.2

Pedestrian

3.1

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

Bicycle

1.1

0.4

0.7

0.7

0.4

Total

112

53

68

68

52

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

Key Safety Findings
• Raised medians: largest contributor to improved safety
• Roundabouts significantly reduce crashes; could
address problematic intersection areas better compared
to signals.
• Buffered bike lanes and cycle tracks increase
separation between cars and people biking; can
reduce crashes
• Systemic safety improvements can reduce some
crashes at a low cost.

17

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

10/22/2019

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
SAFETY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Average Increase in Mid-block Travel Times from Raised Medians
PM Peak Hour (seconds)
Eastbound

Westbound

Alt. Sol. A

88

88

Alt. Sol. B

152

189

Alt. Sol. C

149

164

Alt. Sol. D

56

56
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Out-of-Direction Travel for Truck Deliveries

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY
Key Business Community Findings:
• Maximizing U-turn opportunities can reduce out-ofdirection travel and delay for business access.
• Roundabouts improve mid-block travel times and reduce
delay to U-turn movements.
• Roundabouts allow freight vehicles to make a U-turn at
intersections.
• Properly selecting landscaping limits impacts to
business signing visibility.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
BUSINESS COMMUNITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Mobility Results:
• Roundabouts significantly reduce overall delay (25-35%
reduction in corridor through travel time)
• Signals will have slightly increase delays compared to
No Build (< 5% increase in corridor through travel time)
• Adding more U-turn opportunities can reduce pressure
on traffic signals/roundabouts
• Mountable medians can limit the impact to emergency
vehicle travel times
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Alternative Solution Impacts on Ability to Accommodate
Over‐Dimension Loads
Typical Minimum Curb-to-Curb Width
on Main Street East of Bob Straub
Parkway
No-Build

31 feet

Alternative Solution A

32 feet

Alternative Solution B

29 feet

Alternative Solution C

32 feet

Alternative Solution D

26 feet

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

Key Mobility Findings:
• Roundabouts reduce delay; meet ODOT mobility targets
at nearly all intersections on Main Street.
• Signalized intersections can experience more delay; can
perform better by allowing more U-turn opportunities
along the corridor.
• A different cross section should be considered east of
Bob Straub Parkway.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
MOBILITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

Key Transportation Choices Findings:
• Buffered bike lanes or a cycle track are needed to make
any significant changes to the level of traffic stress
experienced by people biking;
• Landscaped buffers help reduce traffic stress for people
walking.
• Raised medians improve the ability to create enhanced
pedestrian and bicycle crossings along Main Street
between intersections.
• Enhanced Corridor transit in each of the alternative
solutions is consistent with LTD’s planned transit
service improvements.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
VITAL COMMUNITY

Key Vital Community Findings:
• Landscaping has the potential to improve the
streetscape; can manage storm water runoff.
• Roundabouts can significantly reduce vehicle speeds at
intersections. Vertical elements in landscaping or
narrower travel lanes may also reduce speed.
• Raised medians allow for enhanced crossings and
connect people walking and biking to Main Street
destinations and services.
• Median breaks that allow left-turn access onto Main
Street from local streets create more direct routes for
people driving to Main Street destinations.
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
VITAL COMMUNITY

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
FEASIBILITY

Planning Level Cost Estimate
(2019 dollars)
Alternative Solution A
Alternative Solution B
Alternative Solution C
Alternative Solution D

$105 million
(approx. $22 million per mile)
$40 million
(approx. $8.5 million per mile)
$75 million
(approx. $16 million per mile)
$135 million
(approx. $28 million per mile)

Note: No Build ADA
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS:
FEASIBILITY

Key Feasibility Findings:
• The raised median safety benefit significantly
outweighs the cost.
• The cost of roundabouts are substantial.
• Wider cross sections will be more expensive due to
larger ROW impacts on adjacent properties.
• A different cross section east of Bob Straub Parkway
should be considered.
• Landscaping may be more expensive to maintain in the
buffers and medians than other treatments.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS
FEASIBILITY
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS ANALYSIS

Questions?

KEY PRINCIPLES & ACCESS MANAGEMENT
METHODOLOGY (KP & AMM)
Prior
Planning
Efforts

Values

Goals &
Objectives

KP & AMM

TAC/SAC/
PC/CC/GT
Business
& Property
Owner
Outreach
Broader
Community
Outreach

26

APPENDIX ‐ SAC SLIDE SHOW

10/22/2019

KP & AMM
Senate Bill 408 (2013)
Clarifies process for decisions affecting access
to state highways
• Opportunity for local government and
property owners to engage
• Streamlines management of access onto
state highways from private driveways &
local streets
• Procedures for modifying, relocating or
closing driveways

KP & AMM
Key Principles
To evaluate how properties abutting highway
retain or obtain access to highway
Must balance:
• economic development objectives of adjacent
properties
• transportation safety
• access management objectives
• mobility of the corridor

Be consistent with state and local plans
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KP & AMM
Access Management Methodology
Applies Key Principles to planning process as
it relates to access decisions
Criteria to be used when determining which
private driveways can be considered for
modification, relocation, or closure.

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Nov-Jan

Community Engagement

Spring

SAC #5: Refined Alternative
Solutions and Analysis
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #4 SUMMARY
DATE:

Tuesday, October 22nd, 2019, 3:30 – 6:30 pm

LOCATION: Springfield City Hall, Jesse Maine Room

ATTENDANCE
☒ William Belcher [note: Called in via phone line for first half of meeting.]
☒ James Coldren
☐ Susan Hartman
☒ Staci Holt
☐ Dean Huber
☐ Richard Jones
☒ Marshall Loveday
☐ Alyssa Martin
☒ Garrick Mishaga

☒ Charles Richmond [note: could hear and see meeting via GoTo but not reverse]
☒ Joseph Tokatly
☒ Jeffrey Wing
☒ Dani Wright

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

Audience / Members of the Public
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer, City of Springfield

OVERVIEW
This was the fourth meeting of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee. The
committee learned about the solution evaluation criteria (as outlined in Technical Memorandum #11), and how
they were applied in the preliminary analysis and screening of safety solutions. The group also had an
opportunity to discuss the initial Alternative Solutions (Technical Memorandum #13) and Preliminary Analysis
and Screening results (Technical Memorandum #14) and provide input on the initial alternative solutions to
help in the selection of the three refined solutions. The meeting concluded with a brief overview of the Key
Principles and Access Management Methodology (Technical Memorandum #12), and an outline of next steps.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed everyone to the
meeting, and committee members and project staff introduced themselves. The team noted that John Bosket
and Kayla Fleskes from DKS Associates are filling the role previously played by Jean Senechal Biggs, and that
they would be present at future meetings throughout the project.

SOLUTIONS EVALUATION CRITERIA
John and Kayla gave a presentation outlining how the evaluation criteria to measure the performance of the
Alternative Solutions was developed. This included taking the values identified by the community and the
advisory group and developing project goals and objectives. These goals and objectives then have
corresponding criteria that the team will use to measure the performance of possible alternative solutions to
address the goals for Main Street safety improvements. John also clarified the process going forward, wherein
the five alternatives will be refined to three solutions (which could be a different mix of elements), to the final
selection of one preferred alternative solution. The feedback from the Technical Advisory Group (TAC), the
Strategic Advisory Group (SAC), community outreach (including an upcoming online open house, focus groups
and local access meetings) will help to identify the key elements to put forward in the refined alternatives.
Some questions and comments from the group included (staff responses are listed as sub-bullets):
•

•

Will the ‘no build’ be a part of the three alternatives?
o John responded that it will not, since it does not improve safety. Instead, the no-build scenario
will be a baseline for measurement, but not a solution for the project.
Wasn’t ‘no build’ a part of the options identified in the TSP?
o Molly clarified that this was related to the transit study, not this safety project. Bill Belcher, SAC
member, added that no-build is always used as a measurement in these kinds of studies.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
John and Kayla then presented and defined the elements that make up each alternative solution. Each
alternative solution included a variation on the following elements:
•
•

Raised medians, with varying opportunities to make left-hand turns or U-turns
Intersection treatments, including signalized intersections or roundabouts
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•
•
•
•

Bicycle improvements, ranging from on-street bike lanes to cycle tracks with landscaped buffers
Pedestrian improvements, with varying widths of sidewalks and landscaped buffers
Enhanced transit improvements such as stop balancing and enhanced ground-level amenities
Systemic safety improvements such as street lighting, enhanced pedestrian crossings, and decreased
access density

John and Kayla then presented each of the alternative solutions. The alternatives in this stage include the
following:
•
•
•
•
•

No-Build (which serves as a baseline for measurement, but is not a viable option for improving safety
on Main Street);
Alternative Solution A – Minimize Conflicts, which is focused on reducing conflict points on the corridor;
Alternative Solution B – Minimal Impacts, which maintains the current location of curbs on the corridor;
Alternative Solution C – ODOT Standard, considering that Main Street is an ODOT highway;
Alternative Solution D – Active Transportation Enhanced, which focuses on walking and biking
comfortably.

The team reiterated that the alternative solutions are only examples of how various street elements could be
combined. The refined alternatives would be a mix of the most popular elements, based on project
stakeholder feedback. The team then walked through the corresponding elements in each cross-section, to
provide an overview of what is included in each initial alternative solution.
Some questions and comments from the group included:
•

The Mayor indicated at City Council that there would not be a continuous median along Main. Has that
changed?
o

•

Why can’t cyclists go in both directions on both sides of the street in a shared used path?
o

•

Kayla clarified that typically, a shared use path doesn’t dictate which direction people cycle in.
For the purposes of this project, we want to be clear on what names we’re using for different
elements in this project.

Has there been any talk of burying utilities for lighting?
o

•

Kayla noted that all alternative solutions have raised median breaks, and therefore there is not a
continuous median proposed along Main Street.

Kayla said that right now, the project is looking at keeping utilities above ground.

Do these alternative solutions mean that this is what all seven miles of Main Street would look like? Or
will it look different depending on the business and community needs?
o

Kayla clarified that these alternative solutions show the typical cross-section for all of Main
Street. However, as the project moves into further evaluation and phased implementation, we
may see that the cross- section should change based on the needs of the corridor. Molly added
that the project extends to 72nd Street, but all the alternative solutions show the median ending
at 69th. This would potentially be the last place where you could make a U-turn on the corridor.
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•

Regarding Alternative C, how does the current state of Main Street not comply with the ODOT
standard?
o

•

Where does the additional 10 feet of right-of-way in these cross-sections come from? Will it be coming
from the businesses or properties who can’t spare space?
o

•

John said that the project team will talk more about this, but yes, it will affect adjacent properties
and that is one of the tradeoffs to discuss.

In every alternative solution, there would only be median breaks for streets, not in front of businesses?
o

•

Kayla noted that the Springfield Main Street corridor wasn’t built in the last few years, so it’s not
up to the current standards (which have subsequently evolved). Bike lanes and sidewalks are
smaller than the current standard, which has an overall wider cross section.

Yes, that is correct. As Kayla noted earlier, the alternative solutions show the typical crosssection for all of Main Street for the Planning Phase. However, as the project moves into further
evaluation and phased implementation, we will see the cross-section change based on corridor
needs.

Would the cross-section for roundabouts stay within the indicated 96 feet, or would that also impact
businesses?
o

Kayla elaborated that both roundabouts and signalized intersections would require widening, in
order to accommodate U-turns. Therefore, intersections would need to be widened.

•

A couple of SAC members asserted that the Governance Team did not provide guidance that up to 96’
of right-of-way could be considered for infrastructure improvements.

•

Would roundabouts take more space or less?
o

•

What will you do about the businesses that are right on the corner? The worst intersection in Thurston
has a 7/11 on the corner, and yet two people have been hit there.
o

•

Kayla clarified that 8 feet is the minimum width for a median in order to be ADA accessible.

All of the alternative solutions have a planted median. Is there any discussion on forgetting the median
and keeping it a turning lane throughout the entire corridor? Why is some form of median included in all
solutions?
o

•

Molly noted that this is what the City Council will be weighing and looking at tradeoffs.

What’s the minimum requirement for a median?
o

•

John noted that the team doesn’t know yet. There are congestion issues at signals that may
change depending on the number of median breaks, and the team is still working on the
roundabout concepts.

Molly noted that this would be addressed in the evaluation and the data shared with the group
later in the meeting.

Can the Lane County Tax Assessor weigh in on the impact a median would have on property values?
o

Project managers will have to determine.
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•

There’s a lot of concern about taking additional right-of-way from the businesses. A lot of people do not
want to see the City taking space from businesses.

•

One SAC member expressed that it is exciting to see the alternative solutions.

•

What would change for the turn from 30th onto Main Street? (Alternative Solution A bottom crosssection depicts Main onto 30th) It would be helpful to have a graphic to visualize it.
o

•

Project managers will have to ask engineers.

Will 30th be considered for an enhanced crossing? There is a lot of bus stop crossing and SAC member
receives requests for this a lot from clients.
o

Molly referred to the presentation slide for Systemic Safety Improvements that are not shown in
cross sections but will be considered for all Alternative Solutions, including additional enhanced
crossings. She also noted that stop balancing for transit is considered whenever enhanced
crossings are designed.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS AND SCREENING
John then walked the group through the preliminary analysis conducted on each of these solutions, to see how
well they perform against the project goals. Highlights from that presentation include:
•

Safety: Raised medians significantly improve safety, and roundabouts help to reduce crashes
compared to signals.
o

Alternatives A and D performed best in safety, with Alternative D emerging as the safest option
with the additional roundabouts.

•

Business Community: Maximizing U-turn opportunities has the greatest potential to reduce the out-ofdirection travel and delay for accessing businesses along Main Street. Roundabouts allow freight
vehicles to make a U-turn at intersections, while freight vehicles will not be able to make those turns at
signalized intersections.

•

Mobility: Roundabouts significantly reduce overall delay, while signals have additional turn lanes to
accommodate traffic growth in these alternative solutions. The team noted that a different cross-section
should be considered east of Bob Straub Parkway, considering the vehicle-carrying capacity needed in
that part of the corridor.

•

Transportation Choices: Each of the alternative solutions provides slightly wider bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities, but a raised cycle track with a landscaped buffer or a buffered bike lane is needed
to help reduce stress for people walking and biking. Each of the alternative solutions also considers
Enhanced Corridor Transit, consistent with LTD’s planned transit improvements.

•

Vital Community: Medians provide opportunities for stormwater, landscaping and opportunities for
enhanced pedestrian and bike crossings, while median breaks provide for more direct routes for motor
vehicles.

•

Feasibility: Roundabouts may be costlier than intersections and may have more right-of-way impacts.
Each of the alternative solutions includes a planning level cost estimate, with Alternative D coming in as
most expensive, with the widest cross section and biggest impacts on right-of-way.
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Some questions and comments from the group included:
•

Where did the data come from?
o

•

Does it take into account future growth estimates into 2040?
o

•

The team noted that they did not have the exact number available in that moment, but that it
would be a significant change from the current state on Main Street.

Is it possible to look at slowing down traffic coming down the McKenzie, with the possibility of putting in
a traffic signal at the end of the corridor?
o

•

John indicated that it’s important for the team to know what kinds of impacts appraisers are
looking for, to help further the team’s understanding of the overall impacts of each of these
alternatives. That is good information to share!

Approximately how many streets are you planning to cut off the direct through access where cars
exiting off Main Street are forced to go right?
o

•

John noted that it will be easier for a larger truck to move through a roundabout rather than a
signalized intersection. Generally, roundabouts outperformed signalized intersections in the
analysis.

If you look at an appraisal of any property, the first thing they look at is access, and any impact on
access devalues the property. Why can’t you find any data to quantify these kinds of impacts?
o

•

The data does assume a similar pattern of travel (primarily car-focused) to what we have now.

Is there any analysis on the possibility of larger logging trucks moving through a roundabout versus a
signal?
o

•

Yes, it does.

Does it look at future modes of travel?
o

•

It’s a statistical analysis that takes into account data from similar corridors.

This project extends to 72nd, and currently there are no plans to put in a signal at that part.

These alternative solutions don’t seem to score so well in the vital community and business community
goal areas. Are we looking at the right alternative solutions?
o

That’s an important point, and why we want to get your feedback on how to improve these
alternative solutions.

•

One SAC member referred to the stretch of Main Street between 20th to 32nd as “Auto Alley” (smaller
auto repair businesses located) and opined that it does not warrant pedestrian crossings or medians.

•

Another SAC member stated that the inconvenience of a median does not seem any more challenging
than navigating a parking maze at indoor malls.

•

No roundabouts are proposed at Bob Straub intersection. Assuming this has to do with traffic volumes?
o

John responded that a roundabout is being considered there but prior to this effort ODOT had
identified the need to study a possible interchange there. It’s a massive intersection and needs
a more focused effort looking specifically at that intersection.
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•

Controlling traffic makes a SAC member feel more comfortable as a driver and thus more likely to
frequent the corridor. Having to travel a few blocks out of direction is not a big deal compared to the
safety benefits of a median.

•

Is there a budget for implementing a solution on Main Street?
o

John noted that there is currently no funding secured for design and construction, and this effort
is only going to the facility planning phase (not design). Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, added
that the City and ODOT recognize that this is a high crash corridor, and something needs to
happen to improve safety. Medians are the way to address the safety concerns but both
agencies wanted to do more than just put in a continuous median (including identifying key
issues on the corridors, ways to minimize impacts, etc.).

GROUP DISCUSSION: ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
Allison led the group through a discussion on their preferences and concerns with each alternative solution
presented. Each SAC member was asked to share what they liked about each of the alternative solutions, and
the things that concerned them in each. The following table summarizes the feedback from the group on each
of the alternative solutions (the addition of a check mark [✓] indicates additional agreement with a statement).
After the meeting, Molly followed up with members of the committee who were not present at the meeting, with
the opportunity for them to share their thoughts and reflections on the Alternative Solutions. Their feedback is
added below, in the italicized bullets and/or italicized check marks:
Alternative A
Positive feedback
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Meets safety outcomes ✓✓
Roundabouts – 58th, 69th needs roundabouts ✓
Roundabouts help decrease vehicle speeds✓
Roundabouts – better for safety
Buffered bike lanes ✓✓
o 2 foot buffer between bikes and cars is
great
o Find ways to help cue drivers if they are
close to the bike lane (like rumble strips?)
Controlled traffic flow feels safer, more appealing
Medians good for safety
o Plantings also look good
Medians better on residential segment
Impacts to property & changing ROW feel minimal
Accessible for all

Cause for concern
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

Roundabouts in busy intersections – not sold!
This option has too many roundabouts
o However, a roundabout on 69th and/or
Bob Straub would be a better fit
Medians – concern for business impacts ✓✓
o Would like to see more left hand turn
opportunities on Main Street ✓
Medians are an inconvenience ✓
o Commute times
o Emergency response (tow-trucks)
o Property values
o Train crossing
Expensive✓
Street widths would negatively impact business
property lines
Putting in roundabouts (with a large footprint)
would negatively impact businesses
Buffered bike lane not as good a buffer for bikes
as Alt Sol D and concrete is ugly
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Alternative B
Positive feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•

Likes more median breaks
Combo of roundabouts and signals could work
best for Main Street
Medians at 42nd
Cost is better
Offers mobility access points
Doesn’t devastate businesses through
roundabouts

Cause for concern
•

•
•

•
•

Likes A more
o Does not have roundabouts ✓✓
o U-turns less effective ✓
o Trucks routed to adjacent neighborhoods
o Should have more roundabouts to make it
less inconvenient
Medians✓✓✓
Doesn’t improve already confusing traffic
o Needs bike buffer ✓
o Do we need medians at residential areas?
Narrower bike lane
More median breaks is worse for safety

Alternative C
Positive feedback
•

Brings street up to ODOT standard

Cause for concern
•

•
•
•

This just feels like a deluxe version of Alternative
B – is any benefit worth the cost? (All members
agreed with this statement).
More land used, with less benefit
More median breaks worse for safety
Does not have roundabouts
o U-turns less effective
o Trucks routed to adjacent neighborhoods

Alternative D
Positive feedback
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Feels like the ‘deluxe’ option
Meets those safety outcomes ✓
Modernizes corridor
Could galvanize corridor’s economic development
Landscaping is great ✓✓✓✓✓
o Buffered landscape could be good
exchange for businesses
o Incredible benefit for pedestrians
o Game changer for people walking and
biking
Bike buffer/off street cycling path is good ✓
Looks beautiful! ✓
Hourglass median and more breaks (“islands”)
would be better.
Roundabouts should only be located where there
are no business impacts
Roundabouts will keep traffic flowing
Roundabouts – better for safety
Could enable being able to bike kids to daycare

Cause for concern
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This was the least favorite alternative for one SAC
member.
Concern on traffic volume
Negative impact on businesses ✓✓
Might not be feasible, practical or cost effective
✓✓✓✓
Impact on current property ✓ – even more than
Alternative A
Mix of roundabouts and lights is better ✓
Smaller medians would be preferable
Bike lanes don’t need to be that wide
o Consider narrower bike lanes (less than
7’)
28th is a major intersection and includes railroad.
No median or roundabout should be there, a
stoplight is preferable, and a roundabout at 42nd
would have a major impact to businesses that
lose land to right-of-way acquisition.
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NEXT STEPS
Before the meeting adjourned, John noted the Key Principles and Methodology for Access Management, and
that some members may be involved in upcoming collaborative discussions with staff. The team then ran
through the next steps for the group:
•
•

There will be a second round of community engagement between November and January, focused on
feedback on the alternative solutions.
The next SAC meeting will be in the Spring, where the group will review the refined alternative solutions
and analysis.

APPENDIX


SAC Slide Show (attached)
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #5 SUMMARY
DATE:

Thursday, December 3rd, 2020, 4:00 – 7:00 pm

LOCATION: Virtual (Zoom meeting)

ATTENDANCE
☒ William Belcher

☒
☐
☒
☐
☒
☒
☒
☒

James Coldren
Susan Hartman
Staci Holt
Dean Huber
Richard Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga

☐ Charles Richmond
☒ Joseph Tokatly
☒ Jeffrey Wing
☒ Dani Wright

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

Audience / Members of the Public
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer, City of Springfield
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner, City of Springfield

☒
☒
☒
☒

Michael Liebler, Transportation Planning Engineer, City of Springfield
Sandy Belson, Comprehensive Planning Manager , City of Springfield
Kevin Schaper
Rouanna (RB) Garden

OVERVIEW
This was the fifth meeting of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee. The
committee discussed the recommended safety upgrades (as outlined in Technical Memorandum #15) and
gave input on the draft solution ‘toolbox.’ The ‘toolbox’ of solutions includes an overview of street crosssections, a raised median framework and intersection control draft recommendations. The meeting concluded
with an overview of next steps for outreach in 2021.

WELCOME & PROJECT CONTEXT
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed everyone to the
meeting, and committee members and project staff introduced themselves. Molly provided an update on the
project since the committee last met in 2019, including details on the following meetings:
•
•
•
•
•

A meeting with the Planning Commission;
Check-ins with two City Council members (including the Mayor);
A round of community engagement, including an online open house to review different safety solutions
and focus group conversation;
A presentation to City Council; and
A meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee.

Molly also outlined the upcoming outreach activities in 2021, which include:
•
•
•

Focus groups and civic group meetings in December 2020 and early 2021;
Local access forums for business and property owners in early 2021; and
Presentations to the Planning Commission, Main Street Governance Team and City Council in Spring
2021.

The presentation continued with a reminder of the project purpose, the safety needs on Main Street, and an
overview of the draft recommendation.
Some questions and comments from the group included (staff responses are listed as sub-bullets):
•

I expected to see options for Main Street that do not include medians. It feels like feedback from last
time wasn’t heard or taken into consideration.
o John Bosket, DKS Associates, responded that City Council’s direction for the project was to
develop one alternative with medians as they are the most effective tool for addressing the
safety problem on Main Street, but with a flexible approach for implementation. We want to hear
your feedback today on what that flexible approach should account for.
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•

•

•

I’m concerned about the right-of-way impacts, as my property doesn’t have four feet to spare. That will
mean losing nine parking spots. I’m also concerned about access, power poles, pullouts for LTD buses.
This feels like it will hurt businesses that have already been suffering due to COVID-19.
o John explained that the short-term recommended cross section, Constrained Width, is intended
to address areas where the right-of-way is constrained.
I’m concerned about decision-making and the project not getting enough input. It is very difficult for me
to understand what happened in the last 13 months. I’m especially concerned about increasing the
right-of-way to accommodate cyclists. Has a study been done to understand how many people are
riding bikes?
o John responded that bike counts were included in the existing conditions Tech Memo (#6) and
noted, that providing good options for different modes of travel was part of the goals and
objectives developed based on the feedback we received from the community about values
early in the project.
How many left turns might be restricted at intersections with the proposed solutions here?
o John responded that the guiding principles indicate that access should be maintained to
arterials and collector streets (the higher volume streets), but there may be restrictions to the
local streets that have lower volumes of traffic and go into the neighborhoods.

STREET CROSS SECTIONS REVIEW
Molly presented to the group the draft short- and long-term recommendation of street cross sections for Main
Street. Shee noted that the short-term recommendation is an example of gradual implementation, providing
potential modifications to help make Main Street safer, while the long-term recommendation includes upgrades
that would balance the total street width while improving the safety and comfort for people biking and walking,
and enhancing the vitality of the corridor.
After the presentation, SAC members were asked for their thoughts and reflections. Highlights from this
discussion include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concern about 4’ of right-of-way impacts each side, both to business and residential areas
9’ space for bike facility is excessive in Main Street context. Ideally, it would be good to have a wider
bike facility, but Main Street is constrained
Interest in bike lane buffer without median
As a cyclist, I avoid Main Street as much as possible and have been harassed while riding
There are people who want to bike and right now it is almost impossible because it is so dangerous
This draft solutions toolbox and recommendation address a lot of the concerns of people walking and
biking
We want safety for bicyclists and pedestrians
Concern about pedestrian crossing areas across side streets along Main Street at unsignalized
intersections with U-turns
Concern on how transit will be integrated into the cross-section
Looking forward to seeing bioswales, greenscapes and planted medians with stormwater
managementVaried width of median east and west of Bob Straub Parkway
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RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK REVIEW
Molly continued with a presentation outlining the framework for raised medians on Main Street. She e noted
that raised medians can do the most to reduce conflicts, make pedestrian crossings safer, and move turns to
safer locations. This is projected to reduce crashes by nearly half when combined with roundabouts. A key
component of this framework is the need to balance safety and access, and the goal is to have a system of
medians that limit out-of-direction to about 30 to 60 seconds, on average, which is similar to the delay
experienced for many drivers attempting to turn left onto Main Street today. Molly shared the guiding principles
that shaped the draft recommendation for medians and highlighted how flexibility might be built into this
framework to best meet the needs identified by the community.
Feedback was mixed from the group, with some SAC members voicing their support for the raised median
framework and others expressing opposition and concern. Reflections and feedback from the group included:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I was expecting alternatives outside of medians based on last SAC discussion
How many places would left hand turns be restricted (as indicated at the intersection of 30th) for public
street intersections?
o Project team members were not able to recall the exact number but noted that these restrictions
are shown in the illustration provided in the appendix of the memo sent to SAC members.
The intersection of Main Street and 30th was noted by several members as an area of concern – it is
high volume with a lot of conflicts and safety concerns.
Medians without intersection changes presents turning challenges – this is the worst-case scenario.
Medians should be implemented with U-turn opportunities
Concern about medians making it more challenging to access businesses
Concern about medians causing out of direction travel
Some members noted that they felt people will still get to businesses and adapt if the street is changed
Medians are one of the most effective ways to reduce crashes, so focus on implementing medians in
highest crash locations
I love the limiting of left turns, as this will increase safe access to businesses
What about more crosswalks? People often cross where they are so median could act as pedestrian
refuge, so they aren’t standing in the middle of Main Street. This could minimize several situations
where pedestrian crashes have happened
We want business access and to minimize out of direction travel in business areas
Glad to see number of breaks in median proposed right now
Medians are great addition. It feels a lot safer to turn right and then make a U-turn to go left
Medians safer for people walking and biking
I’m not supportive of medians but pairing raised medians with roundabouts is key. Don’t do medians
without roundabouts
Work to minimize median width impacts through detailed design
Concern about impacts to adjacent businesses
Disagree with this plan of 50 blocks of medians
Are we going to be exchanging accidents caused by left turns for accidents that will be at unsignalized
U-turn locations?
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John noted that with roundabouts we will be addressing the severity of crash types (side swipe
vs. T-bone).
Phasing is a really good idea and will have the least construction impact to businesses
People are adaptable to changing their driving habits and could use side streets to get to different parts
of Main Street, in addition to U-turns on Main Street
Some businesses have clients from all over the US who may drive past a business and then have to
navigate back to the business
Encourage City Council to take long-term approach with this plan for how we will utilize businesses and
transportation along Main Street – plan is heading in the right direction for cross-section, medians, and
roundabouts.
o

•
•
•
•

INTERSECTION CONTROL REVIEW
The final portion of the meeting focused on the intersection control recommendations for Main Street. Molly
walked the group through the proposed options for roundabouts on Main Street. She noted that roundabouts
are the recommended long-term solution for Main Street, and when coupled with medians, have the potential
to reduce crashes by nearly half. One consideration for the group to note is that funding has not yet been
allocated for roundabouts, so the project team developed a tiering system to suggest priorities for a phased
implementation of roundabouts.
The SAC shared their thoughts and feedback on these recommendations, particularly on the tiering system.
Highlights include:
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

Concern about right-of-way impacts
Pairing medians with roundabouts is critical
Concern about pedestrian and bicyclist safety and maneuvering at roundabouts
Perceive that roundabouts may be less safe for pedestrians and bicyclists and want to see data on
before and after roundabout projects
The intersections at 28th and 30th are of particular interest and concern
o Make sure to consider interactions with railroad crossing in between these streets
o Prohibit left turns at 30th and analyze this intersection and surrounding segment of Main Street
more
Two members agreed that 32nd can be reduced in tier
o Essentially, it is a T-intersection, which could produce imbalanced roundabout situation without
much traffic to/from the north
Two members felt that 42nd and 28th should be top priorities for roundabouts
One member felt that 42nd can be reduced to tier 2
o There’s a lot of pedestrian and bicycle traffic at 42nd Street, but also concerned about business
impacts
One member felt that the intersection at Bob Straub is the best place to start since there is plenty of
space and impacts to business would be minimal
o If a roundabout is put in at Bob Straub, do 54th and 58th at the same time due to proximity.
Two members felt that 69th should be increased in tier
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FINAL OVERVIEW AND NEXT STEPS
Molly and Allison wrapped up the meeting by noting that the next time the SAC will be meeting will be in
Summer 2021. One SAC member asked if the engagement opportunities will be circulated with members, and
Molly referred SAC members to check the project website and regular e-updates for opportunities to give
additional feedback.
The team noted a few key themes of discussion from this meeting:
•
•

Varied opinions and preferences from different stakeholder interests on all three elements: crosssection, medians, and intersection control.
Agreement from most members that if raised medians are put in, pair them with roundabouts.

APPENDIX


SAC Slide Show (attached)
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APPENDIX - SAC SLIDESHOW

12/03/2020

STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING
December 03, 2020

1

AGENDA

Virtual Meeting
Protocols
• Please remain muted when not
speaking
• Please use the Chat function to
ask a question or let us know
that you would like to ask a
question

• This meeting is being recorded
to assist with writing the
meeting summary but the
recording is not intended for
public distribution
2

1
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Project Context

AGENDA

• Project process to date

• Upcoming activities

Discuss Recommended
Safety Upgrades
• Overview of draft solution
‘toolbox’ & recommendations
• Street cross-sections

• Raised median framework
• Intersection control
3

PURPOSE STATEMENT

4

2
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Primary

Causes

Crash

Crash Types

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

5

PROJECT CONTEXT:
What’s happened since last SAC?
• Planning Commission
• City Council check-ins (2 members)
• Community Engagement
• Online open house & focus groups

• City Council
• Technical Advisory Committee

6

3
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PROJECT CONTEXT:
Consistent feedback themes
• Improve safety on Main Street
• Balance safety & access but degree of
balance varied
• Consider both intersection types
• Desire for wider/buffered bike facility
• Keep landscaping in toolkit
• Identify priorities for phased
implementation
• Vary element options along corridor to
meet business and community needs
7

PROJECT CONTEXT:
How approach reflects feedback
Comprehensive solution toolbox and
draft recommendations

• Simplicity
• Adjustability
• Gradual change
• Location – not one
size fits all

8

4
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PROJECT CONTEXT:
What’s next?
➢Focus & civic group meetings - Dec/Jan
▪ Springfield Chamber of Commerce – Gov’t Issues Committee
▪ Springfield Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee
▪ Twin Rivers Rotary & Springfield Rotary Club

▪ Springfield City Club
▪ Springfield Realtors
▪ Downtown Languages
▪ Willamalane Two50 Club
▪ Timber Pointe Assisted Living
▪ LCOG Disability Services Advisory Committee
9

PROJECT CONTEXT:
What’s next?
➢Local access forums – Feb 2021
▪ for business and property owners on Main Street

➢Planning Commission
➢Main Street Governance Team

Spring
2021

➢City Council

➢Draft Facility Plan/Next SAC – Summer/Fall 2021

10
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RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW
Intersection
Control

Flexibility provided
through:
• guiding principles for
raised median design

Recommended
Solutions

Raised
Medians

• cross section variations
to accommodate
constraints
Street Cross
Sections

11

RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

12

6
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RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

13

RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

Questions?

14

7
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RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

BREAK

15

STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Short-Term Recommendation
Constrained Width
• Keeps crosssection much like
today
• Allows for
quicker median
implementation
(biggest impact
on safety)

16

8
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STREET CROSS SECTIONS:
Long-Term Recommendation
Balanced Street Width
• Most of corridor
• Buffered bike lanes
Active Transportation
Enhanced
• Approx. four blocks
• Raised cycle track
next to sidewalk
17

STREET CROSS SECTIONS

18

9
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STREET CROSS SECTIONS

Discussion

19

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK
Most of Main Street would
get raised medians, but:
• We would adjust their
locations to meet the
needs of all users.
• Guiding principles
would help future
design team select
appropriate layout.

20

10
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RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK
Reduction in Crashes
• 35%
• 48% when
combined with
roundabouts

Avg. additional out-of-direction travel time to businesses
•

31sec (9 to 53sec) with roundabouts

•

53sec (9 to 141sec) with signals

21

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK:
Guiding Principles
• Keep full access at all arterials and collectors
• Limit out-of-direction travel time (30-60 sec)
• Pair raised medians with roundabouts

22

11
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RAISED MEDIAN FRAMWORK:
Guiding Principles
• U-turns at traffic
signals/roundabouts

• U-turns at unsignalized
intersections
• Avoid overlapping turn lanes

• Consider left-in access to
properties that generate large
traffic volumes
• Emergency vehicle access
23

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK:
Guiding Principles
• Access to streets with
no other outlets
• Consider pedestrian and
bicycle crossing
locations
• Provide two-stage left
turns where feasible

• Phase improvements to
avoid freight rerouting
through neighborhoods
24

12
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RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK

Discussion

25

RAISED MEDIAN FRAMEWORK

BREAK

26

13
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INTERSECTION CONTROL
Roundabouts at
major intersections,
prioritized into tiers
Using roundabouts instead of
intersection signals would:

• Improve safety at major
intersections.
• Reduce congestion.
• Make U-turns easier when
raised medians are present.

• Enable freight trucks to make
U-turns.

27

INTERSECTION CONTROL

28

14
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INTERSECTION CONTROL

Discussion

29

RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW

Street Cross
Sections

Raised
Medians

Intersection
Control

• Balancing width and active transportation
improvements long-term
• Constrained width to implement medians
in short-term
• Significant median coverage with
numerous breaks for turning and
guiding principles for design

• Roundabouts at major intersections,
prioritized into tiers

30

15
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REVIEW WHAT WE HEARD

31

NEXT STEPS / NEXT MEETINGS
Dec-Apr

Community Engagement,
PC, GT, CC

Summer 2021

SAC #6: Draft Facility Plan

32
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING #6 SUMMARY
DATE:

Monday, September 27th, 2021, 4:00 – 6:00 pm

LOCATION: Virtual (Zoom meeting)

ATTENDANCE
☒ William Belcher
☒
☐
☐
☒
☒
☒
☒
☒

James Coldren
Susan Hartman
Staci Holt
Dean Huber
Richard Jones
Marshall Loveday
Alyssa Martin
Garrick Mishaga

☐ Charles Richmond
☒ Joseph Tokatly
☒ Jeffrey Wing
☒ Dani Wright

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
John Bosket, Consultant Project Manager, DKS Associates
Kayla Fleskes, Transportation Engineering/Planning Assistant, DKS Associates
Allison Brown, Program Manager and Facilitator, JLA Public Involvement

Audience / Members of the Public
☒ Brian Barnett, City Traffic Engineer, City of Springfield
☒ Emma Newman, Senior Transportation Planner, City of Springfield
☒ Michael Liebler, Transportation Planning Engineer, City of Springfield

☒ Indigo Larson, Safe Routes to School Coordinator, Springfield Public Schools
☒ Kristina Kraaz, City Attorney’s Office, City of Springfield
☒ Loralyn Spiro, DPW Communications Coordinator, City of Springfield

OVERVIEW
This was the sixth meeting of the Springfield Main Street Safety Project’s Strategic Advisory Committee. The
committee discussed the draft Facility Plan, with a focus on the recommendations and implementation
chapters. The ‘toolbox’ of solutions includes an overview of street cross-sections, a raised median framework
and intersection control recommendations.

WELCOME & PROJECT CONTEXT
Molly Markarian, City of Springfield, and Allison Brown, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed everyone to the
meeting, and committee members and project staff introduced themselves. Molly provided an overview of what
has happened since the last SAC meeting, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Focus groups and civic groups meetings
Local access forums
Other comments and feedback
Planning Commission, Governance Team and City Council meetings
Drafting the Facility Plan

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
The presentation continued with a high-level summary of the purpose of each of the draft Facility Plan
chapters. Molly also reviewed some of the SAC feedback to date that has been incorporated into the draft
Facility Plan.
Molly described in detail the recommended toolbox of solutions included in Chapter 4, which include
adjustability and a gradual approach to changes. Key tools in the recommended toolbox of solutions include
roundabouts, raised medians and cross section upgrades.
Molly summarized Chapter 5, including the phased approach to implementation, and the funding strategy. She
noted that funding currently doesn’t exist for this project, but there will be interagency coordination to secure
funding sources. Implementation of the toolbox of solutions will focus on the areas with the highest safety
need. A map of the proposed phasing can be found in the presentation, which has been included in the
Appendix to this meeting summary.
Allison emphasized that the SAC would not be asked to vote on approval of this draft plan. Because of the
change from a selection of alternatives to a toolbox of solutions, the SAC is now asked to share their feedback
with the project team, so that the draft Facility Plan can continue to be refined.
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DISCUSSION
Questions and comments from the SAC members included the following (responses from the project team are
indicated in sub bullets):
•

•

•

•

•

One member asked about the addition of landscape strips. In addition to the current City of Springfield
development code, the draft facility plan proposes requirements for landscape strips. Right-of-way
(ROW) could be mitigated by swapping buffer requirements with roadway landscaping. If the property
owner is not doing a new building and doesn’t have landscaping, how would that look?
o Kristina Kraaz, City Attorney’s Office, responded that if the owner was not redeveloping, there is
the potential to swap landscaping. We’re working on the best way to capture that in Code
language. If someone has an already developed site and is not coming in for redevelopment,
they don’t have to permanently change something on the site.
o Molly expanded to add that this is part of what the team is looking at for Tech Memo #19. The
idea is that when we come through with a project, if there is additional area/ROW/landscaping
that already exists, we would provide the option to property owners such that if we’re going to
put in landscaping and there’s enough right of way, the landscaping adjacent to ROW line could
be swapped with what we put in between travel lanes and the sidewalk. We wouldn’t ask to
have landscaping between ROW and first five feet of setback and install it between the travel
lane and sidewalk. One or the other.
Another member asked for clarification on committee voting, and whether the group would be asked to
come to consensus on approval of this plan.
o Allison responded that the project has evolved from cross section alternatives to a toolbox of
solutions. This means it’s not a one size fits all approach, but instead a phased approach with
different options. The SAC is not being asked to vote on this, since there is not really something
to vote on, but instead to give feedback. If the group does reach consensus on something, that
sends a clear message. Feedback will result in draft plan edits where appropriate.
A member asked a question regarding funding (reference in Chapter 5 of the draft plan) and the phased
approach. They noted that Phase 1 calls for $7.6M for interim layout of the roadway in the “constrained”
cross section. Would that be temporary, and then expanded out? What is the future plan?
o John Bosket, DKS Associates, noted that page 76 shows Constrained Width Cross-section,
which is referred to as interim. That gets the median in but doesn’t change curb lines. By
working within the same overall footprint, it may be possible to widen sidewalks by a foot.
Someday, in later phases, they may come back and do the full improvement shown in Balanced
Street Width, which would widen out about 4’ on each side and add buffered bike lanes.
One member voiced their opinion that this is a terrible plan. They felt that the proposed tools do not
make things safer for people walking and biking, primarily because of roundabouts. They also felt that
there may be environmental impacts due to additional out-of-direction travel for cars. They would only
support constrained width right-of-way due to right-of-way impacts. Roundabouts are incredibly
impactful, much more than 4 feet on each side.
Another member noted that they had thoroughly reviewed the document and felt it is pretty good for a
planning document. They emphasized that there will still be an environmental review and the plan is
flexible. They really liked two-stage left turn lanes for safety with medians.
o Molly noted that efforts preceding this plan identified raised medians as a foundational piece to
address safety concerns.
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One member asked for clarification on where left turns will be allowed.
o The project team noted that the exact locations are not defined to this plan. These decisions will
be made in the design phase. However, the guiding principles on page 72 of the facility plan will
give design teams direction.
A member noted that medians seem to be the only option on Main Street and they are not in favor of
raised medians. They asked if the bus stop near the proposed roundabout at 42nd Street would pose a
challenge.
o Emma Newman, City of Springfield, noted that pages 83-86 of the draft plan outline the bus stop
design principles, and this will be evaluated further during design.
One member noted that they don’t like this plan and felt that is included too many options and raised
median locations. They would only support the constrained width option, although they noted that this
would also require widening to enable U-turns.
Another member asked about stormwater runoff in the proposed cross-sections.
o Molly noted that they currently don’t have details on permeable pavement, but the landscape
strip is area for stormwater management and a desire to incorporate green infrastructure where
possible.
A member expressed appreciation of the toolbox approach. They like the raised medians and are
happy with roundabouts (so you don’t have to sit at a traffic signal). Opportunities for bioswales and
landscape improvements are a good thing. They noted that it seems like there is a lot of underused
parking that can allocate 4 feet towards the right-of-way.
Another member expressed appreciated for the input included in the plan. Plenty of studies prove that
raised medians work, especially on a street like Main Street where there are a lot of offset Tintersections.
A member asked if there is a timeline for when phases might be constructed?
o Emma noted that funding is key for moving this forward. The first phase has a significant cost
and currently there is not money to implement that phase. The next step is adoption of the plan,
and then the City and ODOT will work to identify funding sources. Even if we had all the money
for phase 1 now, it would still take several years before construction can take place.
A member suggested that instead of implementing this plan, the speed limit on Main Street should be
dropped to 25 miles per hour. Additionally, they noted that they felt that roundabouts do not deal with
congestion.
o Brian Barnett, City of Springfield, responded that when the posted speed was reduced from 40
miles per hour to 35 miles per hour, there was only 1-2 miles per hour drop in speed, with
targeted enforcement. Reducing speed to 25 would likely result in fewer crashes with a lower
injury severity but would require much more enforcement. Other areas in the state that have had
this kind of increase in interactions between the public and police have found those to not be
favorable. Brian also noted that roundabouts can be sized for what the need will be, to
anticipate the congestion expected on a street.
A member asked for clarification on the number of people engaged in this project. Is this is statistically
valid sample of people who live in Lane County?
o The project team reiterated the number of people engaged over the life of the project, and noted
that the methods and tools used for this were not statistically valid models, but instead
community engagement tools to give people options to participate, with a particular focus on
equity.
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The SAC member felt that the people they know in the community were not aware of this
project.
A member expressed appreciation for what they felt is the community-wide benefit of the plan. They
also had a question about construction and funding. How long will construction last? If the first phase of
funding is identified would that still be effective?
o Emma highlighted that it could be the case that only the first phase is implemented, but
considering the safety problem, there will likely be a desire by City Council to pursue funding.
o Brian added that construction will happen over a long period of time. Design and environmental
likely take two years before construction can occur. Construction would likely take
approximately a year for first phase.
o John agreed and noted that most impactful construction phase will likely take 9-12 months.
Maintaining access during construction is critically important.
A member noted that they work with the disability community, and they shared overwhelming support
for roundabouts (and had positive experiences navigating roundabouts, such as Hayden Bridge
roundabout). This member generally feels safer accessing roundabouts than biking on Main Street and
agree that raised medians will help restrict crashes. They are happy about pedestrian and bicycling
improvements included in the plan and agree that lowering speed will be important.
A member noted that a good example of how construction may go could be the improvements near
Willamalane on Mohawk Blvd, where most construction was done at night.
Another member noted that they ride their bike a lot and feel that roundabouts are preferrable to the
current conditions on Main Street. They appreciate medians on busy streets and would prefer to turn
right and make a U-turn elsewhere. Overall, they like the flexibility in the plan because it will affect
businesses in many ways.
A member felt that the toolbox of options seems to be the right choice to improve safety and traffic flow.
Currently, they feel there’s a lack of vision to revitalize and modernize Main Street. Businesses should
be attracted to Main Street, and landscaping is an important part of that. When the City put bids out for
construction of roundabouts, would they save money by grouping 2 or 3 roundabouts together?
o Brian Barnett responded that there are certainly benefits to economies of scale but it likely
wouldn’t be a tremendous amount of savings. At a certain point (very large projects) you see
larger companies with larger overhead. Generally, $10-20 million, would be a reasonable size to
go to bid.
A member noted that they live close to a roundabout in Glenwood and is more inclined to make trips in
that area than before the roundabout. Currently, they are less inclined to go to other side of Main Street
because of the conditions unless utilizing freeway and expressway.
A member (who is a property owner on Main Street) wondered if folks on the committee would feel
differently if their property was on Main Street. They felt like many community members are not aware
of the project.
Molly noted Staci Holt, a SAC member, was unable to make the meeting today. Staci felt SAC feedback
has not been incorporated to date and is not happy with the approach the project has taken.
A member noted that they were an opponent of the Hayden Bridge roundabout and recalled that they
were a police officer when it was first installed. However, they changed their opinion after seeing fewer
crashes in that area. They are in favor of roundabouts. They also noted that speed enforcement has to
be implemented to keep speeds low on Main Street. Overall, they like the plan as it currently is for
improving safety. Rapid flashing beacons could be placed at every block and people will still cross midblock.
o

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•
•
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Another member noted that it’s to mitigate and limit areas where people can make bad decisions.
A member stated that business owners supporting car, biking and walking is the best way to improve
Main Street.
A member expressed appreciation for the engineering and planning work that went into plan. They
hope that funding can be secured to get it done.
A member (who is a business owner on Main Street) noted that they rarely see customers arrive by
bike and transit. They are concerned that impacts to parking and circulation are not worth the tradeoff
for bicycle lanes.
A member expressed appreciation for staff effort and enthusiasm for this project.
A member noted that they are happy with how plan looks but recognizes that their business is not on
Main Street and therefore they don’t have to worry about impacts to their business.

At the conclusion of discussion, it was clear that the SAC did not reach consensus on their feedback for the
draft facility plan. While there was no expectation that this group reach consensus, more than half of the
members (approximately 7 members) expressed support for the plan, while 4 members did not support the
plan. Two members were not present and did not submit a response prior to the meeting.

NEXT STEPS & CLOSING
Molly summarized next steps, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Additional public outreach including letters to business owners to comment on facility plan
Sent e-update and podcast
ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee Meeting in Nov 2021
Planning Commission/Governance Team/City Council meetings Nov/Dec
Policy/code recommendations Dec 2021
Tentative hearings for adoption in April 2022

APPENDIX


SAC Slide Show (attached)
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STRATEGIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEETING #6
September 27, 2021

Virtual Meeting Protocols

AGENDA

• Please remain muted when not
speaking
• Please use the Chat function to
ask a question or let us know that
you would like to ask a question
• This meeting is being recorded to
assist with writing the meeting
summary but the recording is not
intended for public distribution

Project Context

AGENDA

• Project process and
upcoming activities
Draft Facility Plan
• Overview with emphasis on
chapters 4 & 5
• How SAC feedback to date
has been incorporated
• Opportunities and concerns?

PURPOSE STATEMENT

PROJECT CONTEXT
Community
Priorities

Goals &
Objectives

Evaluation
Criteria

Recommendations

Draft
Facility Plan

Safety
Increase the safety of Main Street for all users
Business Community
Support the viability of existing and future businesses
Mobility
Ensure people and goods travel efficiently and reliably through the corridor
Transportation Choices
Create a multimodal environment that connects people and destinations
Vital Community
Support the vitality of the community and its vision for Main Street
Feasibility
Develop a plan with a clear and achievable approach to implementation

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

PROJECT CONTEXT:
Why are we doing this?

We’re Here

PROJECT CONTEXT

Winter/Spring
2021

PROJECT CONTEXT
3rd Round of Community Engagement
Focus Groups and
Civic Groups
 Chamber of Commerce:
Government Issues Committee
 City Club
 Board of Realtors
 Twin Rivers Rotary
 Springfield Rotary Club
 Downtown Languages
 LCOG Disability Services
Advisory Council
 Timber Pointe Senior Living

Local Access Forums
Other Comment Feedback

PROJECT CONTEXT
3rd Round of Community Engagement
Community reiterated that:
• There really is a serious safety problem on the corridor
• It’s ODOT’s and the City’s duty to tackle the problem
• Our approach is sensible and responsible
• We will make adjustments in design phases

PROJECT CONTEXT
Project has evolved. Here is what the project is NOT:
• It's not a Lane Transit District project
• It's not EmX
• It would not prevent all left turns
• It would not need extensive new right-of-way
• It's not one size fits all
• It would not be built all at once

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
The Facility Plan:
• Pulls together analysis, outreach and design concepts
• Expresses community values
• Designs a framework for the project.
• Signals agencies to begin detailed design and construction.
• Refines the Springfield Transportation System Plan.

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Divided into 5 chapters, with roadmap to guide readers
at beginning
•

Chapter 1 – Introduction

•

Chapter 2 – Main Street Needs

•

Chapter 3 – Solutions Development & Evaluation Process

•

Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions

•

Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
SAC feedback incorporated into draft Plan
• Minimize right-of-way impacts to businesses
• Constrained Width cross section recommended in early phases to
more quickly implement safety improvements while limiting right-ofway impacts.
• Only recommended wider Active Transportation Enhanced cross
section where there is more existing right-of-way.
• Flexibility included in cross sections to limit impacts.

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
SAC feedback incorporated into draft Plan
• Pair roundabouts and raised medians
• Enhance functionality of recommended solutions by pairing
roundabouts with raised medians in phasing plan to offer U-turn
opportunities

• Include numerous breaks in medians
• Provided raised median principles to guide future design decisions
on openings for raised medians

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
SAC feedback incorporated into draft Plan
• Enhance safety for people walking and biking
• More opportunities for enhanced crossings on Main Street with
raised medians
• Wider bicycle and pedestrian facilities included in cross sections
• Phasing plan prioritizes long-term cross section on segments where
significant active transportation gaps exist

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Adjustability – does not
promote a “one size fits all”
approach but allows for
accommodation of site-specific
constraints during design.

•

Gradual Change – solutions
must allow for a phased
approach for implementation
(see Ch. 5).

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Roundabouts align with project
goals better than traffic signals
o

Better at relieving congestion

o

Better for improving safety

o

Complement raised medians by
facilitating U-turns

o

Opportunity for landscaping to
enhance corridor appearance

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Implementation will occur gradually
over time, but will ultimately include
9 roundabouts on Main Street:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

21st Street
28th Street
32nd Street
42nd Street
48th Street
54th Street
58th Street
Mountaingate Drive
69th Street

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Raised medians will be greatest
contributor to improved safety on
Main Street – expected to reduce
crashes by 35%

•

The recommended approach
balances safety with accessibility,
limiting out-of-direction travel to 3060 seconds, on average

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Guiding principles included to guide future implementation
o

Keep full access to arterials and collectors at intersections

o

Limit out-of-direction travel time

o

Pair raised medians with roundabouts

o

U-turns at major intersections and unsignalized intersections

o

Avoid overlapping turn lanes

o

Consider left-in access to large traffic generators

o

Emergency vehicle access

o

Access to streets with no outlets

o

Crossing for people walking and biking

o

Provide two-stage lefts where feasible

o

Avoid freight routing through neighborhoods

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
Three base cross section designs:
•

Constrained Width

•

Balanced Street Width

•

Active Transportation
Enhanced

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 4 – Recommended Toolbox of Solutions
•

Additional Solutions
o

Low-cost systemic safety upgrades - access management,
enhanced street lighting

o

Accommodating Enhanced Corridor transit - coordinate
transit elements with safety project delivery, durable
construction materials to support transit vehicles, bus stop
spacing and locations

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions
•

•

Funding Strategy
o

Need for interagency cooperation

o

Discussion of potential funding sources

o

Call to seek funding for first comprehensive phase

Project Development
o

•

•

Process and coordination needs – ADA upgrades, stormwater, utilities,
business signage, multimodal crossings and signage

Policy and Plan Coordination
o

Includes access management key principles and methodology

o

Recommended alternative mobility targets

Adoption Process

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions
•

Project Phasing
Strategies for prioritizing improvements:
o

Safety – high crash locations and potential benefit to cost ratios

o

Feasibility – consider right-of-way and other constraints and target phases
under $10 million

o

Functionality – pair raised medians with roundabouts to limit out-ofdirection travel

o

Consistency – target adjacent segments and coordinate with other projects

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN
Chapter 5 – Implementing the Toolbox of Solutions
•

Future Steps
o

Funding

o

Design

o

Construction

DRAFT FACILITY PLAN

What opportunities and
concerns do you see in the
Draft Facility Plan?

NEXT STEPS – THANK YOU!
What’s next?
1. City to lead additional public outreach – Fall 2021
2. ODOT Mobility Advisory Committee Meeting – Nov 2021
3. Planning Commission/ Governance Team/ City Council
meetings – Nov/Dec
4. Adoption Draft Facility Plan and Policy/Code
recommendations – Dec 2021
5. Anticipate Local Adoption – Spring 2022

No additional SAC meetings, thank you!

