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Bethany Boulevard Improvements

Project Focus Group Meeting #3 Notes

Meeting Date: September 9, 2010
Time: 5:00-7:00 p.m.
Location: Sunset Presbyterian Church

FOCUS GROUP MEMBERS:

Doug Alvarez \ Paul Enriguez \
Debra Ashe Bob McMillian \
Hal Ballard Charles Murphy \
Chris Biggs v | Steve Murray \
Ann Bryan V| Jeff Oberst \
Robert Bueermann \ Sandra Peterson V
Stephen Collins v | Norm Rose \
Rob Saxton V| John Hartsock V
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM:
Washington County
Matt Costigan Y | Jan Wilson \
Brian Irish \ Magdalena Campuzano \
Howell Consulting
Leslie Howell R |
WHPacific
Wayne Bauer | | KenRehms | A
Kittelson & Associates

Wade Scarbrough R |
OTHER ATTENDEES:

Russ Knoebel Washington County, CPM Principal Begr Speaker
Jim Evans Moyano Leadership Group (MLG) , Sr. RiioManager Speaker
approximately 125 others (see sign up sheet farisp@ames)

Welcome and Introductions -Leslie Howell (Howell Consulting)

Leslie introduced herself as the facilitator fog #roject Focus group and welcomed everyone. There
was a large crowd in attendance (over 100). Lesh@nded the group that this is a Project Focusu@r
meeting, and therefore the focus will be discusegproject with the PFG only. The public is vegte
at these meetings, but they should not be invoiwede presentations or discussion. There is ttrtee
end of the meeting for public comment. Leslicieexed the agenda for the evening.
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John Hartsock was introduced as a new member d¢?ribject Focus Group representing the Beaverton
School District. John is a Project Manager foriliges Development.

Leslie asked the group for any corrections to tleeting notes from Meeting No. 2. Ann Bryan
requested changes to a statement that she madeg theimeeting (she submitted revision to staff and
these will be included in the final version). Niher changes to the notes were made. Upon revisen
notes will be posted to the project website. leesdiminded everyone that all meeting materialsndgs,
previous Focus Group Meeting notes and handowgg)@sted to the website. The project website
address ishttp://projects.whpacific.com/bethanybl vd/

Items from the “issues bin” from the last meetingrevreviewed.

= Estimate for the 174" Avenue overcrossing.Preliminary estimate is $30 million dollars which
includes the design, right of way and constructidmis is an overpass over both Bronson Road
and Highway 26 and ties into Cornell Road. No amps or off-ramps to Highway 26 are
anticipated with this project.

= Traffic Warrant Justification for the signal at 143" and Oak Hills. This intersection was
identified on the County SPIS (Safety Priority Ind&ystem) list back in the early 90’s. Some
improvements were made in the mid 90’s with a flaglveacon and turn lanes. Records show a
fatality at this location. Additional improvementgre made by the County in early 2000’s but
they did not have funding for traffic signals (emmpbnduits were installed). In 2005, a traffic
signal was installed.

Question: Does there have to be a fatality to meet warramta traffic signal?

Answer: No, this intersection was ranked high on the 3BtSvhich means there were a lot of accidents
at this location. Accidents are only one consitlenavhen analyzing whether a signal is warranted.
These improvements did result in this intersechieimg removed from the SPIS list.

= Cornell/Bethany Interchange — is the HOV lane to beemoved? Yes, the HOV lane at the
eastbound ramp meter signal will be convertedderseral-purpose lane upon the completion of
the Highway 26 widening.

» |twas asked at the last meeting to place the Rigl@f Way map on the website.There were
some issues with the website previously that haenlesolved and the ROW map is now on the
website.

Update on traffic information - Wade Scarbrough (Kittelson and Associates)

Wade distributed two handouts to PFG members {o d&retwer questions regarding the other adjacent
parallel corridors (174 143% 188", and Saltzman). The handouts showed the reduitewo’s

Regional Traffic Model for the project area. Tigufes showed the 2005 “base model” and the 2035
“future model”, with 188 projected to carry a majority of the future growthWade explained that the
traffic information being used for the Bethany jdjis based upon actual counts and a specific imode
analysis for Bethany.

Question'Were the forecasted volumes based on Bethany begarb-lane road?
Answer: Yes, a 2- or 3-lane road would not handle thgepted volumes. The model includes all
projects included in the County’s Transportatiost8yn Plan (TSP) including those to Bethany.

Question: On the 2035 figure, it shows a drop of about 6,8éhicles on Bethany, between Bronson and
West Union — why?
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Answer: The model is not as precise as modeling eveglesintersection along the corridor. The access
points along the corridor are loaded into one @ $pots. As people turn into Oak Hills, Telshaed

other neighborhoods along the Bethany corridoretigen drop in traffic but that does not meanralse
vehicles are turning into Oak Hills. The 2035 istmtion traffic volumes that are being used intthfic
study have been adjusted to better reflect actuairtg movement patterns within the project ar€he
intent of these two figures is to illustrate themll regional traffic patterns, and to provide an
understanding of anticipated growth on other magridors in the surrounding area.

Question: Why would the vehicle numbers double then?

Answer: In addition to the North Bethany Urbanization &réhe model assumes some densification and
redevelopment based on Metro’s goals and whatladed in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. Even
if not all of planned redevelopment occurs, wd atiticipate a magnitude of traffic increases othBay
that will exceed the capacity of a 3-lane roadwAytypical 3-lane urban street can carry a maxinaim
about 20,000 vehicles per day. So even if futtaffi¢ is 35,000 or 30,000 vehicles per day, asospp

to the forecast 39,000 from the model, it woulduiegja 4- or 5-lane facility. When it comes to the
intersections within the project area, we havensgfithe numbers from the model to better reflettedc
conditions.

Question: The figures are dated Sept 2010 - is that whey were created and if so, why isn’t the figure
based on current traffic counts.

Answer: The County’s “base model” was developed and catial using 2005 traffic data. The base
model data is only used as a comparison to the 208& conditions model to provide an understagdin
of the expected 30-year growth. The base modalidatot used for the actual traffic analysis afemg
conditions. The traffic analysis is using moreamdraffic counts collected in 2009 and 2010.

Question: We know the Arbor Bethany project is on hold sahs that taken into consideration on the
increased traffic numbers.

Answer: The projected volumes shown in Figure 2 assuetile Arbor development will occur before
2035 even though the specific timing of the devedept is not known. If the Arbor development does
not occur, the traffic numbers on Bethany wouldpdog about 500 vehicles per day.

Question: In the 2035 figure, is the 17©verpass included in the numbers?

Answer: The overpass project is on the TSP, and the niaiebeen evaluated both with and without it.
The results shown in Figure 2 assume the overpaskiwot be constructed. The model runs with the
overpass in place show that there would not bgraf&iant reduction in the traffic on Bethany (¢kif
about 1,000 or so trips per day). The overpasddumet avoid the need for 5 lanes on Bethany.

Question: There are a lot of questions about the numbgebittles on Bethany.
Answer: We are at the capacity limit of a 2 or 3 lanelfigatoday and however the area grows, Bethany
will be well over its capacity in the future.

Question: How much traffic is being generated by North Betpthat will use Bethany Blvd?
Answer: It's projected that approximately 10% of the fimfenerated from North Bethany is expected to
travel on Bethany Blvd.

Question: If the traffic isn’t coming from North Bethany @nhe residents already live here, where is the
traffic projected to be coming from?

Answer: It is coming from general growth in the areadidition to densification and redevelopment, per
Metro’s regional plans. North Bethany is also anigant contributor (even though only 10% of its
traffic will use Bethany Blvd, it represents ab6é.@00 vehicles per day).
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Wayne Bauer explained that the model is a tool fisegrojecting traffic volumes and is from Metro’s
regional planning model and has to do with growmtlotighout the whole metro area. Based on the fact
that the metro area will grow, it is assumed theifit will grow accordingly. That is what drivéise
numbers to increase. The model is global for thelevregion and not just Washington County. There
was debate among the committee members as toc¢heaay of future growth in the area based on
Metro’s projections.

Wade discussed the Oak Hills / Bethany intersectibme existing volumes at the intersection do not
currently meets warrants for a signal (turn volumeslow). However, there have been discussiotis wi
County Engineering staff and the Beaverton Schastriot, who would like to reduce number of buses
and encourage students walking to school. Baseles® discussions, the design team believes the
school crossing warrant could be met based onuh#ar of students that live west of Bethany Blyd.
this time, the County is proceeding in the diratid a traffic signal being installed at this irgection.

Highway 26 / Bethany Overcrossing Study Jim Evans (Moyano Leadership Group) and
Russ Knoebel (Washington County)

Russ introduced himself as a Principal EngineettferCapital Projects Management Division and lieat
is responsible for the Bethany Overcrossing StuRlyss started with some background information bou
the project.

» The crossing was constructed in the early 90'sjdalready at its capacity and the County
realized there was a need to improve the Bethamyrd@assing. In 2007, the County requested
federal funds to widen or rebuild the interchanf;re2009 the County once again requested
funding, but has not received a response to thiga®t. The County is continuing to work with
ODOT to obtain construction funding for the project

= ODOT is currently widening Highway 26 in responsatea growth. In 2008 the County
requested that ODOT include the Bethany over angdsi their Highway 26 improvements.
That was not done.

= Russ attended ODOT’s November 2009 open houséddfighway 26 widening where people
asked what was being done about the over crossing.

= Because of the good bidding climate, the Highwayw@6k came in at about half the estimated
cost. ODOT has refunded most of this money bat¢ke¢dCounty (approx. $2.8 mil) which the
County has ear-marked for the overpass.

= County has hired Moyano Leadership Group (MLG)keta look at what are some options the
County could pursue with the overpass and relabstsc

Jim introduced himself and said he has workedémtletro area for about 30 years as an engine@tin b
the public and private sector. Jim pulled togethaam of experts including the bridge engineer who
designed the overpass and a traffic engineer Vlithears experience at ODOT.

* The MLG team has met with ODOT to see what ideay ttad to improve the interchange, then
took into consideration issues raised by the publiee team then met with Washington County
and ODOT to gather traffic information and projeeffic out to the future.

= Jim stressed that the major issue for ODOT is #uking up of traffic at the Cornell off-ramp
onto Hwy 26. This isn’t a major issue now but vad as traffic volumes increase. Other related
issues are the congestion on the overpass duritedilanes and the congestion at the Bronson
intersection.

= A comparison matrix was handed out which detaited bptions: two short-term, one
intermediate and one long-term option and detdiedlifferent options with the PF@Ehese
will be posted onto the project website)

= Jim gave an overview of each option and said tteounty decided to pursue the long term
option. The next step will be to take it furtheta preliminary design. The quicker the design is
done the sooner it can be implemented to take aagarof current lower construction costs.
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Question If we don’'t widen Bethany to five lanes, do wil get the same improvements to the bridge?
Answer: The County is dedicated to make the bridge impnoents happen as a project entirely separate
from Bethany. This improvement will require a filame section north of the overcrossing, with
additional traffic modeling needed to refine theida improvements.

Question: How will the overpass project be funded?

Answer: The County has dedicated $2.8 million to stagtdbsign and right of way acquisition process.
The County is working on securing construction fagdvia state and/or federal), and at this pdeg|
pretty confident funding for construction will beaalable.

Presentation on Draft Design ConceptsWayne Bauer (WH Pacific)

» Wayne presented four design alternatives. He @aaahat the design team used the
information provided by attendees at the Design\0dkshop to develop one alternative, with
other alternatives developed to provide for traffiowth as has been discussed. (The summaries
from both workshops are on the website and the RE@bers and the public are encouraged to
read them.) The following is a description of #fernatives that have been developed:
Alternative 4: 5 lane road thru Bronson, taperim@ t3-lane thru the Oak Hills and West Union
intersections; (This was the alternative develdpesked on discussions at the Design 101
workshop.

= Alternative 3: 5 lane road thru Bronson, taperm@ B-lane, then widening to a 5-lane thru the
Oak Hills intersection, tapering back to a 3-laréobe widening back out to a 5-lane thru the
West Union intersection;

= Alternative 2: 5 lane road thru Bronson, taperim@ #-lane, then widening to a 5-lane thru the
Oak Hills intersection, tapering back to a 4-laeébe widening back out to a 5-lane thru the
West Union intersection;

= Alternative 1: A county standard 5 lane continugukfu the West Union intersection.

Questionis the county looking to widen Bethany from Weslidh up to Springville as 5 lanes as well?
Answer: Not at this time. Bethany has been identifiedrantransportation plan as 5-lanes all the way to
Springville Road, so this improvement will occunsgiime in the future.

Question: With the approval of the County, can the standaadiway width be narrowed?

Answer: Yes. We have met with the County Engineer aedtifled several options to reduce right-of-
way (design exceptions). The design team woulldhsted to submit and receive formal approval ef th
design exceptions (reduction of travel and turdémges, bike lanes). Current County standard sitkswa
are at 5.5 feet and we would not request a desigeption to narrow these further.

Question: Is 90 feet the standard width of a 5 lane road?
Answer: County standard is actually 98 ft, which inclutkesdscaped strips between the sidewalk and
road. Because right-of-way is already limitea tiesign team has already dropped the landscaed st

Question: This question goes back to the traffic model pdsaut at the beginning of the meeting .Why
are we starting with a 2005 start off a projectida.we all know things have changed.

Answer: For this project, we are using real traffic daddlected this year. The 2005 model data is
provided for comparison purposes only.

Question: If we do decide to go to something other thaartes would that require an amendment to the
transportation plan?
Answer: Not sure; we will put that question on the isshigs
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Question: As | drive around the County, | have been loghkior roads that are analogous in function to
what this road would be — neighborhoods to otheghtmrhoods and to a highway, not to a commercial
area. | haven't been able to see one that iséslda there one that | can see?

Answer: South of TV Highway on 170to Farmington, there is a 5 lane similar roader€hs not
necessarily one roadway that is exactly like time,dut there are similarities that are reflectfevhat is
in this plan.

Question: With all the reducing adjustments that might kedmon the width of the road, what does that
come down to?
Answer: Approximately 8 ft, four feet from either side.

QuestionIf we have a question with these future traffiojpctions, who do we go to at the County?
Answer: Stephen L. Kelly from Planning does all the matgfor the County. He does not generate the
model, but the projections come out of Metro.

Question:Can we get someone to present on forecastinghenchddel?

Answer: This will be added to the issues bin.

Question: What is the process for approval? We have thesdings, where do we go from here?
Eventually do you have to make a presentation tageroval?

Answer: The project will be presented to the Board ofity Commissioners sometime in December,
the date still unknown. The Focus Group will havaaple more meetings to refine the alternatives
before they go before the board. When the projees go the board, we anticipate that all of the
alternatives will be presented along with feedbadeived from the PFG and a design team
recommendation. As a reminder, the Focus Grouptie recommending body or a decision making
body, but a sounding board.

Question: Will noise and wetland impacts be part of that?

Answer: Yes, we just kicked off the noise analysis laseiwand should have a short presentation at the
November meeting. Wetland delineation has beemptied and will be added to the base map and
included on all of the alternatives for evaluatide anticipate bringing an evaluation of each ef th
alternatives to the next two PFG meetings as theylaveloped. This will include traffic operation
community and environmental information.

Public Comment Period

Joanne De HaanBuilding 5 lanes creates an “attractive nuisangeatbracting traffic that would not
otherwise use Bethany.

Micki Sparr- At tonight's meeting and at the Traffic 101 Rnetmtion, all the traffic problems mentioned
were outside of the actual Bethany Boulevard pta@eea. The issues are at the overpass, the Bronso
intersection and the West Union intersection. Thezee no problem areas targeted on Bethany
Boulevard. She questioned why people’s back yaxidd be taken out to cure a problem that doesn’t
exist.

Jim Boone- He does not understand the future traffic nusbéte would understand an increase in 10-
15 maybe even 20% of current traffic, but a 100&tdase in traffic just doesn’t make sense.

Robert Ericksonr Has concern about noise - whether it is a 3®fame road. He doesn’t believe the
issue of sound barriers has been addressed far livogy on either side of Bethany Blvd. One oéth
Focus Group members interjected that he had akkeduestion at a previous meeting and that the
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answer he got was that a sound barrier is onlhctffef it is very long and because there are smyn
intersections along the corridor, it won’t be veffective. Matt Costigan replied that he had just
with Michael Minor, our noise person, who will bizigg a noise study presentation to the group
probably at the November meeting.

Lori Waldo - Lori represents the group a City by Choice. §&ee a written copy to the group. This has
been posted on the website.

Aaron Harris— Has lived in the area about 35 years (his elitee Thanked the group for the

opportunity to provide feedback. Tonight 4 goodiaps were presented and he would like to know what
matrix will be to evaluate these options. Lestisponded that we will come back to the next meeting
with an evaluation matrix. The process of evahgthe options will be open and the PFG will hane a
opportunity to provide their input. Aaron indiedtthat he realized it may be an unpopular opinion
among those present, but he feels there is a metdeasupports the widening of Bethany Blvd to five
lanes.

The following comments were given by those who did not sign up to speak and did not give their names.

* The overpass is definitely a problem. What is tineeline on it? Matt indicated that the plan isua
that project parallel with the Bethany project. Timeeline for the Bethany project is to go through
the design phase all of next year and start cactgtruin spring of 2012. At this time we are
anticipating a 2 construction season project (abowgar and a half) of construction.

» Has a concern with the traffic forecast model aod the numbers were derived.
« A gentleman suggested turning Bethany andifi# one way streets to help with traffic congesti

* Need a bigger room. Leslie apologized to those dwbto stand. She explained that the PMT had
no way of knowing how many people would show upthis meeting besides the Focus Group. The
PMT prepared extra copies of materials and provaterhuch seating as was possible. The PMT will
look into a larger space for the next meeting.

A gentleman who lives on Telshire expressed conakaut going across two lanes of traffic plus a

median and then when it is already difficult tontleft onto Bethany. He imagines it is the samén\ait

the people coming out of all the neighborhoods.idHmncerned that the traffic is at the limit anel

have to do something about it. He questioned valys 8 lanes isn’t going to work? Also, the design

team hasn’t talked about right of way and whoseshsare going to be taken. Are you going to have a

meeting where you talk about that? Leslie respodridat there will be more information at the next

meeting.

» Another individual indicated they feel that all egrthat the real problem is the interchange. Sigge
taking the money identified for right-of-way for 8@ny be used on the interchange project.

End of Meeting Notes
Next PFG Meeting: Thursday, October ¥ from 5:00 to 7:00.

(We will try to get a bigger room - it may be atlifferent location — stay tuned)

Future PFG Meetings: Novembét @nd December?
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