Draft Meeting Summary

West Eugene Collaborative

12th Meeting

Fire Station # 1

Eugene, Oregon

November 21, 2008
This is a summary of the key informational and action items from the eleventh meeting of the West Eugene Collaborative (WEC) facilitated by Jamie Damon, representing the Oregon Consensus Program.  This meeting occurred on November 21, 2008.  The meeting four hours.  Additional background and supportive material can be found at http://www.odrc.state.or.us/WestEugeneForum.php and at 

http://wiki.eugeneneighbors.org/wiki/West_Eugene_Collaborative
Members Present
John, Alcott, Susan Ban, Allan Buck, Rick Duncan, Rob Inerfeld, Pat Johnston, Don Kahle, Kevin Matthews, Aleta Miller, Deborah Noble, Mary O’Brien, Kitty Piercy, Emily Proudfoot, Larry Reed, Rusty Rexius, Jack Roberts, Tom Schwetz,  Paul Thompson, Jim Welsh, Gary Wildish, Sue Wolling, Jan Wostmann, and Rob Zako.  Jamie Damon facilitated the meeting.  Tim McCabe took notes. Mary Archer representing LTD was also present as a proxy for Tom Schwetz. 
Preliminaries

The beginning of the meeting was postponed 30 minutes for members to eat lunch and to allow some time for members to read the initial draft of the WEC consensus report.
Mayor Piercy noted that she is both very appreciative of the work of the WEC as well as thankful for the group to not let the election fray this important work.

Alan Jacobs Lunch update
· Several members commented on the lunch with Allan Jacobs and Mark Gillem.  It was noted that it would have nice to hear more from Allan Jacobs.  It seemed that after the presentation, the multiway blvd design is very promising especially noting the success of MWB designs in India and Brazil.  Many of the members noted that they did not hear any new information about the Multiway Boulevard design.  It was also noted that Mr. Jacobs agreed that selling this design to public officials takes work, but it can be accomplished.  Overall, members that joined in this conversation were pleased with this opportunity.
UO Architecture design workshop update

· Some members also attended the initial design workshop for Mark Gillem’s Architecture Class.  It was noted that the energy of the students and their work about the MWB was great.  Additionally, much of the work the students have been doing is compatible with the work of the WEC.  Dec 4th is the final review session for this workshop, and members are invited to attend (See Emily for location and times).

· It was also noted that students are important component of community outreach.

· It was also noted that getting an outside review of the final recommendations by Allan Jacobs or another top person in the field could be very useful for the WEC to consider.
· Should we look at students work and see if there are design possibilities that the students have come up and compare with designs the WEC has been looking at?
Other Misc. Items

Jamie noted that one thing to be cognizant of when at this late stage of the process is to make sure that we are not “bill stuffing” with extra options that are have not really been agreed to.  Additionally she noted that the group needs to be mindful of the items that have been glossed over (environmental and alternative modes for example).
Roundtable Discussion 

The group then had a roundtable discussion of first draft of the consensus recommendations.  Jamie asked the group to comment on the three following questions:

1. Does the document capture the discussion/consensus of the group as you understand it?  If not – how to improve?

2. Are there recommendations that can be made stronger with further discussion?  Identify.

3. Are there gaps in the Recommendations that the community/policy makers are expecting we address? 

The following bullet points are comments from the round table discussion (attributions have been removed)

· Good First Draft, however, a bit different from the first one.  It was also noted that currently it is not balanced, it is weighted toward the multiway blvd and needs more focus on short and medium term solutions.  Some things are not actually consensus.
· Many folks that read this will ask: What are the short term solutions and what can you do for me now?  We don’t want to be caught as if we are looking through rose colored glasses; we need to be prepared for skepticism.  Also, who is the audience?

· Still missing cost.  The group still hasn’t had an opportunity to discuss it.  Has been working out some best guess on 13 items related to cost.  Need to talk about it, throw it on the wall and discuss it.

· The paper is over weighted to MWB.  The report should lead with the short term items.  When discussing the MWB the report needs to be clearer about how it will work.  Compare it with other projects in the area about cost estimates.  Need to address it in this document.  Why it is practical and within reach of the community.  Meet the goal we set out to do.

· What are still missing are many of the environmental pieces.  Congress is looking at stimulus package this is the type of project that could bring money in.  Federal budgets are a funny thing. Need to be opportunistic to get the funding.  Real balance and art to discuss it.

· Helpful to think about the process.  Still need to talk about the issues that are not in the document.  Need to bring other things up to par with the transportation piece.  Should focus on what we are really saying.  Actual recommendations.

· The Vision of the MWB is great but worried about consistency with what was on the white board about consensus.
· NEPA process implications.
· Strengthen and highlight the short term actions.  Lane County gave $40,000, so we need to address those issues to Veneta.  What is the vision on west 11th?  The next steps are too vague.  The WEC still needs to think about what we should do this and these agencies need to do that.  Should be written to be more from Eugene rather than from the WEC.

· How do we accommodate growth?  Transportation strategies.  Need to do a full community process for the whole list.  What are the questions that still need to be addressed?  Jobs housing balance.  What areas need to be saved for industrial?  Economic development.  

· Short and medium term issues need to get more emphasis.  Implementation needs to be worked through, leading into next steps, how to roll this out and who the audience is.  Correct some of the language around what is happening with the RTSP.  More things that highlight the enhancement of the environment.

· Really liked the way it was written.  Is there going to be a picture illustrating the consensus?  Agree with short term emphasis.  Cost.  There is an audience that thinks that nothing should be done because the automobile is on its last legs.  Need to highlight some of the things that will enhance the community (LTD?).
· What are the costs: public and private?  Discussion about cost needs to be clearer.  Process at the end, but not lost.  Enhancement issues transportation, environment, community, business.  Some things that were lost: fish passage, connection, conservation easements.  Drawings of inner and outer alt routes.  Different versions for different purposes. 
· What ever we do needs to be in a plan (RTSP, TSP) or it won’t be funded.  Good plans tend to be aspirational. Think about the Louisiana purchase, people thought Jefferson was crazy.  Also, don’t get hung up for funding.  There still not enough funding to do all the projects on the transplan.  View into the future: compare one picture of freeway stuck in traffic or in multiway blvd.  It is a vision.  Need to get broad public support and still figure out how to implement this.  Need to sell it to their constituencies.  We need to get the concept into a plan then get funding.  Taking it out to groups and sell the project.  Plug it into a plan.  Front cover this (freeway) or this (MWB) something that goes to quality of life and livability.

· Worried that we are losing the nuances of the how we communicate with each other.  Have all put in a lot of time and effort.  Word choice is a key for this.  Continue to work on this past the end of the year.  Worried that we will divide into factions.  The report must reflect the spirit of collaboration, references to many issues: Walnut node, Franklin Blvd and Veneta not in here.  Missing piece.  There are many ideas that could be represented Eugene development commission decision making process is the problem.

· Echo many of the previous responses.  Mention of Veneta and 126 is needed.  Critical to have Gary share his cost estimates.  Magnitude of the cost.  Nothing is going to happen unless the City and the County are on board.  Written backwards, need to figure out how to get the other items in.  Hard to sell the MWB cold turkey.  Need to address these short term solutions or else this may turn into a contentious issue and a hard sell.  Likelihood of success is low if it goes on this way.

· Need to address those very simple concerns.  Many people just want to know how this will allow them to get from Point A to Point B sooner, quicker, safer or can I still drive?  How are we addressing that?  Will there be jobs available, school, shopping, through pattern.  Cost!  We have to ask (and answer) those questions to be able to sell this plan.

· Cost, Think about the phasing part.  Getting it in to plan form. Get it in to a more technical form for the respective audience.

· More emphasis on short term solutions that’s what is needed in the neighborhood.  5th and 7th.  The depth and breadth of the process piece may lose people put it into the appendix instead.  Timeframe: is there going to be construction for 20 years on West 11th?  Land purchasing and acquisition are going to be big issues to get over.  Who are we selling this to?  Language easy to understand.  What about the Impact of oil availability?  Are people going to be driving as much and do we really need this?  5th and 7th are big industrial streets and what effect will increasing the traffic have on those areas?
· “Going Fishing” what about VMT and climate change?  These issues should be at least footnoted in the report.  There is a need to remove fish passage barriers.  It would be great to go fishing in the Amazon for native Cutthroat Trout.  

· Acknowledge that currently many multifamily homes are in that neighborhood.  People drive long ways to get to work because there is not affordable housing in the area.

· The report captures a lot of the Vision.  A member of 3RT is confused about how this effort is coordinating with the effort of LTD.  LTD will be approaching the council to get approval for the locally preferred alternative.  Don’t want to have construction for 20 years on West 11th.  Ready to go to the next step and produce funding to study this vision and how it could happen.

· More in depth study of land use.  Phasing of the short term things.  Cost elements.

Group Discussion

Jamie noted that it would be wise to spend group time focusing on more substantive issues and how to strengthen items of consensus.  Additionally, the group needs to consider where do we start or should we focus on where we need to get to by the end of the game.  Can we go any farther?

There was some discussion about how the report will accurately reflect what has been agreed to.  Additionally it was asked if the report needs more content.  However, it was also noted that the WEC has a deadline.  The WEC has been sticking to the timeline to have a report out by December.  There is a need to be strategic to how to have a succinct report within a short timeframe.  

The matrix from the last meeting has provided a collectively balanced consensus; however, currently the report is sort of one sided geared toward the MWB.  It would be best to incorporate the things that we have spoken about and have consensus on.  By its nature the MWB will be emphasized, but there is a need to discuss in more detail about some of the issues that have been glossed over, especially short term traffic solutions (5th, 7th, and Roosevelt) cost, natural resources issues, and alternative modes.  It was proposed that the WEC needs one or more committees to work on this.

It was also noted that the WEC is telling a story; and therefore, the WEC needs to make more decisions about what we need to include in the report.  Additionally it was noted that specifics about substantive issues other than listed above also need to be discussed such as implementation, process linkages, and a public relations piece.  Furthermore it was noted that all the recommendations need to be vetted with each of the policy bodies: Eugene, LTD, ODOT,

There was some discussion about how LTD is going through a federally mandated environmental process [Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS)] about locally preferred alternative.  However there is a continuing need to do some analysis.  The EI will generate a lot of information about both the impacts and community consensus of the locally preferred alternative.  And it was noted that the stronger the consensus the more likely the approval.  
Veneta
A quick discussion occurred that focused attention on Veneta and issues on the western front.  The question was asked: how much detail is needed to address the Veneta aspect of the report?  It was noted that Veneta needs to be mentioned within the vision at the beginning to address the Veneta piece.  It was proposed to move up the mention of Veneta in the document.  However, it was also noted that the interior pieces (MWB, alternative routes, etc.) have ramifications for more outlying communities as well as for Eugene proper.  It was also noted that Veneta is in the process of applying for a Transportation Growth Management (TGM) grant.  There is community support for this.

Additionally it was noted that there is still a need to better understand the problem/solutions and hopefully the study proposed by Holvey and Prozanski will address these issues.  Finally, it was noted that this report needs to be written very carefully.  People are concerned about congestion and traffic and the WEC needs to sell them on the package especially noting how it will help them.
Environmental/Natural Resources Pieces:

During the break several members spoke with Jamie about how to move forward.  It was noted that the group should tackle some of the outstanding environmental and natural resource issues that have been glossed over.  Kevin took the initiative to scribe several environmental/natural resources issues that still needed to be discussed and the group began to work through these issues one by one.
Green Square = Consensus (To be included in the report)

Red Diamond = No Consensus (Not to be included in report)

Black Circle = No Decision Made

By the end of 5 years

· By Publically owned (or equivalent) conservation areas all rezoned to a Natural Resources Designation.
· This was described as those areas which have a zoning designation of anything other than natural resources need to be updated to reflect their actual status.

· Additionally, it was noted that this will require a decision by the land use commission and will take some time.

· Metro waterways planned enhancements to Amazon Creek well underway
· Review/incorporate Benton County Habitat Assessment
· Royal Node Plan Retired

· There was much discussion about this topic.  Several members noted that given their position in their respective agency, it would not be acceptable to take a position on this issue either way.

· The Environmental Education Center Built and operating 

· This issue was agreed to but there was some question as to if this is needed to be written in the report.  
· Additionally, it was noted that it is a land use piece gives weight.  
· Study opportunities to improve Amazon Creek water quality including non point sources of pollution.

· It was noted that non-point source is fighting words with the agricultural community.  What about Urban runoff instead?

· Whoa here! It was asked: How are people going read this? It seems as if some issues that are being done on the fly now are going to have the same weight as those issues that have received significant discussion.
· It was also noted that these are issues have been vetted and worked through the AC.

· The group decided to stop here and provide the remainder of the Environmental/Natural Resource work to a subcommittee to go through what the AC has done and finish the linkages.
By the end of 10 years

· Key Habitat corridors defined and protected including additional wetlands, adjacent wet prairie, key connecting savannah and forest.

· Controls on non-point source pollution fully phased and enforced.

· Royal area wetlands and bike path greenway protected

By the End of 20 years

· Fish passage restored between Coyote Creek and Amazon Creek

Cost
There was some more in-depth conversation about cost following the Environmental/Natural resources discussion.  It was noted:

· How does the report address cost?

· What is the level of specificity?

· Comparison to other projects done in area:  Disagreement here

· Cost and potential funding sources together.

· Changing the conversation from how much is it going to cost to how do we pay for it?

· There are lots of “depends” in this.  Have to address why there is no number, but need to articulate that we can get as close to a number as possible.

· Cost may be the thing that folks latch on to try and kill it.
· Need to be very careful about how to do it but not put too much emphasis on cost.
· There will be many disclaimers and a cost estimate will be part of it.
· There should be a process to deal with this in the report.
· Range of $$ amount.  
It was noted that the WEC needs to do this in a straight forward way.  There is a need to articulate that this is possible and to note how did other MWB projects get done?  The WEC can look to other cities/projects for context.  It was also noted that the WEC will be able to figure out short term projects costs (in a nutshell).  Furthermore, it was noted that LTD has had a vision and experience working with partnerships and implementing it step by step.  There should also be a discussion on the way the monies can be gathered as well as a comparison between short, medium, and long term.  A subcommittee was formed to address these issues.  
It was also noted this is a large scale investment.  One of the largest the community has done.  We have been successful working on partnerships and this will take collaboration to continue these successful partnerships.
Next Steps: 

Restructure report committee (this draft focused on intended for our intended audience)
· Larry, Jan, Don, Rob Z.

Cost committee

· Kevin, Alan, Aleta. Kitty, Tom and 

· Gary and Rick as resource. 

· Email committee

Environment committee 
· Patty Jim, Larry, Mary, Rusty

Implementation committee

Communication

Graphics
· Visuals we have already produced
It was noted that it may be a big mistake to try and finish by the end of the year.  The group is too close and there are many issues that should not be rushed.  The WEC should roll out the product when it is done and complete, not prematurely.  
Additionally, it was noted that a TGM grant is due in March.  The WEC is going to have the back up the legislators on their proposal for a study of the 126 corridor.  Also, there is the United Front trip in March.  It also was noted that Fay and Chris will need to be at the next meetings because they are “carrying the water” back to their constituencies. 

Tim will set up the next meeting during the second week of January: 

· Identify those pieces that still need to come together.
-Meeting adjourned at 4:00-  

The following information was written on the whiteboard during the meeting on November 21, 2008:
The photo of the white board can be found at: http://wiki.eugeneneighbors.org/w/images/8/89/20081121_kmm_img_4977e.jpg 

How to strengthen:
· Clearly speak to how we are solving problems important to people.  Turn document around – MWB is where we end up – don’t lead with.
· Keep at a high level/articulate vision.

· Needs to be more balanced – too much MWB

· Short term fixes are good – strengthen/lead with these

· Overall a good draft – Great Executive Summary, Story telling is great!

· Stress other components – maybe lead with these

· More clarity about benefits of MWB

· Chip away at community skepticism

· Be careful about more detail on transportation – balance with natural resources.

· Focus on what our recommendations are.

· Weaker vision off W 11th – shore up (land use)

· Make next steps section more explicit – Actions for agencies (implementation)

· Write for “Eugene” not us

· Make stronger connections between solutions and problems – another matrix?

· Land use – connect more with current/future issues (growth) (land use)

· Need a picture to help with vision 
· Inner alternative route / outer alternative route

· MWB phasing

· Eliminate the WEP on page 23

· More Clarity around time frame – what happens when?

· Acknowledge character of W Eugene – Residential

Gaps

· Address MWB challenges

· Cost

· How does the report address cost?

· Level of magnitude – ‘art’ of how we communicate this

· Don’t get caught in details

· Environmental Recommendation/Enhance Environment

· That are parallel to transportation

· Fish passage/fish habitat

· Royal node

· Highway 126 to Veneta

· Move up in document 

· include as part of vision

· acknowledge what we heard from Veneta – problems to address

· Impacts to 5th and 7th – how will this work
Implementation (much agreement)

· Identify system changes needed
· Connect with other planning processes (LTD)
· Modify public “roll out” – Vet vision over winter
· Understand Audience – community (Can’t read) MWB
· Opportunity to connect with:
· Economic stimulus discussions
· Carefully connect to federal $
· NEPA implications
· Where more analysis is needed
· Community process – what might it be?
· Connect implantation/financing
· Correct language about City TSP, RTSP
· Need a picture of our vision
· What about the “no change” people
· Different versions for different purposes
· Brochure
· Full document
· Recommendations need to be in a plan
· Connect with existing trends
· Climate change
· Oil production
· Use document to highlight tradeoffs 

· show different images to show choices

· Consider city county politics

· Process linkage - agency action subcommittee

· PR Communication Subcommittee

Cost
Subcommittee? Kevin, Alan, Kitty, Aleta and Gary/Rick as resource.
· Short term cost for S. T. proposals

· Link with how do we pay for it – funding sources

· Include level of magnitude costs (bigger than a breadbox? Smaller than an arena?)

· Assurances that we can get funds

· Not too much emphasis on cost

· Include Disclaimers

· Range of dollar amounts. General ideas

· Address in a straightforward way

· How did other MWB projects deal with this?
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