Sunrise Project, 1-205 to Rock Creek Junction

Project Advisory Committee (PAC)

Meeting #2

Sunnybrook Service Center Auditorium
September 20, 2004

4:00—6:30 p.m.

Draft Meeting Summary

Attendance

PAC:

Martha Waldemar, Sunnyside CPO

Jim Cameron, Clackamas CPO

Peggy Gayheart, Bluff Drive neighbor

Darrell Neet, Camp Withycombe

Al Suh, Oregon Iron Works

Dick Shook, Friends of Kellogg/Mt. Scott
Creeks Watershed

Diana Bear Morris, Representative for
environmental justice issues

Joel Halloran, Fred Meyer

Rob Wheeler, City of Happy Valley

George Allen, Rock Creek CPO

Bob Minor, Ped/Bike Adv Comm

Ed Kirchofer, CCFD #1

Greg DeGrazia, North Clackamas Chamber
of Commerce

John Hartsock, Damascus/Boring Advisory
Committee

Michelle Eraut, Federal Highway
Administration

Renate Mengelberg, Clackamas County
Business and Economic
Development Team

John Cullerton, Metro

Thomas Picco, Oregon Department of
Transportation

Ron Weinman, Clackamas County

Welcome

Staff/Elected Officials/Consultants:

Jay Lyman, DEA

Mike Baker, DEA

Jeanne Lawson, JLA

Randa Gahin, JLA

Cherie McGinnis, County Commissioner’s
Office

Leslie Howell, Howell Consulting

Larry Conrad, Clackamas County

Other Attendees:

Rachel Simon, Clackamas Review

Bill Given, Ambler

Chuck Serface, North Clackamas Citizens
Association

BJ Redive(?), CAB

Michael Water, Hubbard Terrace
Homeowners Assoc.

Jeff Winner, CRW

Dorothy Park, North Clackamas Citizens
Association

John Bliss, PV Project

Brian Bishop, Property Owner

Clinton Wood, Clackamas Resident

Jim Wright, Damascus CPO

Jeanne welcomed everyone and explained that the main purpose of the meeting is to write the

goals and objectives for the project.
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Public Comments

None.

Review Purpose and Need Statement

Jay Lyman and Mike Baker from DEA presented a slideshow outlining the Draft Purpose and
Need statement for the project. Meeting attendees also received handouts with the Purpose and
Need statement. Slides presented each need statement plus explanatory graphs and information
explaining the basis for each statement. Mike Baker provided explanations of the technical
information. The group had several questions about the slides:

Martha: I question the statement in the last needs statement that the area is expected to
double its employment. What is the area that is referred to?

Project Team: We will look into it and get back to you. Good question.

Jim: Are the charts, graphs, etc. on website?
Project Team: We will put them on the website.

George: What about other traffic not included in the area (not starting or ending in project
area)? (regional?)
Jay: Regional traffic is included in the analysis

Martha: Shouldn’t the Purpose statement say state AND federal?

Jay: We used to have “federal” in there, but were told by FHWA that it was appropriate to
leave out.

Rob W: Shouldn’t the statement have freight mentioned for funding purposes?
Jay: It is included in the needs.

Several questions were asked about the area included in the service area.

Clarification: It is supposed to represent the primary area that will use the new facility, not
everyone that will use it.

John H.: Where did the employment growth numbers come from? Metro doesn’t do job
projections.

John C: The numbers have come from job projections that Metro has made.

Some back and forth discussion ensued on this topic. The project team said they would try to
get more information on this topic. Jeanne reminded the group that the main focus of this
meeting was to review the Goals and Objectives, not to revisit details of the Purpose and
Need statement. Committee members were supposed to have submitted comments/questions
on the Purpose and Need statement prior to this meeting. Because time is limited and the
group has a lot to cover on the Goals and Objectives, Jeanne asked the group to focus their
time on that task.
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Action Items

¢ Jay, Mike, and Ron will research the source of the statement that the area is
expected to double its employment and provide a response to the committee

e Jay, Mike, and Ron will put the charts, graphs, etc. on the website.

¢ Jay, Mike, and Ron will provide more information on the employment growth
numbers.

Discussion of Goals and Objectives

Prior to beginning the discussion, Jeanne asked the group to approve the minutes from the last
meeting, and the Committee Protocols that were developed at the last meeting. No one had any
comments on either document. The committee approved both by head nods.

The project team explained that the Goals and Objectives are based on information received in
the public meeting, the interviews, and the issues workshop from the last meeting. The
committee will now walk through the draft together. The Goals and Objectives provide an
important framework for selecting and comparing alternatives.

Ed K noted that I-205 is a designated evacuation corridor for the Portland metro area, and that
critical access for existing emergency facilities is needed. The group needs to keep this in mind
and decide where to include it in the Goals and Objectives.

Tomorrow CETAS will be asked about the Goals and Objectives, not in terms of making
decisions, but to providing input. CETAS has to concur with the Purpose and Need, but only
advises on the Goals and Objectives.

Q: Are the Goals and Objectives listed in order of priority?
A: No. They are just grouped, not in priority order.

Goal #1

e (Goal Statement: Martha objected to the use of the word “facility” in that it is jargon that is
not meaningful to the public. The group discussed this for a while, but could not come up

with an acceptable substitution (“system,” “infrastructure,” and “corridor” were all rejected).
Martha agreed that she could live with “facility”.

e Goal Statement: Added “with improved/enhanced mobility” to better describe the intent of
the goal.

e (Goal Statement: Added “at the Milwaukie Expressway” to clarify the project location.

e Objective 1: Deleted “through limiting access for the length of the proposed facility” to avoid
stating the solution and maintain consistency with the other objectives in this respect (even
though limiting access is the implied solution).
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Objective 5: Added “in the study area” to clarify the target location.

Goal Statement and Objective 6: Rob W. was concerned about capturing “interstate” as well
as “intrastate” travel, so as not to limit the project’s funding. Michelle stated that it is not
limiting the project the way it is stated.

Objective 7: Deleted “via Highway 26 from the southern portions of the Portland
metropolitan area” to avoid limiting the scope of improved access to central and eastern
Oregon.

Objective 8: Modified text to specify more clearly the plans with which the project will be
compatible.

Objectives 9 and 10 (new): Added objectives to address the need to maintain a safe and
efficient emergency evacuation route and provide access points for emergency services.

Goal #2

Goal Statement: Deleted “the viability of.” The group thought this meaning was implied and
unnecessary and/or overstates the intent of the goal.

Objective 1: Changed “Maintain viable circulation” to “Maintain and/or improve circulation”
to more accurately state the goal’s intent. Reversed “industrial” and “commercial” to
maintain consistency with other goals and objectives.

Objective 3: Changed “local” to “existing” businesses for a more accurate meaning.

Goal #3

Objective 4: Added light pollution as a visual impact to minimize.

Objective 5 (new): Added an objective to minimize the loss of affordable housing. The group
debated whether this is included in Objective 2, to minimize residential displacements, but
decided it was a specific issue that merited a separate objective.

Goal #4

Objective 3: Minor punctuation and diction changes.
Objective 6 (new): Added an objective to minimize increases in surface water run-off.

Objective 7 (new): Added an objective to minimize impacts to air quality.
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Public Outreach — Workshop Planning Update

** The Alternatives Workshop is scheduled for Dec. 4 and 6. Please put these dates on your
calendar.** The Saturday (Dec. 4) workshop will be all day. The Monday (Dec. 6) workshop
will be in the afternoon and evening. The workshop will revisit the 1996 designs and look at
what needs to be reconsidered.

Next Steps

The PAC’s next meeting will be the Alternatives Workshop. The group is not planning to meet
before then.*

*The Project Management Team has decided that additional meeting would be informational and
should be held to inform the PAC prior to the Alternatives Workshop. The purpose of the
meeting would be to give the group a better background on traffic, transportation, and constraints
prior to the workshop. The PAC members will be contacted to schedule this meeting.
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