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FAQ: October 21, 2014 IAP2 webinar, “Transforming public opinion through engagement: An Oregon Department of Transportation success story”

This report documents the Oregon Department of Transportation’s public involvement process for the Interstate 5 Willamette River Bridge project. This was ODOT’s largest bridge replacement in the $1.3 billion OTIA III State Bridge Delivery Program, which was funded by the Oregon Transportation Investment Act. 
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	METRICS


Q1: How did the project team amplify engagement on Twitter?
For every tweet related to WRB, the team leveraged a brief, consistent hashtag (#I5WRB), which helped to garner 68 reposts. 
Q2: What was the attendance at the open houses? Where can I find more information about the open houses?

Open house meeting summaries and presentations available via hyperlinks below.
1. April 5, 2006 – Project introduction to public: The sign-in sheets recorded 86 meeting attendees, including 46 at the Springfield session and 40 at the Eugene session. 
2. May 3, 2007 – Environmental Assessment update to public: Two open houses held, one in Eugene attended by approximately 50 people, and one in Springfield attended by approximately 20 people.

3. Jan. 31, 2008 – Public comment opportunity on the environmental assessment: The sign-in sheets recorded 32 meeting attendees, including nine at the Springfield session and 23 at the Eugene session. Approximately 10 other people attended, but did not sign in.
4. July 26, 2008 – Information on design process, provide online survey results, show example design elements, bridge site tours and gather input on bridge type: The sign-in sheets recorded 39 attendees, though approximately 200 members of the public were estimated in attendance. Roughly half of the Community Advisory Group was on hand to assist staff and answer questions from the public. 

5. Feb. 9, 2009 – Project update, proposed deck arch bridge, proposed Whilamut Passage theme, request feedback on design enhancements: The sign-in sheets recorded 42 attendees in Springfield, though an additional 10-15 attendees were estimated who did not sign-in. Sixty-two attendees signed in at the Eugene open house, although it is estimated another 15-20 visited the open house.
6. Dec. 15, 2009 – Provided information on design enhancements, project construction and permitting process: Approximately 30 members of the public attended the informal open house. They included several members of the Design Enhancement Panel.

Q3: What metrics are available for the April 2011 virtual open house?
Open to the public for a week, the online interactive site allowed citizens to review the proposals and provide comments at their convenience. Viewers experienced the proposals through video tours with renderings of the design enhancements, which were narrated to explain the artists’ vision and posted on YouTube.
· More than 1,500 people watched the videos.

· The communications team received 123 comments online.
· The project’s average open house garnered 10 comments. Combined, the virtual and physical open houses yielded 228 comments.
· Comments averaged 83 words vs. an average of 33 words on written comment cards of previous in-person open houses.

Q4: What lessons did ODOT learn from the virtual open house?
A virtual open house allows those with access to the Internet to review and comment on an open house concept or element without attending in person. This technique should be a regular addition to open houses. One drawback is that viewers lose the benefit of interaction with designers and staff. The advantages of a virtual open house often outweigh the disadvantages, and in some cases can replace the need for a physical open house or design workshop.
	DESIGN PHASE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESSES


	DESIGN WORKSHOP


Q5: How did ODOT determine the aesthetic and architectural treatments for the bridge and project site? 
After selecting the deck-arch style bridge, ODOT asked design professionals in the art, architecture, landscape architecture, and bridge engineering fields to brainstorm aesthetic and architectural treatments for the bridge and surrounding area. A steering committee organized a design workshop held on three different days. Due to the structure of this particular set of workshops, participation was by invitation. Invitees generally have practiced their respective profession for an extended time. Participants received extensive background materials, including a self-guided tour of the project site, before the workshop to familiarize them with the overall project and vicinity.
Q6: What were the event logistics?
The workshops began Friday, Feb. 20, 2009, with evening presentations to provide context and background, and introductions of all the participants. On Saturday, Feb. 21, attendees gathered in small groups to discuss issues and interests, and to brainstorm ideas for the project site. 
Q7: What discussions took place? 
The committee discussed how it would define success and focused on the challenge of keeping the “whole” together rather than letting discrete parts overrule this cohesive design. Members also discussed that built nature of the bridge and paths and the contrast with the naturalness of the river and areas of the park. 
Q8: Who facilitated? 
Local architects served as facilitators for both weekends, including meeting for a project overview and training prior to the workshops. A subset of the Steering Committee organized participants into six groups of five or six for the workshop tables. Each group included an architect-facilitator, architect-recorder, engineer-resource person, artist and landscape architect. Roving technical resources and community and cultural resources also attended and provided information as needed for all of the tables. 

Q9: How did ODOT engage with the participants?
Participants generated a multitude of ideas, and a representative from each table presented the group’s ideas to the larger group. The groups’ drawings were posted, and participants voted with dots to help establish priorities for the following Saturday. On Feb. 28, the same participants in new small groups refined ideas from the previous weekend. After more than three hours, each group presented their images, findings and outcomes. 
Q10: What were the next steps?
On March 6, 2009, design enhancement staff, consisting of consultants on the design team, hosted a follow-up meeting with stakeholders and resource staff in anticipation of the April meetings of the Community Advisory Group and Project Development Team. On April 2, ODOT hosted a media event to share the workshop images and make brief presentations. ODOT staff and design professionals contributed to a video summarizing the design workshop and products.
	DESIGN ENHANCEMENT PANEL


​Q11: How did ODOT involve community volunteers?
The volunteer Design Enhancements Panel comprised eight community members to extend the effectiveness of OBEC’s design team. The CAG and PDT approved formation of the DEP, which helped refine and prioritize design concepts and allocated the budget for them. The panel included design professionals who participated in the design workshops, CAG members and Native American tribal representation. Any decisions made by the DEP used the decision-making process already in place — the DEP provided information to the CAG; the CAG made a recommendation to the PDT; and the PDT evaluated the decision based on whether it met scope, schedule and budget and forwarded that recommendation to ODOT. ODOT had final approval of all decisions. The DEP’s roles include:

· Watching over the “whole” project area as well as broader community interests. 
· Helping allocate the budget among areas and design elements.
· Reviewing and approving the Request for Services to hire art and design teams for each area.
· Selecting designers.
· Selecting conceptual designs to bring to the CAG.
The DEP agreed to operating agreements that outlined its authority, mission, conflict of interest, and other considerations. DEP members also signed a non-disclosure agreement because their work on contracting, funding and personnel needed to be kept confidential.
Q12: What were the DEP meeting topics and processes? 
Per its mission, “The Design Enhancement Panel makes good things happen quickly,” and because of the compressed timeline, the DEP met frequently. Between June 2009 and February 2010, the DEP worked through:
· Confirming the areas and prioritizing corresponding design elements. 

· Confirming and refining the breakdown of the design enhancement budget. 

· Reviewing and commenting on the Request for Services used to hire art and design teams, including a phased approach to design and implementation.

· Developing scoring criteria to evaluate ADT proposals.

· Evaluating ADT proposals and deciding who to interview.
· Developing ADT interview questions.

· Hosting interviews and selecting teams.

· Reviewing and commenting on preliminary, mid-point and final designs presented by the ADT.
· Recommending ADTs to move forward to Phase 2.

· Recommending design elements to move forward to Phase 2.

· Reporting back to the CAG and PDT on progress and final recommendations.
DEP meeting notes available to the public are posted on the project website.
	OPEN HOUSE CASE STUDY


Q13: How did ODOT run the physical open house? 
On Dec. 15, 2009 the WRB project team hosted an open house. The open house focused on construction and path detour updates, timing of land use permitting, and giving the public its first opportunity to see design enhancement concepts. All of the ADTs attended and discussed their displays and concepts with open house attendees. The project website included a “virtual open house” with the ADTs’ displays and allowed viewers to complete an online survey with their comments. 
The design enhancements portion of the open house asked attendees to say whether or not they thought the ADTs were headed in the right direction with their designs. Concept presentations provided a menu of options from which the final design enhancements would be selected. It was not a vote in favor of one element over another but a way to help narrow down the concepts. The concepts also needed to be considered in the context of the overall project theme and fit within the budget.

The design staff strived to convey that these design enhancements demonstrate a shared vision of coordination, cooperation and collaboration with the desire to build an experience over and under the bridge. Because the site has many contrasts — foothill to valley, two cities that connect, industrial and natural, slow and fast — the designs were varied. This reiterates why three ADTs were chosen. With their wide range of backgrounds and ability, they provided the greatest breadth possible.
	DESIGN ENHANCEMENTS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS


The design enhancements component of the I-5 Willamette River Bridge project had many unique aspects and challenges to it. It was also very different from the typical or standard ODOT construction project. Precedents to draw from didn’t really exist because many parts of this project broke new ground.

Q14: How were the design workshops successful? 
The design workshops exceeded expectations in developing an array of creative ideas. They also engaged a diverse set of design professionals and technical experts who willingly and respectfully listened and learned from each other. 
Q15: What were the challenges of managing the various art and design teams?

Managing the DEP as a group and as individuals posed some challenges. The DEP and staff dealt with tight timelines, individual opinions about the process and areas, different interpretations of materials, and distinct areas of expertise. One of the DEP’s roles was to “protect the whole” to ensure continuity and cohesiveness among the three design areas. However, some DEP members interpreted this “whole” differently. 
DEP members responded differently to the variety of ways feedback was solicited. As with any group, finding a technique that worked equally well for all participants was difficult. In the end, however, each voice and opinion was heard and acknowledged.
The organization and management of three different ADTs on three different parts of the site was challenging because of the uniqueness of each area as well as the need for cohesion on the entire site. The DEP and their role to “protect the whole” was critical to maintaining cohesiveness among the three areas. The disparity of the sites and the artistic challenges made it difficult, especially for those without design or engineering backgrounds, to evaluate costs and benefits of features proposed by the ADTs. It was difficult to keep track of when comparisons between ADTs were appropriate and helpful.
The DEP’s February 2010 final recommendations, which were approved as a package, proved problematic when they reached the CAG and PDT. This contributed to frustration and alienation among some of the DEP members who believed the decision should have been moved forward as agreed upon. One CAG member resigned as a result.
Art is subjective and polarizing but also evocative and engaging. Strong opinions and feelings were evoked as the ADTs presented their preliminary and final concepts. It appeared the more dramatic the element, the more opposition surfaced. Still, every member was fully engaged in the process.

Q16: What were ODOT’s keys to success? 
Broad and area-specific stakeholder meetings were critical to the success of the ADTs’ designs. Considering different ways to engage other stakeholders would be beneficial in any future ODOT project. Time constraints and other priorities made it difficult to engage all stakeholders as much as they would have liked. A strategy to avoid this would be to set and document expectations of stakeholder participation. Differentiating between stakeholders and caretakers was an excellent start. Also, the ADTs could have benefited from documenting their outreach to stakeholders in more detail as they completed their final work.  

There were differences of opinion on how and when to involve the media. With the rapidly unfolding timeline and evolving information related to design enhancements, determining a properly timed, targeted media approach and campaign was challenging.  
The design staff supporting the DEP needed, and in this case included, a variety of skills. The staff members worked well together to accomplish the design enhancements objectives of the project and negotiate the challenges of the DEP. 
Q17: What lessons did ODOT learn from the Willamette River Bridge project design process? 
When a range of design ideas is needed for a transportation project that includes a design component, small group work (design workshop) should be encouraged. Undertaking these workshops requires considerable staff and participant time and the desired outcomes should be clearly stated at the beginning of the work. Documenting results, summarizing findings and analyzing patterns are critical steps following these workshops.

Developing and distributing ADT roles and responsibilities is desirable early on in the process to be sure ODOT maintains control of interaction with the media. It also provides the ADTs with an ODOT contact for media inquiries. In addition, a team should consider developing a media outreach plan early in the design process.
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