
   AGENDA 

 Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 

                       Technical Advisory Committee 

 

 Date:  Wednesday, September 12, 2018 

 Time:  1:30 p.m. 

 Location: Jefferson Conference Room 

   RVCOG, 155 N. 1
st
 Street, Central Point 

   Transit: served by RVTD Route #40 

 

 Contact: Rebecca Swanz, RVCOG: 541-423-1375 

   RVMPO website: www.rvmpo.org 
 

 

1 Call to Order / Introductions / Review Agenda Mike Kuntz, Chair 

2 Review / Approve Minutes Chair 

Attachment #1 | RVMPO TAC Draft Minutes 180808 

3 

Public Comment 

Items not on the agenda | Comments on agenda items 

allowed during discussion of each item 

Chair 

Action Items 

4 

 2018–2021 RVMPO Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP) Amendments & and 2017–2042 

Regional Transportation Plan   

Ryan MacLaren 

Background 

The TAC is being asked to make a recommendation to the Policy Committee on 

proposed TIP amendments to add the following projects: 

 

 RVTD—5339 Bus & Facilities Program  

 RVTD—5339 Transit Signal Priority Technology & Equipment 

 RVTD – 5339 Transit Signal Priority Implementation Plan 

 I-5: California State Line – Ashland Paving 
 

The 21-day public comment period and public hearing was advertised on 

September 2
nd

 in the Medford Mail Tribune, and information is currently available 

on the RVMPO website. 
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http://www.rvmpo.org/
https://rvmpo.org/images/committees/technical-advisory-committee/2018/Agenda_Packets/1_AI2_2018-08-08_RVMPO%20TAC%20RVWD%20Draft%20Minutes.pdf


Attachment #2 | Memo: RTP/TIP Amendments 

Action 

Requested 
Forward recommendation to Policy Committee. 

5 Public Comment Chair 

Regular Updates 

6 Updates on Currently Active RVMPO Projects TAC Members 

Attachment #3 | Tracking Spreadsheet for Currently Active RVMPO Projects 

7 

MPO Planning Update 

 TIP and RTP Updates to accommodate Performance 

Measures and reduce need to RTP amendments  

Karl Welzenbach 

8 

Other Business / Local Business 

Opportunity for RVMPO member jurisdictions to talk 

about transportation planning projects. 

Chair 

9 Adjournment Chair 

 

 The next RVMPO TAC meeting will be Wednesday, October 10, at 1:30 p.m. in the 

Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

 The next regularly scheduled RVMPO Policy Committee meeting will be Tuesday, 

September 25, at 2:00 p.m. in the Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

 The next RVMPO PAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, September 18, at 5:30 p.m. 

in the Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, IF YOU NEED SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO 

PARTICIPATE IN THIS MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT RVCOG, 541-664-6674. REASONABLE ADVANCE NOTICE OF THE 

NEED FOR ACCOMMODATION PRIOR TO THE MEETING (48 HOURS ADVANCE NOTICE IS PREFERABLE) WILL ENABLE 

US TO MAKE REASONABLE ARRANGEMENTS TO ENSURE ACCESSIBILITY TO THIS MEETING. 
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https://rvmpo.org/images/committees/technical-advisory-committee/2018/Agenda_Packets/2_AI4_TIP_RTP_Amendments_09.05.18.pdf
https://rvmpo.org/images/committees/technical-advisory-committee/2018/Agenda_Packets/3_AI6_Project_Status_05_09_18.pdf
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Summary Minutes 

Rogue Valley MPO Technical Advisory Committee 

August 8, 2018 

 

 
 

The following attended: 

 

RVMPO TAC August 8, 2018 Agenda Packet 

 

Full meeting recording: 2018-08-08 RVMPO TAC Meeting Audio 

 

 

Voting Members Organization Phone Number 

Alex Georgevitch, Vice Chair Medford | PW 774-2114 

Craig Anderson Jackson County | PL 774-6907 

Ian Horlacher ODOT 423-1362 

Kyle Kearns Medford | PL 774-2375 

Mike Kuntz, Chair Jackson County | R&P 774-6228 

Paige West RVTD | PL 608-2429 

Ray DiPasquale Phoenix | PW 535-2226 

Tom Humphrey Central Point | PL  423-1025 

Alternate Voting Members Present Organization Phone Number 

   

Staff Organization Phone Number 

Karl Welzenbach RVCOG 423-1360 

Ryan MacLaren RVCOG 423-1338 

Nikki Hart-Brinkley RVCOG 423-1378 

Interested Parties Organization Phone Number 

Mike Montero Montero & Associates 944-4376 
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1. Call to Order / Introductions / Review Agenda 00:00-00:56 

1:35p.m. | Quorum: Central Point, Medford, Phoenix, Jackson County, ODOT, RVTD 

 

2. Review / Approve Minutes 01:04-01:46 

 

01:31 | Ian Horlacher moved to approve the July 11, 2018 RVMPO TAC meeting minutes as presented. 

Tom Humphrey seconded. Alex Georgevitch abstained. 

 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 

 

3. Public Comment 00:57-00:59, 01:47-02:33 

 

Action Items 

 

4. Public Participation Plan 02:34-15:21 

 

14:53 | Ian Horlacher moved to recommend the approval of the revised Public Participation Plan with 

the changes and comments provided. Alex Georgevitch seconded. 

 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 

 

Discussion Items 

 

5. Public Comment 15:11-15:21 

 

Presentations 

 
6. TPAU: Southern Oregon Activity Based Model for RVMPO 15:22- 01:39:57 

 

45:11 | Alex Georgevitch raised concern with the geography of the model including the northwest 

corner of Jackson County and the western part of the county between Interstate 5 and Highway 238 

(areas within the boundary of the current model, but outside the MPO boundary) being regions of low 

population density that may not be practical to include in the model.  

 

48:55 | Paige West raised question about the geography of the breakdown of the Micro Analysis Zones 

(MAZs) versus the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) affecting the accuracy of data on transit ridership 

when a MAZ with more projected growth is farther from transit corridors. The model may not 

accurately capture transit use now or in the future.  

 

53:47, 56:24, 57:47 | Karl Welzenbach questioned if the expectation is for the RVMPO to be on the 

same timeline as the MRMPO? The RVMPO is still in the process of data review for the MAZs. Will 

the review impact the timing of the model being able to run? With more clarification from Alex B., 

Karl then asked, with changes to the data for the RVMPO being input into the model during the 

MRMPO update, will it have minimal effects? Lastly, will those involved be able to proceed with the 

update to the MRMPO while finalizing the TAZ and MAZ information in the Rogue Valley.  
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57:36 | Alex Bettinardi, ODOT representative, addressed the concerns Karl raised by answering that 

refinement of the different zones’ data in the RVMPO should not have impacts on the update process 

for the MRMPO.  

 

58:06 | Paige asked about the connections between the bike/pedestrian trips and transit trips. The 

current Travel Demand Model assumes certain percentages for mode split for pedestrians and transit 

trips. Are there attributes from other MPOs being used to assume percentage of pedestrian trips or is 

the model going to rely on transit’s trips? 

 

58:58 | Alex B. explained that the Trip and Activity Based Models (TBM, ABM) are both calibrated to 

the local survey data that is available. Currently, there is only regional level data to calibrate to. The 

ABM offers more detail for how a project will affect pedestrian and bike modes. Better data is still 

needed such as for the Greenway Trail and the pedestrian bridge in Grants Pass.  

 

01:02:41 | Paige asked how the ABMs are being used by other MPOs? What are the advantages and 

best practices?  

 

01:02:58 | Joel, ABM technical expert from ODOT, explained that the model for Southern Oregon was 

originally developed and adopted by the San Diego Association of Governments, and widely adopted 

across the country. All MPOs use them for their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) process to test the 

kinds of policies that are being discussed. Common applications include changes in the transportation 

network, changes in land use density, mixed-use development, investments in bike lanes, and studying 

the effects of autonomous vehicles.  

 

01:05:44, 1:10:36 | Karl asked if shape files for the MAZs and the associated data will be made 

available so that individual jurisdictions can review them. The local jurisdictions would like to review 

the 2016 base year MAZ, TAZ associated data for accuracy. Alex B. is looking for growth in those 

areas for 2045 projections for the data.  

 

01:06:54 | Alex B. directed that whatever data Nikki has, to please distribute it to anyone wanting to 

review it.  

 

01:11:06 | Nikki Hart-Brinkley: Are all the inputs for the 2045 criteria the same as the 2010 and 2016 

data? Or are you looking for certain criteria?  

 

01:11:28 | Alex B.: ODOT will need to create and fill in data for all 78 criteria fields for the MAZs for 

2045, but ODOT wants to be flexible with local jurisdictions. If jurisdictions would prefer to collect 

the data that is similar to the TBM and not at the MAZ detailed level, that is an option.  

 

01:12:13 | Paige: Can we have the list of criteria that is required for the MAZs so they can be narrowed 

down and prioritized? 

 

01:13:37 | Nikki: It would help to know exactly what is needed at a minimum for the criteria inputs for 

the 2045 data. All the criteria categories are broken down into really narrow categories making a 

minimum necessary to facilitate filling in the data efficiently.  

 

01:14:26 | Alex B.: We have a Word document that walks through all the major milestones that need to 

be reviewed. We can send that file to everyone so we are on the same page. There is a follow-up 

document that gets down to the specifics for exactly what is needed.  
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01:15:26 | Nikki: Would you be looking for a way for jurisdictions to be able to access, review, and 

comment on the boundary information as well as receiving all of the 2016 data, down to the TAZ and 

MAZ levels as well as a list of 2045 value inputs so that data sources can be sought out? Does that 

sound right? 

 

01:16:33 | Alex B.: Yes that sounds great. Those are the right steps for moving forward.  

 

01:17:24 | Alex G.: I have a couple questions/concerns: Medford’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 

just expanded and we have new known boundaries, probably creating a need to review the TAZ and 

the breakdown for the MAZs. Also, what type of results are we going to get out of this and what are 

the ramifications of having shifting models? This reminds me of the alternative measure process, 

where we had a change in benchmarks. Also the changes in the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) 

are moving forward, but now each jurisdiction will have to rely on data, and how readily available will 

it be, when it’s not housed locally, and jurisdictions have to rely on Transportation Planning Analysis 

Unit (TPAU) for the output? 

 

01:18:57 | Alex B.: Our intent is to shadow the TBM with the ABM, running it in the background to 

evaluate how different the models are. We need a future year for the ABM that is relatively close to the 

TBM; we are thinking of propping up a future year with the existing inputs of the Rogue Valley TBM 

and the Grants Pass TBM, just to get something close, to test it in the background where no one can 

see it running. We have anticipated this question, and with the calibration work that was done, which 

we can share, we have three sensitivity tests where we tried to create common scenarios, that have 

been run in the TBM, including one that was expanding transit, one that was developing a new retail 

area, and one that was aging the population to 2040 type retiree scenario. So far, in addition to the 

model looking good in calibration, it also did a reasonable job, or comparable job, to the TBM, with 

the sensitivity scenarios. We are pretty confident we won’t get completely blindsided by a weird result; 

it performs the way we had hoped, at least with these initial tests. When you asked about how do we 

provide the data information, in some ways the information will be more approachable than the TBM 

… The end result of an ABM is essentially a fully expanded household survey, that is a tabular report 

that can be used for equity and performance measure reports, that can be analyzed any way you want to 

use it. There might be future opportunity for us to provide the information from different requested 

scenarios in a much more approachable way than ever before. 

 

01:22:42 | Karl: I was thinking about Alex’s question about Medford’s expanded UGB. If to 

accommodate in a future year, such things as expanded UGBs, instead of redrawing the TAZs, would 

it not be easier or more feasible to just add MAZs in the TAZs to accommodate it? 

 

01:23:12 | Alex B.: That is one perk of the ABM, so the TAZs are also used for calculating the travel 

time for autos. Everything else happens at the MAZ levels, all the people moving around, even the auto 

travelers. The TAZ is not as critical for tabulating outputs; all the outputs will be tabulated at the MAZ 

level. If you wanted to go ahead and add MAZs to better, or more perfectly capture new boundaries. 

 

01:24:01 | Karl: But those would be added for the out years, does it mess up the model to have 

different MAZ numbers in the base year as opposed to the out year? 

 

01:24:12 | Alex B.: The model stills runs, and the trip based would still too. The issue comes with if 

you try to compare a base year to a future year and the zone numbers are different, you end up with 
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problems with joins, but the result would still be valid. It might be problematic from a data analysis 

perspective but not the results.  

 

01:24:44 | Alex G.: My comment about the UGB expansion is for the future, because we’re going to 

have to populate new boundaries. We tried to account for that by pushing to the edge of our current 

TAZs, without leaving the TAZs, and we have new boundaries so we can now populate in the new 

TAZs appropriately. And based on our Regional Problem Solving (RPS) guidelines, which tells us 

what our percentages are, we should have a good idea if we are anticipating full buildout on a TAZ, we 

should know what the single family, multifamily, and commercial uses are. This sounds like we get 

more granular so we will then have to make further assumptions, but for 2042 or 2045, these are 

obviously going to be [ball parked anyway]. It also sounds like subarea analysis is going to be less 

important with MAZs, is that correct? 

 

01:26:02 | Alex B.: Yeah, you mean like refining an area and looking at it in more detail, like that 

should be easier with an ABM, is that the question?  

 

01:26:10 | Alex G.: Yes, because in the past, I’ve always struggled with some of the analysis that is 

done from a transportation perspective and a traffic engineering perspective, when you look at one or 

two TAZs in Medford, in a regional model, it was always very challenging, if your project was small 

enough, it wouldn’t leave the TAZ and there may be no impact to the system shown by a larger model. 

In this case it sounds like it can be very refined and therefore, if we know the number of households, 

we can actually get down to the household level of impact.   

 

01:26:57 | Alex B.: Yeah, it should be easier; every time you want to cut up a MAZ into smaller 

MAZs, you have to deal with all the 78 or so attributes and split them appropriately. We will manage it 

though; it’s not that much different than the trip based model, it’s the same thing as splitting a zone in 

the TBM and dealing with the attributes at the zone level. The ABM gives you the ability to split the 

zone in ways that weren’t available in the TBM, and in practice it should be more simplistic, although 

there are complications that can come up as well.  

 

01:29:04 | Nikki: We have been working very hard to build all of the data for this model. The issue is 

that there are about 78 different bins of information for around 2500 different MAZs for the whole 

ABM model. ODOT said we’ve got the 2010 information; they hired a consultant to work with 2010 

census data and some other data sources to determine the baseline year. Then they said we need you to 

do the 2016 data for 78 attributes for each of the 2500 MAZ zones. This is economic data, it’s really 

detailed demographic data, I mean it gets into the nitty gritty … working with the data sources we had 

available I tried to repopulate all of the TAZ and then down to the MAZ level for 2016. We are 

working with completely different data sources from the 2010 baseline data and 2016. 2010 had real 

census data, and at 2016 we’re working with some American Community Survey (ACS) 5 year 

estimates and ESRI’s packaged demographics information that can be isolated into nonstandard 

polygon boundaries. The smaller you get the more wrong you become. You can take 2010 census data 

and use ACS with varying degrees of accuracy, based on 2010 and going out five years. As you go 

further and further out from the baseline data, and smaller and smaller boundaries, the tools we use 

take into account certain things like roads and bodies of water. For example, in the TAZ, you’ve got a 

high school with 100 employees in that sector, but when the TAZ was split into two, it moved all the 

employment information into an empty field across the street rather than that employment sector being 

based at the high school. So there are a number of problems with taking the 2010 data and trying to 

create 2016 data that not only reflects accurately what is going in 2016, but also calibrates to a data 

year where you’re using completely different data and methodologies. What we decided was that they 
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would take all of the data that I provided and run it through their systems and change things. What you 

are all going to get for your review should you choose to do that is the result of that whole process that 

I just talked about. A lot of different data sources and a lot of different calibration. I don’t doubt that 

there are going to be discrepancies. I will try to develop a way that people can review this by looking 

at exactly what is in the model and then being able to comment. It is really time intensive.  

 

01:33:49 | Mike Kuntz: And then they want us to presume that same group of information and project 

it to 2045. I think you’re going to, I mean what percentage is home-based business, how’s the nuclear 

family going to disintegrate or reconvene as grandparents, parents, and children. There are so many 

variables.  

 

01:34:58 | Alex G.: You know like having employees across the street is not going to affect the model.  

 

01:35:04 | Karl: And what they are doing is comparing it to the TBM so they know they are not way 

off.  

 

01:35:10 | Paige: That doesn’t seem right, if we know the TBM isn’t accurately capturing non-auto 

trips, why are we calibrating to a model that we know is flawed in the modes? 

 

01:35:26 | Karl: That is a separate issue. Well, what they want to know right now is does the ABM 

reflect what the TBM does. The TBM is pretty good for cars. So if we know it’s got that, and at the 

MAZ level its better at the other stuff, it’s going to give you a better percentage for pedestrian, bike, 

and transit because it runs at the MAZ level. But they need to first see if its working at the TAZ level 

and the trip based model. So that’s what he is doing on a regular basis is running it against that to see if 

its way off or not. 

 

01:35:58 | Alex G.: Well you have to keep in mind what are your known data sources. Trip counts—

you put a tube across the road, cars run over it, you have a very good idea of how many cars are going 

across it. So when you calibrate to a known trip count, it is the closest thing you can calibrate to. I hope 

no one is under the illusion that this is precise data.  

 

01:36:23 | Paige: Right, because we haven’t given them really good data sets for this.  

 

01:36:27 | Karl: Well there aren’t any really good data sets—that’s the problem. The census, the best is 

the census block.  

 

01:36:55 | Karl: What they did is they took the census, the ACS, the national household survey, and the 

Oregon Household Activity Survey, and used all that stuff to feed into the model … they are also 

including a population synthesizer.  

 

01:37:36 | Nikki: So I just wanted to say that we expect that if you go through your jurisdictions or 

your areas of interest, there are going to be discrepancies between what you know is real and what you 

see in the data.  

 

01:37:52 | Karl: And to Alex’s point, you’re right as far as trip making and automobiles, it doesn’t 

matter if it’s across the street but at the MAZ it will make a difference. So that’s the critical area you 

want to be focusing on. Are the populations and the employment centers in the right MAZ?  
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Regular Updates 

 

7. Updates on Currently Active RVMPO Projects 01:39:56-01:40:21 

 

RVMPO Project updates were tabled until the next TAC meeting on September 12, 2018. 

 

8. MPO Planning Update 01:47:58-01:50:15 

 

Julie Brown, Alex Georgevitch, John Vial, Mike Baker, Karl Welzenbach and Ryan MacLaren will 

meet to discuss Alternative Measure 7, September 17, 2018 from 1:30-2:30pm. 

 

9. Other Business / Local Business 01:40:22-01:47:57, 01:50:15-01:57:43 

 

01:40:22 | Craig Anderson: The TAC meeting back in May, where we discussed moving the money for 

Ashland over to the Washington Street Independent Way Project. So what happened was the agenda 

packet for the policy committee went out without any mention of the TAC’s recommendation, so I 

emailed Stephanie, and then Karl responded that a memo would be sent out. And then 15 minutes later 

a memo was sent out that incorrectly stated what the TAC’s recommendation was, but nevertheless 

went to the Policy Committee and then there was no discussion at the Policy Committee of the TAC’s 

recommendation, and listening to the recording of the policy committee, there was no mention of the 

meeting issue that we spent a half hour discussing. And certainly looking at the policy committee’s 

decision, there’s no indication that the meeting was included as part of that approval. Before the 

meeting, Ian and I had a discussion earlier today, and he indicated that no the policy committee is 

aware that the median is part of that project and the median will be completed as part of that project’s 

construction. I mean if that’s the case, I guess I still have a concern that the TAC spent a half 

discussing which wasn’t carried forward to the policy committee.  

 

01:42:17 | Karl: I’ll grant you it wasn’t specifically carried forward, we brought five amendments to 

them that day, I think, and we didn’t summarize all the amendments, but they did approve what the 

TAC recommended. The extra 30,000 dollars is in there and it is going to be in the contract between 

ODOT and Ashland.  

 

01:42:36 | Craig: But there is no tie in that 30,000 dollars and there is no tie to the median, there was 

no discussion.  

 

01:42:41 | Karl: That is going to be addressed in the contract between ODOT and Ashland.  

 

01:42:44 | Craig: That wasn’t the TAC’s recommendation.  

 

01:42:47 | Karl: The TAC’s recommendation was an additional 30,000 dollars; he’s the one who made 

it.  

 

01:42:51 | Ian: Specifically for the engineering of the median and installation of the median. That was 

the direct tie.  

 

01:42:57 | Karl: Ian was the one who made the motion.  
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01:42:59 | Craig: No I made the motion and the motion was that the project goes forward with the 

completion of the median and here’s 30,000 dollars for that piece of it. And the way that you 

characterized it in the memo was that it was a two part recommendation, the first part being the 

completion of median and the second part being an additional 30,000 dollars. It doesn’t mention 

anything about the connection to the median and the discussion that the policy committee had didn’t 

mention, it mentioned the 30,000 dollars, it didn’t mention that it was connected to the median. In fact, 

Art bought it up, he was questioning what the money was in. Ryan responded that there was a 

supplemental memo that explains that the TAC revised and added 30,000 dollars to the project that 

they thought was appropriate. And that’s it. So the summary of what the discussion that we had here is 

reduced to that the TAC added 30,000 dollars into the project.  

 

01:44:04 | Ian: For the median.  

 

01:44:06 | Craig: Well, no. The median was … 

 

01:44:08 | Karl: That wasn’t specifically raised at the policy committee.  

 

01:44:12 | Ian: No, but the recommendation from the, I mean again, maybe it wasn’t specifically said 

at the policy committee but in the, at the contract level, when the city of Ashland comes back, that will 

be part of it.  

 

01:44:26 | Craig: The point is that the TAC spent a half an hour discussing an issue that had to with the 

safety, it had to do with IAMP, it had to do with the rational for the project to begin with, the rational 

for the expenditure for a million dollars of the public’s money. And that wasn’t brought to the City of 

Ashland, who specifically didn’t adopt the IAMP.  

 

01:44:51 | Ian: Well neither did ODOT, I mean so we don’t have an adopted IAMP there, we have a 

document, but we don’t have an adopted IAMP. The city never adopted it.  

 

01:45:04 | Craig: Why didn’t we adopt it? 

 

01:45:05 | Ian: Why would we adopt a document that’s not …. 

 

01:45:07 | Craig: No, why didn’t the city adopt it? 

 

01:45:09 | Ian: I have no idea. 

 

01:45:10 | Craig: I’ll tell you why, and it’s because of that median. So they sure as hell didn’t want to 

have a tick, a paved condition that requires that median.  

 

01:45:17 | Ian: Well, and as I stated at the TAC, and as identified at the TAC, that’s fine, it’s not 

necessarily a requirement, but we will monitor it, and if the City of Ashland doesn’t use that 30,000 

dollars to put in the median, we will certainly spend 5,000 dollars to put in candlesticks and call it 

good, and restrict the movement.  

 

01:45:40 | Alex: Craig can I ask you a question? I thought your point isn’t about the details you’re now 

discussing, it’s about the process. Karl has already acknowledged it, from what I’ve heard a little bit 

over there, that it wasn’t specific. I think, my concern is, and the way you framed it when you called 

me, is if we’re having a discussion and this is our recommendation, that needs to be brought forward. I 
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think that’s a fair comment. And so, the details of this, or why or why not Ashland didn’t do something 

is outside of our control. I think when we make recommendations, you’re concern was, those need to 

be properly brought to the attention of the decision makers, which is the policy committee. And I think 

that was the purpose, so we had this discussion, and I agree 100 percent, that that should occur because 

we’re here for a reason and if we don’t need to be here, we all have better things to do so let’s make 

sure that is passed on properly.  

 

01:46:49 | Craig: Okay so then can we get another memo to the policy committee that indicates by the 

way when you approved this project we didn’t mention it, but you approved a median.  

 

01:47:00 | Karl: I’ll put together a clarifying memo and I’ll bounce it off of you first.  

 

01:47:03 |Craig: Okay. And you know as long as in the future when we discuss and make a 

recommendation, that’s carried forward—I’m good, I just uh … 

 

 

10. Adjournment 01:57:44 

3:33p.m. 

 

Scheduled Meetings 

RVMPO PAC | September 18, 2018 | 5:30 p.m. 

RVMPO Policy Committee | August 28, 2018 | 2:00 p.m. 

RVMPO TAC | September 12, 2018 | 1:30 p.m. 
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Regional Transportation Planning 
 

 

Ashland • Central Point • Eagle Point • Jacksonville • Medford • Phoenix •Talent • White City 
Jackson County • Rogue Valley Transportation District • Oregon Department of Transportation 

               
DATE:  September 5, 2018 

TO:  RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee 

FROM: Ryan MacLaren, Senior Planner  

SUBJECT: RTP/TIP Amendments  

 

 

The TAC is being asked to make recommendations to the Policy Committee on the proposed RTP/TIP amendments described below and on the 

following pages. The Policy Committee will hold a public hearing at 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, September 25, 2018 to consider adoption of the 

proposed TIP and RTP amendments. The 21-day public comment period and public hearing will be advertised on or before September 2
nd

 in 

the Medford Tribune, and information is currently available on the RVMPO website. Information on the new project is enumerated, below: 

 

 

 

A. Add New Project to RTP & TIP:  RVTD – 5339 Bus & Facilities Program  (KN 21365) 
 Description:      Replace (7) 35’ CNG buses.    

 

$ Source $ Source $ Source

Planning
Design -$                                -$                             
Land Purchase -$                                -$                             
Utility Relocate -$                                -$                             
Construction -$                                -$                             

21365 2019 Other 3,018,750$         FTA 5339(b) 1,006,250$       RVTD 4,025,000$                      4,025,000$                  
Total FFY18-21 3,018,750$         1,006,250$       4,025,000$                      4,025,000$                  

Total All Sources

RVTD

RVTD – 5339 Bus 

& Facilities Program
Replace CNG buses 1099

Exempt - Table 2, 
Operating 
assistance to 
transit agencies

Project Name Project Description
RTP Project 

Number
Air Quality Status Key # Federal Fiscal Year Phase

Federal Federal Required Match
Total Fed+Req Match

Other
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B. Add New Project to RTP & TIP:  RVTD – 5339 Transit Signal Priority Technology & Equipment (KN 21366) 
 Description:      Purchase and install Transit Signal Priority System, project management, and configuration. 

 

$ Source $ Source $ Source

Planning
Design -$                                -$                             
Land Purchase -$                                -$                             
Utility Relocate -$                                -$                             
Construction -$                                -$                             

21366 2019 Other 1,020,014$         FTA 5339(b) 680,030$          RVTD 1,700,044$                      1,700,044$                  
Total FFY18-21 1,020,014$         680,030$          1,700,044$                      1,700,044$                  

Total All Sources

RVTD

RVTD – 5339 

Transit Signal 
Priority Technology 
& Equipment

Purchase and install 
Transit Signal Priority 
System, project 
management, and 
configuration.

1100

Exempt - Table 2, 
Operating 
assistance to 
transit agencies

Project Name Project Description
RTP Project 

Number
Air Quality Status Key # Federal Fiscal Year Phase

Federal Federal Required Match
Total Fed+Req Match

Other

 

 

 

 

 

C. Add New Project to RTP & TIP:  RVTD – 5339 Transit Signal Priority Implementation Plan (KN 21367) 
 Description:      Transit signal priority implantation plan.  

 

$ Source $ Source $ Source

Planning
Design -$                                -$                             
Land Purchase -$                                -$                             
Utility Relocate -$                                -$                             
Construction -$                                -$                             

21367 2019 Other 85,000$              5303 FTA 9,729$              RVTD 94,729$                           94,729$                       
Total FFY18-21 85,000$              9,729$              94,729$                           94,729$                       

Federal Federal Required Match
Total Fed+Req Match

Other

Transit signal priority 
implantation plan

1101

Exempt - Table 2, 
Operating 
assistance to 
transit agencies

Project Name Project Description
RTP Project 

Number
Air Quality Status Key # Federal Fiscal Year Phase Total All Sources

RVTD

RVTD – 5339 

Transit Signal 
Priority 
Implementation Plan
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D. Adjust Project in TIP:  I-5 California State Line – Ashland Paving (KN 18873) 
 Description:      Increase construction phase by $8,992,089. 

 

$ Source $ Source $ Source

18873 2015 Design 276,660$            NHPP 23,340$            ODOT 300,000$                         300,000$                     
18873 2017 Design 624,521$            NHPP 71,479$            ODOT 696,000$                         696,000$                     
18873 2018 Design 59,020$              FIX-IT R3 4,980$              64,000$                           64,000$                       
18873 2019 Land Purchase -$                                5,000$                ODOT 5,000$                         
18873 2019 Utility Relocate -$                                5,000$                ODOT 5,000$                         
18873 2019 Construction 5,460,693$         FIX-IT SWB 625,000$          ODOT 6,085,693$                      6,085,693$                  
18873 2019 Construction 16,530,435$       FIX-IT SW IM 1,394,565$       ODOT 17,925,000$                    17,925,000$                
18873 2019 Construction 628,110$            FIX-IT R3 71,890$            ODOT 700,000$                         700,000$                     

Total FFY18-21 23,579,439$       2,191,254$       25,770,693$                    25,780,693$                

Total All Sources

ODOT

I-5 California State 
Line - Ashland 
Paving

Grind/Inlay 950 Exempt - Table 2, 
Safety

Project Name Project Description
RTP Project 

Number
Air Quality Status Key # Federal Fiscal Year Phase

Federal Federal Required Match
Total Fed+Req Match

Other
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Ongoing RVMPO Projects 05-09-18

Agency Project Name TIP
Year 

Programmed 
(20XX)

Comments Received

P S

PL

D

LP

UR

CN

OT

PL 2

D 1

LP 1

UR 0

CN 0

OT 0

PL 1

D 0

LP 0

UR 0

CN 0

OT 0

PL 3

D 3

LP 3

UR 3

CN 2

OT 0

PL 3

D 2

LP 2

UR 1

CN 1

OT 0

Project 

Status 
(Phase / 

Status)

Ashland E. Nevada Street Extension 15-18 16,17,18
Substitute project is being presented to the 

RVMPO for consideration.

Eagle Point E. Main St./Stevens Rd. Improvements 15-18 16,17,18

The Design Acceptance Package (preliminary plans and 

estimate) were completed August 2017 by OBEC Consultant 

Engineers.  The joint DSL/ACOE permit application was 

completed for the roadside ditches.  Right of Way 

amendment was approved by DOJ.  Design is continuing for 

Advance Plans date of March 2018.   Advertising currently 

scheduled in 2018, pending right of way resolution.

Jackson County Rogue Valley Active Transportation Plan 15-18 16
Negotiating scope and fee to get the project 

moving forward.  

Jackson County Table Rock Rd. 15-18 16,18

Construction has begun, mostly at night.  

Medford water and RVSS are installing new 

facilities south of Airport.

Medford Foothill Rd. - Hillcrest to McAndrews 15-18 16,17
Appraisals complete by July. ROW by late 2018. 

Bid December 2018. Start spring 2019
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RVCOG Hybrid Vehicle 15-18 16 OT 3 Complete.

RVTD Valley Feeder Pilot Project 15-18 16 OT

Applying for a technical assistance grant from 

the Shared Use Mobility Center who’s been 

working on mobility on demand services.

PL 2

D 1

LP 0

UR 1

CN 1

OT 0

PL 1

D 1

LP 1

UR 1

CN 1

OT 1

PL 1

D 2

LP 0

UR 0

CN 0

OT 0

PL 3

D 1

LP 1

UR 1

CN 1

OT 0

Ashland Chip Seal 18-21 20 Working with ODOT on an IGA.

Central Point
W. Pine St. Reconstruction - Glenn Way to 

Brandon Ave.
18-21 19,20

Hoping before the end of third quarter on the 

IGA.

Eagle Point S. Royal Ave. Improvements - Design & ROW 18-21 19
Received some funding to begin design and 

planning.

Jackson County Foothill Rd. - Delta Waters to Dry Creek 18-21 19,20,21 IGA is in the que. RFP has been started.
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Ongoing RVMPO Projects 05-09-18

PL 3

D 2

LP 2

UR 1

CN 1

OT 0

PL 2

D 1

LP 0

UR 1

CN 1

OT 0

Phase Status

PL= Planning 0 = N/A

D = Design 1 = Not Started

LP = Land Purchase 2 = In Process

UR = Utility Relocate 3 = Complete

CN = Construction

OT = Other

Jackson County / 

ODOT
Bear Creek GW - Hwy 140 Shared-Use Path 18-21 19 Looking for construction in 2021.

Phoenix North Couplet Pedestrian Crossing 18-21 19
Council has set a lane configuration.  Awaiting 

determination from Planning Commission.
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