Project Management Team Meeting #8
October 22, 2008 1:30-3:30

Oregon Department of Transportation Region 2 HDQ

455 Airport Road, Building B

DRAFT Meeting Summary

Members in Attendance
Dorothy Upton
Dan Fricke

Rob Kissler
Raymond Jackson
Sam Litke
Glen Hadley
Les Sasaki

Jerry Lelack (SAC)
Staff in Attendance

Tony Woody, CH2M Hill
Rick Kuehn, CH2M Hill

Terry Cole, ODOT

Eryn Kehe, JLA

Laura DeGraw, JLA

Ceclia Urabni
Dave Baltz

Meeting Goals

· Discuss Qualitative Screening of Alternative Packages

· Attempt to Narrow List of Alternative Packages for Further Review

Welcome

Eryn welcomed the group and explained the purpose of the meeting. She explained that the project team would like to have further discussions regarding the 15 alternatives, and they are trying to narrow a list of alternative packages. 

Approve September 24th Meeting Summary-

Glen noted a change on page 7 of the meeting summary regarding his statement about bus’s policy to pull out of traffic. The group approved the summary with Glen’s changes. 
Discuss Screening of Alternative Packages
Rick discussed the screening of alternative packages, and noted that the project team made some changes after hearing from the PMT and SAC. He noted that those changes are made in grey on the IAMP Evaluation Framework handout. 
Dorothy wondered if safety for the flyover (2.1) should be marked the same considering the change for the flyover.
Rick made a noted of that. 

Dorothy pointed out that all the north capacity improvements receive full circles, because of the assumptions that it pulls traffic off, and noted that she doesn’t see that captured in the evaluation criteria. 
Rick noted that there is also an assumption that it helps with ramp levels. 

Dave noted that he thinks they should be zero.

Terry noted that he thinks they should look at it as having potential and they need to investigate and research it further. He noted that as we move forward we will validate the assumption or not. Terry noted that the meaning of the evaluation matrix will be different until we do some forecasting and modeling.
Eryn noted that this step is simply to get us to a short list with a more narrow range of alternatives.

Dave pointed out that the evaluation criteria is showing half circles for some criteria that have more potential at this point. For example for 1.1 mobility he is not sure how it can be more then some of the others that have not been evaluated. He noted that they should not put so much emphasis until we get more data. 

Rick pointed out that he developed a Strawman Recommendation, and noted that all of the alternatives would draw traffic away from Chemawa. He noted that if the assumptions are correct then we know what alternatives to go forward with.
Eryn asked the group if they felt comfortable going forward with the discussion of narrowing the alternatives.

Dave and Cecilia went over some of the alternatives that would impact Salem’s development plans in the NE corner.
Rick noted that the team assumed the only development plan they would encounter would be the Keizer station development plan.

Terry noted that we are not dealing with single jurisdictions development plans, and explained that he thinks they need to do one for east and one for west.

Dave noted that his changes would be to comprehensive plans, and noted that after looking at a lot of maps, he is concerned with access issues. 
Rick noted that the local circulation and access plans will be part of the next step. 

Dave expressed concern regarding access north and south (east of I-5 on the west side of the railroad). He thinks it is important to know some of the access issues now. He pointed that there is a challenging access issues between the railroad and interchange. He explained that currently it is not signalized and in the future left turns are going to be difficult. He also pointed out that Indian school road access point to Chemawa Rd. in the future will have to be signalized, and recommended an elevated structure that gives access to that property. 

Terry explained that you can mix and match some of the alternatives and noted that widening Chemawa doesn’t prevent doing something different with the access. 

Eryn asked the group if they had any other concerns or changes to the evaluation matrix. She noted that she has not heard from anyone else and assumes that everyone accepts it as it is.  

Rod Thompson noted that 5.4 scoring perimeters are the same. He stated that he doesn’t mind the premature score, but there is air quality analysis that could be done, and noted that there are not regulatory laws or rules out there for greenhouse, and explained that there is nothing to compare results to if you analyze. 
Rick explained that it is premature because we don’t have hard traffic numbers and congestion levels that would be needed for analysis, but they will have those in the next level in screening. 

Eryn pointed out that the committee that met to review the evaluation framework added this criterion.

Terry noted that this is always a work in progress and as we go forward it can evolve. He reiterated that this is a screening not a scoring.

Eryn explained that Rick put together some of his opinions in the Strawman Recommendations and asked the group to start working to reduce the list of alternatives. 
Rick explained that at this level if the PMT as a group would be 100% in agreement about which alternatives should definitely be in or out, then we don’t have to take a lot of time scrutinizing them at a higher level. Rick went over the Strawman Recommendation memo, and went over each alternative and his recommendation. 
The PMT discussed the 15 alternatives in terms of:

· Would like to carry it forward for further modeling and analyzing (in)
· Don’t want to carry forward (out)

·  Could be part of tier 2 project (tier 2)

· Alternatives they would like to analyze more before removing them from the list (limbo)
After reviewing Rick’s Strawman Recommendations and the Evaluation Framework the PMT discussed recommendations for each of the 15 alternatives and worked to narrow the range of alternatives:
	IN
	OUT
	?/Limbo
	Tier 2

	12
	11
	9*
	7*

	1
	5
	10*
	3

	13
	8
	
	14 light*

	14*
	2
	
	15R*

	6*
	4
	
	


*Alternative 14 & 14light-The PMT noted that they should do some modeling to determine the effectiveness of the improvement. They also noted that Alternatives 14 is better for busses, it has the best cost benefit, and it enhances the existing interchange. The PMT also discussed a light version of 14, because they noted that railroads are difficult for busses (14 light).
* Alternative 6- The PMT noted that they would like to keep Alternative 6 on the table for further consideration without the Tepper Lane connection. 
* Alternative 9 & 10- The PMT decided that they did not want to remove Alternatives 9 and 10 from consideration until they see what happens with Alternative 12.
* Alternative 7- The PMT noted that Alternative 7 has more feasibility, but they would like to see crash data as well as other examples of roundabouts in Oregon, along with the criteria for roundabouts. 
*Alternative 15R- Ray Jackson had ideas for Alternative 15 with different connections. He discussed extending it east to west to Portland Rd. and reconnecting to Chemawa Rd. The PMT liked Ray’s version of Alternative 15 and decided that it could be a tier 2 project. 
Rick discussed the schedule and that the project will continue to move toward one preferred alternative. Terry and Rick thought that they need to take about 3 months to work with Nate and City of Keizer in order to develop an alternative land use proposal. He noted that the PMT will not meet while they are developing alternative land use work, and they will be able to bring back information in January or February. 

Terry explained some of the upcoming steps in the project. He explained that they will need to develop land use scenarios, forecast the no build scenario, and test all alternatives against both land use scenarios. He explained that Nate thinks that the City of Keizer may be in the position to start talking about high to low scenarios at the beginning of December. Terry pointed out that late January to early February would be the soonest the PMT would.
Eryn noted that the PMT will take a holiday vacation, and she will send out a 2009 schedule.  She explained that next week the project team is meeting with the SAC to get their ideas and feedback on the recommendations the PMT made to the list of narrowed alternatives. 
Rick explained that the project team will correspond with the PMT after the SAC meeting to share their response to the PMT’s recommendations. 

Dave asked for some sort of graphic or handout, separate from the meeting minutes to share the outcome of their recommendations discussion. 
Eryn thanked the group for an efficient meeting. 
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