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AGENDA COVER MEMO

DATE: September 5, 2001

TO: Lane County Board of Commissioners

DEPARTMENT: Public Works Department

PRESENTED BY: Sonny Chickering, Acting Transportation Pianning Engineer

TITLE: DISCUSSION AND ORDER/In the Matter of Recommending Pavement
Preservation and Bridge Preservation and Replacement Projects to the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT), and Requesting Funding for Individual

Projects from State Bond Revenues Generated by the 2001 Oregon Transportation
Investment Act — House Bill 2142.

l. MOTION
Move approval of order authorizing the Board chair to sign the attached letter to the OTC.
Il. ISSUE

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has requested that the County Board,
acting as the Area Commission on Transportation (ACT), provide input on projects
deserving consideration for funding with state bond revenues generated by the 2001
Oregon Transportation Investment Act (HB 2142). Today staff is requesting Board
direction on submission of project lists for two categories of expenditures allowed under HB
2142, Pavement Preservation Projects and Bridge Preservation and Replacement Projects.

The final category for HB 2142 projects is Modernization. Board discussion of a
modernization project list is tentatively scheduled for the September 25th work session.

lil. DISCUSSION

A. Background

HB 2142 authorizes the sale of $400 million in bonds to finance highway projects over
the next seven years. Fifty percent of these bond proceeds will be allocated to
Pavement Preservation and Bridge Preservation and Replacement Projects. Of this
amount, the OTC has allocated $100 million to bridges, $50 million to district highway
preservation, and $50 million to either district highways or bridges.

On July 30™ of this year, the Public Works Director sent a letter to all cities within Lane
County encouraging local government input on project proposals for funding under HB
2142. The deadline for non-metro area cities to provide written comment to staff was
August 20 (none received). The Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) discussed these
two project categories on August 16™. No specific project priorities were forwarded to
the Board. The letter to cities indicated the Board would accept comment on proposed
Pavement Preservation and Bridge Preservation and Replacement projects up to and
including the September 5™ regular meeting.
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Attachment 1 contains project eligibility criteria and prioritization factors approved by the
Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) on August 9" of this year. Although the
Board discussion today is limited to proposed Pavement Preservation and Bridge
Preservation and Replacement projects, the document also details criteria and factors to
be used when considering projects for the Modernization category.

B. Analysis

Pavement Preservation. ODOT District 5 staff developed a list of District Level .
Highways in Lane County which may qualify for funding under HB 2142 (Attachment 2).
The list was developed through a coarse technical evaluation using ODOT's internal
pavement condition rating system, average daily traffic volumes and estimated unit
preservation costs. The top five potential projects are numbered on the table.

The ODOT list was presented to the MPC at their August 16" meeting. No additional
projects were nominated for inclusion in the list at that time. Although HB 2142 does
allow project weighting by criteria such as leveraging of local funds or inter-jurisdictional
transfers of improved roads after project completion, no cities have proposed utilizing
these methods to improve a particular project’s likelihood of funding. Likewise, county
staff does not recommend that Lane County request transfer of district highway
jurisdiction to Lane County under this program. However, the draft letter does request
consideration of the top five District 5 district highway preservation priorities for HB 2142
funding.

Another class of projects which qualify for funding under the Pavement Preservation
category are Load Limited Highways. Lane County has six load limited roads:

Big Creek Road — MP 0.00 at US 101 to MP 13.31 (entire road)

S. Canary Road — MP 5.74 SE of Florence to MP 6.52 Douglas County line
Briggs Hill Road — MP 0.00 at Territorial Hwy. to MP 1.95

Garoutte Road — MP 0.00 S of Cottage Grove to MP 2.51 (entire road)
Molitor Hill Road — MP 0.00 at Sears Road to MP 0.98 (entire road)

Sears Road — MP 0.66 N of Cottage Grove to MP 3.24

The draft letter requests consideration of the Sears Road project as a load-limited local
project because it functions as a frontage road along the east side of I-5 from the
Cottage Grove area to the Saginaw interchange.

Bridge Preservation and Replacement. Attachment 2 also contains a list of bridges
within Lane County which may qualify for funding under HB 2142. Prepared by ODOT
staff using their statewide inventory, the list consists of bridges that are deficient and
currently weight restricted, have temporary repairs and are weight restricted, or will
become weight restricted in the near future. As shown in Attachment 1, the bridge
ptiorities are to be established on a technical basis by an ODOT bridge committee.

Conversations with District 5 ODOT staff indicates that two bridges on Interstate 5 are
likely to be funded under this program. These bridges are in the Cottage Grove area:
the Row River southbound bridge at mp 175.40; and the Coast Fork Willamette bridge
southbound at mp 179.99. Replacement cost for these two bridges is estimated at
about $12.5 million.

The ODOT list was presented to the MPC at their August 16™ meeting. No additional
projects were nominated for inclusion in the list at that time.
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C.

Local agency bridges may also qualify for funding under the Bridge Preservation and
Replacement category. Lane County has seven covered bridges that score well on the
Standard Local Bridge HBRR Allocation Formula and may be competitive for funding
under HB 2142 (Attachment 3). The Coyote Creek Covered Bridge #39C409 is the top
ranked of these and is in need of a new roof. In addition, the Layng-Mosby Creek
Covered Bridge #39C241 also needs a roof replacement. We estimate that these two
roof replacements will cost about $95,000. The other five bridges listed are in good
condition. Because of their historic status, none of these covered bridges are
candidates for modernization. They are listed at a replacement cost of $5,520,120 in .
the HBRR list. The letter requests consideration of the two roof replacements and
consideration of use of the unused portion of the bridge replacement cost in Lane
County for district highway preservation.

Alternatives/Options

1. Approve order authorizing the Board chair to sign the attached letter forwarding
project requests and comments to the OTC.

2. Modify the letter as directed by the Board.

Recommendation

Option 1.
Timin

Action is required today in order to meet the September 7 deadline for submitting
Pavement Preservation and Bridge Preservation and Replacement projects to ODOT.

- IMPLEMENTATION/FOLLOW-UP

We will return to the Board on September 25" with a draft list of projects for funding under
the Modernization category of HB 2142. The list will be a combined effort reflecting input
from the MPC, the non-metro cities and County staff. Final Board approval of a

Modernization category project list is scheduled for October 34, :

ATTACHMENTS

Board Order with draft letter

Attachment 1 Project eligibility criteria and prioritization factors approved by the Oregon

Transportation Commission (OTC) on August 9" of this year.

Attachment 2 List of bridges within Lane County which may qualify for funding under

HB 2142.

Attachment 3 Standard Local Bridge HBRR Allocation Formula



IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY
STATE OF OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF RECOMMENDING
PAVEMENT PRESERVATION AND BRIDGE
PRESERVATION AND REPLACEMENT
PROJECTS TO THE OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(ODOT), AND REQUESTING FUNDING FOR
INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS FROM STATE
BOND REVENUES GENERATED BY THE
2001 OREGON TRANSPORTATION
INVESTMENT ACT-HOUSE BILL 2142

ORDER NO.

T S s’ S s s s e o “aas?

WHEREAS, the Oregon Department of Transportation has requested input from local
governments on program priorities for the District Highway Preservation and Bridge
Preservation and Replacement categories from the 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment
Act; and

WHEREAS, on August 16™, the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) reviewed and
discussed these program categories; and

WHEREAS, the Board has requested input from the cities of Lane County and has not
received comments on these program categories; and '

WHEREAS, the Board has ooordinatéd with District 5 ODOT staff on the consideration of
bridge projects based on technical criteria established for the category of projects; now, therefore, it is
hereby

ORDERED that a letter be signed by the Board Chair and sent to the OTC prior to the
September 7 deadline for comment. '

Dated this day of , 2001.

Chair, Lane County Board of Commissioners
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Mr. Steven Corey, Chair
Oregon Transportation Commission
355 Capitol St., NE, Room 101
Salem, OR 97301-3871

Dear Mr. Corey,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the District Highway Preservation and
Bridge program categories funded by the 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act.
We have coordinated these comments with all the cities in Lane County and the
Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) for the Eugene-Springfield MPO area. We also
have coordinated with Mr. Bob Pirrie and other local District 5 staff. They have provided
us technical information on district highways and deficient bridges in Lane County. After
review of this data and discussion with our local partners, we offer the following
comments on this first part of the HB 2142 allocation process.

We have reviewed the attached District highway preservation list provided by District 5
staff and support preservation of these highways. We recommend the top five district
highway preservation projects be funded. They are: Springfield-Creswell Hwy (Parkway
Rd) mp 5.29 to mp 8.00; Springfield-Creswell Hwy (Cloverdale Rd) mp 11.63 to mp
14.88; Goshen-Divide Hwy (99) mp 0.00 to mp 14.76; Springfield-Creswell Hwy (Jasper
Rd) mp 1.38 to 5.13; and Territorial Hwy, mp 0 to mp 18.7. The criteria in HB 2142
proposing that district highway preservation project funding facilitate transfers to local
agencies has not generated interest from local governments in Lane County. There is a
reluctance to take on the permanent responsibilities of district highway transfers to local
agencies based solely on the benefit of this preservation program.

Lane County has five load limited county roads that were reviewed for funding under HB
2142. We request consideration of funding for Sears Road, mp 0.6 to mp 3.24. This
road functions as a frontage road along the east side of 1-5 from just north of Cottage
Grove to the Saginaw interchange.

We support the replacement of important ODOT bridges in Lane County. Based on the
technical recommendation of local ODOT staff, we support two specific bridge
replacements in southern Lane County on Interstate 5. These are the southbound
bridge over Row River at mp 175.40 (bridge #07829) and the southbound bridge over
the Coast Fork Willamette River at mp 179.99 (bridge #07745). These two bridges are
estimated to cost about $12.5 million. We understand that this may be the extent of
funding availability under this program in Lane County. We support replacement of
other priority ODOT bridges in Lane County if funding becomes available.



The statewide local agency bridge list for HBRR allocation shows seven bridges in Lane
County. Replacement cost for these bridges totals $5,520,120. Since all of these
bridges are historic covered bridges, we are not requesting modernization or
replacement of these bridges. However, we do request consideration of a roof
replacement on the Coyote Creek Covered Bridge (bridge #39C409) and the Layng-
Mosby Creek Covered Bridge (bridge #39C241), at a total cost of about $95,000. Since
a portion of the bridge funding has been specified for local expenditures and because
we are not requesting local bridge replacement from the HBRR priority list, we request
that you use some portion of the remaining unused money for district highway
preservation in Lane County as an alternative expenditure.

Sincerely,

LANE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Anna Morrison
Chair

c. Jeffrey Scheick, Region 2 Manager
Robert Pirrie, Area 5 Manager



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act

ATTACHMENT 1

RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors

Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Overview

Modernization Pavement Preservation Bridge
Replacement / Rehabilitation
Applied by ACTs Applied by ACTs Applied by Bridge Project Selection
Commiittees

Eligibility Criteria: (used to determine Eligibility Criteria: (used to determine Eligibility Criteria: (used to determine
if a project is eligible for funding if a project is eligible for funding if a project is eligible for funding
under HB 2142) under HB 2142) under HB 2142)
Modernization projects that: Pavement Preservation projects that: Bridge replacement and rehabilitation
¢ Increase lane capacity [sections e Are located on District Highways projects that:

2(2)(a) and 2(3)(a) of HB 2142 ']
or involve interchanges on
multilane highways [section
2(2)(d) of HB 2142 ).

e  Are consistent with applicable

acknowledged comprehensive
plans and/or adopted Transport-

ation System Plans.

®  Are consistent with the Oregon
Highway Plan policy on Major
Investment (1.G.1), where

applicable.
e Have achieved project readiness.4

[section 2(2)(e) of HB 2142] or be
on a load limited highway [section
2, (2)(b) of HB 2142].

e  Are consistent with applicable
acknowledged comprehensive
plans and/or adopted Transport-

ation System Plans.

. 4
e Have achieved project readiness.

Are load limited bridges [section
2(2)(b) of HB 2142] or are state or
local bridges [section 2(2)(c) of
HB 2142},

. . . 4
Have achieved project readiness.

Prioritizing Factors: (used to select
projects for funding from the pool of
eligible projects)

Priority shall be given to:

e Interchange projects on multi-lane
highways [section 2(3) (c) of HB
2142] where applicable.

e  Projects that support important
community areas and that are
consistent with the Oregon
Highway Plan Policy 1.B on Land
Use and Transportation , where
applicable.

e  Projects that enhance Freight
Mobility , including access to
intermodal facilities.

¢  Projects that enhance the s7afety of

Prioritizing Factors: (used to select
projects for funding from the pool of
eligible projects)

Priority shall be given to:

e Projects that facilitate
jurisdictional transfer [section
2(3)(d) of HB 2142).

e  Projects identified by the
Pavement Management System.

e  Projects that support important

community areas , where
applicable.

e  Projects that enhance Freight
Modbility , including access to
intermodal facilities.

e  Projects that enhance the s7afety of

the transportation system.

Prioritizing Factors: (used to select
projects for funding from the pool of
eligible projects)

Priority shall be given to:

Projects identified by the Bridge
Management Systeml Lsection
2(3)(b) of HB 2142] .

Projects that support important
community areas 5, where
applicable.

Projects that enhance Freight
Mobility , including access to
intermodal facilities.

Projects that enhance the §]afety of

the transportation system.
Projects that levera%e other funds

the transportation system. e Projects that levera %e other funds and public benefits.
e  Projects that levera%e other funds and public benefits.

and public benefits.
Oregon Transportation Commission page 1 Attachment B

Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance

This document outlines the project selection process for the 2001 Oregon
Transportation Investment Act. The Oregon Transportation Commission will
make the final selections for projects to be funded under the 2001 Oregon
Transportation Investment Act. The Commission will rely on the advice and
recommendations that it receives from Area Commissions on Transportation
(ACTs) and regional advisory groups. In making final project selections, the
Oregon Transportation Commission will ensure that ACTs and regional advisory
groups have based their considerations on the criteria and will ensure projects are
distributed equitably statewide.

ACTs and regional advisory groups should use this document as a guide when they
evaluate projects to recommend for funding to ensure consistent application of
project eligibility criteria and prioritizing factors. It may also provide information
to those who are preparing project proposals.

ACTs and regional advisory groups may use additional criteria to select and rank
projects provided that the criteria are consistent with the criteria adopted by the
Oregon Transportation Commission If an ACT or regional advisory group
chooses to use additional criteria, they must inform those developing project.
proposals about the criteria.

The 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act shall be used to finance modemization and
preservation projects.

® Modernization projects: A “modemization project” is any project that includes improvements
that add capacity to highways, including but not limited to new or widened lanes and new
bypasses. Projects that build bridges in places where there was no bridge or that rebuild a
bridge to add travel lanes are modernization projects.

* Preservation: A “preservation project” is any project which includes paving, striping and
reconstruction designed to add useful life to existing highways. Preservation includes bridge
replacement and rehabilitation projects so long as capacity is not added.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 1 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance
I. Project Eligibility Criteria

Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs), the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT), or any other body advising the Oregon Transportation Commission on
the selection of projects for funding shall apply the project eligibility criteria. The project

. eligibility criteria are a first screen so that additional efforts can be focused to determine what
projects they will evaluate further for funding under the 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment
Act. The eligibility criteria are not listed in any particular order. Projects must satisfy these
criteria, at a minimum, before they are given further consideration.

'Lane Capacity Projects and Interchange Projects

The 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act funds modernization projects on:

e Highways that need increased lane capacity where lane capacity projects are chosen froma
constrained list [sections 2(2)(a) and 2(3)(a) of House Bill 2142].

e Interchange projects on multi-lane highways [section 2(2)(d) of House Bill 2142].

The phrase “lane capacity projects” may be understood broadly. Lane capacity projects may
include any project intended to address capacity problems. This includes bypasses, adding a lane
or lanes to an existing facility, passing lanes, turn refuges, signalization including timing traffic
signals, lane widening or alignment, bus turnouts, and bicycle lanes.

The term constrained list has different meaning depending on whether a project is located inside
or outside a metropolitan planning organization’s (MPO) boundaries. The term does not restrict
the consideration of modernization projects to only those projects located within MPO
boundaries. ’ ,

e Inside MPO boundaries: TSP or transportation improvement programs are developed
following a federally-prescribed process. This includes a financial plan that demonstrates
which projects can be implemented using current revenue sources and which projects are to
be implemented using proposed revenue sources (while the existing transportation system is
being adequately operated and maintained). (See Attachment D, an excerpt from the Code of
Federal Regulations.)

e Outside MPO boundaries: The legislature intended a broader definition than is used inside
MPOs for those jurisdictions outside of an MPO. Those jurisdictions should identify projects
using documents such as TSPs, corridor plans, or transportation or capital improvement
plans.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 2 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
‘ Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance
2Consistency with Comprehensive Plans and Transportation System Plans (TSP)

Projects must be consistent with the applicable adopted comprehensive plan or transportation
system plan (TSP). If the applicable adopted plan or TSP is not acknowledged by the
Department of Land Conservation and Development, the proposal must include findings that the
project is consistent with the applicable Statewide Planning Goals. If such consistency cannot be
demonstrated at the time an ACT or regional advisory group approves a project, the ACT or
regional advisory group shall specify a future date by which such consistency shall be achieved
and the ACT or regional advisory group shall note what changes to the TSP or comprehensive
plan are needed.

3Consistency with Oregon Highway Plan policy on Major Investment (1.G.1)

A project must also be consistent with Policy 1.G.1, Major Investment. In order to demonstrate
that a project is consistent, the proposal must show that the project and/or the TSP clearly
addressed the prioritization criteria found in Policy 1.G.1 of the Oregon Highway Plan.

Please note: Where needed to assure consistency with the above noted Oregon Highway Plan
policy, the ACT's or regional advisory groups shall negotiate conditions for project approval with
an applicant to enhance community livability and/or to preserve the capacity of the state highway
for long-distance travel. These conditions shall be attached to the application approved by the
ACT or regional advisory group, shall be as specific as possible given the stage of development
of the project, and may include such items as access management and interchange management
plans, needed local street improvements, traffic management plans, land use plan designations,
and other similar conditions.

4Project Readiness

The intent of the “project readiness” screening criteria is to identify projects, or portions or
phases of projects that can be delivered within the timeframe allowed under bonding
requirements. The project does not have to have been on the “shelf” but there needs to be
information that indicates that the project can get the necessary permits and be built in the
timeframe indicated. Areas to assess readiness include, but are not limited to environmental,
right-of-way, alternative analysis and consistency with state land use goals.

“Project readiness” responds to a commitment to the Legislative Assembly to move quickly to
implement the 2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act. It is the understanding of the
Oregon Transportation Commission that the Legislative Assembly intended the Act to fund
projects that make visible improvements to Oregon’s highways, roads and streets and are
deliverable. It should be possible to move a project from design to construction, meeting the

Oregon Transportation Commission page 3 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance

normal public outreach, environmental requirements, and land use requirements with a minimum
of delays.

In addition, bond proceeds will be used to finance projects under the 2001 Oregon
Transportation Investment Act. Bonding imposes requirements (for example, to spend proceeds
within three years) that emphasize the need to move quickly.

The department anticipates three bond issues associated with 2001 Oregon Transportation
Investment Act, with the last occurring ‘about October 2005. All prOJects must be finished and
all expenditures complete before October 2008.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 4 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance
II. Prioritization Factors

The prioritization factors are guidance offered by the Oregon Transportation Commission to
ensure consistent consideration of projects by ACTs and regional advisory groups. The
prioritization factors are not listed in any particular order and do not have any implied weight.
ACTs and regional advisory groups may use additional criteria to rank projects provided that the
factors are consistent with the criteria adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission. If an
ACT or regional advisory group chooses to use additional prioritization factors, they must inform
those developing project proposals about the factors.

5Support Important Community Areas

To show consistency with Policy 1.B of the Oregon Highway Plan, a project should not detract
from efforts to improve downtowns and main streets and to reduce sprawling development
patterns.

The intent of this prioritization factor is to support projects that are consistent with the Livability

Initiative where applicable. These projects assist in the following:

¢ Stimulate economic opportunities in rural and distressed communities.

* Revitalize downtowns and mainstreets. Projects contribute to revitalization of a downtown
area or creating a mainstreet atmosphere.

* Reducing traffic congestion. Projects increase the effectiveness of the transportation system
which reduces the amount of traffic congestion.

* When located outside a downtown, mainstreet, or other community center, that appropriate
access management is provided.

SFreight Mobility

Freight mobility means the safe, reliable, and efficient movement of goods between and among
local, national, and international markets. In considering projects, ACTs and regional advisory
groups should evaluate how a project: :

¢ Provides for an efficient movement of freight.

* Demonstrates that it will not negatively affect freight movement.

Projects that address freight mobility concerns may include access to intermodal terminals and
may ensure movement of farm and forest equipment on farm to market roads.

7Safety
A project that focuses on an area (or areas) with a high Safety Program Index System number

would be more likely to be funded, all other things being equal. Where appropriate, projects
should also address safety for other modes.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 5 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance

8Leverage and Public Benefit

ACTs and regional advisory groups should evaluate how proposed projects leverage additional
funding or collateral community benefits and make wise and efficient use of infrastructure and
natural resources. Examples of leverage could include:
e Other funding contributions, such as additional federal funds, local matching funds or
provision of project right-of-way, private funding.
¢ Bundling with other infrastructure projects (provided there is no adverse aﬂ'ect on project
readiness).
Fish enhancement, such as culvert replacement and improved drainage.
Transfer of jurisdiction from state to local control.

*District Highways

The Oregon Department of Transportation is engaged in an administrative rule-making to define
“district highway.” The department will make a recommendation to the Oregon Transportation
Commission at its September meeting to adopt an administrative rule defining “district
highway.” The proposed rule would define a d1str1ct highway as below:

“District Highway” means a state facility of county-wide significance that
functions largely as a county and city arterial or collector.

The comment period for the temporary rule has closed.
8ridge Prioritization
STATE BRIDGE PROJECT SELECTION

State bridge projects proposed for funding under the Oregon Transportation Improvement Act |
were selected based on the desire to maintain and i unprove transportation’s role in Oregon’s
economy.

Focusing on the Interstate Highway and Freight Route systems, bridges were considered as
candidates based on the following:
e Bridges that are presently load restricted.
e Bridges that have needed temporary repair, but still have some load restrictions.
e Bridges that have deterioration that will cause load restrictions in the near future.

With bridges being inspected at least every two years, the most current inspection information
was used to develop a list of bridges meeting the criteria above. This list contained 137 bridges
at an uninflated replacement cost of $585 million.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 6 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001



2001 Oregon Transportation Investment Act_
RECOMMENDED Project Eligibility Criteria and Prioritizing Factors
Established by the Oregon Transportation Commission

Process Description and Guidance

The list was further prioritized by listing only Interstate Highway system bridges that matched

the criteria. This reduced the proposed list to 42 bridges, at an uninflated replacement cost of
$220 million.

Due to the magnitude of bridge needs, an additional prioritization was necessary to further
reduce the bridge list. Only the bridges on the Interstate Highway system that have experienced
load restrictions in the recent past and those that have deterioration that will cause load
restrictions in the near future were considered. This resulted in the current list of candidate State
Bridge projects and consists of 13 bridges, at an uninflated replacement cost of $115 million.

LOCAL BRIDGE PROJECT SELECTION

Local bridges that are currently load restricted may become candidates for funding through the
Oregon Transportation Improvement Act. ODOT maintains data in the National Bridge
Inventory System and a record of inspections on bridges owned by local jurisdictions.

Deficient bridges with a sufficiency rating of 80 or less will be considered for rehabilitation.
Those bridges with a sufficiency rating of 50 or less will be considered for replacement. This
follows the methodology outlined in Sections XTI through XVII of the 2001-03 Federal —Aid
Agreement .

The State Bridge Engineer will request that bridge owners indicate by letter which bridges
should be considered for funding by the Oregon Transportation Investment Act. The letters of
request will be submitted to the ODOT Region Manager who will forward the information to the
State Bridge Engineer and the Local Bridge Selection Review Committee. Only those bridges
requested by owners will be considered for funding.

The Local Bridge Selection Review Committee will consider bridges in two categories: small
bridges (deck area less than 30,000 square feet) and large bridges (deck area of 30,000 square
feet or more).

The Local Bridge Selection Review Committee will compile and rank small bridge projects in
priority order according to the Technical Ranking System (TRS). The TRS formula considers
factors such as the structural condition, average daily traffic, detour length, safety features,
construction cost and the bridge’s load capacity; providing a single point total number for each
candidate bridge project. Higher point totals signify a higher priority.

For candidate large bridges (deck area of 30,000 square feet or greater), the Local Bridge
Selection Review Committee will review the applications and prioritize the projects based upon
the bridge’s service to the state and local economy.

Oregon Transportation Commission page 7 Attachment C
Approved August 9, 2001 :



ATTACHMENT

Information on District Level Highway Preservation and Bridge
Preservation and Replacement Projects

DISTRICT LEVEL HIGHWAY PRESERVATION. Nine highways in
District 5 serve a predominantly local function and are classified in the Oregon Highway
Plan as District Level Highways. Eight of those District level highways are within Lane
County. With the exception of the Springfield Highway (Pioneer Parkway) and the
“Old” McKenzie Highway, the surface condition of the district level highways in the
Lane County area is generally rated Fair or Poor. Only 43% of the District Level
Highways in the Lane County area are in “Fair or Better” condition. This rating is
comparable to the other districts in Region 2. The majority of “Fair” rated District Level
highways in District 5 are expected to fall into the Poor category within the next 6 years.
No District Level highways in the area are programmed for preservation in the current
STIP cycle. Given current ODOT program resource levels it is unlikely that any
significant improvements will be possible to address their poor surface condition.

The attached table titled “District Level Highway Preservation Project Ranking for HB
2142” represents segmentation and prioritization of those highways for consideration as
potential HB 2142 Preservation Projects. Potential project limits were determined based
on Pavement Management System rating factors, traditional project limits, as well as
local safety and operational considerations. The top 5 potential projects are numbered on
the table.

These priorities were developed locally by District 5 in consultation with transportation
staff of Lane County, Springfield and Eugene. Since all but two of the area’s District
level highways have comparable surface conditions highway usage (Average Daily Trips-
ADT) and unit preservation cost were weighted heavily in selecting the top candidates.
HB 2142 allows for weighting of other criteria in project selection for opportunities such
as leveraging of state funds with local participation or potential inter-jurisdictional
transfers. To-date, no such opportunities have been identified or discussed in any depth.

BRIDGE PRESERVATION AND REPLACEMENT. The attached list of
bridges titled “District 5, Region 2 Bridges List for HB 2142 Projects” is a sub-set of a
statewide list of bridges being considered for replacement with funding from HB 2142.
The table has been edited and includes only bridges in the Lane County area. Several
Bridge Maintenance System rating factors were removed from this version of the table in
order to reduce the size for ease in presentation. The bridges being considered statewide
were selected based on the following criteria:

Bridges that are deficient and currently weight restricted.
Bridges that have temporary repairs and are weight restricted.
Bridges that will become weight restricted in the near future.

Also Attached is a table listing the bridges in the Lane County area which are currently
programmed for construction as part of the 2002-2005 Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (02-05 STIP).
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