BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 02-946A
POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000 REGIONAL ) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP).

R

WHEREAS, the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on August 10, 2000, with
the intent to adopt subsequent amendments from specific outstanding studies and changes required as part
of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (L.CDC) adoption process in a timely manner;
and

WHEREAS, the specific outstanding studies, including the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled
Plan, Corridor Initiatives Project and Green Streets Project, were completed in 2001; and

WHEREAS, the LCDC acknowledged the RTP in June 2001, ordering specific changes to the
plar; and

WHEREAS, these amendments are reflected in the plan text and map changes shown in Exhibits
to this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, these amendments affect portions of Chapter 1 of the RTP, which also serves as the
transportation element contained in Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan; now therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. Adopts the technical amendments ordered by L.CDC, as shown in Exhibit ‘A’;

2. Adopts the Elderly and Disabled policies shown in Exhibit ‘B*;

3. Adopts the Corridor Initiatives priorities shown in Exhibit *C’; and

4. Adopts the Green Streets policies and implementation measures shown in Exhibit ‘D’.

5. Adopts changes to Chapter 1 shown in Exhibits ‘B’ and ‘D’ as corresponding amendments to
Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan.

, P
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this Z 7 $r day of ‘:7/“'1’ A , 2002,

Yt

Carl H'ostickyresiding Officer

Approved as to Eerm: .
bt Py & A e—

ghgjsﬁﬁa’ﬁiﬁﬁlgton, Re_g(ird%r\ﬁ[%cretary Daniel B. Cooper, Gener4l Counsel

/

s
o



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 02-946A
POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT )

AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000 REGIONAL ) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP).

WHEREAS, the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on August 10, 2000, with
the intent to adopt subsequent amendments from specific outstanding studies and changes required as part
of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) adoption process in a timely manner;
and

WHEREAS, the specific outstanding studies, including the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled
Plan, Corridor Imtlatlves Project and Green Streets Project, were completed in 2001; and

WHEREAS, the LCDC acknowledged the RTP in June 2001, ordering spemﬁc changes to the
plan; and

- WHEREAS, these amendments are reflected in the plan text and map changes shown in Exhibits
to this ordinance; novw-thereforeand

WHEREAS, these amendments affect portions of Chapter 1 of the RTP, which also serves as the
transportation element contained in Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan; now therefore,

- THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
1. Adopts the technical amendments ordered by LCDC, as shown in Exhibit ‘A’;
2. Adopts the Eiderly and Disabled policies shown in Exhibit ‘B”;
3. Adopts the Corridor Initiatives priorities shown in Exhibit ‘C’; and
4. Adopts the Green Streets policies and implementation measures shown in Exhibit ‘D’.

5. _Adopts changes to Chapter 1 shown in Exhibits ‘B’ and ‘D’ as corresponding amendments to
Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 2002,

Carl Hosticka, Presiding Officer

Altest: Approved as to Form:

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘A’

RTP Technical Text Amendments - Part 1

Chapter 6 — Implementation

6.2.4 Compliance with State Requirements

Compliance with Statewide Planning Goals

- Together, the RTP and city and county TSPs that implement the RTP will
constitute the land use decision about need, mode, and function and
general location of planned trangportation facilities and improvements
shown in the RTP. As the regional transportation system plan, the RTP
constitutes the land use decision about need, mode and function of
planned transportation facilities and improvements. The RTP also
identifies the general location of planned transportation facilities
and improvements.

The land use decision specifying the general location of planned
regional transportation facilities and improvements will be made by
cities and counties as they develop and adopt local TSPs that implement
the RTP. While the specific alignment of a project may be incorporated
into a TSP, such decisions are subject to the project development
requirements in Section 6.7, and must include findings of consistency
with applicable statewide planning goals, as described below.

In preparing and adepting local TSPs, cities and counties will prepare
findings showing how specific alignment of planned regional facilities
or general location or specifi¢ alignment of local facilities is
consistent with provisions of the RTP, acknowledged comprehensive plans
and applicable statewide planning goals, if any. If the actual
alignment or configuration of a planned facility proposed by a city or
county is inconsistent with the general location of a facility in the
RTP, the process described in Section 6.4 to resolve such issues shall
be used prior to a final land use decision by a city or county.

This section describes how cities and counties will address consistency
with applicable local comprehensive plans and statewide planning goals.

General Location of Planned Transportation Facilities

Maps included in the RTP illustrate the general location of planned
transportation facilities and improvements. For the purposes of this
plan, the general location of transpeortation facilities and
improvements is the location shown on maps adopted as part of this plan
and as described in this section. Where more than one map in the RTP
shows the location of a planned facility, the most detailed map
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included in the plan shall be the identified general location of that
facility.

Except as otherwise described in the plan, the general location of
planned transpertation and facilities is as follows:

For new facilities, the general location includes a corridor within 200
feet of the location depicted on the maps included within the RTP. For
interchanges, the general location corresponds to the general location
of the crossing roadways. The general location of connecting ramps is
not specified. For existing facilities that are planned for
improvement the general location includes a corridor within fifty feet
of the existing right-of-way. For realignments of existing facilities
the general location includes a corridor within 200 feet of the segment
to be realigned, measured from Lhe existing right-of-way or as depicted
on the plan map. ' :

i

Local transportation system plans and project development are
consistent with the RTP if a planned facility or improvement ig sited
within the general location shown on the RTP maps and described ahove
in this section. Cities and counties may refine or revise the general
location of planned facilities as they prepare local transportation
system plans to implement the RTP. Such revisiong may be appropriate
tc lessen project impacts, or to comply with applicable requirements in
local plans or statewide planning goals. & decigion to authorize a
planned facility or improvement cutside of the general location shown
and described in the RTP requires an amendment to the RTP to revise the
proposed general locaticn of the improvement.

Transportation Facilities and Improvements authorized by existing
acknowledged comprehensive plans

New decisions are regquired to authorirze trangportation facilities and
improvements included in the RTP that are not authorized by the
relevant jurisdiction’s acknowledged comprehensive plan on August 10,
2000. Many of the facilities and improvements included in the RTP are
currently authorized by the existing, acknowledged comprehensive plans.
Additional findings demonstrating consistency with an acknowledged plan
or the statewide planning goals are required only if the facility or
improvement is not currently allowed by the jurisdiction’s existing
acknowledged comprehensive plan. Additional findings would be required
if a local government changes the function, meode or general location of
a facility from what is currently provided for in the acknowledged
comprehensive plan.

Applicability of Statewide Planning Goals to decisions about General
Location

Several statewide planning goals include “site specifig” requirements
that can affect decisions about the general location of planned
transportation facilities. Thesge include:

Geoal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic, Histeric and Natural Resources
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Goal 7. Natural Hazards and Disasters
Goal 9 Economic Development , as it relates to protection of sites
for specific uses (i.e. such as sites for large industrial

uses)

Goal 10 Housing, as it relates to maintaining a sufficient
inventory of buildable lands to meet specific housing needs
{such as the need for multi-family housing)

Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway

Generally, compliance with the goals is achieved by demonstrating
compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive plan. If City and
county plans have been acknowledged to comply with the Goals and
related rules, a planned improvement consistent with that plan is
presumed to comply with the related goal regquirement. Cities and
counties may adopt the general location for needed transportaticn
improvements, and defer findings of coneistency with statewide planning
goals to the project development phase. However, specific alignment
decisions included jn a local TSP must also include flndlngs of
consistency with applicable statewide planning goals.

In some situations, the Statewide Planning Goalsg and related rules may
apply in additicn to the acknowledged plan. This would occur, for
example, if the jurisdiction isg in periodic review, or an adopted
statewide rule requirement otherwise requires direct application of the
goal. Cities and counties will assess whether there are applicable
goal requirements, and adopt findings to comply with applicable goals,
ags they prepare local transportation system plans to implement the
regicnal transportation plan.

If in preparing a local TSP, a city or county determines that the
identified general location of a transportation facility or improvement
is inconsistent with an applicable provision of its comprehensive plan
or an applicable statewide planning goal requirement, it shall:

" propose a revision to the general location of the planned
facility or improvement to accomplish compliance with the
applicable plan or goal reguirement. If the revised general
location is outside the general location specified in the RTD,
this would require an amendment to the RTP; or

propose a revision to the comprehensive plan to authorize the
planned improvement within the general locaticn specified in the
RTP. This may require additional goal findings, for example, if
a goal-protected site is affected.

Effect of an Approved Local TSP on Subseguent Land Use Decisions

Once a local TSP is adepted and determined to comply with the RTP and
applicable local plans and statewide planning goals, the actual
alignment of the plamnned transgportation facility or improvement is
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determined through the project development process. Subsequent
actions to provide or construct a facility or improvement that are
consistent with the local TSP may rely upon and need not recongider
the general locaticon of the planned facility.

Additional land use approvals may be needed to authorize construction
of a planned transportation improvement within the general location
specified in an adopted local transportation svstem plan. This would
occur if the local comprehensive plan and land use regulations require
some additional review to authorize the improvement, such as a
conditional use permits. Generally, the scope of review of such
approvals should be limited to address siting, design or alignment of
the planned improvement within the general location specified in the
local TSP.

6.3 Demonstration of Compliance with Regional Requirements

In November 1992, the voters approved Metro's Charter. The Charter
established regional planning as Metro's primary mission and required
the agency to adopt a Regional Framework Plan (RFP). The plan was
subsequently adoptéd in 1997, and now serves as the document that
merges all of Metro's adopted land-use planning policies and
regquirements. Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan describes the
different 2040 Growth Concept land-use compeonents, called %“2040 Design
Types,” and their associated transportation policies. The Regional
- Framework Plan directs Metro to implement these 2040 Design Types
through the RTP and Metreopolitan Transportation Improvement Program
(MTIP). These regquirements are addressed as follows:

* Chapter 1 of the updated RTP has been revised to be completely
consistent with applicable framework plan policies, and the policies
contained in Chapter 1 of this plan incorporate all of the policies
and system maps included in Chapter 2 of the framework plan. These
policies served as a starting peint for evaluating all of the system
improﬁements proposed in this plan, and the findings in Chapter 3
and 5 of the RTP demonstrate how the blend of proposed
transportation projects and programs is consistent with the Regiomnal
Framework Plan and 2040 Growth Concept.

¢ The MTIP process has also been amended for consistency with the
Regional Framework Plan. During the Priorities 2000 MTIP allocation
process, project selection criteria were based on 2040 Growth
Concept principles, and funding categories and criteria were revised
to ensure that improvements critical to implementing the 2040 Growth
Concept were adequately funded.
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Prior to completion of this updated RTP, several transportation
planning requirements were included in the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan (UGMFP), which was enacted to address rapid growth
issues in the region while the Regicnal Framework Plan and other long-
range plans were under development. This 2000 RTP now replaces and
expands the performance standards required for all c¢ity and county
comprehensive plans in the region contained in Title 6 of the UGMFP.
See Sections 6.4.4 through €.4.7, 6.6, 6.6.3 and 6.7.3. In addition,
parking policies contained in this plan were developed to complement
Title 2 of the UGMFP, which regulates off-street parking in the regiom.
See Section 1.3.6, Policy 19.1. Therefore, this RTP serves as a
discrete functional plan that is both consistent with, and fully
complementary of the UGMFP. ;

To ensure consistency between the 2000 RTP and local transportation
system plans (TSPs), Metro shall develop a process for tracking local
TSP project and functional classification refinements that are
consistent with the RTP, and require a future amendment to be
incorporated into the RTP. Such changes should be categorized according
to degrees of significance and impact, with major changes subject to
policy-level review and minor changes tracked administratively. This
process should build on the established process of formal comment on
local plan amendments relevant to the RTP.

6.4 Local Implementation of the RTP
6.4.1 Local Consistency with the RTP

The comprehensive plans adopted by the cities and counties within the
Metro region are the mechanisms by which local jurisdictions plan for
transportation facilities. These local plans identify future
development patterns that must be served by the transportation system.
Local comprehensive plans also define the shape of the future
transportation system and identify needed investments. All local plans
must demonstrate consistency with the RTP as part of their normal
process of completing their plan or during the next periodic review.
Metro will continue to work in partnership with local jurisdictions to
ensure plan consistency.

The 2000 RTP is Metro’s regional functional plan for transportation.
Functional plans by state law include “recommendations” and
“requirements.” The listed RTP elements below are all functional plan
requirements. Where “consistency” is required with RTP elements, those
elements must be included in local plans in a manner that substantially
complies with that RTP element. Where “compliance” is required with
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RTP elements, the requirements in those elements must be included in
local plans as they appear in the RTP.

For inconsistencies, leecal-govermmentscities and counties, special
districts or Metro may initiate the dispute resolution process detailed
in this chapter prior to action by Metro to require an amendment to a
local comprehensive plan, transit service plan or other facilities
plan. Specific elements in the 2000 RTP that require city, county and
special district compliance or consistency are as follows:

Chapter 1 Consistency with policies, objectives, motor vehicle level-
of-service measure and modal targets, system maps and
functional classifications including the following elements
of Section 1.3: ‘

* regional transportation policies 1 through 20 and
objectives under those policies

e all system maps (Figures 1.1 through 1.19, including the
street design, motor vehicle, public transportation,
bicycle, pedestrian and freight systems)

¢ motor vehicle performance measures (Table 1.2}, or

alternative performance measures as provided for in
Section 6.4.7(1)

* regional non-SO0V modal targets (Table 1.3)

Chapter 2 Consistency with the 2020 population and employment
forecast contained in Section 2.1 and 2.3, or alternative
forecast as provided for in Section 6.4.9 of thig chapter,
but only for the purpose of TSP development and analysis.

Chapter € Compliance with the following elements of the RTP
implementation strategy:

» Leocal implementation reguirements contained in Section
6.4

* Project development and refinement planning requirements
and guidelines contained in Secticn 6.7

For the purpose of lccal planning, all remaining provisions in the RTP
are recommendations unless clearly designated in this section as a
requirement of local government comprehensive plans. All local
comprehensive plans and future amendments to local plans are required
by state law to be consistent with the adopted RTP. For the purpose of
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transit service planning, or improvements to regional transportation
facilities by any special district, all of the provisicons in the RTP
are recommendaticns unless clearly designated as a requirement. Transit
system plans are required by federal law to be consistent with adopted
RTP policies and guidelines. Special district facility plans that
affect regional facilities, such as port or passenger rail
improvements, are also required to be consistent with the RTP.

The state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires most cities and
counties in the Metro region to adopt local Transportation System Plane
(TSPs) in their comprehensive plans. These local TSPe are required by
the TPR to be consistent with the RTP policier, projects and
performance measures identified in this section.

6.4.2 Local TSP Development

Local TSPs must identify transportation needs for a 20-year planning
pericd, including needs for regional travel within the local
jurisdiction, as identified in the RTP. Needs are generally identified
either through a periodic review of a local TSP or a specific
comprehensive plan amendment. Local TSPs that include planning for
potential urban areas located outside the urban growth boundary shall
also include project staging that links the development of urban
infrastructure in these areas to future expansion of the urban growth
boundary. In these areas, local plans shall also prohibit the
construction of urban transportation improvements until the urban
growth boundary has been expanded and urban land use designations have
been adopted in local comprehensive plans.

Once a transpertation need has been established, an appropriate trans-
pertation strategy or solution is identified through a two-phased
process. The first phase is system-level planning, where a number of
transportation alternatives are considered over a large geographic area
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such as a corridor or local planning area, or through a local or
regional Transportaticon System Plan (TSP}. The purpose of the system-
level planning step is to:

e consider alternative modes, corridors, and etrategies to address
identified needs

» determine a recommended set of transportation projects, actions, or
strategies and the appropriate modes and corridors to address
identified needs in the system-level study area

The second phase is project-level planning (also referred to as project
develcpment), and is described separately in this chapter in Section
6.7.

Local TSP development is multi-modal in nature, resulting in blended
transportation strategies that combine the best transportation
improvements that address a need, and are consistent with overall local
comprehensgive plan objectives.

6.4.3 Process for Metroc Revliew of Local Plan Amendments, Facility and
Service Plans

Metro will review local plans and plan amendments, and facility plans
that affect regional facilities for consistency with the RTP. Prior to
adoption by ordinance, local TSPs shall be reviewed for consistency
with these elements of the RTP. Metro will submit formal comment as
part off the adoption process for local TSPs to identify areas where
inconsistencies with the RTP exist, and suggest remedies.

Upon adoption of a local TSP, Metro will complete a final consistency
review, and a finding of consistency with applicable elements of the
RTP will be forwarded to the state Department of Land Ceonservation and
Development (DLCD) for consideration as part of state review of local
plan amendments or local periocdic review. A finding of non-compliance
for local TSPs that are found to be inconsistent with the RTP will be
forwarded to DLCD if conflicting elements in local plans or the RTP
cannot be resclved between Metro and the local jurisdiction.

The following procedures are required for local plan amendments:

1. When a local jurisdiction or special district is considering plan
amendments or facility plans which are subject to RTP local plan
compliance requirements, the jurisdiction shall forward the
proposed amendments or plans to Metro prior to public hearings on
the amendment.
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2. Within four weeks of receipt of notice, the Transportation
Director shall notify the local jurisdiction through formal
written comment whether the proposed amendment is consistent with
RTP requirements, and what, if any, modifications would be
required to achieve consistency. The Director's finding may be
appealed by both the local jurisdiction or the owner of an
affected facility, first to JPACT and then to the Metro Council.

3. A jurisdiction shall notify Metro of its final action on a
proposed plan amendment.

4. Following adoption of a local plan, Metro shall forward a finding
of consistency to DLCD, or identify inconsistencies that were not
remedied as part of the local adoption process.

6.4.4 Transportation Systems Analysis Required for Local Plan
Amendments

This section applies to city and county comprehensive plan amendments
or to any local studies that would recommend or require an amendment to
the Regional Transportation Plan to add significant single occupancy
vehicle (80V) capacity to the regional motor vehicle system, as defined
by Figqure 1.12. This section does not apply to projects in local TSPs
that are included in the 2000 RTP. For the purpose of this section,
significant SOV capacity is defined as any increase in general wvehicle
capacity designed to serve 700 or more additional vehicle trips in one
direction in one hour over a length of more than one mile. This section
does not apply to plans that incorporate the policies and projects
contained in the RTP.

Consistent with Federal Congestion Management System reguirements (23
CFR Part 500) and TPR system planning requirements (660-12), the
following actions shall be coneidered when local trameportation system
plans (TSPs), multi-modal corridor and sub-area studies, mode specific
plans or special studies (including land-use actions) are developed:

1. Transportation demand strategies that further refine or implement
a regional strategy identified in the RTP

2. Transportation system management strategies, including
intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), that refine or
implement a regional strategy identified in the RTP

3. Sub-area or local transit, hicycle and pedestrian system
improvements to improve mode split
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4. The effect of a comprehensive plan change on mode split targets

and actions to ensure the overall mode split target for the local
TSP is being achieved

5. Improvements to parallel arterials, collectors, or local streets,
consistent with connectivity standards contained in Section
6.4.5, as appropriate, to address the transportation need and to

keep through trips on arterial streets and provide local trips
with alternative routes

6. Traffic calming techniques or changes to the motor vehicle
functional classification, to maintain appropriate motor vehicle
functional classification

7. If upon a demonstration that the above considerations do not
adequately and cost-effectively address the problem, a
significant capacity'improvement may be included in the
comprehensive plan

Upon a demonstration that the above considerations do not adequately
~and cost-effectively address the problem and where accessibility is
significantly hindered, Metro and the affected city or county shall
consider:

1. Amendments to the boundaries of a 2040 Growth Concept design type

2. Amendments or exceptions to land-use functional plan requirements

3. Amendments to the 2040 Growth Concept

4. Designation of an Area of Special Concern, consistent with
Section 6.7.7.

Demonstration of compliance will be included in the required congestion
management system compliance report submitted to Metro by cities and
counties as part of system-level planning and through findings
consistent with the TPR in the case of amendments to applicable plans.

6.4.6 Alternative Mode Analysis

Improvement in non-SOV mode share will be used as the key regional
measure for assessing transportation system improvements in the central
city, regional centers, town centers and station communities. For other
2040 Growth Concept design types, non-sS0V mode share will be used as an
important factor in assessing transportation system improvements. These
modal targets will also be used to demonstrate compliance with per
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capita travel reductions required by the state TPR. This section
requires that cities and counties establish non-SOV regional modal
targets for all 2040 design types that will be used to guide
transportation system improvements, in accordance with Table 1.3 in
Chapter 1 of this plan:

1. Each jurisdiction shall egtablish an alternative mode share
target (defined as non-single occupancy vehicle person-trips as a
percentage of all person-trips for all modes of tramnsportation)
in local TSPs for trips into, out of and within all 2040 Growth
Concept land-use design types within ite boundaries. The
alternative mode share target shall be no less than the regiomnal
modal targets for these 2040 Growth Concept land-use design types
to be established in Table 1.3 in Chapter 1 of this plan.

2. Cities and counties, working with Tri-Met and other regiomnal
agencles, shall identify actiones in local TSPs that will result
in progress toward achieving the non-SOV modal targets. These
actions should initially be based on RTP modeling assumptions,
analysis and conclusions, and include consideration of the
maximum parking ratios adopted as part of Title 2, section
3.07.220 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; regional
street design considerations in Section 6.7.3, Title &,
transportation demand management strategies and transit’s role in
serving the area. Local benchmarks for evaluating progress toward
achieving modal targets may be based on future RTP updates and
analysis, if local jurisdictions are unable to generate this
information as part of TSP development.

3. Metro shall evaluate local progress toward achieving the non-S0V
modal targets during the 20-year plan period of a local TSP usging
the Appendix 1.8 “TAZ Assumptions for Parking Transit and
Connectivity Factors” chart asg minimum performance requirements
for local actionsg proposed to meet the non-SOV reguirements.

6.4.8 Future RTP Refinements Identified through Local TSPs

The 2000 RTP represents the most extensive update to the plan since it
was first adopted in 1982. It ig the first RTP to reflect the 2040
Growth Concept, Regional Framework Plan and state Transportation
Planning Rule. In the process of addressing these various plaﬂning
mandates, the plan's policies and projects are dramatically different
than the previcus RTP. This update also represents the first time that
the plan has considered growth in urban reserves located outside the
urban growth boundary but expected to urbanize during the 20-year plan




Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 02-946A
RTP Post-Acknowledgement Amendments
Part 2 — Technical Text Amendments
Page 12

pericd. As a result, many of the proposed transportation solutions are
conceptual in nature, and must be further refined.

In many cases, these proposed transportation sclutions were initiated
by local jurisdictions and special agencies through the collaborative
process that Metro used to develop the updated RTP. However, the scope
of the changes to the RTP will require most leeal-goversmentscities and
counties and special agencies to make gubstantial changes to
comprehensive, facility and service plans, as they bring local plans
into compliance with the regional plan. In the process of making such
changes, local jurisdictions and special agencies will further refine
many of the solutions included in this plan. '

Such refinements will be reviewed by Metro and, based on a finding of
consistency with RTP pelicies, specifically proposed for inclusion in
future updates toc the RTP. Section 6.3 requires Metro to develop a
process for to ensure consisgtency between the 2000 RTP and local TSPs
by developing a process for tracking local project and functional
¢lagsification refinements that are coneistent with the RTP, but
require a future amendment to bhe incorporated into the RTP. This
process will occur concurrently with overall review of local plan
amendments, facility plans and service plans, and is subject to the
same appeal and dispute resolution process. While such proposed
amendmente to the RTP are-—may not be effective until a formal amendment
has been adopted, the purpose of endorsing such proposed changes is to
allow leeal—gevermmentscities and counties to retain the proposed
transportation solutions in local plans, with a finding of consistency
with the RTP, and to provide a mechanism for timely refinements to
local and regional transportation plans.

6.7 Project Development and Refinement Planning
6§.7.1 Role of RTP and the Decision to Proceed with Project Development

After a project has been incorporated in the RTP, it is the
responsibility of the local sponsoring jurisdiction to determine the
details of the project (design, operaticns, etc.) and reach a decision
on whether to build the improvement based upon detailed environmental
impact analysis and findings demonstrating consistency with applicable
comprehensive plans and the RTP. If this process results in a decision
not to build the project, the RTP will be amended to delete the
recommended improvement and an alternative must be identified to
address the original transportation need.

6.7.2 New Solutions Re-submitted to RTP if No-Build Option is Selected
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When a '"no-build" alternative is selected at the conclusion of a
project development process, a new transportation solution must be
developed to meet the original need identified in the RTP, or a finding
that the need has changed or been addressed by other system
improvements. In these cases, the new solution or findings will be
submitted as an amendment to the RTP, and would also be evaluated at
the project development level.

6.7.3 Project Development Requirements

Transportation improvements where need, mode, eerrider—eand—function and
general location have already been identified in the RTP and local
plans for a specific alignment must be evaluated on a detailed, project
development level. This evaluation is generally completed at the local
jurisdiction level, or jointly by affected or sponsoring agenciesL_iE
coordination with Metro. The purpose of project development planning is
to consider project design details and select a project alignment, as
necessary, after evaluating engineering and design alternatives—and—,
potential environmental impacts and consisterncy with applicable
comprehensive plans and the RTP. The project need, mode, ecrridor——and
function and general location do not need to be addressed at the

project level, since these findings have been previously established by
the RTP.

The TPR and Metro’'s Interim 1996 Congestion Management System  (CMS)
document require that measures to improve operational efficiency be
addressed at the project level, though system-wide consideratiocns are
addressed by the RTP. Therefore, demonstration of compliance for
projecte not included in the RTP shall be documented in a required
Congestion Management System report that is part of the project-level
planning and development {Appendix D of the Interim CMS document). In
addition, this—seetione CMS requires that street design guidelines be
considered as part of the project-level planning procesg. This seetion
CMS requirement does not apply to locally funded projects on local
facilities. Unless otherwise stipulated in the MTIP process, these
provisions are simply guidelines for locally funded projects.

Therefore, in addition to eystem-level congestion management
requirements described in Section 6.6.3 in this chapter, cities,
counties, Tri-Met, ODOT, and the Port of Portland shall consider the
following project-level operational and design considerations during
transportation project analysis _as part of completing the CMS report:

1. Transportation system management (e.g., access management,
signal inter-ties, lane channelization, etec.) to address or
preserve existing street capacity.
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Street design policies, classifications and design
principles are—contained in Chapter 1 of this plan. See Section
1.3.5, Policy 11.0, Figure 1.4. Implementing guidelines are
contained in Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines

for 2040 (1997) or other similar resources consistent with
regional street design policies.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘A’

RTP Glossary Additions and Amendments - Part 2

Glossary of Transportation Definitions

Accesg management - Measures regulating accesg to streets, roads and
highways from public roads and private driveways. Measures may include
but are not limited to restrictions on the siting of interchanges,
restrictions on the type and amount of access to roadways, and use of
physical controls, such as signals and channelization including raised
medians, to reduce impacts of approach road traffic on the main

. facility.

Acceasway - A walkway that provides pedestrian and or bicycle passage

either between streets or from a street to a building or other
destination such as a school, park, or transgit stop. Accessways
generally include a walkway and additional land on either side of the
walkway, often in the form of an easement or right-of-way, tec provide
clearance and separation between the walkway and adjacent uses.
Accessways through parking lots are generally physically separated from
adjacent vehicle parking or parallel vehicle traffic by curbs or
similar devices and include landscaping, trees and lighting. Where
accessways cross driveways, they are generally raised, paved or marked
in a manner which provides convenient access for pedestrians.

Affected local government - A city, county or metropolitan service
distriet that is directly impacted by a proposed transportation
facility or improvement.

At or near a major transgit stop - "At" means a parcel or ownership
which is adjacent to or includes a major trangit stop generally
including portions of such parcels or ownerships that are within 200
feet of a transit stop, "Near" generally means a parcel or ownerghip
that is within 300 feet of a major transit stop. The term "generally"
is intended tec allow local governments through their plang and
ordinances to adopt more specific definitions of these terms
cengidering local needs and circumstances consistent with the overall
objective and requirement to provide convenient pedestrian access to
transit.

Local street standards - Include but are not limited to standards for
right-of-way, pavement width, travel lanes, parking lanesg, curb turning
radius, and accessways.
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Local transportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goods

within communities and portions of counties and the need to provide
access to local destinaticns.

Major - In general, those facilities or developments which, considering
the size of the urban or rural area and the range of sgize, capacity or
service level of similar facilities or developments in the area, are
either larger than average, serve more than neighborhood needs or have

significant land use or traffic impacts on more than the immediate
neighborhood:

(a) *Major” as it modifies transit corriders, stops, transfer
stations and new transportation facilities means those facilities
which are most important to the functioning of the system or which
provide a high level, volume or frequency of service;

(b) *Major” -ag it modifies industrial, institutional and retail
development means such developments, which are larger than average,
gerve more than neighborhood needs or which have traffic impacts on
more than the immediate neighborhood;

() Application of the term "major"™ will vary from area to area
depending upon the scale of transportation improvements, transit
facilities and develcpment which occur in the area. A facility
considered tc be major in a smaller or less densely developed area
may, because of the relative significance and impact of the facility
or development, not be considered a major facility in a larger or

more densely developed area with larger or more intense development
or facilities.

Major transit stop - Major bus stops, transit centers and light-rail
stations on the regional transit network as defined in Figure 1.16:,
including:

(a) Existing and planned light rail stations and transit transfer
stations, except for temporary facilities;

(b) Other planned stops designated as major transit stops in a
tramsportation system plan and existing stops which:

(A Have or are planned for an above average frequency of
scheduled, fixed-route service when compared to region wide
service. In urban areas of 1,000,000 or more population major
transit stops are generally located along routes that have or are
planned for 20 minute service during the peak hour; and

(R) Are located in a transit oriented development or within 1/4
mile of an area planned and zoned for:
{1) Medium or high demsity residential development; or
{ii) Intensive commercial or institutieonal uses within 1/4 mile
of subsection (i); or

{idi) Uses likely to generate a relatively high level of
transit ridership—
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Metropolitan Planning Organization {MPO)} -— An organization located
within the State of Oregon and designated by the Governor to coordinate
transportation plamnning in an urbanized area of the state including
such designations made subsequent to the adoption of this rule. The
Longview-Kelso-Rainier MPO is not considered an MPO for the purposes of

p%aﬂﬁiag—%e%—%ha&—me%%epe&&%an—feg&en— Metro is that agency for
Clackamas, Washington and Multnomah Counties; for Clark County, Wash.,
that agency is the Southwest Washington Regional Trangportation Council
(SWRTC, formally the Intergovernmental Resource Center).

Metropolitan area - The local governments that are responsible for
adopting local or regional transportation system plans within a
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) boundary. This includes
cities, counties, and, in the Portland Metropolitan area, Metroc.

ODOT — Oregcon Department of Transportation.

Parking spaces - On and off street spaces degignated for automecbile
parking in areas planned for industrial, commercial, imnstitutional or
public uses. The following are not considered parking spaces for the
purposes of OAR 660-012-0045(5) {(c): park and ride lots, handicapped
parking, and parking spaces for carpools and vanpools.

Pedestrian connection - A continucus, uncbstructed, reasonably direct
route between two points that is intended and suitable for pedestrian
use. Pedestrian connections include but are not limited to sidewalks,
walkways, accessways, stairways and pedestrian bridges. On developed
parcels, pedestrian connectionsg are generally hard surfaced. In parks
and natural areas, pedestrian connections may be soft-surfaced
pathways. On undevelcoped parcels and parcels intended for
redevelopment, pedestrian connections may also include rights of way or
easements for future pedestrian improvements.

FPedesgtrian district - A comprehensive plan designation or implementing
land use regulations, such as an overlay zone, that establish
requirements to provide a safe and convenient pedestrian environment in
an _area planned for a mix of uses likely to support a relatively high

level of pedestrian activity. Such areas include but are not limited
to:

(a) Lands planned for a mix of commercial or institutional uses
near lands planned for medjum to high density housing; or

(b) Areas with a concentration of employment and retail
activity; and

(c) Which have or could develop a network of streets and
accessways which provide convenient pedestrian circulations.

Pedestrian districts are areas of high or potentially high pedestrian
activity where the region places priority on creating a walkable
environment. Specifically, the central city, regional and town centers,
and light-rail station communities are areas planned for the levels of
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compact, mixed-use development served by transit that will generate
substantial walking and these areas are defined as pedestrian
districts. Pedestrian districts should be designed to reflect an urban
development and design pattern where walking is a safe, convenient and
interesting travel mode. These areas will be characterized by buildings
oriented to the street and by boulevard type street design features,
such as wide sidewalks with buffering from traffic, marked street
crossings at all intersections with special crossing amenities at some
locations, pedestrian-scale lighting, benches, bus shelters, awnings
and street trees. All streets in pedestrian districts are important
pedestrian connections.

Pedestrian plaza —~ A small semi-enclosed area usually adjoining a
sidewalk or a transit stop which provides a place for pedestrians to
sit, stand or rest. They are usually paved with concrete, pavers,
bricks or similar material and include seating, pedestrian scale
lighting and similar pedestrian improvements. Low walls or plantere and
landscaping are usually provided to create a semi-enclosed space and to -
buffer and separate the plaza from adjoining parking lots and vehicle
maneuvering areas. Plazas are gemerally located at a transit stop,
building entrance or an intersection and connect directly to adjacent
sidewalks, walkways, transit gtops and buildings entrance or an
intersection and connect directly to adjacent sidewalks, walkwavys,
transit stops and building. A plaza including 150-250 square feet would
be considered "small." "Pedestrian scale" means site and building
design elements that are dimensionally less than those intended to
accommodate automebile traffic, flow and buffering. Examples include
ornamental lighting of limited height; bricks, pavers or other modules
of paving with small dimensions; a variety of planting and landscaping
materials; arcades or awnings that reduce the height of walls; and
signage and signpost details that can only be perceived from a short
distance.

Planning period - The twenty-year period beginning with the date of
adoption of a TSP to meet the requirements of the Transportation
Planning Rule.

Preliminary design - An engineering design which specifies in detail
the location and alignment of a planned transportation facility or
improvewment.

Reasonably direct - Either a route that does not deviate unnecessarily
from a straight line or a route that does not involve a significant
amount of out-of-direction travel for likely users.

Refinement plan - An amendment to the transportation system plan, which
resolves, at a systems level, determinations on function, mode or
general location which were deferred during transportation system
planning because detailed information needed to make these
determinations could not reascnably be obtained during that process.

Regional transportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goods
between and through communities and accessibility to regicmal
destinations within a metropolitan area, county or associated group of




Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 02-946A
RTP Post-Acknowledgement Amendments
Part 2 - Glossary

Page 5

Roads - Streets, roads and highways.

Rural community - Areas defined as resort communities and rural
communities in accordance with OBRR 660-022-0010{(6) and (7). For the
purposes of the TPR, the area need only meet the definitions contained
in the Unincorporated Communities Rule although the area may not have

been designated as an unincorpeorated community in accordance with QAR
660-022-0020.

State transportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goeds

between and through regicns of the state and between the state and
other states.

Trangit-criented development - A mix of residential, retail and office
uses and a supporting network of roads, bicycle and pedestrian ways
focused on a major traneit stop designed to support a high level of
transit use. The Kkey features include:-a—mised-use center—and-high
residential denaity-
{a) A mixed use center at the transit stop, oriented
principally to trangit riders and pedestrian and blcycle travel
from the surrounding area;

{b) High density of residential development proximate to the
transit stop sufficient to support transit operation and
neighborhecod commercial uses within the TOD:

{c) A network of roads, and bicycie and pedestrian paths to
support high levels of pedestrian access within the TOD and high
levels of transit use.

Transportation Control Measuresgs (TCMa) - A measure that is for the _
purpose of reducing emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from

transportation sources by reducing vehicle use or changlng traffic flow
or congestion conditions.

Transportation demand management (TDM) --Actions which are designed to
change travel behavior in order to improve performance of
transportation facilities and to reduce need for additiomal road
capacity. Methods may include but are not limited to the use of
alternative modes, ride- sharxng and vanpool programs, and trip-
reduction ordlnances :

Transportation facilities - Any physical facility that moves or assist

in the movement of pecple or goods including facilities identified in
CAR 660-012-0020 but excluding electricity, sewage and water systems.

Transportation needs - Estimates of the movement of people and goods
consistent with acknowledged comprehensive plan and the reguirements of
this rule. Needs are typically based on projections of future travel
demand resulting from a continuation of current trends as modified by
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policy objectives, including those expressed in Goal 12 and the TPR,
especially those for avoiding principal reliance on any one mode of
transportation. See separate definitions for local transportation

needs, regional transportation needs and state transportation needs.

Transportation project development - Tmplementing the transportation
system plan (TSP) by determining the precise location, alignment, and
preliminary design of improvements included in the TSP based on site-
specific engineering and environmental studies.

‘Transportation service - A service for moving people and goods, such as
intercity bus service and passenger rail service.

Transportation system management (TSM) - Strategies and techniques for
increasing the efficiency, safety, capacity or level of service of a
transportation facility without majeor snew ecapital
imprevementeincreasing its size. Examples include, but are not limited
to, This meyinetude-traffic signal improvements, traffic control
devices including installing medians and parking removal, intersection
channelization, access management, re-striping of HOV lanes, ramp
metering, incident response, targeted traffic enforcement and programs
that smooth transit operations.

Urban area - Lands within an. urban growth boundary, two or more
contiguous urban growth boundaries, and urban unincorporated
communities as defined by OAR 660-022-0010(9). In the case of the
Portland metropolitan region, Tthose areas located within the Metro
urban growth boundary (UGB).

Urban fringe - Areas outside the urban growth boundary that are:

(2} within 5 miles of the urban growth boundary.of an MPC area;
and

(b) within 2 miles of the urban growth boundary of an urban
area containing a population greater than 25,000,

Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) - Automobile vehicle miles of travel.
Automobiles, for purposes of this definition, include automobiles,
light trucks, and other similar vehicles used for movement of people.
The definition does not include buses, heavy trucks and trips that
involve commercial movement of goods. VMT includes trips with an origin
and a destination within the MPO boundary and excludeg pass through
trips {(i.e., trips with a beginning and end point ocutside of the MPO)
and external trips (i.e., trips with a beginning or end point outside
of the MPO boundary). VMT is estimated prospectively through the use of
metropolitan area transportation models.

Walkway - A hard-surfaced transportation facility built—intended and
suitable for use by pedestrians, including persons using wheelchairs.
Walkways include sidewalks, surfaced portions of accessways, paths and
paved shoulders.
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Exhibit ‘B’

Special Needs Transportation Policy

Chapter 1

Replace Policy 5.1 Interim Special Needs Transportation Policy with the following:

14.4 Special Needs Public Transportation

Provide an appropriate level, quality and range of public
transportation options to serve the variety of epecial needs
individuals in this region and support the implementation of the
2040 Growth Concept.

a. Objective: Continue to work with Tri-Met, SMART, special
needs providers, and local jurisdictions to meet the adopted
minimum standards for service levels established for the Metro
area.

b. Objective: Ensure public transportation that serves the
special needs population is sensitive to and balances the
cultural, functional or age related needs of the elderly and
disabled individuals with the need to utilize resources in a
cost-effective manner.

C. Objective: Improve the accountability of the special needs
transportation network by enhancing customer input and
feedback opportunities

d. Objective: Support informal (family, neighbors, self) and
formal (paid and volunteer special needs transportation
options by establishing training and information services

14.4 Special Needs Public Transportation

Provide a seamless and coordinated public transportation
system for the special needs population.

a. Objective: Continue to work with Tri-Met, SMART special
needs providers, and local jurisdictions to provide a customer
information system that improves community familiarity with,
access _to and understanding of the elderly and disabled
transportation network.

b. Objective: Employ techneclogy to create a seamless,
coordinated and single point of entry system for the user's
ease that maximizes efficiency of operation, planning and
administrative functions.
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14.7 Special Needs Public Transportation

Encourage the location of elderly and disabled facilities in
areas with existing transportation services and pedestrian
amenities.

a. Objective: Encourage new and existing development to create
and enhance pedestrian facilities near elderly and disabled
developments, including sidewalks, crosswalks, audible
signals, etc. and provide incentives for the future pedestrian
crientation in areas serving elderly and disabled individuals.

b. Objective: Incorporate elderly and disabled housing into
mixed use developments that includes public facilities such as
senior centere, libraries and other public eervices as well as
commercial and retail services such as stores, medical offices
and other retail services.

c. Objective: Provide for audible signals, curb cut tactile
strips and appropriately timed signalized crosswalks at major
retail centers or near bus stops for arterial street, high
volume neighborhood circulators or other major roadways near
elderly or disabled facilities or in neighborhoods with
significant elderly or disabled populations.

Chapter 6 - Implementation




Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 02-946A
Special Needs Transportation Policy
Page 3




Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 02-946A
RTP Post-Acknowledgement Amendmenis
Corridor Initiatives Amendments — Fart {
Page 1

RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘C’

Corridor Initiatives Amendments - Part 1

Chapter 6 - Implementation

Section 6.7 - Project Development and Refinement Planning
-6.7.4 Refinement Planning Scope and Responsibilities

In some areas defined in this section, the need for refinement planning
is warranted before specific projects or actions that meet and
identified need can be adopted into the RTP. Refinement plans génerally
involve a combinaticon of transportation and land use analysis, multiple
local jurisdictions and facilities operated by multiple transportation
providers. Therefore, unless otherwise specified in this section, Metro
or ODOT will initiate and lead necessary refinement planning in
coordination with other affected local, regicnal and state agencies.
Refinement planning efforts will be multi-modal evaluations of possible
transportation sclutions in response to needs identified in the RTP.
The evaluation may also include land use alternatives to fully address
transportation needs in these corridors. Appendix 3.1 describes the
2000 RTP prioritization for corridor refinement plans studies and
specific corridor studies. Refinement plan and corridor study
pricritization, and specific scope for each corridor, is subject to
annual updates as part of the Unified Work Plan (UWP}.

6.7.5 Specific Corridor Refinements

The system analysis in Chapter 3 identifies a number of corridor
refinement =tudies that must be completed bhefore specific
transportation solutions can be adopted intc the RTP. In these
corridors, both the need for transportation improvements, and a
recommended acticn have been determined. At this stage, these proposed
transportation projects must be developed tc a more detailed level
before construction can occur. This process is described in Section
6.7.3 of this chapter.

The project development stage determines design details, and a project
location or alignment, if necessary, after evaluating engineering and
design details, and environmental impacts. While all projects in this
plan must follow this process before construction can occur, the
following projects must also consider the design elements described in
this section:
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Banfield (Interstate 84) Corridor

Despite the relatively heavy investments made in transit and highway
capacity in this corridor in the 1980s, further improvements are needed
to ensure an acceptable level of access to the central city from
Eastside Portland neighborhoods and East Multnomah County. However,
physical, environmental and social impacts make highway capacity
improvements in this corridor unfeasible. Instead, local and special
district plans should consider the following transportation seclutiomns
for this corridor:

* mitigate infiltration on adjacent corridors due to congestion along
I-84 through a coordinated system of traffic management techniques
(ITS)

e improve light rail headways substantially to keep pace with travel
demand in the corridor

* improve bus service along adjacent corridors to keep pace with
travel demand, including express and non-peak service

* consider additional feeder bus service and park-and-ride capacity
along the eastern portion of the light rail corridor to address
demand originating from East Multnomah and North Clackamas Counties

» develop TSM strategies for the Gateway regional center to mitigate
expected spillover effects on the development of the regiomnal center

Northeast Portland Highway

Ap radial urban highways such as the Banfield and Interstate-5 are
increasingly burdened by peak period congestion, freight mobility will
rely more heavily on circumferential routes, including I-205 and
Northeast Portland Highway, for access to industrial areas and
intermodal facilities. Northeast Portland Highway plays a particularly
important role, as it links the Rivergate marine terminals and PDX air
terminals to industry across the region {(this route includes
Killingsworth and Lombard streets from I-205 to MLK Jr. Boulevard, and
Columbia Boulevard from MLK Jr. Boulevard to North Burgard). Though
Northeast Portland Highway appears to have adequate capacity to serve
expected 2020 demand, a number of refinements in the corridor are
needed. Local and special district plans should consider the feollowing
transportation solutions as improvements are made in this corridor:

* improve Northeast Portland Highway as a strategy for addressing
Banfield corridor and east Marine Drive congestion
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¢ develop a long-term strategy to serve freight movement between

Highway 30 and Rivergate

* implement aggressive access management along Northeast Portland

Highway :

¢ implement and refine Columbia Corridor improvements to address full
corridor needs of Northeast Portland Highway, from Rivergate to I-

205

* consider future grade separation at major intersections

* streamline the Northeast Portland Highway connection from the
Lombard/Killingsworth section to Columbia Boulevard with an improved

transition point at MLK Jr. Boulevard

¢ improve the Columbia Boulevard interchange at I-5 to provide full

access to Northeast Portland Highway

s construct capacity and intergection improvements between 82nd Avenue
and I-205

¢ Implement the St. Johns Truck Strategy recommendations in order to

direct truck traffiec onto the designated freight system, as shown in

Figure 1.17, and protect the Lombard main street and St. Johns town

center from traffic impacts.

Interstate-84 to US 26 Connector

The long-term need to develop a highway link between I-B4 and
26 exists, but a series of interim improvements to Hogan Road
adequate to meet projected demand through 2020. The RTP calls
series of interim improvements that will better connect Hogan
both I-84 on the north, and Highway 26 to the south.

These improvements are needed to ensure centinued development
Gresham regional center and expected freight mobility demands

Highway
are

for a
Road to

cf the
of

through traffic. They also benefit transit-oriented development along
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the MAX light. rail corridor, as they would move freight traffic from
its current route along Burnside, where it conflicts with development
of the Rockwood town center and adjacent station communities. In
addition to planned improvements to the Hogan Road corridor, local
plans or sheuldeemsider a corridor study should address:

* more aggressive access management hetween Stark Street and Powell
Boulevard on 181lst, 207th and 257th avenues

e redesigned intersections improvements on Hogan at Stark, Burnside,
Division and Powell to streamline through-flow.

* the need for a long-term primary freight route in the corridor

¢ the potential for a new alignment south of Powell Boulevard to US 26
Sunrigse Corridor

The full Sunrise Corridor improvement from I-205 to Highway 26 is
needed during the 20-year plan period, but should be implemented with a
design and phasing that reinforces development of the Damascus town

. center, and protect rural reserves from urban traffic impacts. Though a
draft environmental impact statement has been prepared for this
corridor, the final environmental impact statement should be refined to
consider the following design elements:

¢ Construct the segment from I-205/Highway 224 interchange to existing
Highway 212 at Rock Creek as funds become available

s preserve right-of-way (ROW) from Rock Creek to Highway 26 as funds
become available

*+ consider phasing Sunrise construction as follows: {(a) complete I-205
to Rock Creek segment first, followed by (b) ROW acquisition of
remaining segments, then {c) construction of 222nd Avenue to Highway
26 segment and (d} lastly, construction of middle segment from Rock
Creek to 222nd Avenue as Damascus town center develops

* consider express, peak period pricing and HOV lanes as phases of the
Sunrise Corridor are constructed

*» reflect planned network of streets in Damascus/Pleasant Valley area
in refined interchange locations along the Sunrise Route, including
a connection at 172nd Avenue, the proposed major north/scuth route
in the area
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e implement bus service in parallel corridor from Damascus to
Clackamas regional center wvia Sunnyside Road

¢ avoid premature construction that could unintentiocnally increase
urban pressures in rural reserves east of Damascus

* examine the potential for the highway to serve as a "hard edge" in
the ultimate urban form of the Damascus area

* develop a concurrent plan to transition the function of the existing
Highway 212 facility into a major arterial function, with
appropriate access management and intersection treatments identified

I-5 to 98W Connector

An improved regional connection between Highway 99W and I-5 is needed
in the Tualatin area to accommodate regional traffic, and to move it
away from the Tualatin, Sherwcocod and Tigard town centers. This
connection will have significant effects on urban form in this rapidly
growing area, and the following design considerations should be
addressed in a corridor plan:

¢ Dbalance improvement plans with impacts on Tualatin and Sherwood town
centers and adjacent rural reserves

e in addition to the northern alignment considered in the Western
Bypass Study, examine the benefits of a socuthern alignment, located
along the southern edge of Tualatin and Sherwood, including the
accompanying improvements to 99W that would be required with either
alignment

¢ identify parallel capacity improvements to Tualatin-Sherwood Road
and 93%W in Tigard from I-5 to Highway 217 that could be used to
phase in, and eventually complement future highway improvements

¢ link urban growth boundary expansion in this area to the corridor
plan and examine potential the proposed highway to serve as a "hard
edge" in the ultimate urban form of the Sherwcod area

* develop an access management and connectivity plan for 99W in the
Tigard area that balances accessibility needs with physical and
economic comnstraints that limit the ability to expand capacity in
this area

* consider express, peak-period pricing and HOV lanes

Sunset Highway
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the central city and the Sunset Corridor
access to Hillsboro regional center. The
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¢ maintain off-peak freight mobility
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to preserve access to and from
employment area, and provide
following desigr elements
implemented in this corridor:

¢ phase in capacity improvements from the Sylvan interchange to 185th

Avenue, expanding to a total of three
direction

general purpose lanes in each

¢ ‘improve light rail service, with substantially increased headways

¢ - construct major interchange improvements at Sylvan, Cedar Hille

Boulevard and Cornelius Pass Road

e identify and construction additional over crossings in the vicinity
of interchanges to improve connectivity and travel options for local
traffic, thus improving interchange function

s consider express, peak period pricing

or HOV lanes when adding

highway capacity, especially west of Highway 217

Highway 213

Improvements to this highway link between I-205 and the Willamette
Valley should be built in phases, and consider the following:

¢ continued development of the Oregon City regional center

¢ interim improvements identified in the 1299 Highway 213 Urban
Corridor Study {and included in this plan)

* freight mobility demands

¢ access needs of Beavercreek urban reserwves area, including a re-
evaluation of the suitability of Oregon City urbarreserves Urban

Growth Boundary expansion in light of

transportation constraints

e transit service to areas south of Oregon City
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Macadam/Highway 43

Though heavy travel demand existing along Macadam/Highway 43, between
Lake Oswego and the central city, physical and environmental
constraints preclude major roadway expansion. Instead, a long-term
strategy for high-capacity transit that links the central city to
southwest neighborhoods and Lake Oswego town center is needed. As this
service is implemented, the following designoptions should be
considered in local and special district plans:

¢ interim repairs to maintain Willamette Shores Trolley excursion
service

¢ implement freguent bus service from Lake Oswego town center to
Portland central city in the Macadam corridor

e phasing of future streetcar commuter service or commuter rail in
this corridor to provide a high-capacity travel option during
congested commute periods, using either the Willamette Shore Line
right-of-way, the Macadam Corridor Design Guidelines {1985) rail
alignment or other right-of-way as appropriate.

e implement bicycle safety improvements where appropriate south of the
Sellwood Bridge

6.7.6 Specific Corridor Studies

Major corridor studies will be conducted by state or regional agencies
working in partnership with local governments in the following areas.
In each case, a transportation need has been established by the RTP. A
transportation need is identified when regicnal standards for safety,
mobility, or congestion are exceeded. In many of these corridors, RTP
analysis indicates several standards are exceeded.

The purpose of the corridor studies is to develop an appropriate
transportation strategy or solution through the corridor planning
process. For each corridor, a number of transportation alternatives
will be examined over a broad geographic area or through a local TSP to
determine a recommended set of projects, actions or strategies that
meet the identified need. The recommendations from corridor studies are
then inceorporated into the RTP, as appropriate. This section contains
the following specific considerations that must be incorporated into
corridor studies as they occur:

Interstate-5 North (I-84 to Clark County)
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This heavily traveled route is the main connection between Portland and
Vancouver. In addition to a number of planned and proposed highway
refinements capacity improvements, light rail is proposed along
Interstate Avenue to the Expo Center, and may eventually extend to
Vancouver. As improvements are implemented in this corridor, the
following design considerations should be addressed:

¢ consider HCOV lanes and peak period pricing

¢ transit alternatives from Vancouver to the Portland Central City
{including Light Rail Transit and express bus)

¢ maintain an acceptable level of access to the central city fréom
Portland neighborhoods and Clark County

¢ maintain off-peak freight mobility, especially to numerocus marine,
rail and truck terminals in the area -

¢ consider adding reversible express lanes to I-5

¢ congider new arterial connections for freight access between Highway
30, port terminals in Portland, and port facilities in Vancouver,

Washington

* maintain an acceptable level of access to freight intermedal
facilities and to the Northeast Portland Highway

¢ construct interchange improvements at Columbia Boulevard to provide
freight access to Northeast Portland Highway

s address freight rail network needs

* construct consider additional Interstate Bridge capacity sufficient
to handle projected needs

* develcop actions to reduce through-traffic on MLK and Interstate to
allow main street redevelopment

Interstate-5 South (Highway 217 to Wilsonville)

This facility serves as the major southern access to and from the
central city. The route also serves as_ an important freight corridor,
and provides access to Washington County via Highway 217. Projections
for this facility indiecate that growth in traffic between the Metro
region and the Willamette Valley will account for as much as B0 percent
of the traffic volume along the southern portion of I-5, in the
Tualatin and Wilsonville area. For this reason, the appropriate
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improvements in this corridor are unclear at this time. However, I-5
serves as a critical gateway for regional travel and commerce, and an
acceptable transportation strategy in this corridor has statewide
significance. A major corridor study is proposed to address the
following issues:

e the effects of peak periocd congestion in this area on regicnal
freight mobility and travel patterns

e the ability of inter-city transit service, to/from neighboring
cities in the Willamette Valley, including commuter rail, to slow
traffic growth in the I-5 corridor

s the ability to maintain off-peak freight mobility with capacity
improvements

¢ the potential for better coordination between the Metro region and
valley jurisdictions on land-use policies

A
¢ the effects of a planned long-term strategy for managing increased
travel along I-5 in the Willamette Valley

In addition, the following design elements should be considered as part
of the corridor study:

*» peak period pricing and HOV lanes for expanded capacity

¢« provide rapid bus service on parallel Barbur route, connecting
Wilsonville to the central city

¢ provide additional over crossings in West Portland town center to
improve local circulation and interchange access

¢ add capacity to parallel arterial routes, including 72nd Avenue,
Boones Ferry, Lower Beoones Ferry and Carmen Drive

¢ add over crossings in vicinity of Tigard Triangle to improve local
circulation

¢ extend commuter rail service from Salem to the central city,
Tualatin tramnsit center and Milwaukie, primarily along existing
heavy rail tracks

Interstate 205

Improvements are needed in this corridor to address existing
deficiencies and expected growth in travel demand in Clark, Multnomah
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and Clackamas counties. Transportation solutions in this corridor
should address the following needs and opportunities:

¢ provide for some peak period mobility for longer trips

¢ preserve freight mobility from I-5 to Clark County, with an emphasis
on connections to Highway 213, Highway 224 and Sunrise Corridor

e maintain an acceptable level of access to the Oregon City, Clackamas
and Gateway regional centers and Sunrise industrial area

¢ maintain acceptable levels of access to PDX, including air cargo
access

Potential transportation solutions in this corridor should evaluate the
potential of the following design concepts:

* auxiliary lanes added from Airport Way to I-84 East

* consider express, peak period pricing or HOV lanes as a strategy
for expanding capacity

e relative value of specific ramp, over crossing and parallel route
improvements

e eastbound HOV lane from I-5 to the Oregon City Bridge
¢ truck climbing lane south of Oregon City

e potential for rapid bus service or light rail from Oregon City to
Gateway

e potential for extension of rapid bus service or light rail north
from Gateway into Clark County

¢ potential for refinements to 2040 land-use assumptions in this
area to expand potential employment in the subarea and improve
jobs/housing imbalance

e potential for re-evaluating the suitability of the Beavercreek
urban—¥reserve area for Urban Growth Boundary expansion, based on
ability to serve the area with adequate regional transportation
infrastructure
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McLoughlin-Highway 224

Long-term improvements are needed in this corridor to preserve access
to and from the Central City from the Clackamas County area, to provide
access to the developing Clackamas regional center and to support
downtown development in the Milwaukie town center. The recently
completed South/North light rail study demonstrated beth—a long-term
need for high-capacity transit service in this corridor. anda shert—
fermoppositionto econstruction--eof—light—rail—However+ The long-term
transit need is stidd—critical, as demonstrated in the RTP analysis,
where both highway and high-capacity trangit service were needed cver
the 20-yeéar plan period to keep pace with expected growth in this part
of the region. The 2040 Growth Concept also calls for the regional
centers and central city to be served with light rail. Therefore;—the

RVl ents SRS e rvIee B he—eo el &H BerFie

j - Transportation solutions
in this corridor should address the following design considerations

» institute aggressive access management throughout corridor,
including intersection grade separation along Highway 224 between
Harrison Street and I-205

¢ design access points to McLoughlin and Highway 224 to discourage
traffic spillover onto Lake Road, 34th Avenue, Johnson Creek
boulevard, 17th Avenue and Tacoma Street

¢ monitor other local collector routes and mitigate spillover effect
from congestion on McLoughlin and Highway 224

¢ consider an added reversible HOV or peak-period priced lane between
Ross Island Bridge and Harold Street intersection

¢ expand highway capacity to a total of three general purpose lanes in
each direction from Harold Street to I-205, with consideration of
express, HOV lanes or peak period pricing for new capacity

* provide a more direct transition from McLoughlin to Highway 224 at
Milwaukie to orient leng trips and through traffic onto Highway 224
and northbound McLoughlin

¢ provide improved transit access to Milwaukie and Clackamas regional
centers, including rapid bus in the short term, and light rail
service from Clackamas regional center to Central City in the long
term

Powell Boulevard/Foster Road
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The concentration of urbas—reserves potential Urban Growth Boundary
expansicns in Clackamas County and southeast Multnomah County will
place heavy demands on connecting routes that link these areas with
employment centers in Portland and Multnomah County. Of these routes,
the Foster/Powell corridor is most heavily affected, yet is also
physically constrained by slopes and the Johnson Creek floodplain,
making capacity improvements difficult. More urban parts of Foster and
Powell Boulevard are equally constrained by existing development, and
the capacity of the Ross Island Bridge.

As a result, a corridor study is needed to explore the potential for
high capacity transit strategies that provide access from the
developing Pleasant Valley and Damascus urban—reserves areas to
employment areas along the Foster/Powell corridor, Gresham regional
center, Columbia South Shore industrial area and central city. Such a
study should comsider the following transportation solutions:

¢ aggressive transit improvements, including rapid bus service from
Central City to Damascus town center via Powell and Foster roads,
and primary bus on 172nd Avenue and to the Gresham regional center,
Eastside MAX and Columbia South Shore

s capacity improvements that would expand Foster Road from two to
three lanes from 122nd to 172nd avenues, and from two to five lanes
from 172nd Avenue to Highway 212, phased in coordination with
planned capacity improvements to Powell Boulevard between I-205 and
Eastman Parkway

¢ extensive street network connection improvements in the Mount Scott
and Pleasant Valley areas to reduce local travel demand on Foster
Road and Powell Boulevard, and to improve access between these areas
and adjacent East Multnomah and northeast Clackamas Counties

e ITS or other system management approaches to better accommodate
expected traffic growth on the larger southeast Portland network,
East Multnomah and northeast Clackamas County network
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Highway 217

Improvements in this corridor are needed to accommodate expected travel
demand, and maintain acceptable levels of access to the Beaverton and
Washington Square regional centers. The following design and functional
considerations should be included in the development of transportatiocn
solutions for this corridor:

e expand highway to include a new lane in each direction from I-5 to
Us 26

¢ address the competing needs of serving localized trips to the
Washington Square and Beaverton regional centers and longer trips on

Highway 217

s+ consider express, HOV lanes and peak period pricing when adding new
capacity

* design capacity improvements to maintain some mobility for regional
trips during peak travel periods

¢ design capacity improvements to preserve freight mobkility during
off -peak hours

¢ retain auxiliary lanes where they currently exist

¢ improve parallel routes to accommodate a greater share of local
trips in this corridor

s consider improved light rail service or rapid bus service with
substantially improved headways '

¢ coordinate with planned commuter rail service from Wilsonville to
Beaverton regional center

Tualatin Valley Highway

A number of improvements are needed in this corridor to address
existing deficiencies and serve increased travel demand. One primary
functien of this route is to provide access to and between the
Beaverton and Hillsboro regional centers. Tualatin Valley Highway also
serves as an access route to Highway 217 from points west aleong the
Tualatin Valley Highway corridor. As such, the corridor is defined as
extending from Highway 217 on the east to First Avenue in Hillsboro to
the west, and from Farmington Road on the south to Baseline Road to the
north. The following design considerations should be addressed as part
of a corridor study:
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+ develop an mamage access management plan as part of a congestion
management strategy '

- implement TSM and other interim intersection improvements at various
locations between Cedar Hills Boulevard and Brookwood Avenue

¢ the relative trade-offs of a variety of capacity and transit.
improvements, including:
a. improvements on parallel routes such as Farmington, Alexander,
Baseline and Walker roads as an alternative to expanding
Tualatin Valley Highway

b. seven-lane arterial improvements from Cedar Hills Boulevard or
Murray Boulevard to Brookwood Avenue or Baseline Road in
Hillsboro

c. a limited access, divided facility from Cedar Hills Boulevard
or Murray Boulevard to Brookwood Avenue, with three lanes in
each direction and some grade separation at major
intersections

d. transit gervice that complements both the function of Tualatin
Valley Highway and the existing light rail service in the
corridor

* evaluate impacts of the principal arterial designation, and

subsequent operation effects on travel within the Beaverton regional
center

¢ evaluate motor vehicle and street design designations as part of the

study to determine the most appropriate classifications for this
route

North Willamette Crossing

The RTP analysis shows a strong demand for travel between Northeast
Portland Highway and the adjacent Rivergate industrial area and Highway
30 on the opposite side of the Willamette River. The St. Johns Bridge
currently serves this demand. However, the St. Johns crossing has a
number of limitations that must be considered in the long term in order
to maintain adequate freight and general access to the Rivergate
industrial area and intermodal facilities. Currently, the St. Johns
truck strategy is being developed ({(and should be completed in 2000} to
balance freight mobility needs with the long-term health of the St.
Johns town center. The truck strategy is an interim solution to demand
in this corridor, and does not attempt to address long-term access to
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Rivergate and Northeast Portland Highway from Highway 30. Specifically,
the following issues should be considered in a corridor plan:

# build on the S5t. Johns Truck Strategy recommendations to adequate
freight and general access to Rivergate, while considering
potentially negative impacts on the development of the St. Johns
town center '

* incorporate the planned development of a streamlined Northeast
Portland Highway connection from .I-205 to Rivergate to the crossing
study

* include a long-term management plan for the St. John's Bridge, in
the event that a new crossing is identified in the corridor plan
recommendations

Barbur Boulevard/ I3

This corridor provides access to the Central City and to neighborhoods
and commercial areas in the inner southwest quadrant of the region.
Barbur Boulevard is identified as a multi-modal facility with potential
light rail or Rapid Bus as well as serving a regional role for motor
vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian systems. I-5 in this corridor is a
Main Roadway route for freight and a Principle Arterial for motor
vehicles extending southward beyond the region.

Segments of both Barbur Boulevard and I-5 in this corridor experience
significant congestion and poor service levels even with Priority
System improvements, especially from the Terwilliger interchange
northward. However, Rapid Bus service along Barbur and other expanded
bus services are expected to experience promising ridership levels..
Significant localized congestion occurs along the intersecting street
segments of Bertha, Terwilliger and Capitol Highway/Taylors Ferry.
Broad street cross-sections, angled intersections and limited
signalized crossing opportunities along Barbur creates traffic safety
hazards and inhibits walking to local destinations and access to
transit services. .

Transportation solutions in the corridor should include the following
considerations:

¢ Regiocnal and lcocal transit services and facilities needed to serve
the Barbur corridor within the RTP planning horizon.

* Pogsible new locations or relocations for I-5 on-ramps and off-ramps
and street connections acrosgs the freeway right-of-way.
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Opportunities for mew or improved local street connections te Barbur
Boulevard.

Facilities to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety aleng Barbur and
access to transit services and lcocal destinations.

Traffic management and intelligent transportation system
improvements along the corridor.

Potential mainline freeway improvements including possible
southbound truck climbing lanes.




Proposed Revisions to Appendix 1.1 - RTP Project List

Corridor #|

1

9a

10
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12
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14
14
15
16
17
18
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RTP RTP Post-
Project | Acknowledgemen| RTP Program
7 Study Name (Facility) number | t Amendments Years
North Willamette Crossing Study 4016 $1,000,000 2011-20
I-6 Trade Corridor Study and Tier 1 DEIS 4008 $8,000,000 2000-05
JS-30-8 366 4614 2008-06
oo oS IR YO EHTS By viane
this a project to improve both :
intersections.} 4015 2000-05
NE Portland Highway Corridor Study assign # $500,000 2011-20
definition to Highway 224 to Vancouver
Washington 4008 $1,000,000 2006-10
@- ] COrHoor Sway
({transi/TSM} assign# | . $1,000,000 | 2006-10
-84 to US 26 Corridor Study {ROW and
igrterials) assign # $1.000,000 2006-10
.Powell Boulevard/Foster Road HCT
Corridor Study - 1228 $1,500,000 2000-05
Sunrise Corridor Study/EA (revise DEIS) ! |
(i .| ossign# $1,500,000 200005 |
Swey L sde+ | _
South Corridor Transit Study _ |
assign# | $8,000,000 200005
Highway Corridor Stuc assign # $1,000,000 2011-20
Highway 213 Corridor Study | assign# $500,000 I 201120
I-205 South Corridor Study (change ‘
| definition to Highway 22 ., ..5027 $1500000 | __ 2006-10
Macadam/Highway 43 Transit/TOM Study | assign# $1,000,000 ~ 2000-05
16 South Corridor Study - assign# |  $1500,000 | 201120
-5 to Highway 9OW Comridor Study | assign# | _$1.500000 | = 2011-20
‘Barbur/l-5CorridorStudy 1096 | $1500000 | __2006-10
Highway 217 CorridorStudy | assign# !  $1,500,000 | 200005 !
‘TV Highway Corridor Study 3129 $1,500,000 2000-05
Study ) | assign# :  $500000 | 2000-05 |
Total __._$35,500,000 _ :

Underine denofes a new study name, a change in comidor definition or cost, the need to assign a RTP project number,

or a change in program year from the current RTP.

Note: All Corridor Studies will need to be assigned RTP project numbers.
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Appendix 3.1

Regional Transportation Plan

Corridor Planning Priorities

This appendix prioritizes completion of Corridor Plans and Corndor
Refinements called for in Chapter 6 of the 2000 RTP. Section 6.7.4
of the 2000 RTP describes the planning scope and responsibilities
for refinement planning. Sections 6.7.5 and 6.7.6, respectively,
specifically list Corridor Refinemeénts and Corridor Planning
studies. '

Due to the number of corridor planning needs and the lack of
available resources, Metro initiated the Corridor Initiatives Process
in December 2000 to establish regional corridor planning priorities.
This effort resulted in the attached work program for completion of
these studies. The work program is monitored and updated
annually as part of the Unified Work Program process.

The Corridor Initiatives Process

Representatives from the Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington and
Clark counties, ODOT, cities in the metropolitan area, the Port of
Portland and Tri-Met participated in technical and project
management committees. These committees guided the process and
formulated recommendations with respect to corridor refinement
planning. A technical evaluation was completed, with each cormdor
evaluated on several criteria and a number of measures related to
mobility, 2040 land use relationships, expected 2040 travel modes,
reliability and safety. A scoring system was estabhished and points
allocated for each technical measure.

In addition to the technical evaluation, the advisory committees
considered non-technical factors such as relation to other planming



efforts, community interest and available resources for each
corridor. Meetings were held with groups of elected officials from
around the region to gather further input on the rankings. A public
meeting was also held where information was provided and public
input solicited.

A resolution describing this process and resulting recommendations
for completing the corridor studies was presented to TPAC, JPACT
and the Metro Council in the summer of 2001. A final report
documenting the entire process was prepared in the Spring of 2002,
along with amendments to the RTP necessary to incorporate the
recommendations in RTP procedural and project-level plan
provisions.

Work Program Description

Based on this process, those corridors that demonstrated the more
urgent planning needs and a level of jurisdictional interest
considered sufficient to support a successful project were reviewed
in more detail. Many of these corridors already had planning
activities taking place or planned. Proposed actions were developed
for the remaining corridors.

The attached work program summarizes the planning activities for
each of the 18 corridors by RTP planning time period (e.g. 2001-
2005, 2006-2010 and 2011-2020). The commidors are organized into
three groups depending on the status of planning efforts. The first
group includes six corridors where work was ongoing in 2001. The
second group highlights two corridors (Powell/Foster and Highway
217 Corridors) where major new corridor refinements are
recommended in the first planning period. The third group lists the

Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 02-946
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ten other corridors where no major planning work was ongoing in
2001. The “Other Corridor” group includes some corridors where
significant planning work had already been completed or was
planned. It also includes corridors for which no major work was
anticipated in the near term.
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Corridor and Key Facilities
Corridor Planning On-Going

I-5 (North) Corridor - 1-5 from 1-84 b Vancouver

NE Portland Highway Corridor - Columbia Bivd,
from Burgard to Klllingsworth, Lombard from 1 - 5 b
Killingsworth, and Klllingsworth from Lombard to I - 205,

1-205 (North) Corridor - 1 - 205 from Hwy. 224

to Vancouver.

Banfield (I-84) Corridor-1-g4afrom1-5Sto
Troutdale.

McLoughiin and Hwy. 224 Corridor - Hwy. 99E
from Hawthorne Bhvd to Oregon City. Hwy. 224 from
McLoughlin 8hvd. To 1 - 205.

I-5 te Highway 99W Connector - Tualatin-
Sherwood Road from I-5 to Hwy, 99W, Hwy. 99W from
Tualatin-Sherwood Road to Bell Road.

Powell/ Foster Corridor - Powe!t Bivd. from the
mmdmmmm&ﬁum Foster Road
from Powell to Hwy. 212 Damascus.

New Major Corridor Refinements Recommended in the First Period

T

First Planning Period Second Planning Period Third Planning Pericd
(2001 - 2005) {2006 - 2010) (2011 - 2020}
. Financial Plan/EIS/Prefiminary
I - 5 Trade Corridor Study Engineering

East End Connector Environmental Assess-
ment; Begin Refinement Planning
through 1-5 Trade Corridor; Adopt

St Johns Truck Access Study
South Transit Corridor Study and -5
Trade Corridor Study (transit only)

Light Rail Capacity Analysis

South Transit Corridor
EIS and Preliminary
Engineering
Southern Alignment Study; Complete Ex-
ceptions; Right-of-Way Preservation Analysis

Corridor Planning

Implement St Johns Truck Access Study
Recommendations; Erwironmental Assess-
ment and Engineering on I-5 Trade
Corridor Recommendations
Corridor Planning for Interchange
Improvements
Transit, Transportation Systemn
Managerment Corridor Plan

Corridor Planning

North Willamette Crossing Corridor - Study
new crossing near St. Johns Bridge (Hwy. 30 from NW
Newberry Road to BN Railroad Bridge).

I-84 to US 26 Connector Corridot - 238th/242n6
|from I - 84 to Burnside, and US 26/Burnside from Hegan
Road to 262nd.

Sunrise Corridor - Hwy. 212/224 from 1-205 to US 26.

Highway 213 Corridor - Hwy. 213 from 1-205 to
Letand Road.

1-205 (South) Corridor I 205 from I-5 to Hwy. 224.

Macadam/Highway 43 Corridor -
Hwy. 43 from Ross Island Bridge to West Linn.

I-5 (South) Corridor - 1-5 from Hwy. %9W in Tigard
to Wilsonville.

Barbur Blvd./I-5 Corridor -

Hwy. 99W and I-5 from I - 405 to Tigard,

TV Highway Corridor - Tualatin vatley Hwy, from Hwy.
217 to downtown Hilisboro.

Sunset Highway Cortidor - US 26 from 1405
to Jackson School Road.

Adopt Signage and Truck Control Re-
commendations of St Johns Study;
St Johns Town Center Study

National Highway System Truck Study

Complete Refinement Planning and
EIS for Unit 1 and Engineering
for Phase One; Complete Exceptions
Construct Southbound Tuming lane
on Highway 213

Interchange Ramp Access Study

Transit/Pedestrian/Blke
Transportation Demand Management
Study

Boeckman Road Interchange Study

Implement Transit Service Improvements
and Elements of the Barbur Street-
scape Plan
Systemn Planning for Access
Management and Right-of-Way
Refinement and Environmental Assessment
of US Hwy. 26 Widening. Bames Road

Design and Construction

Implement Signage and Truck Control Re-
commendations of St Johns Studies

Corridor Planning for Preservation of
Right-of-Way and Arterial
Improvements

Implement Funded Recommendations
of Highway 213 Design Study
Corridor Planning for
Freeway Improvements
Environmental Assessment/
DEIS{and
Preliminary Engineering

Initiate Corridor Planning

Engineering of US 26 Widening
west of Murray Boulevard

Corridor Planning for
Roadway Widening

Transit Improvements and/or Transpor-
" tation System Management Projects

Corridor Planning for Highway
Imorovernents

Cnmplete Corridor Planning

Corridor Planning

Complete Corridor Planning

Begin Unit Two Environmenta! Assess-
ment or Environment Impact
Statement Process

Corridor Planning

Corridor Planning

Begin Environmental Assessment/
Environmental Impact Statement
Process

Caorrider Planning (if required)
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CHAPTER 1

Regional Transportation Policy

1.3.4 Protecting the Environment

Policy 7.0. The Natural Environment

Protect the region’s natural environment.

a. Objective: Place a priority on protecting the natural environment in all aspects of the transportation
planning process.

b. Objective: Reduce the env:ronmental impacts associated with transportation system planning, project

development, construction and maintenance activities.

c. Objective: Reduce negative impacts on parks, public open space, natural areas, wetlands and rural
reserves arising from noise, visual impacts and physical segmentation.

d. Obijective: New transportation and related utility projects shall seek to avoid fragmentation and
degradation of components of the Regional System (regionally significant parks, natural areas, open
spaces, trails and greenways). If avoidance is infeasible, impacts shall be minimized and mitigated.

Policy 8.0. Water Quality
Protect the region’s water quality.
a. Objective: Meet applicable state and federal water quality standards in the planning process.

b. Obiective: Support the implementation of Green Sireets practices through pilot projects and regional
funding incentives.

b.c. Objectlve Support local jurisdiction efforts to reduce |mperwous surface coverage in the development
review and street deS|gn proces

¢.d.Objective: G
speetes—heungsContmue to coordlnate undates to the Green Streets qundellnes with state and federal
regulatory agencies to ensure angoing compliance with fish protection regulations.

e. Objective: Implement a coordinated strateqy to remove or retrofit culverts on the regional
transportation system that block or restrict fish passage.

= danaarad

Ecosystems do not conform to pelitical boundaries. Streams and watersheds
cross both city and county boundaries, and transportation projects often
impact watersheds. In recent years, it has become increasingly important to
acknowledge the effect of developing the public right-of-way on the health of
our envircnment, particularly urban waterways. Streets and driveways combine
to form the largest source of impervious surfaces in our urban landscape. A
particular challenge is how to address conflicts between planned
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transportation improvements and identified stream corridors, and how
transportation improvements can be constructed in concert with stream
corridor protection plans.

Impervious surfaces are hard surfaces that do not allow water to sealk—filter
into the ground, and instead, inercasethe amountefrely on piped stormwater
runningoff into the stormwater—drainage systems that convey runoff directly

to streams. The majority of total impervious surfaces are from reoads,
sidewalks, parking lots and driveways. Stermwater runoff from these

Higher impervicus surface coverage has been linked to dramatic changes in the
shape of streams, water quality, water temperature and the biological health
of the—f£lora—and—fauna—thatlive—in—the—matural waterways. The regional Green
Streets Program seeks to mitigate this effect on streams over time through a
combination of retrofits to existing streets, and design guidelines for new
streets that allow stormwater to infiltrate directly into the ground.
Examples of impesrvious surfoce reduetionGreen Streets techniques that could
be used by local jurisdictions in the development review and street design
process include:

e extensive use of street trees toc intercept, absork and evaporate
stormwater

¢ use of pervious paving materials on sidewalks and local streets

* censider—use of egeﬂ—ehaaﬁelﬁstormwater detention basxns and swales—en

prevert—erosion to capture and infiltrate stormwater

¢ grade—pidewalksdesign impervious surfaces on streets and sidewalks so that
stormwater runs—eff draing into adjacent umpaved-pervious areas such as
planting strips or landscaped private property

*+ epcourage—the—use of shared parking to reduce the size and number of |
parking lots

¢ followguidelines feruse erosion control techniques during construction of |
regional streets and adjacent development projects.
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1.3.5 Designing the Transportation System

The design and function of individual transportation facilities and entire
systems have a significant impact on adjacent.land uses and. the character of
the communities they serve. As a result, transportation systems planning must
consider larger regional and community goals and values, such as protection
of the envircnment, the regional economy and the gquality of life that area
residents presently enjoy.

The Regional Transportation Plan measures economic and quality-of-life
impacts of the proposed system by evaluating key indicators, such as access
to jobe and retail services, mode share, vehicle miles traveled, travel
times, travel speeds, level of congestion and air quality impacts. Other key
indicators include economic benefits to the community, access to
transportation by the traditicnally underserved, including low-income and
minority households and the disabled, energy costs and protection of natural
resources. The Regional Transportation Plan defines a transportation system
that balances all of the policies in this plan. Sometimes these policies are
in conflict - so each transportation project or program must be evaluated in
terms of financial constraints, associated social, economic and environmental
impacts, and how it best achieves an overall balance between those
conflicting goals.

The following policy guides planning and implementation of the region’s
transportation system.

Policy 11.0. Regional Street Design

Design regional streets with a modal orientation that reﬂects the function and character of surrounding

land uses, consistent with regional street design concepts.

a. Objective: Support local implementation of regional street design concepts and Green Streets design
guidelings-alternatives in local transportation system plans_and development codes.

Regional street design policies address federal, state and regiomal
transportation planning mandates with street design concepts intended to
support local implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. The design concepts
reflect the fact that streets perform many, often conflicting functions, and
the need to reconcile conflicts among travel modes to make the transportation
system safer for all modes of travel. Implementation of the design concepts
is intended to promote community livability by balancing all modes of travel
and address the function and character of surrounding land uses when
designing streets of regional significance. The Green Streets design
guidelines are tailored to support the regional street design guidelines, and
provide a series of complementary Green Street guidelines for each of the
street design classifications contained in this section.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘D’

Green Streets Amendments — Part 2

CHAPTER 6

Implementation

6.4 Local Implementation of the RTP

6.4.5 Design Standards for Street Connectivity

The design of local street systems, including “local” and “collector”
functional classifications, is generally beyond the scope of the 2000
RTP. However, the aggregate effect of local street design impacts the
effectiveness of the regional system when local travel is restricted by
a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the
regional network. Therefore, streets should be designed to keep through
trips on arterial streets and provide local trips with alternative
routes. The following wapping requirements and design standards are
intended to improve local circulation in a manner that protects the
integrity of the regional transportation system.

Cities and counties within the Metro region are required to amend their
comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative codes,
if necessary, to comply with or exceed the following mapping
requirements and design standards:

1. Cities and counties must identify all contiguous areas of vacant
and redevelopable parcels of five or more acres planned or zoned
for residential or mixed-use development and prepare a conceptual
new streets plan map. The map shall be adopted as a part of the
Transportation System Plan element of the local Comprehensive
Plan. The purpose of this map iz to provide gquidance to land-
owners and developers on desired street connections that will
improve local access and preserve the integrity of the regiomal
street system.

The conceptual street plan map should identify street connections
to adjacent areas in a manner that promotes a logical, direct and
connected street system. Specifically, the map should conceptually
demonstrate opportunities to extend and ccocnnect to existing
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streets, provide direct public right-of-way routes, and limit the
potential of cul-de-sac and other closed-end street designs.

In addition to preparing the above conceptual street plan map,
cities and counties shall require new residential or mixed-use
development that—will reguireinvolving construction of new
street{s} to provide a street—mapsite plan that reflects the
following:

a. Street connections:

described in Section 6.4.5(1) for areas where a map has been
completed.

¢ a—Responds to and expands on the conceptual street plan map as

® b-—Provides full street connections with spacing of no more
than 530 feet between connections except where prevented by
barriers such as topography, railroads, freeways, pre-existing
development, or where lease provisions, easements, covenants or
other restrictions existing prior to May 1, 1995 which preclude

street comnnections.

e Where streets must cross er—water features where-regulatieons
implementingidentified in Title 3 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan ({UGMFP)-deo—not—allow construction of
or—preseribe—different standards foratreet faeilities, provide
crossings at an average spacing of 800 to 1,200 feet, unless
habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a full street
connection.

b. Accessways:

* e—When full street connecticns are not peoesible provides bike
and pedestrian accessways on public easements or rights-of-way
in lieu of streets. Spacing of accessways between full street
connections shall be no more than 330 feet except where
prevented by barriers such as topography, railroads, freeways,
pre-existing development, or where lease provisions, easements,
covenants or other restrictions existing prior to May 1, 1985
which preclude accessway connections.

* Bike and pedestrian accessways that cross water featires
identified in Title 3 of the UGMFP should have an average
spacing no more than 530 feet, unless habitat quality or length
of crossing prevents a connection.

¢. Centers, main streets and station communities:
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Where full street connections er—over water features where
regulations—implementingidentified in Title 3 of the Urban
Growth-Management Punctional—PlanUGMFP de—not allow

. e 3 i fferent ards £
ecnstruection of aceessway-faeilities cannot be constructed in

centers, main streets and station communities (including direct’
connections from adjacent neighborhoods), or spacing of full
street crossings exceeds 1,200 feet, provide bicycle and
pedestrian crossings at an average spacing of 530 feet, unless
exceptional habitat quality or length of crossing pfevents a
connection. .

d. Other considerations:

¢ 4.Limits the use of cul-de-pac designs and other closed-end

street systems to situations where barriers prevent full street
extensions.

* e.Includes no closed-end street longer than 200 feet or with |

more than 25 dwelling units.

¢ £ Includes street cross-sections demonstrating dimensions of |

right-of-way improvements, with streets designed for posted or
expected speed limits.

SrowthManagement Funetional Plan- For replacement or new

construction of local street crossings on streams identified in
Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Cities and
Counties, Tri-Met, ODOT and the Port of Portland shall amend
design codes, standards and plans to allow consideration of the
stream crossing design guidelines contained in the Green Streets

Figure 6.1 demonstrates a street map that a developer would
provide to meet code regulations for the subdivision of a single
parcel. Figure 6.2 shows a street cross-section that could be
submitted by a developer for approval during the permitting
process.
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Figure 6.1
Street Connectivity Map

Figure 2 Future Straet Plan For A Single Parca|

W Vacent or redevelopable arpa

@ - ~@ Strect connection required
Source: Metro

Figure 6.2
Street Cross Section — Local Street, mid-blockFigure-6-2

Street Gross-Section—Local Street;mid-block

Source: Metro
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3. Street design code language and guldelines must allow for:

a. Consideration of narrow street design alternatives. For local
streets, no more than 46 feet of total right-of-way, including
pavement widths of no more than 28 feet, curb-face to curb-
face, sidewalk widths of at least 5 feet and landscaped
pedestrian buffer strips that include street trees. Special
traffic calming designs that use a narrow right-of-way, such as
woonerfs and chicanes, may alsoc be considered as narrow street
designs.

b. Short and direct public right-of-way routes to connect
residential uses with nearby commercial services, schools,
parks and other neighborhood facilities.

¢. Consideration of opportunities to incrementally extend streets
from nearby areas.

d. Consideration of traffic calming devices to discourage traffic
infiltration and excessive speeds on local streets.

4. For redevelopment of existing land-uses that require construction
of new streets, cities and counties shall develop local approaches
to encourage adequate street connectivity.

6.7 Project Development and Refinement Planning

6.7.3 Project Development Requirementa

Transportation improvements where need, mode, corridor and function have
already been identified in the RTP and local plans must be evaluated on
a detailed, project development level. This evaluation is generally
completed at the local jurisdiction level, or jeointly by affected or
sponsoring agencies. The purpose of project development planning is to
consider project design details and select a project alignment, as
necessary, after evaluating engineering and design altermatives and
potential environmental impacts. The project need, mode, corridor, and
function do not need to be addressed at the project level, asince these
findings have been previcusly established by the RTP.

The TPR and Metro's Interim 1996 Congestion Management System (CMS)
document require that measures to improve operational efficiency be
addressed at the project level, though system-wide considerations are
addressed by the RTP. Therefore, demonstration of compliance for
projects not included in the RTP shall be documented in a required
Congestion Management System report that is part of the project-level
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planning and development (Appendix D of the Interim CMS document). In
addition, this section requires that street design guidelines be
considered as part of the project-level planning process. This section
does not apply to locally funded projects on local facilities. Unless
otherwise stipulated in the MTIP process, these provisions are simply
guidelines for locally funded projects.

Therefore, in addition to system-level congesticn management
requirements described in Section 6.6.3 in this chapter, cities,
counties, Tri-Met, CDOT, and the Port of Portland shall consider the
following project-level operational and design comnsiderations during
transportation project analysis:

1. Transportation system management (e.g., access management,
signal inter-ties, lane channelization, etc.) to address or
preserve existing street capacity.

2. Street design policies, classifications and design
principles are contained in Chapter 1 of this plan. See Section
1.3.5, Policy 11.0, Figure 1.4. Implementing guidelines are
contained in Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines
for 2040 (359%2nd edition, 2002) or other similar resources
consistent with regional street design policies.

3. Environmental design guidelines, as contained in Green Streets:
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street Crossgings (2002),
and Trees for Green Streets: an Illustrated Guide (2002), or other
similar resources consistent with federal regulations for stream
protection.

Transportation providers in the Metro region, including the c¢ities and
counties, Tri-Met, ODOT, and the Port of Portland are required to amend
their comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative
codes, if necessary, to consider the Creating Livable Streets design

guidelines as part of project development. Transportation providers

Stermwaterand -Strecet Crogoings- Transportation providers shall amend
design codes, standards and plans to allow consideration of the

guidelines contained in Green Streets: Innovative Solutions for
Stormwater and Street Crossings.

6.8 Outstanding Issues

The secticn describes a number of outstanding issues that could not be
addressed at the time of adoption of this plan, but should be addressed
in future updates to the RTP.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘D’

Green Streets Amendments — Part 3

Glossary of Transportation Definitions

Exceptional Habiltat Quality - "For the purpose of transportation
planning, exceptional habitat gquality may be defined as (1) riparian-
associated wetlands identified under Title 3, locally or regionally
significant wetlands, (2) locally or regionmally rare or sensitive plant
communities such as oak woodlands, (3) important forest stands
contributing multiple functions and values to the adjacent water
feature habitats of sensitive, threatened or endangered wildlife
species, or (4) habitats that provide unusually important wildlife
functions, such as (but not limited to) a major wildlife
crossing/runway or a key migratory

pathway.




COMMUNITY PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 02-946, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING THE POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Date: June 20, 2002 Presented by: Councilor Monroe

Committee Action: At its June 18, 2002 meeting, the Community Planning Committee
voted 5-0 to recommend Council adoption of Ordinance No. 02-946. Voting in favor:
Councilors Atherton, Bragdon, Burkholder, Hosticka, Monroe and Park.

Background: Ordinance 02-946 packages four post-acknowledgement amendments to
the Regional Transportation Plan. These amendments were anticipated during the
adoption of the RTP in August of 2000.

Part 1. Technical amendments required by LCDC when they acknowledged the RTP in
June 2001. The amendments are necessary for full compliance with the state
Transportation Planning Rule, and are included in exhibit A.

Part 2. Elderly and Disabled Transportation Amendments. Tri-Met is taking the lead on
this section. Amendments can be found in exhibit B.

Part 3. Corridor Initiatives Project. Exhibit C. Recommends a total of 18 refinement
studies to be completed over the next 20 years.

Part 4. Green Streets Project. Exhibit D. Project was completed in November 2001.
Includes a handbook and the results of two studies; stream crossings and regional culvert
study. Design guidelines will serve as the implementation focus of the Green Streets
Project.

Committee Issues/Discussion: The committee expressed positive comments with the
Green Streets portion particularly, and hoped to see progress through a positive,
encouraging approach. Councilor Monroe moved the resolution with JPACT and MPAC
recommended revisions to Exhibit C (corridors), revising references to the Stafford area
and the St. John’s truck strategy.

o Existing Law: the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan, conditionally acknowledged by
LCDC in 2001.

e Budget Impact: No budget impact at this time.



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 02-946A, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADCPTING
THE POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP).

Date: May 8, 2002 Prepared by: Tom Kloster

BACKGROUND

On June 15, 2001, the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) acknowledged
most of the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), with the condition that Metro adopt a series of
technical amendments necessary for full compliance with the State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).
These technical amendments are the first component of the proposed post-acknowledgement RTP
amendments included in Exhibit ‘A’ to the ordinance. The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) and the Council were briefed on the technical amendments in Spring 2001 as part
of an update on the acknowledgement process that included a detailed discussion of the proposed changes.
This exhibit is divided into three parts, with respective amendments to Chapter 6 of the RTP, the Glossary
and the Appendix.

The LCDC also moved to continue final action on select items that will be addressed through separate
planning studies and other follow-up activities, including goal exceptions for the Sunrise Corridor and I-5
to 99W Connector improvements in the RTP, and performance measures that are being completed as part
of the 2040 Indicators project. These items are still in development at this time, but may require future
RTP amendments following LCDC review and action.

The RTP adoption on August 10, 2000, also identified active planning efforts that should be incorporated
into the RTP as soon as possible, upon completion of the planning studies.. These included the Tri-County
Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan, the Corridor Initiatives Project and the Green Streets Project.
All three studies were completed in 2001, and included recommendations for amendments to the RTP.
The following is an overview of the changes proposed from these projects as part of the post-
acknowledgement amendments to the RTP and included as exhibits to the ordinance:

Exhibit ‘B’ - Elderly and Disabled Transportation Amendments

Mobility is an important quality-of-life issue for seniors and individuals with disabilities.
Transportation increases independence, provides connection with the community, and ensures access
to life sustaining activities. Since April 2000, a 25-member steering committee has been coordinating
the development of the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan (EDTP). The EDTP is
the region’s first coordinated effort to address service delivery, service coordination, customer
satisfaction, resource allocation, and land use policy issues in a comprehensive way. The EDTP
recommends that the RTP be amended to implement portions of the EDTP within the Metro region
(amendments proposed in Exhibit ‘B”), though the EDTP covers the larger, three-county area served
by Tri-Met. The EDTP will continue to evolve over time through periodic updates, and serve to guide
regional elderly and disabled transportation funding decisions and will inform local transportation
system plans.
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The elderly and persons with disabilities in the tri-county area currently represent about 17% of the
total population. By the year 2010, this number is expected to increase to 20%. Of the approximately
228,000 elderly and disabled individuals living within the tri-county area today, about 42% currently
use transit services for some or all of their transportation needs. In 1999, the four public and 30
community-based transportation operators provided over 9,100,000 rides to the elderly and disabled
population for all trips including basic medical, nutritional and social interaction needs,

Despite the significant number of elderly and disabled in the tri-county area who are currently
accessing transportation services, it is estimated that approximately 16,500 elderly and disabled
people do not have access to transportation for some or all of their trips. These elderly and disabled
individuals may be unaware of the services available to them, may not be able to effectively utilize
available services, or may live outside a transit or transportation district.

Current service levels would not decrease as a result of the EDTP recommendations, although
existing funding constraints would make it difficult to expand the quality of existing service, and
instead would simply provide current service options to a growing population, Approximately $43
million of operating funds will be spent to maintain the existing transportation network for seniors
and the disabled in 2002. The current system provides approximately 10 million rides per year.
Without any significant increase in services, the operating cost of the existing elderly and disabled
transportation system is expected to increase to $68 million by the year 2010.

The EDTP clearly recognizes that the provision of transportation is only one tool to meet the larger
objectives of providing mobility to the elderly and disabled. Increased transit services alone will not
address the needs of the growing elderly and disabled community. To be successful, the EDTP must
be integrated with the land use and transportation plans. To this end, the policies and service delivery
strategies outlined in the EDTP are proposed as amendments to the RTP and the local counties and
Jurisdictions within the tri-county area are also asked to include them in local transportation system
plans (TSPs), comprehensive plans, and their strategic plans for social service providers. The
following EDTP elements are emphasized for adoption into local and regional plans:

» Identification of and support for pedestrian facilities near elderly and disabled developments that
support access to transit, retail, and other community needs, and the siting of such facilities near
existing transit, retail and other community needs;

= Integration of elderly and disabled housing into mixed use developments that include public
facilities or services which support trip mitigation or avoidance;

= Local support and mandates for the inclusion of pedestrian friendly support activities;

= State, regional, and local support for the coordination and financing of transportation services and
facilities that encourage transit use; and

= Expanded support for elderly and disabled transportatioﬁ within the local communities to provide
for increased mobility options and access.

These elements will be essential in complementing expanded elderly and disabled transportation
services needed to meet the expected mobility needs of the growing target population. Exhibit ‘B’
includes amendments to the Chapter 1 policies and Chapter 6 implementation requirements of the
RTP, as recommended in the EDTP.
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Exhibit ‘C’ - Amendments from the Corridor Initiatives Project

During the technical analysis phase of the 2000 RTP, it became evident that forecasted growth in the
region would ultimately push most highways in the region to capacity during peak periods. Most of
these state-owned facilities were constructed between 1960 and 1985 and during that time had excess
capacity compared to the relative size of the region. However, dramatic growth during the 1980s and
1990s was both fueled by this highway capacity, and eventually consumed the capacity during peak
periods. Several major commuie routes, like the Sunset Highway, Interstate-5 and the Banfield
Freeway, have become especially congested during peak periods.

In some cases, major investments in fransit already provide an alternative to driving these routes
during the rush hour, and in other cases, a dense network of parallel routes provide local driving
options. But even with existing and planned transit and supporting street network improvements
factored in, more work was needed to identify a long-term plan for managing or improving travel in
these corridors. Because the RTP process is too broad to consider such improvements in detail, the
state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) allows Metro to defer such studies into corridor refinement
plans, to be completed at a future date. As a result, the 2000 RTP contains a number of refinement
corridors, where a more detailed study is called for to identify the mix of transportation projects or
programs needed to manage these urban corridors. When the RTP was adopted in August 2000, the
Corridor Initiatives Project was kicked off to evaluate and prioritize the refinement corridors called
out in the plan.

The Corridor Initiatives Project included participation by city, county, the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT), Port of Portland and Tri-Met staff in technical and project management
committees. These committees guided the process and formulated recommendations for ranking the
corridor refinement plans. Each corridor was evaluated on several criteria and a number of measures
related to relative travel needs and connection to implementing the 2040 Growth Concept. In addition to
the technical analysis, the committees considered non-technical factors such as relation to other planning
efforts, community interest and potential resources for completing each refinement plan., Consultation
meetings were held with groups of elected officials from around the region to review these findings, and
gather additional input from policymakers.

In July 2001, the results of the Corridor Initiatives Project were presented to JPACT and the Council,
with recommendations for staging the refinement studies over the next 20 years. The proposed timing
of these studies was based on extensive technical analysis and a comprehensive set of evaluation
criteria. The Corridor Initiatives Project recommended breaking some refinement corridors into
smaller increments, which resulted in a total of 18 refinement studies. The work program for
completing these studies is included in Exhibit "C", and spans the 20-year RTP planning period. This
work will also be monitored and updated periodically as part of Metro’s annual Unified Work Program
process. Exhibit ‘C’ is divided into three parts, with respective amendments to Chapter 6 of the RTP
and two amendments to the Appendix.

Exhibit ‘D’ - Amendments from the Green Streets Project

The Green Streets Project was well under way when the RTP was adopted in August 2000, and
several potential plan amendments were already anticipated at that time. The Green Streets Project
has a number of elements that address the growing conflict between good transportation design,
planned urbanization in emerging areas and the need to protect streams and wildlife corridors from
urban impacts. Key elements of the project include:
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» [Expanding the regional database to include an inventory of culverts that channel stormwater from
streets to the stream system;

e The “Green Streets: Environmental Designs for Transportation” handbook that establishes
acceptable design solutions for conflicts between major street or connectivity needs and stream
protection; and

e New regional street connectivity provisions that address the tradeoffs between stream protection
and an efficient, connected street system;

e Testing the proposed designs and connectivify guidelines as part of the Pleasant Valley
community planning.

An 18-member Technical Advisory Committee {TAC) that included a diverse mix of planners,
engineers, architects, biologists and environmental advocates guided the project. The technical phase
of the project culminated with the Green Streets Summit, held at Metro in May 2001, and highlighted
with a keynote speech from Dr. Patrick Condon, a noted expert on the subject of urban stormwater
management. Nearly 150 practitioners and advocates attended the summit, and Dr. Condon later met
with JPACT, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and Council members at a lunch
presentation on the results of the Green Streets Project.

The TAC as the final stage of the project reviewed feedback from the summit and policymakers’
lunch. Most of the technical work on the Green Streets project was concluded in June 2001, and staff

has since worked to package the resulting recommendations from the project in a series of two
handbooks: '

¢ Green Streets: Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street Crossings establishes a set of “best
practices” for reducing the amount of stormwater ninoff from the public right-of-way. The handbook
builds on the designs originally developed for the Creating Livable Streets handbook, published in
1997, but modifies them to incorporate the “best practices” details. Guidelines for achieving local
street connectivity while protecting streams are also included in the handbook. In November 2001, the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) completed their review of the final draft of the Green
Streets handbook, and have endorsed it as a series of "safe harbor" practices that are consistent with
NMEFS goals for fish habitat protection. This represents a major step for NMFS, and greatly elevates
the importance and utility of the Green Streets handbook

o Trees for Green Streets: an lllustrated Guide provides a detailed overview of the best trees for use
along Metro-region streets, with specifics on site requirements, size and compatibility with various
environmental constraints. It was developed in tandem with the Green Streets Project through a
special grant from the University of Oregon, and in consultation with a group of area arborists,
scientists, and horticulturists.

Following the model established by the Creating Livable Streets handbook (first published by Metro in
1997), the Green Streets publications will be distributed at no charge within the Metro region, but sold
outside the region for a modest price that is expected to cover printing costs. The Green Streets
guidelines have already generated a high level of interest, and were fully incorporated into the
Pleasant Valley Community Plan. The City of Sandy is also in the process of adopting some of the
guidelines for local streets, and many other jurisdictions have contacted Metro to learn about the Green
Streets project. :
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The Green Streets design guidelines will serve as the implementation focus of Metro's Green Streets
program, and are part of the proposed amendments to the project development requirements of the RTP
contained in Exhibit ‘D", The proposed Green Streets amendments also include guidelines for design and
frequency of stream crossings. Exhibit ‘D’ is divided into three parts, and includes amendments to the
Chapter 1 policies, Chapter 6 implementation requirements and the Glossary of the RTP.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition Metro has received comments from the Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee (TPAC) members regarding the application of green street guidelines. Those comments
will be the focus of MPAC, JPACT and Metro Council discussion on this item. Otherwise, there is no
known opposition to the other components of this ordinance.

2. Legal Antecedents The 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on August 10, 2000,
with the intent to adopt subsequent amendments from specific outstanding studies and changes
required as part of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) acknowledgement
process. This ordinance completes those intentions by amending the RTP with changes recomimended
from the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan, the Corridor Initiatives project, the
Green Streets project and changes from the LCDC acknowledgement process. These plan
amendments are necessary for Metro to comply with federal planning regulations (as described in the
Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century) and state planning regulations (as described by

~ the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule). Cities and counties within the Metro boundary will use
and demonstrate consistency with the RTP in completing their local transportation systems plans. The
Green Street amendments provide regional transportation policy response to managing the public
right of way in a manner that responds to the listing of salmon and steelhead as endangered species
through the federal Endangered Species Act.

3. Anticipated Effects Adoption of this ordinance provides policy direction to the region on the
provision of transportation services to the elderly and disabled population, the intent to complete
detailed transportation corridor studies in the region, and regional guidance on implementation of
“green” streets as one means of addressing the listing of salmon and steelhead as endangered species.
These policies will guide the development of city and county transportation plans in the region and
the subsequent development of transportation projects. The adoption of the amendments from the
LCDC acknowledgement process will bring the Regional Transportation Plan into compliance with
state laws and regulations.

4. Budget Impacts There are no direct costs associated with implementing this ordinance. The
ordinance does recognize a need to complete corridor studies throughout the region. Metro staff will

need to lead or participate in these studies. The definition of budget impacts of this work will be
defined and adopted by Metro Council in the Unified Work Program.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Council adoption of the proposed ordinance and RTP amendments contained in Exhibits ‘A’ through ‘D’.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 02-946
POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000 REGIONAL ) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP).

po—_

WHEREAS, the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on August 10, 2000, with
the intent to adopt subsequent amendments from specific outstanding studies and changes required as part
of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) adoption process in a timely manner;
and :

WHEREAS, the specific outstanding studies, including the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled
Plan, Corridor Initiatives Project and Green Streets Project, were completed in 2001; and

WHEREAS, the LCDC acknowledged the RTP in June 2001, ordering specific changes to the
plan; and

WHEREAS, these amendments are reflected in the plan text and map changes shown in Exhibits
to this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, these amendments affect portions of Chaﬁter 1 of the RTP, which also serves as the
transportation element contained in Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan; now therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
1. Adopts the technical amendments ordered by LCDC, as shown in Exhibit ‘A’;

Adopts the Elderly and Disabled policies shown in Exhibit ‘B’;

e

3. Adopts the Corridor Initiatives priorities shown in Exhibit ‘C’; and
4. Adopts the Green Streets policies and implementation measures shown in Exhibit ‘D’.
5. Adopts changes to Chapter | shown in Exhibits ‘B’ and ‘D’ as corresponding amendments to

Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of . , 2002,

Carl Hosticka, Presiding Officer

Attest: Approved as to Formu:

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘A’

RTP Technical Text Amendments - Part 1

Chapter 6 — Implementation

6.2.4 Compliance with State Requirements

Compliance with Statewide Pianning Goals

Together, the RTP and city and county TSPs that implement the RTP will
constitute the land use decision about need, mode, and function and
general location of planned transportaticn facilities and improvements
shown in the RTP. As the regional transportation system plan, the RTP
constitutes the land use decigion about need, mode and function of
planned transportation facilities and improvements. The RTP alsc
identifies the general location of planned transportation facilities
and improvements.

The land use decision specifying the general location of planned
regional transportation facilitjes and improvements will be made by
cities and counties as they develop and adopt local TSPs that implement
the RTP. While the specific alignment of a project may be incorporated
intec a TSP, such decisions are subject to the project development
requirements in Section 6.7, and must include findings of consistency
with applicable statewide planning goals, as described below.

In preparing and adopting local TSPs, cities and counties will prepare
findings showing how specific alignment of planned regional facilities
or general location or specific alignment of local facilities is
consistent with provisions of the RTP, acknowledged comprehensive plans
and applicable statewide planning geoals, if any. If the actual
alignment cr configuration of a planned facility proposed by a city or
county is inconsistent with the general location of a facility in the
RTP, the process described in Section 6.4 to resolve such issues shall
be used prior to a final land use decision by a city or county.

This section describes how cities and counties will address consistency
with applicable local comprehensive plans and statewide planning goals.

General Location of Planned Transportation Facilities

Maps included in the RTP illustrate the general location of planned
transportation facilities and improvements. For the purposes of this
plan, the general location of transportation facilities and
improvements is the location shown on maps adopted as part of this plan
and as described in this section. Where more than one map in the RTP
shows the location of a planned facility, the most detailed map
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included in the plan shall be the identified general location of that
facility.

Except as otherwise desgcribed in the plan, the general locaticn of
planned transportation and facilities is as follows:

For new facilities, the general location includes a corridor within 200
feet of the location depicted on the maps included within the RTE. For
interchanges, the general lcocation corresponds to the general location
of the crossing roadways. The general location of connecting ramps is
not specified. For existing facilities that are planned for
improvement the general location includes a corridor within fifty feet
of the existing right-of-way. For realignments of existing facilities
the general location includes a corridor within 200 feet of the segment
to be realigned, measured from the existing right-of-way or as depicted
on the plan map. '

Local transportation system plans and project development are
consistent with the RTP if a planned facility or improvement is sited
within the general location shown on the RTP maps and described above
in this section. Cities and counties may refine or revise the general
location of planned facilities as they prepare local transportation
system plans to implement the RTP. Such revisions may be appropriate
to leseen project impacts, or to comply with applicable requirements in
local plans or statewide planning goals. A decision to autheorize a
planned facility or improvement outside of the general location shown
and described in the RTP requires an amendment to the RTP to revise the
proposed general location of the improvement.

Trangportation Facilities and Improvements authorized by existing
acknowledged comprehensive plans

New decisions are required to authorize transportation facilities and
improvements included in the RTP that are not authorized by the
relevant jurisdiction’s acknowledged comprehensive plan on August 10,
2000. Many of the facilities and improvements included in the RTP are
currently authorized by the existing, acknowledged comprehensive plans.
Additional findings demonstrating consistency with an acknowledged plan
or _the statewide planning geoals are required only if the facility or
improvement is not currently allowed by the jurisdiction’s existing
acknowledged comprehensive plan. Additieonal findings would be regquired
if a local government changes the function, mode or general location of
a facility from what is currently provided for in the acknowledged
comprehensive plan.

Applicability of Statewide Planning Goals to decisions about General
Location

Several statewide planning goals include “site specific” reguirements
that can affect decisions about the general location of planned
transportation facilities.  These include:

Geoal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic, Historic and Natural Resources
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Goal 7 Natural Hazards and Disasters
Goal @ Economic Development , as it relates to protection of sites
for specific uses {i.e. such as sites for large industrial

uses)

Goal 10 Housing, as it relates to maintaining a sufficient
inventory of buildable lands to meet specific¢ housing needs
(such as the need for multi-family housing)

Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway

Generally, compliance with the goals is achieved by demonstrating
compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive plan. If City and
county plans have been acknowledged to comply with the Goals and
related rules, a planned improvement consistent with that plan is
presumed to comply with the related goal requirement. Cities and
countiegs may adopt the general location for needed transportation
improvements, and defer findings of consistency with statewide planning
goals to the project development phase. However, gpecific alignment
decisiong included in a local TSP must also include findings of
consistency with applicable statewide planning goals.

In some situations, the Statewide Planning Goals and related rules may
apply in addition to the acknowledged plan. This would occur, for
example, if the jurisdiction is in periodic review, or an adopted
statewide rule requirement ctherwise requires direct application of the
goal. Cities and counties will assess whether there are applicable
goal requirements, and adopt findings to comply with applicable goals,

as they prepare local transportation system plans to implement the
regional transportaticn plan.

If in preparing a local TSP, a city or county determines that the
identified general location of a transportation facility or improvement
is inconsistent with an applicable provigion of its comprehensive plan
or an applicable statewide planning goal requirement, it shall:

* propoese a revision to the general location of the planned
facility or improvement to accomplish compliance with the
applicable plan or goal reguirement. If the revised general
location is cutside the general location specified in the RTP,
this would require an amendment to the RTP; or

* propose a revision to the comprehensive plan to authorize the
planned improvement within the general location specified in the
RTP. This may require additional goal findings, for example, if
a goal-protected site is affected.

Effect of an Approved Local TSP on Subsequent Land Use Decisions

Once a local TSP is adopted and determined to comply with the RTP and
applicable local plans and statewide planning goals, the actual
alignment of the planned transportation facility or improvement is
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determined through the project development process. Subsequent
actions to provide or construct a facility or improvement that are
consistent with the local TSP may relv upon and need not reconsider
the general location of the planned facility.

Additional land use approvals may be needed to authorize comstruction
of a planned transportation improvement within the general location
specified in an adopted local transportaticn system plan. This would
cccur if the local comprehensive plan and land use regulations require
gsome additional review to authorize the improvement, such as a
conditional use permits. Generally, the scope of review of such
approvals should be limited to address siting, design or alignment of
the planned improvement within the general location specified in the
local TSP.

6.3 Demonstration of Compliance with Regional Requirements

In November 1992, the voters approved Metro's Charter. The Charter
established regicnal planning as Metro's primary mission and required
the agency to adopt a Regicnal Framework Plan (RFP). The plan was
subsequently adopted in 1997, and now serves as the document that
merges all of Metro's adopted land-use planning policies and
requirements. Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan describes the
different 2040 Growth Concept land-use components, called “2040 Design
Types,” and their associated transportation policies. The Regicnal
Framework Plan directs Metro to implement these 2040 Design Types
through the RTP and Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
(MTIP}. These requirements are addressed as follows:

e Chapter 1 of the updated RTP has been revised to be completely
consistent with applicable framewcrk plan policies, and the policies
contained in Chapter 1 of this plan incorporate all of the policies
and system maps included in Chapter 2 of the framework plan. These
policies served as a starting point for evaluating all of the system
improvements proposed in this plan, and the findings in Chapter 3
and 5 of the RTP demonstrate how the blend of proposed
transportation projects and programs is consistent with the Regional
Framework Plan and 2040 Growth Concept. :

¢ The MTIP process has also been amended for consistency with the
Regional Framework Plan. During the Priorities 2000 MTIP alloccation
process, project selection criteria were based on 2040 Growth
Concept principles, and funding categories and criteria were revised
to ensure that improvements critical to implementing the 2040 Growth
Concept were adegquately funded.
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Prior to completion of this updated RTP, several transportation
planning requirements were included in the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan (UGMFP), which was enacted to address rapid growth
issues in the region while the Regional Framework Plan and other long-
range plans were under development. This 2000 RTP now replaces and
expands the performance standards reguired for all city and county
comprehensive plans in the region contained in Title 6 of the UGMFP.
See Sections 6.4.4 through 6.4.7, 6.6, 6.6.3 and 6.7.3. In addition,
parking peclicies contained in this plan were developed to complement
Title 2 of the UGMFP, which regulates off-street parking in the region.
See Section 1.3.6, Policy 19.1. Therefore, this RTP serves as a
discrete functional plan that is both consistent with, and fully
complementary of the UGMFP.

To ensure consistency between the 2000 RTF and local transportaticn
system plans (TSPs), Metro shall develop a process for tracking local
TSP project and functional classification refinements that are
consistent with the RTP, and require a future amendment to be
incorporated into the RTP. Such changes should be categorized according
to degrees of significance and impact, with major changes subject to
policy-level review and minor changeg tracked administratively. This
process should build on the established process of formal comment on
local plan amendments relevant to the RTP.

6.4 Local Implementation of the RTP
6.4.1 Local Consistency with the RTP

The comprehensive plans adopted by the cities and counties within the
Metro region are the mechanisms by which local jurisdictions plan for
transportation facilities. These local plans identify future
development patterns that must be served by the transportation system.
Local comprehensive plans also define the shape of the future
transportation system and identify needed investments. All local plans
must demonstrate consistency with the RTP as part of their normal
process of completing their plan or during the next periodic review.
Metro will continue to work in partnership with local jurisdictions to
ensure plan consistency.

The 2000 RTP is Metro’'s regional functional plan for transportation.
Functional plans by state law include “recommendations” and
“requirements.” The listed RTP elements below are all functional plan
requirements. Where “consistency” is required with RTP elements, those
elements must be included in local plans in a manner that substantially
complies with that RTP element. Where “compliance” is required with




Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 02-946

RTP Paost-Acknowledgement Amendments
Part 2 — Technical Text Amendments
Page 6

RTP elements, the requirements in those elements must be included in
local plans as they appear in the RTP.

For inconsistencies, leeal-gevernmentscities and counties, special
districts or Metro may initiate the dispute resolution process detailed
in this chapter prior te action by Metro to require an amendment to a
local comprehensive plan, transit service plan or other facilities
plan. Specific elements in the 2000 RTP that require city, county and
special district compliance or con51stency are as follows:

Chapter 1 Consistency with policies, objectives, motor vehicle level-
of-service measure and modal targets, system maps and
functional classifications including the following elements
of Section 1.3:

¢ regional transportation policies 1 through 20 and
objectives under those policies

* all gystem maps (Figures 1.1 through 1.19, including the
street design, motor vehicle, public transportation,
bicycle, pedestrian and freight systems)

* motor vehicle performance measures (Table 1.2), or
alternative performance measures as provided for in
Section 6.4.7(1)

* regional non-SOV modal targets (Table 1.3)

Chapter 2 Consistency with the 2020 population and employment
forecast contained in Section 2.1 and 2.3, or alternative
forecast as provided for in Section 6.4.9 of this chapter,
but only for the purpose of TSP development and analysis.

Chapter & Compliance with the following elements of the RTP
implementation strategy:

* Local implementation requiremerits contained in Section
6.4

* Project development and refinement planning requirements
and guidelines contained in Section 6.7

For the purpose of local planning, all remaining provisions in the RTP
are recommendations unless clearly designated in this section as a
requirement of local government comprehensive plans. All local
comprehensive plans and future amendments to local plans are required
by state law to be consistent with the adopted RTP. For the purpose of
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transit service planning, or improvements to regional transportation
facilities by any special district, all of the provisions in the RTP
are recommendations unless clearly designated as a reguirement. Transit
system plans are required by federal law to be consistent with adopted
RTP policies and guidelines. Special district facility plans that
affect regional facilities, such as port or passenger rail
improvements, are also required to be censistent with the RTP.

The state Transportation Planhing Rule (TPR) requires most cities and
counties in the Metro region to adopt local Transportation System Plans
(TSPg} in their comprehensive plans. These local TSPs are required by
the TPR to be consistent with the RTP policies, projects and
performance measures identified in this section.

6.4.2 Local TSP Development

Local TSPs must identify transportation needs for a 20-year planning
period, including needs for regional travel within the local
jurisdiction, as identified in the RTP. Needs are generally identified
either through a periodic review of a local TSP or a specific
comprehensive plan amendment. Local TSPs that include planning for
potential urban areas located outside the urban growth boundary shall
also include project staging that links the development of urban
infrastructure in these areas to future expansion of the urban growth
boundary. In these areas, local plans shall alsoc prohibit the
construction of urban transportation improvements until the urban
growth boundary has been expanded and urban land use designations have
been adopted in local comprehensive plans.

Once a transportation need has been established, an appropriate trans-
portation strategy or solution is identified through a two-phased
process. The first phase is system-level planning, where a number of
transportation alternatives are considered over a large geographic area
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such as a corridor or local planning area, or through a local or
regional Transportation System Plan (TSP). The purpose of the system-
level planning step is to:

¢ consider alternative modes, corridors, and strategies to address
identified needs

* determine a recommended set of transportation projects, actions, or
strategies and the appropriate modes and corridors to address
identified needs in the system-level study area

The second phase is project-level planning (also referred to as project
development), and is described separately in this chapter in Section
6.7. '

Local TSP development is multi-medal in mature, resulting in blended
transportation strategies that combine the best transportation
improvements that address a need, and are consistent with overall local
-comprehensive plan objectives.

6.4.3 Process for Metrc Review of Local Plan Amendments, Facility and
Service Plans

Metro will review local plans and plan amendments, and facility plans
that affect regional facilities for consistency with the RTP. Prior to
adoption by ordinance, local TSPs shall be reviewed for consistency
with these elements of the RTP. Metro will submit formal comment as
part off the adoption process for local TSPs to identify areas where
inconsistencies with the RTP exist, and suggest remedies.

Upon adeoption of a local TSP, Metro will complete a final consistency
review, and a finding of consistency with applicable elements of the
RTP will be forwarded to the state Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) for consideration as part of state review of local
plan amendments or local periodic review. A finding of non-compliance
for local TSPs that are found to be inconsistent with the RTP will be
forwarded to DLCD if conflicting elements in local plans or the RTP
cannot be resolved between Metro and the local jurisdiction.

The following procedures are required for local plan amendments:

1. When a local jurisdiction or special district is considering plan
amendments or facility plans which are subject to RTF local plan
compliance requirements, the jurisdiction shall forward the
proposed amendments or plans to Metro prior to public hearings on
the amendment.
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2. Within four weeks of receipt of notice, the Transportation
Director shall notify the local jurisdiction through formal
written comment whether the proposed amendment is consistent with
RTP requirements, and what, if any, modifications would be
required to achieve consistency. The Director's finding may be
appealed by both the local jurisdiction or the owner of an
affected facility, first to JPACT and then to the Metro Council.

3. A jurisdiction shall notify Metro of its final action on a
proposed plan amendment.

4. Following adoption of a local plan, Metro shall forward a finding
of consistency to DLCD, or identify inconsistencies that were not
remedied as part of the local adoption process.

§.4.4 Transportation Systems Analysis Required for Local Plan
Amendments

This section applies to city and county comprehensive plan amendments
or to any local studies that would recommend or require an amendment to
the Regional Transportation Plan to add significant single occupancy
vehicle {SOV) capacity to the regional motor vehicle system, as defined
by Figure 1.12. This section does not apply te projects in local TSPs
that are included in the 2000 RTP. For the purpose of this section,
significant 50V capacity is defined as any increase in general vehicle
capacity designed to serve 700 or more additional wvehicle trips in one
direction in cne hour over a length of more than one mile. This section
does not apply to plans that incorporate the policies and projects
contained in the RTP.

Consistent with Federal Congestion Management System requirements (23
CFR Part 500) and TPR system planning requirements (660-12), the
following actions shall be considered when local transportation system
plans {(TS5Ps), multi-modal corridor and sub-area studies, mode specific
plans or special studies {including land-use actions) are developed:

1. Transportation demand strategies that further refine or implement
a regional strategy identified in the RTP

2. Transportation system management strategies, including
intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS}, that refine or
implement a regional strategy identified in the RTP

3. Sub-area or local transit, bicycle and pedestrian system
improvements to improve mode split
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4., The effect of a comprehensive plan change on mode split targets
and actions to ensure the overall mode split target for the local
TSP is being achieved

5. Improvements to parallel arterials, collectors, or lcocal streets,
consistent with connectivity standards contained in Section
6.4.5, as appropriate, to address the transportation need and to
keep through trips on arterial streets and provide local trips
with alternative routes

6. Traffic calming techniques or changes to the motor vehicle
functional classification, to maintain appropriate motor vehicle
functional clagsification :

7. If upon a deménstration that the above considerations do not
adequately and cost-effectively address the problem, a
significant capacity improvement may be included in the
comprehensive plan

Upon a demonstration that the above considerations do not adequately
and cost-effectively address the problem and where accessibility is

significantly hindered, Metro and the affected city or county shall
consider:

1. Amendments to the boundaries of a 2040 Growth Concept design type

2. Amendments or exceptions to land-use functional plan requirements

3. Amendments to the 2040 Growth Concept

4. Designation of an Area of Special Concern, consistent with
Section 6.7.7.

Demonstration of compliance will be included in the required congestion
management system compliance report submitted to Metro by cities and
counties as part of system-level planning and through findings
consistent with the TPR in the case of amendments to applicable plans.

6.4.6 Alternative Mode Analysis

Improvement in non-SOV mode share will be used asg the key regiocnal
measure for assessing transportation system improvements in the central
city, regional centers, town centers and station communities. For other
2040 Growth Concept design types, non-S0V mode share will be used as an
important factor in assessing transportation system improvements. These
modal targets will also be used to demonstrate compliance with per
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capita travel reducticns required by the state TPR. This secticn
requires that cities and counties establish non-SOV regiomal modal
targets for all 2040 design types that will be used to guide
transportation system improvements, in accordance with Table 1.3 in
Chapter 1 of this plan:

1. Each jurisdicticn shall establish an alternative mode share
target (defined as non-single occupancy vehicle person-trips as a
percentage of all person-trips for all modes of transportation)
in local TSPs for trips into, out of and within all 2040 Growth
Concept land-use design types within its boundaries. The
alternative mode share target shall be no less than the regional
modal targets for these 2040 Growth Concept land-use design types
to be established in Table 1.3 in Chapter 1 of this plan.

2. Cities and counties, working with Tri-Met and other regiomal
agencies, shall identify actions in local TSPs that will result
in preogress toward achieving the non-SOV modal targets. These
actions should initially be based on RTP modeling assumptions,
analysis and conclusions, and include consideration of the
maximum parking ratios adopted as part of Title 2, sectiomn
3.07.220 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; regional
street design considerations in Section 6.7.3, Title 6,
transportation demand management strategies and transit's role in
serving the area. Local benchmarks for evaluating progress toward
achieving modal targets may be based on future RTP updates and
analysis, if local jurisdictions are unable to generate this
information as part of TSP development.

3. Metro shall evaluate local progress toward achieving the non-$Sov
modal targets during the 20-year plan period of a local TSP using
the Appendix 1.8 “TAZ Assumptions for Parking Transit and
Connectivity Factors” chart as minimum performance reguirements
for local actions proposed to meet the non-S0OV requirements.

€.4.8 Future RTP Refinements Identified through Local TSPs

The 2000 RTP represents the most extensive update to the plan since it
was first adopted in 1982. It is the first RTP to reflect the 2040
Growth Concept, Regional Framework Plan and state Transportation
Planning Rule. In the process of addressing these various planning
mandates, the plan's policies and projects are dramatically different
than the previous RTP. This update also represents the first time that
the plan has considered growth in urban reserves located outside the
urban growth boundary but expected to urbanize during the 20-year plan
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period. As a result, many of the proposed transportation solutions are
conceptual in nature, and must be further refined.

In many cases, these proposed transportation sgolutions were initiated
by local jurisdicticons and special agencies through the collaborative
process that Metro used to develop the updated RTP. However, the scope
of the changes to the RTP will require most leeal--geveramentscities and
counties and special agencies to make substantial changes to
comprehensive, facility and service plans, as they bring local plans
into compliance with the regional plan. In the process of making such
changes, local jurisdictions and special agencies will further refine
many of the solutions included in this plan.

Such refinements will be reviewed by Metro and, based on a finding of
consistency with RTP policies, specifically proposed for inclusion in
future updates to the RTP. Section 6.3 requires Metro to develop a
process for to ensure consistency between the 2000 .RTP and local TSPs
by developing a process for tracking local project and functional
classification refinements that are consistent with the RTP, but
require a future amendment to be incorporated into the RTP. This
process will occur concurrently with overall review of local plan
amendments, facility plans and service plans, and is subject to the
same appeal and dispute resolution process. While such proposed
amendments to the RTP are-—may not be effective until a formal amendment
has been adopted, the purpose of endorsing such proposed changes is to
allow Jeeal-geveramentscities and counties to retain the proposed
transportation solutions in local plans, with a finding of consistency
with the RTP, and to provide a mechanism for timely refinements to
local and regional transportation plans,

6.7 Project Development and Refinement Planning
6§.7.1 Role of RTP and the Decision to Proceed with Project Development

After a project has been incorporated in the RTP, it is the
responsibility of the local sponscering jurisdiction to determine the
details of the project {design, operations, etc.) and reach a decision
on whether to build the improvement based upon detailed environmental
impact analysis and findings demonstrating consistency with applicable
comprehensive plans and the RTP, If this process results in a decision
not to build the project, the RTP will be amended to delete the
recommended improvement and an alternative must be identified to
address the original transportation need.

6.7.2 New Solutions Re-gubmitted to RTP if MNo-Build Option is Selected
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When a "no-build" alternative is selected at the conclusion of a
project development process, a new transportation solution must be
developed to meet the original need identified in the RTP, or a finding
that the need has changed or been addressed by other system
improvements. In these cases, the new solution or findings will be
submitted as an amendment to the RTP, and would also be evaluated at
the project development level.

6§.7.3 Project Development Requirements

Transportation improvements where need, mode, eerrider—and function and
general locaticn have already been identified in the RTP and local
plans for a specific alignment must be evaluated on a detailed, project
development level. This evaluation is generally completed at the local
jurisdiction level, or jointly by affected or sponsoring agencies, in
cocrdination with Metrec. The purpose of project development planning is
to coneider project design details and select a project alignment, as
necessary, after evaluating engineering and design alternatives--and-,
potential environmental impacts and consistency with applicable
comprehensive plans and the RTP. The project need, wmode, eerridor—and
~ function and general location do not need to be addressed at the
project level, since these findings have been previously established by
the RTP.

The TPR and Metro’s Interim 1996 Congestion Management System (CMS)
document require that measures to improve cperational efficiency be
addressed at the project level, though system-wide considerations are
addressed by the RTP. Therefore, demonstration of compliance for
projects not included in the RTP shall be documented in a required
Congestion Management System report that is. part of the project-level
planning and development (Appendix D of the Interim CMS document). In
addition, this-seetiene CMS requires that street design guidelines be
considered as part of the project-level planning process. This seetien
CMS requirement does not apply to locally funded projects on local
facilities. Unless otherwise stipulated in the MTIP process, these
provisicns are simply guidelines for locally funded projects.

Therefore, in additicn to system-level congestion management
requirements described in Sectien 6.6.3 in this chapter, cities,
counties, Tri-Met, ODOT, and the Port of Portland shall consider the
following project-level operational and design considerations during
transportation project analysis as part of completing the CMS report:

1. Transportation system management {(e.g., access management,
signal inter-ties, lane channelizatiocn, etc.) to address or
preserve existing street capacity.
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Street design policies, clagsifications and design
principles are-contained in Chapter 1 of this plan. See Section
1.3.5, Policy 11.0, Figure 1.4. Implementing guidelines are
contained in Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines
for 2040 (1997) or other similar resources consistent with
regional street design policies.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘A’

RTP Glossary Additions and Amendments - Part 2

Glossary of Transportation Definitions

Access management - Measures regulating access to streets, roads and
highways from public roads and private driveways. Measures may include
but are not limited to restrictions on the siting of interchanges,
restrictions on the type and amount of access to roadways, and use of
phyesical controls, such as signals and channelization including raised
medians, to reduce impacts of approach road traffic on the main

facility.

Accesggway - A walkway that provides pedestrian and or bicycle pagsage
either between streets or from a street to a building or other
destination such as a school, park, or trangit stop. Accessways
generally include a walkway and additional land on either side of the
walkway, often in the form of an easement or right-of-way, to prov1de
clearance and separation between the walkway and adjacent uses.
Accessways through parking lots are generally physically separated from
adjacent vehicle parking or parallel vehicle traffic by curbs or
similar devices and include landscaping, trees and lighting. Where
accessways cross driveways, they are generally raised, paved or marked
in a manner which provides convenient access for pedestrians.

Affected local govermment — A city, county or metropolitan service
district that is directly impacted by a proposed transportatlon
facility or improvement.

At or near a major tramait stop - "At" means a parcel or ownership
which is adjacent to or includes a major transit stop generally
including portions of such parcels or ownerships that are within 200
feet of a transit stop. "Near" generally means a parcel or ownership
that is within 300 feet of a major transit stop. The term "generally"
is intended to allow local governments through their plans and
crdinances to adopt more specific definitions of these terms
considering local needs and circumstances consistent with the overall
cbjective and requirement to provide convenient pedestrian access to
transit.

Local street standards - Include but are not limited to standards for
right-of-way, pavement width, travel lanes, parking lanes, curb turning
radius, and accessways.
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Local transportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goods
within communities and portions of counties and the need to provide
access to local destinations.

Major -~ In general, those facilities or developments which, considering
the size of the urban or rural area and the range of size, capacity or
service level of similar facilities or developments in the area, are
either larger than average, serve more than neighborhood needs or have

significant land use or traffic impacts on more than the immediate
neighborhood:

{a) *Major” as it modifies transit corridors, stops, transfer
stations and new transportation facilities means those facilities
which are most important to the functioning of the system or which
provide a high level, volume or frequency of service;

(b) “Major” as it meodifies industrial, institutional and retail
develcpment means such developments, which are larger than average,
serve more than neighborhood needs or which have traffic impacts on
more than the immediate neighborhood;

{c) Application of the term "major" will vary from area to area
depending upon the scale of transportation improvements, transit
facilities and development which occur in the area. A facility
considered to be major in a smaller or less densely developed area
may, because of the relative significance and impact of the facility
or development, not be considered a major facility in a larger or

more densely developed area with larger or more intense development
or facilities.

Major transit stop - Major bus stops, transit centers and light-rail
stations on the regional transit network as defined in Figure 1.16:,
including:

{a) Existing and planned light rail stations and transit transfer
stations, except for temporary facilities;

(b} Other planned stops designated as major transit stops in a
transportation system plan and exigting stops which:

{A) Have or are planned for an above average frequency of
scheduled, fixed-route service when compared to region wide
" service. In urban areas of 1,000,000 or more population major
trangit stops are generally located along routes that have or are
planned for 20 minute service during the peak hour; and

(B) Are located in a transit oriented development or within 1/4
mile of an area planned and zoned for:
(i} Medium or high density residential development; or
(ii) TIntensive commercial or institutional uses within 1/4 mile
of subsection (i); or
(1ii) Uses likely to generate a relatively high level of
transit ridership-
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Metropeclitan Planning Organization (MPO) -— An organization located
within the State of Oregon and designated by the Governor to coordinate
transportation planning in an urbanized area of the state including
such designations made subsequent to the adoption of this rule. The
Longview- Kelso Ralnler MPO is not con51dered an MPQ for the purposes of
this rule.

p}aﬁﬁiﬂg—%ef—eha%—me%fepe%&%aﬁ—feg%eﬂ— Metro is that agency for
Clackamas, Washington and Multnomah Counties; for Clark County, Wash.,

that agency is the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
(SWRTC, formally the Intergovernmental Resource Center).

Metropclitan area — The local governments that are responsible for
adopting local or regional traneportation system plans within a
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) boundary. This includes
cities, counties, and, in the Portland Metropolitan area, Metro.

' ObOT - Oregon bepartment of Transportation.

Parking spaces — On and off street spaces designated for automcbile
parking in areas planned for industrial, commercial, institutional or
public uses. The following are not considered parking spaces for the
purpcses of OAR 660-012-0045(5) {c}: park and ride lotg, handicapped
parking, and parking spaces for carpools and vanpools.

Pedestrian comnection - A continuous, unobstructed, reasonably direct
route between two points that is intended and suitable for pedestrian
use. Pedestrian conmnections include but are not limited to sidewalks,
walkways, accesswaye, stairways and pedestrian bridges. On develcped
parcels, pedestrian connections are generally hard surfaced. In parks
and natural areas, pedestrian connections may be scft-surfaced
pathways. On undeveloped parcels and parcels intended for
redevelopment, pedestrian connections may also include rights of way or
easements for future pedestrian improvements.

Pedestrian district - A comprehensive plan designation or implementing
land use regulations, such as an overlay zone, that establish
requirements to provide a safe and convenient pedestrian environment in
an area planned for a mix of uses likely to support a relatively high
level of pedestrian activity. Such areas include but are not limited
to:

(a) Lands planned for a mix of commercial or institutional uses
near lands planned for medium to high density housing; or

(b) Areas with a concentration of employment and retail
activity; and

(c) Which have or could develop a network of streets and
accessways which provide convenient pedestrian circulations.

Pedestrian districts are areas of high or potentially high pedestrian
activity where the region places priority on creating a walkable
environment. Specifically, the central city, regional and town centers,
and light-rail station communities are areas planned for the levels of
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compact, mixed-use development served by transit that will generate
substantial walking and these areas are defined as pedestrian
districts. Pedestrian districts should be designed to reflect an urban
development and design pattern where walking is a safe, convenient and
interesting travel mode. These areas will be characterized by buildings
oriented to the street and by boulevard type street design features,
such as wide sidewalks with buffering from traffic, marked street
crossings at all intersections with special crossing amenities at some
locations, pedestrian-scale lighting, benches, bus shelters, awnings
and street trees. All streets in pedestrian districts are important
pedestrian connections.

Pedestrian plaza - A small semi-enclosed area usually adjoining a
sidewalk or a transit stop which provides a place for pedestrians to
sit, stand or rest. They are usually paved with concrete, pavers,
bricks or similar material and include seating, pedestrian scale
lighting and similar pedestrian improvements. Low walls or planters and
landscaping are usually provided to create a semi-enclosed space and to
buffer and separate the plaza from adjoining parking lots and vehicle
maneuvering areas. Plazas are generally located at a transit stop,
building entrance or an intersection and connect directly to adjacent
sidewalks, walkways, transit stops and buildings entrance or an
intersection and connect directly to adjacent sidewalks, walkways,
transit stops and building. A plaza including 150-250 square feet would
be considered "small." '"Pedestrian scale" means site and building
design elements that are dimensionally less than those intended to
accommeodate automobile traffic, flow and buffering. Examples include
ornamental lighting of limited height; bricks, pavers or other modules
of paving with small dimensions; a variety of planting and landscaping
materials; arcades or awnings that reduce the height of walls; and
signage and signpost details that can only be perceived from a short
distance.

Planning period - The twenty-year period beginning with the date of
adoption of a TSP tc meet the regquirements of the Transportation
Planning Rule.

'Preliminary design - An engineering design which specifies in detail
the location and alignment of a planned transportation facility or
improvement.

Reasonably direct - Either a route that does not deviate unnecessarily
from a straight line or a route that does not involve a significant
amount of ocut-cof-direction travel for likely users.

Refinement plan - An amendment to the transportation system plan, which
resolves, at a systems level, determinations on function, mode or
general location which were deferred during transportation system
planning because detailed information needed to make those
determinations could not reasonably be obtained during that process.

Regional transportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goods
between and through communities and accessibility to regiomnal
destinationg within a metropolitan area, county or associated group of
counties.
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Roads - Streets, roads and highways.

Rural community - Areas defined as resort communities and rural
communities in accordance with QAR 660-022-0010(6) and (7). For the
purpcses of the TPR, the area need only meet the definitions contained
in the Unincorporated Communities Rule although the area may not have .

been designated as an unincorporated community in accordance with OAR
660-022-0020.

State tranaportation needs - Needs for movement of people and goods

between and through regions of the state and between the state and
other states.

Transit-oriented development — A mix of residential, retail and office
uses and a supporting network of roads, bicycle and pedestrian ways
focused on a major transit stop designed to support a high level of
transit use. The ¥key features include:—amixed—uwee—eerter-and-high
regidentiatl—denaity-

{a) A mixed use center at the transit stop, oriented

principally to transit riders and pedestrian and bicycle travel
from the surrounding area;

{b) High density of residential development proximate to the
trangit stop sufficient to support transgit operation and
neighborhood commercial uses within the TOD;

{c) A network of roads, and bicycle and pedestrian paths teo
support high levels of pedestrian access within the TOD and high
levels of transit use.

Transportation Contrel Measures {TCME) - A measure that is for the
purpose of reducing emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from

transportation sources by reducing vehicle use or changing traffic flow
or congestion conditions.

Transportation demand management: (TDM) -—Actions which are designed to
change travel behavior in order to improve performance of
transportation facilities and to reduce need for additional road
capacity. Methods may include but are not limited to the use of
alternative modes, ride- sharlng and vanpool programs, and trip
reduction ordlnances :

Transportation facilities - Any physical facility that moves or assist

in the movement of people or goods including facilities identified in
OAR 660-012-0020 but excluding electricity, sewage and water systems.

Transportaticon needs - Estimates of the movement of people and goods
consistent with acknowledged comprehensive plan and the requirements of
this rule. Needs are typically based on projections of future travel
demand resulting from a continuation of current trends as modified by
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policy cobjectives, including those expressed in Goal 12 and the TPR,
especially those for aveoiding principal reliance on any one mode of
transportation. See separate definitions for local transportation

needs, regional transportation needs and state transportation needs.

Transportation project development - Implementing the transportation
system plan (TSP) by determining the precise location, alignment, and
preliminary design of improvements included in the TSP based on site-
gspecific engineering and environmental studies.

Transportation service - A service for moving pecple and goods, such as
intercity bus service and passenger rail service.

Transportation system management (TSM) - Strategies and techniques for
increasing the efficiency, safety, capacity or level of service of a
transportation facility without majer new-eapital
imprevementoincreasing its size. Examples include, but are not limited
Lo, Fhiemay inelude—traffic signal improvements, traffic control
devices including installing medians and parking removal, intersecetien
channelization, access management, re-striping of HOV lanes, ramp
metering, incident response, targeted traffic enforcement and programs
that smooth transit operations.

Urban area - Lands within an urban growth boundary, two or more
contiguous urban growth boundaries, and urban unincorporated
communiities as defined by OAR 660-022-0010(9). In the case of the
Portland metropolitan region, Fthose areas located within the Metro
urban growth boundary (UGB} .

Urban fringe - Areas outside the urban growth boundary that are:

{a) within 5 miles of the urban growth boundary of an MPO area;
and

(b} within 2 miles of the urban growth boundary of an urban
area containing a populaticn greater than 25,000.

Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) - Automcbile vehicle miles of travel.
Automobiles, for purposes of this definition, include automobiles,
light trucks, and other similar vehicles used for movement of people.
The definition does not include buses, heavy trucks and trips that
involve commercial movement of goods. VMT includes trips with an origin
and a destination within the MPO boundary and excludes pass through
trips (i.e., trips with a beginning and end point outside of the MPO)
and external trips (i.e., trips with a beginning or end peint outside
of the MPO boundary)}. VMT is estimated prospectively through the use of
metropolitan area trangportation models.

Walkway - A hard-surfaced transportation facility bwilt—intended and
suitable for use by pedestrians, including persons using wheelchairs.
Walkways include sidewalks, surfaced porticns of accessways, paths and
paved shoulders.
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Transportation Analysis Zone Assumptions
and Non-SOV Modal Performance

METO
Appendix 1.8

2040 Grouping

2040 Group
Characteristics

2020

Intersection

Denslty

(connections per mile)

2020
ParkingFactors
{indexed to CBD
in ‘94 dollars)

2020

Translt Pass

Factor

(% of Full Fare)

2020
Fareless
Areas

{for intemal trips)

Non-SOV Modal Performance
(combined share of non-SOV trips
to, fromn and within 2040 grouping

[

SPT

FC

P SPT | FC

P

SPT

FC

p

SPT

FC

1994

2020
Preferred
System

2020
Priority
System

Central City 1
Downtown Business District

Highest planned
employment and housing
density in the regicn,
with highest level of
access by all modes.
LRT exists and current
land uses reflect
ptanned mix and
densities.

20

6.08 6.08 6.08

60%

60%

60%

48%

67%

67%

Central City 2
Lloyd District

Highest planned
employment and housing
density in the region,
with highest level of
access by all modas.
LAT exists and current
land uses reflect
planned mix and
densities.

20

394 | 394 | 394

60%

60%

60%

34%

46%

45%

Central Clity 3
Central Eastside Industrial
District

Planned high
emptayment and housing
density, with highest
level of access by all
modes. LRT exists-and
&.Current land uses do
not reflect planned mix
and-densities.

2.96 2.96 2.96

65%

65%

65%

32%

43%

42%

(P) 2020 Preferred System
{8PT) 2020 Priority System

(FC) 2020 Financially Constrained System

Page 1
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Intersection Parking Factors Translt Pass Fareless Non-S0V Modal Performance
Group Dengity Factor Areas {combined share of non-SOV trips to,
2040 Grouping Characteristics from and within 2040 grouping)
P SPT FC P SPT FC p SPT FC Sp | FC 2020 2020
T 1994 Preferred Prlority
System Systiem
Central City 4 Planned high
River District and Northwest employment and housing
density, with highest
fevel of access by all ‘
modes. LRT exists and 20 20 20 3.94 3.94 394 | 65% | 65% 65% X 37% 57% 57%
current land uses
approach planned mix
and densities. )
Centrat City 5 Planned high
North Macadam District employment and housing
density, with highest
level of access by all
modes. LRT exists and 18 18 18 3.04 3.04 3.04 | 65% | 65% 65% X 22% 42% 42%
current land uses do not
reflect planned mix and
densities.
Regional Centers - Tler 1 Planned high
Gresham employment and housing
Gateway density, with highest
Beaverton level of access by all
Hillsboro modes. LRT exists and >16 =16 »14 1.60 1.20 080 | 70% | 75% 80% X X 32% 40% 39%
current land uses
approach planned mix
and densities.
Regional Centers - Tler 2 | Planned high
Washington Square employment and housing
Milwaukie density, with highest
Clackamas level of access by all
Oregon City modes; planned LRT. >12 »12 >10 1.22 092 | 060 | 85% | 90% 95% X 31% 34% 34%
Current land uses do not
reflect planned mix and
densities.
Station Communitles High housing density
Tier 1 mixed with commercial
Banfield Comidor services; highest level .
Westside Corridor of access for transit, »>16 »14 >12 1.60 1.20 080 ( 70% | 75% 80% 35% 42% 41%
bike and walk; existing
LAT.
Page 2

(P) 2020 Preferred System
(8PT) 2020 Priority System

(FC) 2020 Financially Canstrained System
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Intersectlon Parking Factors Translt Pass Fareless Non-SOV Modal Performance
Group Denslty Factor Areas (combined share of non-SOV trips
2040 Groupling Characteristics to, frorn and within 2040 grouping)
P SPT FC p SPT FC p SPT FC SPT FC 2020 2020
1994 Preferred | Priority
System | System
Statlon Communities Planned high housing
Tier 2 density mixed with
South/North Corridor commercial services,
with high level of transit,
bike and walk; planned >12 >12 >10 1.22 0.92 0.60 85% | 90% 95% 36% 42% 42%
LRT. Current land uses
do not reflect ptanned
mix and densities.
Town Centers - Tler 1 Moderate housing and
St. Johns employment density
Hellywood planned, with high level
Lents of access by all modes.
Rockwood Currently has good mix >16 >16 >16 0.50 0.68 0.45 75% | B0% | 85% 35% 40% 40%
Lake Qswego of uses, well connected
Tualatin street system and good
Forest Grove transit.
Town Centers - Tler 2 Moderate housing and
West Portland employment density
Raleigh Hills planned, with high level
Hillsdale of access by all modes.
Gladstone Currently has some mix 32%
Waest Linn of uses, moderately »>12 >12 =10 0.72 0.54 0.36 90% 95% | 100% arsw 7%
Sherwood connected street
Sunset system and some
Wilsonville transit. Existing
Cornelius topography or physical
Qrenco barriers may limit bike
and pedestrian travel.
Town Centers - Tler 3 Moderate housing and
Fairview/Wood Village employment density
Troutdale planned, with high levet
Happy Valley of access by all modes.
Lake Grove Currently has modest
Famington mix of uses, poorty >10 >10 >8 0.55 0.41 0.28 | 100% | 100% | 100% 34% 37% 36%
Cedar Mill connected street
Tannasboume system and poor transit.
Existing topography or
physical barriers may
limit bike and pedestrian
travel.

Page 3

{P) 2020 Preferred System
{§PT}) 2020 Priority System
{FC) 2020 Financially Constrained System
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2040 Grouping

Group
Characteristics

Intersection

Densit

y

Parking Faclors

Transit Pass

Factor

Fareless
Areas

Non-SQOV Modal Performance
{combined share of non-SOV trips
1o, from and within 2040 grouping)

SPT

FC

p

SPT

FC

p

§PT

FC

SPT

FC

1994

2020
Preferred
System

2020
Priority
System

Town Centers - Tler 4
Pleasant Valley
Damascus

Bethany

Murrayhill

Moderate housing and
employment density
planned, with high level
of access by all modes.
Currently undeveloped
or developing urban
uses, with skeletal
street system and poor
transit, Existing
topography or physical
barriers may limit bike
and pedestrian travel.

0.36

0.27

0.18

100%

100%

100%

37%

40%

39%

Mainstreets - Tler 1
Eastside Portland to 60th

Moderate housing and
employment density
planned, with high level
of access by all modes.
Currently has good mix
of uses, well connected
street system and good
transit.

>16

»16

>14

0.80

0.68

0.45

100%

100%

100%

40%

45%

45%

Malnstreets - Tler 2
Remaining Region

Moderate housing and
employment density
planned, with high level
of access by all modes.
Currantly has some mix
of uses, moderate
connectvity and some
transit.

»12

=10

0.72

0.54

0.36

100%

100%

100% |.

38%

43%

Page 4
{P) 2020 Preferred System
(8PT) 2020 Priority System
{FC) 2020 Financially Constrained System
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2040 Grouping

Group
Characteristics

Intersection

Denslty

Parking Factors

Translt Pass

Factor

Fareless
Areas

Non-SOV Modal Performance

(combined share of non-SOV trips
to, from and within 2040 grouping)

SPT

FC

P

SPT

FC

p

SET

FC

SPT

FC

2020 2020
Preferred | Prlority
System System

1984

Corridors
Full Region

Moderate housing and
employment density
planned, with high level
of access by all modes.
Currently has modest
mix of uses, moderate
connectivity and some
transit,

>10

»>10

=10

None

None

None

100%

100%

100%

36% 39% 39%

Inner Neighborhoods
Full Region

Low denslty housing
planned, with moderate
level of access by all
mades. Currently has
maoderate connactivity
and some transit.

»>10

>10

>10

None

None

None

100%

100%

100%

39% 42% 42%

Cuter Nelghborhoods -
Tier 1
Current Urban Areas

Low density housing
planned, with moderate
level of access by all
modes. Cummently has
poorly connected street
system and little transit.

None

None

None

100%

100%

100%

7% 40% 39%

Quter Nelghborhoods -
Tier 2
Urban Reserve Areas

Low density housing
planned, with moderate
level of access by all
modes. Cumently has
skeletal street system
and no transit.

None

None

None

100%

100%

100%

36% 39% 38%

Employment Areas
Full Region

Low density employment
planned, with moderate
level of access by all
modes. Cumentty has
poorly connected street
system and limited
transit.

None

None

None

100%

100%

100%

28% 30% 29%

(P) 2020 Preferred System
(SPT) 2020 Priority System

(FC) 2020 Financially Constrained System

Page 5
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Intersection Parking Factors Transit Pass Fareless Non-SOV Modal Performance
Group Denslity Factor Areas (combined share of non-SCV trips
2040 Grouping Characterlstics to, from and within 2040 grouping)
P SPT FC P SPT FC P SPT FC SPT FC 2020 2020
1994 | Preferred | Priority
System System
Industrial Areas - Tier 1 Low density employment
Rivergate planned, with high level
Swan Island of access by rail and
Airport truck freight, and
moderate access by >10 >»10 >10 None [ None | None | 100% | 100% | 100% 26% 27% 27%
ather modes. Currently
has somewhat
connected street
system and some
transit.
Industrial Areas - Tler 2 Low density employment
South Shore planned, with high level
Clackamas of access by reit and
Tualatin truck freight, and
Beaverton moderate access by >8 >8 >8 None { None | None | 100% | 100% | 100% 28% 28% 28%
Sunset other modes. Currently
has developing street
systemn and poor transit.
Greenspaces Recreational uses are
Same as Tier 2 Quter planned, with moderate . n/a n/a n/a
Neighbarhoods. level of access by all »6 »B >6 None | None | None | 100% | 100% | 100%
modes
Rural Reserves Urban uses are not
Same as Tier 2 Outer planned in the
Neighborhoods. foreseeable future. >6 »6 >6 None | None [ None | 100% | 100% | 100% 34% a7% 37%
Currently has skeletal
street system and no
transit.
Speclal Area 1
Portland Intemnational Airport * * * 6.14 | 6.14 | 614 | 60% | 60% | 60%
Thesa places are relatively small
Speclal Area 2 geographic araas with special
Qregon Health Sciences * * v 1.86 1.86 1.86 B0% | 60% 60% characteristics that make it difficult
University to determine actual non-SOV modal
performance based on analysis of
Special Area 3 the regional modef.
Oregon Zoo v * * 1.86 1.86 1.86 | 100% | 100% | 100%
Special Area 4
SMART (Wilsonville) * * * * * " * * * X X * *
* Use parent zone values. 8/10/00
Page 6

{(P) 2020 Preferred System
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{(FC) 2020 Financially Constrained System
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Special Needs Transportation Policy

Chapter 1

Replace Policy 5.1 Interim Special Needs Transportation Policy with the following:

14.4 Special Needs Public Transportation

. Provide an appropriate level, quality and range of public
transportation options to serve the variety of special needs
individuals in this region and support the implementation of the
2040 Growth Concept.

a. Objective: Continue to work with Tri-Met, SMART, special
needs providers, and local jurisdictions to meet the adopted
minimum standards for service levels established for the Metro
area.

b. Objective: Ensure public transportation that serves the
special needs population is sensitive to and balances the
cultural, functional or age related needs of the elderly and
disabled individuals with the need to utilize resources in a
cost-effective manner.

c. Objective: Improve the accountability of the special needs
transportation network by enhancing custemer input and
feedback cpportunities

d. Objective: Support informal {(family, neighbors, self) and
formal (paid and volunteer special needs transportation
options by establishing training and information services

14.4 Special Needs Public Transportation

Provide a seamless and coordinated public transportation
system for the special needs population.

a. Objective: Continue to work with Tri-Met, SMART special
needs providers, and local jurisdictions to provide a customer
information gystem that improves community familiarity with,
access to and understanding of the elderly and disabled
transportation network.

b. Objective: Employ technology to create a seamless,
coordinated and single point of entry gsystem for the user's
eage that maximizes efficiency of operation, planning and
administrative functions.
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14.7 Special Needs Public Transportation

Encourage the location of elderly and disabled facilities in
areas with existing transportation services and pedestrian
amenities.

a. Objective: Encourage new and existing development Lo create
and enhance pedestrian facilities near elderly and disabled
developments, including sidewalks, crosswalks, audible
signals, etc. and provide incentives for the future pedestrian
crientation in areas serving elderly and disabled individuals.

b. Objective: Incorporate elderly and disabled housing into
mixed use developments that includes public facilities such as
senior centers, libraries and other public services as well as
commercial and retail services such as stores, medical offices
and other retail services.

C. Objective: Provide for audible signale, curb cut tactile
strips and appropriately timed signalized crosswalks at major
retail centers or near bus stops for arterial street, high
volume neighborhood circulators or other major roadways near
elderly or disabled facilities or in neighborhoods with
significant elderly or disabled populations.

Chapter 6 - Implementation
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘'C’

Corridor Initiatives Amendments - Part 1

Chapter 6 - Implementation

Section 6.7 - Project Development and Refinement Planning
5.7.4‘Refiﬁement Planning Scope and Responsibilities

In some areas defined in this section, the need for refinement planning
is warranted before specific projects or actions that meet and
identified need can be adopted into the RTP. Refinement plans generally
involve a combination of transportation and land use analysis, multiple
local jurisdictions and facilities coperated by multiple transportation
providers. Therefore, unless otherwise specified in this section, Metro
or ODOT will initiate and lead necessary refinement planning in
coordination with other affected local, regional and state agencies.
Refinement planning efforts will be multi-modal evaluations of possible
transportation solutions in response to needs identified in the RTP.
The evaluation may also include land use alternatives to fully address
transportation needs in these corridors. Appendix 3.1 describes the
2000 RTP prioritization for corridor refinement plans studies and
specific corridor studies. Refinement plan and corrider study
prioritization, and specific scope for each corridor, is subject to
annual updates as part of the Unified Work Plan (UWP).

6.7.5 Specific Corridor Refinements

The system analysis in Chapter 3 identifies a number of corridor
refinement studies that must be completed before specific
transportation sclutions can be adopted into the RTP. In these
corridors, both the need for transportation improvements, and a
recommended action have been determined. At this stage, these proposed
transportation projects must be developed to a more detailed level
before construction can occur. This process is described in Section
6.7.3 of this chapter.

The project development stage determines design details, and a project
location or alignment, if necessary, after evaluating engineering and
design details, and envirommental impacts. While all projects in this
plan must follow this process before construction can occur, the
following projects must alsoc consider the design elements described in
this section:



Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 02-946

RTP Post-Acknowledgement Amendmenis
Corridor Initiatives Amendments — Part 1
Page 2

Banfield (Interstate 84) Corridor

Despite the relatively heavy investments made in transit and highway
capacity in this corridor in the 1980s, further improvements are needed
to ensure an acceptable level of access to the central city from
Eastside Portland neighborhoods and East Multnomah County. However,
physical, environmental and social impacts make highway capacity
improvements in this corridor unfeasible. Instead, local and special
digtrict plans should consider the following transportation solutions
for this corridor:

¢ mitigate infiltration on adjacent corridore due toé congestion along
I-84 through a coordinated system of traffic management techniques
{1TS) ' ' '

* improve light rail headways substantially to keep pace with travel
demand in the corridor

¢ improve bus service along adjacent corridors to keep pace with
travel demand, including express and non-peak service

¢ consider additional feeder bus service and park-and-ride capacity
along the eastern portion of the light rail corridor to address
demand originating from East Multnomah and North Clackamas Counties

¢ develop TSM strategies for the Gateway regicnal center to mitigate
expected spillover effects on the development of the regional center

Northeast Portland Highway

As radial urban highways such as the Banfield and Interstate-5 are
increasingly burdened by peak period congestion, freight mobility will
rely more heavily on circumferential routes, including I-205 and
Northeast Portland Highway, for access to industrial areas and
intermodal facilities. Northeast Portland Highway plays a particularly
important role, as it links the Rivergate marine terminals and PDX air
terminals to industry across the region (this route includes
Killingsworth and Lombard streets from I-205 to MLK Jr. Boulevard, and
Columbia Boulevard from MLK Jr. Boulevard to North Burgard). Though
Northeast Portland Highway appears to have adequate capacity to serve
expected 2020 demand, a number of refinements in the corridor are
needed. Local and special district plans should consider the following
transportation solutions ae improvements are made in this corridor:

* improve Northeast Portland Highway as a strategy for addressing
Banfield corridor and east Marine Drive congestion
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¢ develop a long-term strategy to serve freight movement between
Highway 30 and Rivergate

¢ implement aggressive access management along Northeast Portland
Highway

* implement -and refine Columbia Corridor improvements to address full
corridor needs of Northeast Portland Highway, from Rivergate to I-
205

¢ consider future grade separation at major intersections

¢ gptreamline the Northeast Portland Highway connection from the

Lombard/Killingsworth section to Columbia Boulevard with an improved

transition point at MLK Jr. Boulevard

¢ improve the Columbia Boulevard interchange at I-5 to provide full
access to Northeast Portland Highway

s construct capacity and intersection improvements between 82nd Avenue

and I-205

s develop a long-term strategy to deal with the existing conflicts
between truck traffic and residential traffic on Lombard Street.

¢ establish a plan to redirect truck traffic off of Lombard Street to

Columbia Boulevard/ Columbia Way/Fessenden Street between
Penninsular Street and Philadelphia Avenue (St. Johns Bridge) to
protect neighborhoods in the St. Johns area.

Interstate-64 to US 26 Connector

The long-term need to develop a highway link between I-84 and Highway
26 exists, but a series of interim improvements to Hogan Road are
adequate to meet projected demand through 2020. The RTP calls for a
seriee of interim improvements that will better connect Hogan Road to
both I-84 on the north, and Highway 26 to the scuth.

These improvements are needed to ensure continued development of the
Gresham regional center and expected freight mobility demands of
through traffic. They alsoc benefit transit-oriented development along
the MAX light rail corridor, as they would move freight traffic from
its current route along Burnside, where it conflicts with development
of the Rockwood town center and adjacent station communities. In
additicn to planned improvements to the Hogan Road corridor, local
plans or sheuld eeonsider a corridor study should address:
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more aggressive access managemént between Stark Street and Powell
~Boulevard on 181st, 207th and 257th avenues

redesigned intersections improvements on Hogan at Stark, Burnside,
Division and Powell to streamline through-flow.

the need for a long-term primary freight route in the corridor

the potential for a new alignment south of Powell Boulevard to US 26

Sunrise Corridor

The full Sunrise Corridor improvement from I-205 to Highway 26 is
needed during the 20-year plan period, but should be implemented with a

- design and phasing that reinforces development of the Damascus town
center, and protect rural reserves from urban traffic impacts. Though a
draft environmental impact statement has been prepared for this
corridor, the final environmental impact statement should be refined to
consider the following degign elements:

Construct the segment from I-205/Highway 224 interchange to existing
Highway 212 at Rock Creek as funds become available

preserve right-of-way (ROW) from Rock Creek to Highway 26 as funds
become available

consider phasing Sunrise construction asz follows: (a) complete I-205
to Rock Creek segment first, followed by (b) ROW acquisition of
remaining segments, then (c} construction of 222nd Avenue to Highway
26 segment and (d) lastly, construction of middle segment from Rock
Creek to 222nd Avenue as Damascus town center develops

consider express, peak period pricing and HOV lanes as phases of the
Sunrise Corridor are constructed

reflect planned network of streets in Damascus/Pleasant Valley area
in refined interchange locations along the Sunrise Route, including

a connection at 172nd Avenue, the proposed major north/south route
in the area

implement bus service in parallel corridor from Damascus to
Clackamas regional center via Sunnyside Road

aveid premature construction that could unintentionally increase
urban pressures in rural reserves east of Damascus
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e examine the potential for the highway tc serve as a "hard edge" in
the ultimate urban form of the Damascus area

*» develop a concurrent plan to transition the function of the existing
Highway 212 facility intc a major arterial function, with
appropriate access management and intersection treatments identified

I-5 to 3839W Connector

An improved regional connection between Highway 99W and I-S is needed
in the Tualatin area to accommodate regional traffic, and to move it
away from the Tualatin, Sherwood and Tigard town centere. This
connection will have significant effects on urban form in this rapldly
growing area, and the following desigr conslderatlons should be .
addressed in a corridor plan:

» balance improvement plans with impacts on Tualatin and Sherwood town
centers and adjacent rural reserves

¢ in addition to the northern alignment considered in the Western
Bypass Study, examine the benefits of a southern alignment, located
along the southern edge of Tualatin and Sherwood, including the
accompanying improvements to 99W that would be required with either
alignment

e identify parallel capacity improvements to Tualatin-Sherwood Road
and 99W in Tigard from I-5 to Highway 217 that could be used to
phase in, and eventually complement future highway improvements

¢ link urban growth boundary expansion in this area to the corridor
plan and examine potential the propcsed highway to serve as a "hard
edge" in the ultimate urban form of the Sherwood area

¢« develop an access management and connectivity plan for 99W in the
Tigard area that balances accessibility needs with physical and
economic censtraints that limit the ability to expand capacity in-
this area

* consider express, peak-period pricing and HOV lanes

Sunset Highway

Improvements are needed in this corridor to preserve access to and from
the central city and the Sunset Corridor employment area, and provide

access to Hillsboro regional center. The following design elements
should be considered as improvements are implemented in this corridor:
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maintain off-peak freight mobility

phase in capacity improvements from the Sylvan interchange to 185th
Avenue, expanding to a total of three general purpese lanes in each
direction

improve light rail service, with substantially increased headways

construct major interchange improvements at Sylvan, Cedar Hills
Boulevard and Cornelius Pass Road

identify and construction additional over crossings in the vicinity.
of interchanges to improve connectivity and travel optione for local
traffic, thus improving interchange function

consider express, peak period pricing or HOV lanes when adding
highway capacity, especially west of Highway 217

Highway 213

Improvements to this highway link between I-205 and the Willamette
Valley should be built in phases, and consider the following:

continued development of the Oregon City regional center

interim improvements identified in the 1999 Highway 213 Urban
Corridor Study (and included in this plan)

freight mobility demands
access needs of Beavercreek urban reserves area, including a re-

evaluaticn of the suitability of Oregon City urban—reserves Urban
Growth Boundary expansion in light of transportation constraints

transit service to areas south of Oregon City
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Macadam/Highway 43

Though heavy travel demand existing along Macadam/Highway 43, between
Lake Oswego and the central city, physical and environmental
constraints preclude major roadway expansion. Instead, a long-term
strategy for high-capacity transit that links the central city to
southwest neighborhoods and Lake Oswego town center is needed. As this
service is implemented, the following designoptions should be
considered in local and special district plans:

¢ interim repairs to maintain Willamette Shores Trolley excursiocn
service

¢ implement freguent bus service from Lake Oswego town center to
Portland central city in the Macadam corridor

s phasing of future streetcar commuter service or commuter rail in
this corridor to provide a high-capacity travel option during
congested commute periods, using either the Willamette Shore Line
right-of-way, the Macadam Corridor Design Guidelines {1985) rail
alignment or other right-of-way as appropriate.

s implement bicycle safety improvements where appropriate south of the
Sellwood Bridge

6.7.6 Specific Corridor Studies

Major corridor studies will be conducted by state or regional agencies
working in partnership with local governments in the fellowing areas.
In each case, a transportation need has been established by the RTP. A
transportation need is identified when regional standards for safety,
mobility, or congestion are exceeded. In many of these corridors, RTP
analysis indicates several standards are exceeded.

The purpose of the corridor studies is to develop an appropriate
transportation strategy or solution through the corridor planning
process. For each corridor, a number of transportation alternatives
will be examined over a broad geographic area or through a local TSP to
determine a recommended set of projects, actions or strategies that
meet the identified need. The recommendations from corridor studies are
then incorporated into the RTP, as appropriate. This section contains
the following specific considerations that must be incorporated into
corridor studies as they occur: '

Interstate-5 North (I-84 to Clark County)
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This heavily traveled route is the main connection between Portland and
Vancouver. In addition to a number of planned and proposed highway
refinements capacity improvements, light rail is proposed along
Interstate Avenue to the Expo Center, and may eventually extend to
Vancouver. As ilmprovements are implemented in this corridor, the
following design considerations should be addressed:

¢ consider HOV lanes and peak period pricing

e transit alternatives from Vancouver tc the Portland Central City
{including Light Rail Transit and express bus)

* maintain an acceptable level of access to the central city from
Portland neighborhoods and Clark County

* maintain off—péak freight mobility, especially to numerous marine,
rail and truck terminals in the area

* consgider adding reversible express lanes to I-5

* consider new arterial connections for freight access between Highway
30, port terminals in Portland, and port facilities in Vancouver,

Washington

* maintain an acceptable level of access to freight intermodal
facilities and to the Northeast Portland Highway

* construct interchange improvements at Columbia Boulevard to provide
freight access to Northeast Portland Highway

* address freight rail network needs

* <congtruet consider additional Interstate Bridge capacity sufficient
to handle projected needs

* develop actions to reduce through-traffic on MLK and Interstate to
allow main street redevelopment

Interstate-5 South (Highway 217 to Wilsonville)

This facility serves as the major southern access to and from the
central city. The route alsoc serves as an important freight corridor,
and provides access to Washington County via Highway 217. Projections
for this facility indicate that growth in traffic between the Metro
region and the Willamette Valley will account for as much as 80 percent
of the traffic volume along the southern portion of I-5, in the
Tualatin and Wilsonville area. For this reason, the appropriate
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improvements in this corrideor are unclear at this time. However, I-5
serves as a critical gateway for regional travel and commerce, and an
acceptable transportation strategy in this corridor has statewide
significance. A major corridor study is proposed to address the
following issues:

» the effects of peak pericd congesticn in this area on regicnal
freight meokility and travel patterns

e the ability of inter-city transit service, to/from neighboring
cities in the Willamette Valley, including commuter rail, to slow
traffic growth in the I-5 corridor

¢ the ability to maintain off-peak freight mobility with capacity
improvements

¢ the potential for better coordination between the Metro region and
valley jurisdictions on land-use policies

* the effects of a planned long-term strategy for managing increased
travel along I-5 in the Willamette Valley

In addition, the following design elements should be considered as part
of the corridor study:

¢ peak period pricing and HOV lanes for expanded capacity

¢ provide rapid bus service on parallel Barbur route, connecting
Wilsonville to the central city

¢ provide additional over crossings in West Portland town center to
improve local circulation and interchange access

* add capacity to parallel arterial routes, including 72nd Avenue,
Boones Ferry, Lower Boones Ferry and Carmen Drive

* add over crossings in vicinity of Tigard Triangle to improve local
circulation

* extend commuter rail service from Salem to the central city,
Tualatin transit center and Milwaukie, primarily along existing
heavy rail tracks

Interstate 205

Improvements are needed in this corridor to address existing
deficiencies and expected growth in travel demand in Clark, Multnomah
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and Clackamas counties. Transportation solutions in this corridor
should address the following needs and opportunities:

¢ provide for some peak period mobility for longer trips

* preserve freight mobility from I-S to Clark County, with an emphasis
on connections to Highway 213, Highway 224 and Sunrise Corridor

¢ maintain an acceptable level of access to the Oregon City, Clackamas
and Gateway regional centers and Sunrise industrial area

* maintain acceptable levels of access to PDX, including air cargo
access

¢ shape urban form in the Stafford urbanreserve—-area with physical -
configuration of highway improvements

Potential transportation solutions in this corridor should evaluate the
potential of the following design concepts:

* auxiliary lanes added from Airport Way to I-84 East

* consider express, peak period pricing or HOV lanes as a strategy
for expanding capacity

* relative value of specific ramp, over crossing and parallel route
improvements

* eastbound HOV lane from I-5 to the Oregon City Bridge
* truck climbing lane south of Oregon City

*+ potential for rapid bus service or light rail from Oregomn City to
Gateway

* potential for extension of rapid bus service or light rail north
from Gateway into Clark County

* potential for refinements toc 2040 land-use assumptions in this
area to expand potential employment in the subarea and improve
jobs/housing imbalance

* potential for re-evaluating the suitability of the Beavercreek
wrban—¥reserve area for Urban Growth Boundary expansion, based on
ability to serve the area with adequate regional transportation
infrastructure
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McLoughlin-Highway 224

Long-term improvements are needed in this corridor to preserve access
to and from the Central City from the Clackamas County area, to provide
access to the developing Clackamas regional center and to support
downtown development in the Milwaukie town center. The recently
completed South/North light rail study demonstrated beth-a long-term
need for high-capacity transit service in this corridor. aad-a-sheort-
termopposition to construction—of—light—rail—Hewewver The long-term
transit need is etidid—critical, as demonstrated in the RTP analysis,
where both highway and high-capacity transit service were needed over
the 20-year plan period to keep pace with expected growth in this part
of the region. The 2040 Growth Concept also calls for the regional
centers and central city to be served with light rail. Therefore—the

= = 1 j 7 ottt = c = —
is—retainedin theleng—termas-a—placeholder. Transportation solutions
in this corridor should address the following design considerations

* institute aggressive access management throughout corridor,
including intersection grade separation along Highway 224 between
Harrison Street and I-205

¢ design access points to McLoughlin and Highway 224 to discourage
traffic spillover onto Lake Road, 34th Avenue, Johnson Creek
boulevard, 17th Avenue and Tacoma Street

* monitor other local collector routes and mitigate spillover effect
from congestion cn McLoughlin and Highway 224

¢ consider an added reversible HOV or peak-period priced lane between
Ross Island Bridge and Harold Street intersection

* expand highway capacity to a total of three general purpose lanes in
each direction from Harold Street to I-205, with consideration of
express, HOV lanes or peak period pricing for new capacity

* provide a more direct transition from McLoughlin to Highway 224 at
Milwaukie to orient long trips and through traffic onto Highway 224
and northbound McLoughlin

* provide improved transit access to Milwaukie and Clackamas regional
centers, including rapid bus in the short term, and light rail
service from Clackamas regional center to Central City in the long
term

Powell Boulevard/Foster Road
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The concentration of urban—reserves potential Urban Growth Boundary
expansions in Clackamas County and scutheast Multnomah County will
rlace heavy demands on connecting routes that link these areas with
employment centers in Portland and Multnomah County. Of these routes,
the Foster/Powell corridor is most heavily affected, yet is also
physically constrained by slopes and the Johnson Creek floodplain,
making capacity improvements difficult. More urban parts of Foster and
Powell Boulevard are egqually constrained by existing development, and
the capacity of the Ross Island Bridge.

As a result, a corridor study is needed to explore the potential for
high capacity transit strategies that‘provide access from the
develcping Pleasant Valley and Damascue urban Feserves areasg to
employment areas along the Foster/Powell ceorridor, Gresham regional
center, Columbia South Shore industrial area and central city. Such a
study should consider the following transportation solutions:

* aggressive transit improvements, including rapid bus service from
Central City to Damascus town center via Powell and Foster roads,
and primary bus on 172nd Avenue and to the Gresham regional center,
Eastside MAX and Columbia South Shore

* capacity improvements that would expand Foster Road from two to
three lanes from 122nd to 172nd avenues, and from two to five lanes
from 172nd Avenue to Highway 212, phased in coordination with
planned capacity improvements to Powell Boulevard between I-205 and
Eastman Parkway

¢ extensive street network connection improvements in the Mount Scott
and Pleasant Valley areas to reduce local travel demand on Foster
Road and Powell Boulevard, and to improve access between these areas
and adjacent East Multnomah and northeast Clackamas Counties

¢ ITS or other system management approaches to better accommodate
expected traffic growth on the larger southeast Portland network,
East Multnomah and northeast Clackamas County network
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Highway 217

Improvements in this corridor are needed to accommodate expected travel
demand, and maintain acceptable levels of access to the Beaverton and
Washington Square regional centers. The following design and functicnal
consideraticons should be included in the development of transportation
sclutions for this corridor: )

* expand highway tc include a new lane in each direction from I-5 to
Us 26

¢ address the competing needs of serving localized trips to the
Washington Square and Beaverton regional centers and longer trips on

Highway 217

¢ consider express, HOV lanes and peak period pricing when adding new
capacity

e design capacity improvements. to maintain some mobility for regional
trips during peak travel periods

®* design capacity improvements to preserve freight mobility during
off-peak hours

* retain auxiliary lanes where they currently exist

e improve parallel routes to accommodate a greater share of local
trips in this corridor

¢ consider improved light rail service or rapid bus service with
substantially improved headways

¢ coordinate with planned commuter rail service from Wilsonville to
Beaverton regional center

Tualatin Valley Highway

A number of improvements are needed in this corridor to address
existing deficiencies and serve increased travel demand. One primary
function of this route is to provide access to and between the
Beaverton and Hillsboro regional centers. Tualatin Valley Highway also
serves as an access route to Highway 217 from points west along the
Tualatin Valley Highway corridor. As such, the corridor is defined as
extending from Highway 217 on the east to First Avenue in Hillsboro to
the west, and from Farmington Road on the south teo Baseline Road to the
north. The following design considerations should be addressed as part
of a corridor study:
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* develop an mamage access management plan as part of a congestion
management strategy

* implement TSM and other interim intersection improvements at various
locations between Cedar Hills Boulevard and Brookwood Avenue

® the relative trade-offs of a variety of capacity and transit
improvements, including: :
a. improvements on parallel routes such as Farmington, Alexander,
Baseline and Walker recads as an alternative to expanding
Tualatin Valley Highway

b. seven-lane arterial improvements from Cedar Hille Boulevard or
Murray Boulevard to Broockwood Avenue or Baseline Road in
Hilleboro :

c. a limited access, divided facility from Cedar Hills Boulevard
or Murray Boulevard to Brookwood Avenue, with three lanes in
each direction and some grade separaticn at major
intersections

d. transit service that complemente both the function of Tualatin
Valley Highway and the existing light rail service in the
corridor

¢ evaluate impacts of the principal arterial designation, and

subsequent operation effects on travel within the Beaverton regional
center

¢ evaluate motor vehicle and street design designations as part of the

study to determine the most appropriate classifications for thisg
route

North Willamette Crossing

The RTP analysis shows a strong demand for travel between Northeast
Portland Highway and the adjacent Rivergate industrial area and Highway
30 on the opposite side of the Willamette River. The St. Johns Bridge
currently serves this demand. However, the St. Johns crossing has a
number of limitations that must be considered in the long term in order
to maintain adequate freight and general access to the Rivergate
industrial area and intermodal facilities. Currently, the St. Johns
truck strategy is being developed {and should be completed in 2000) to
balance freight mobility needs with the long-term health of the St.
Johns town center. The truck strategy is an interim solution to demand
in this corridor, and does not attempt to address long-term access to
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Rivergate and Northeast Portland Highway from Highway 30. Specifically,
the following issues should be considered in a corridor plan:

* build on the St. Johns Truck Strategy recommendations to adegquate
freight and general access to Rivergate, while considering
potentially negative impacts on the development of the St. Jeohns
town center

# incorporate the planned development of a streamlined Northeast
Portland Highway connection from I-205 to Rivergate to the crossing
study

¢ include a long-term management.plan for the St. John's Bridge, in
the event that a new crossing is identified in the corridor plan
recommendations ‘

Barbur Boulevard/ I-3

This corridor provides access to the Central City and to neighborhoods
and commercial areas in the inner southwest quadrant of the region.
Barbur Boulevard is identified as a multi-modal facility with potential
light rail or Rapid Bus as well ag serving a regional role for motor
vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian systems. I-5 in this corridor is a
Main Roadway route for freight and a Principle Arterial for motor
vehicles extending southward beyond the region.

Segments of both Barbur Boulevard and I-5 in this corridor experience
significant congestion and poor service levels even with Priority
System improvements, especially from the Terwilliger interchange
northward. However, Rapid Bus service along Barbur and other expanded
bus services are expected to experience promising ridership levels.
Significant jocalized congestion occurs along the intersecting street
segments of Bertha, Terwilliger and Capitol Highway/Taylors Ferry.
Broad street cross-sections, angled intersections and limited
signalized crossing opportunities along Barbur creates traffic safety
hazards and inhibits walking to local destinations and access to
trangit services.

Transportation solutions in the corridor should include the following
considerations:

¢ Regicnal and local transit services and facilities needed to serve
the Barbur corridor within the RTP planning horizon.

¢ Possible new locations or relocations for I-5 on-ramps and off-ramps
and street comnnections across the freeway right-of-way.
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Cpportunities for mnew or improved local street connections to Barbur
Boulevard.

Facilities to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety along Barbur and
access to transit services and local destinations.

Traffic management and intelligent transportation system
improvements along the corridor.

Potential mainline freeway improvements including possible
southbound truck climbing lanes.
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RTP RTP Post-
Project | Acknowledgemen| RTP Program
Corridor#  Study Name (Facility) number | t Amendments Years |
1 North Willamette Crossing Study 4016 $1,000,000 2011-20
2 I-5 Trade Corridor Study and Tier 1 DEIS 4009 $8,000,000 2000-05
3 ; 4014 2000-85
this a Dnolect to improve both
3 intersections.) 4015 2000-05
3 NE Portland Highway Corridor Stud_g assign # $500,000 2011-20
4 definition to Highway 224 to Vancouver
Washington 4008 $1,000,000 2006-10
B’annemﬁ]mmrsmcy
5 jLansm'T SM) ' assign # $1,000,000 2006-10
6 1-84 to US 26 Corridor Study (ROW and ‘
arterials) ) assign # $1,000,000 2006-10
7 Powell Boulevard/Foster Road HCT
Corridor Study 1228 $1,500,000 2000-05
8 Sunrise Corridor Study/EA (revise DEIS)
{funit-2) . assign # $1,500,000 200005
9 Stody 5064
9 i 5020 £000-05
9 1
. 7Lasgi n# | $8,000,000 _ 2000-05
9a nghway 224 and Mcloughlln Blvd. |
Highway CorridorStudy _ ; assign# |  $1,000,000 2011-20
10 i - assign# | $500,000 _2011-20
11 1-205 South Corridor ¢ Study {change |
definition to Highway 224 to |-5} 5027 | _ $1,500,000 2006-10
12 . assign# | $1,000,000 ~2000-05
13 | _assign # $1,500,000 2011-20
14 6004 ) 200005 )
14 _.__assign# : . $1500000 | = 204120
15 __B_a@fl!tz’?_Qorfldor Study __._.10e6 |  $1500000 | 2006-10 |
16  |Highway 217 ComidorStudy ~  assign# |  $1,500,000 ~ 2000-05
17 TV Highway Corridor Study 3121 | $1,500,000 2000-05
18 [Study e gssign# | _ $500,000 200005
Total | $35, 500 000

Underiing denotes a new study name, a change in corridor definition or cost, the need to assign a RTP project number,

of a change in program year from the current RTP.

Note: All Corridor Studies will need to be assigned RTP project numbers.
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Exhibit ‘C’

Corridor Initiatives Amendments — Part 3

Appendix 3.1

Regional Transportation Plan

Corridor Planning Priorities

This appendix prioritizes completion of Corridor Plans and Comidor
Refinements called for in Chapter 6 of the 2000 RTP. Section 6.7.4
of the 2000 RTP describes the planning scope and responsibilities
for refinement planning. Sections 6.7.5 and 6.7.6, respectively,
specifically list Corridor Refinements and Corridor Planning

studies.

Due to the number of corridor planning needs and the lack of
available resources, Metro initiated the Corridor Initiatives Process
in December 2000 to establish regional corridor planning priorities.
This effort resulted in the attached work program for completion of
these studies. The work program is monitored and updated
annually as part of the Unified Work Program process.

The Corridor Initiatives Process

Representatives from the Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington and
Clark counties, ODOT, cities in the metropolitan area, the Port of
Portland and Tri-Met participated in technical and project
management committees. These committees guided the process and
formulated recommendations with respect to corridor refinement
planning. A technical evaluation was completed, with each corndor
evaluated on several criteria and a number of measures related to
mobility, 2040 land use relationships, expected 2040 travel modes,
reliability and safety. A scoring system was established and points
allocated for each technical measure.

In addition to the technical evaluation, the advisory committees
considered non-technical factors such as relation to other planning



efforts, community interest and available resources for each
corridor. Meetings were held with groups of elected officials from
around the region to gather further input on the rankings. A public
meeting was also held where information was provided and public
input solicited.

A resolution describing this process and resulting recommendations
for completing the corridor studies was presented to TPAC, JPACT
and the Metro Council in the summer of 2001. A final report
documenting the entire process was prepared in the Spring of 2002,
along with amendments to the RTP necessary to incorporate the
recommendations in RTP procedural and project-level plan
provisions.

Work Program Description

Based on this process, those corridors that demonstrated the more
urgent planning needs and a level of jurisdictional interest
considered sufficient to support a successful project were reviewed
in more detail. Many of these corridors already had planning
activities taking place or planned. Proposed actions were developed
for the remaining corridors.

The attached work program summarizes the planning activities for
cach of the 18 corridors by RTP planning time period (e.g. 2001-
2005, 2006-2010 and 2011-2020). The corridors are organized into
three groups depending on the status of planning efforts. The first
group includes six corridors where work was ongoing in 2001. The
second group highlights two corridors (Powell/Foster and Highway
217 Corridors) where major new corridor refinements are
recommended in the first planning period. The third group lists the
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ten other corridors where no major planning work was ongoing in
2001. The “Other Corridor” group includes some corridors where
significant planning work had already been completed or was
planned. It also includes corridors for which no major work was
anticipated in the near term.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘D’

Green Streets Amendments — Part 1

CHAPTER 1

Regional Transportation Policy

1.3.4 Protecting the Environment

Policy 7.0. The Natural Environment

Protect the region's natural environment.

a. Objective; Place a priority on protecting the natural environment in all aspects of the transportation
planning process.

b. Objective: Reduce the environmental impacts associated with transportation system planning, project
development, construction and maintenance activities.

c. Objective: Reduce negative impacts on parks, public open space, natural areas, wetlands and rural
reserves arising from noise, visua! impacts and physical segmentation.

d. Objective: New transportation and related utility projects shall seek to avoid fragmentation and
degradation of components of the Regional System (regionally significant parks, natural areas, open
spaces, trails and greenways). If avoidance is infeasible, impacts shall be minimized and mitigated.

Policy 8.0. Water Quality

Protect the region’s water quality.

a. Objective: Meet applicable state and federal water quality standards in the planning process.

b. _Obiective: Support the implementation of Green Streets practices through pilot projects and regional
funding incentives.

b-c. Objective: Support local jurisdiction efforts to reduce |mperwous surface coverage in the development
review and street desugn process i

&-d.Objective: G

specieslistingsContinue to coordmate ugdates to the Green Streets gu:dellnes with state and federa
regulatory agencies to ensure ongoing compliance with fish protection regulations.

e. Objective: Implement a coordinated strategy to remove or retrofit culverts on the regional
transportation system that block or restrict fish passage.

Ecosystems do not conform to political boundaries. Streams and watersheds
cross both city and county boundaries, and transportation projects often
impact watersheds. In recent years, it has become increasingly important to
acknowledge the effect of developing the public right-of-way on the health of
our environment, particularly urban waterways. Streets and driveways combine
to form the largest source of impervious surfaces in our urban landscape. A
particular challenge is how to address conflicts between planned
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transportation improvements and identified stream corridors, and how
transportation improvements can be constructed in concert with stream
corridor protection plans.

Impervious surfaces are hard surfaces that do not allow water to socak-filter
inte the ground, and instead, inercase-the-ameunteofrely on piped stormwater
runping—off inteo—the stermwater—drainage systems that convey runoff directly

to streams. The majority of total impervious surfaces are from roads,
sidewalks, parking lots and driveways. Stermwater runoff from these

Higher impervious surface coverage has been linked to dramatic changes in the
shape of streams, water quality, water temperature and the biological health
of Ehe—f%efa—aﬂd—éaaﬂa-Eha%—l*¥e—&a—%he—aa%&fa}—waterways. The regional Green
Streets Program seeks to mitigate this effect on streams over time through a
combination of retrofits to existing streets, and design guidelines for new
streets that allow stormwater to infiltrate directly into the ground.
'Examples of impervioussurface reduetienlreen Streets technigues that could
be used by local jurisdictions in the development review and street design
process include:

*+ extensive use of street trees to intercept, absorb and evaporate
stormwater

* use of pervious paving materials on sidewalks and local streets

prevent—eresion to capture and infiltrate stormwater

¢ grade-eidewalksdesign imperviocus surfaces on streets and sidewalks so that
stormwater runs—eoff-drains into adjacent umpaved-pervious areas such as
planting strips or landscaped private property

¢ cneourage the—use of shared parking to reduce the size and number of
parking lots

s fellow guideirinesFferuse erosion control techniques during construction of
regional streets and adjacent development projects.
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1.3.5 Designing the Transportation System

The design and function of individual transportatioen facilities and entire
systems have a significant impact on adjacent land uses and the character of
the communities they serve. As a result, transportation systems planning must
consider larger regional and community goals and values, such as protection
of the envirconment, the regional economy and the gquality of life that area
residents presently enjoy.

The Regional Transportation Plan measures economic and quality-of-1life
impacts of the proposed system by evaluating key indicators, such as access
to jobs and retail services, mode share, vehicle miles traveled, travel
times, travel speeds, level of congestion and air quality impacts. Other key
indicators include economic benefits to the community, access to
transportation by the traditionally underserved, including low-income and
minority households and the disabled, energy costs and protection of natural
resources. The Regional Transportation Plan defines a transportation system
that balances all of the policies in this plan. Sometimes these policies are
in conflict - so each tramsportation project or program must be evaluated in
terms of financial constraints, associlated social, economic and environmental
impacts, and how it best achieves an overall balance between those
conflicting goals.

The following policy guides planning and implementation of the region‘s
transpeortation system.

Policy 11.0. Regional Street Design

Design regional streets with a modal orientation that reflects the function and character of surrounding

land uses, consistent with regional street design concepts.

a. Objective: Support local implementation of regional street design concepts and Green Streets design
guidelines-alternatives in local transportation system plans_and development codes.

Regional street design policies address federal, state and regional
transportation planning mandates with street design concepts intended to
support local implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. The design concepts
reflect the fact that streets perform many, often conflicting functions, and
the need to reconcile conflicts among travel modes to make the transportation
system safer for all modes of travel. Implementation of the design concepts
is intended to promote community livability by balancing all modes of travel
and address the function and character of surrounding land uses when
designing streets of regional significance. The Green Streets design
guidelines are tailored to support the regional street design guidelines, and
provide a series of complementary Green Street guidelines for each of the
street design classifications contained in this section.
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RTP POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS
Exhibit ‘D’

Green Streets Amendments - Part 2

CHAPTER 6

Implementation

6.4 Local Implementation of the RTP

6.4.5 Design Standards for Street Connectivity

The design of local street systems, including “local” and “collector”
functional classifications, is generally beyond the scope of the 2000
RTP. However, the aggregate effect of local street design impacts the
effectiveness of the regional system when local travel is restricted by
a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the
regional network. Therefore, streets should be designed to keep through
trips on arterial streets and provide local trips with alternative ‘
routes. The following mapping requirements and design standards are
intended to improve local circulation in a manner that protects the
integrity of the regional transportation system.

Cities and counties within the Metro region are required to amend their
comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative codes,
if necessary, to comply with or exceed the following mapping
requirements and design standards:

1. Cities and counties must identify all contigucus areas of vacant
and redevelopable parcels of five or more acres planned or zoned
for residential or mixed-use development and prepare a conceptual
new streets plan map. The map shall be adopted as a part of the
Transportation System Plan element of the local Comprehensive
Plan. The purpose of this map is to provide guidance to land-
owners and developers on desired street connections that will
improve local access and preserve the integrity of the regional
street system.

The conceptual street plan map should identify street connections

to adjacent areas in a manner that promotes a logical, direct and

connected street system. Specifically, the map should cenceptually
demonstrate opportunities to extend and connect to existing
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streets, provide direct public right-of-way routes, and limit the
potential of cul-de-sac and other closed-end street designs.

In addition to preparing the above conceptual street plan map,
cities and counties shall require new residential or mixed-use
development that—will-—reguireinveolving construction of new
street(s) to provide a street-—mapsite plan that reflects the
following:

a .

Street connections:

® a—Responds to and expands on the conceptual street plan map as
_described in Section 6.4.5(1) for areas where a map has been
completed.

b-—Provides full street connections with spacing of noc more

than 530 feet between connections except where prevented by
barriers such as topography, railroads, freeways, pre-existing
development, or where lease provisions, easements, covenants or

other restrictions existing prior to May 1, 1995 which preclude
street connections.

Where streets must cross exr—water features where regulations

b.

implementingidentified in Title 3 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan (UGMFP)-—de—net—allew construetion—-of
er—preseribedifferent-standardefor street—facilitiesn, provide
crossings at an average spacing of 800 to 1,200 feet, unless

habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a full street
connection.

Accessways:

e—When full street connections are not possible provides bike

and pedestrian accessways on public easements or rights-of-way
in lieu of streets. Spacing of accessways between full street
connections shall be. nc more than 330 feet except where
prevented by barriers such as topography, railroads, freeways,
pre-existing development, or where lease provisions, easements,
covenants or other restrictions existing prior to May 1, 19%5
which preclude accessway connections.

Bike and pedestrian accessways that cross water features

identified in Title 3 of the UGMFP should have an average
spacing no more than 530 feet, unless habitat quality or lemngth
of crossing prevents a connection.

Centers, main streets and station communities:
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Where full street connections er over water features where
‘regulatiensimplementingidentified in Title 3 of the Urban
Srowth-Mapagement Funetional DPlanUGMFP de—not—alleow

. ¢ T i'EE-;ﬁ___ Jards £
construetion of accessway-facilities—cannot be constructed in

centers, main streets and station communities (including direct
connections from adjacent neighborhoods), or spacing of full
street crossings exceeds 1,200 feet, provide bicycle and
pedestrian crossings at an average spacing of 530 feet, unless
exceptional habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a
connection,..

d. Other coneiderations:

* d.Limits the use of cul-de-sac designs and other closed-end
street systems to situations, where barriers prevent full street
extensions.

* e.Includes no closed-end street longer than 200 feet or with I
more than 25 dwelling units.

* £.Includes street cross-sections demonstrating dimensions of l
right-of-way improvements, with streets designed for posted or
expected speed limits.

crewth Menagement—Funetieral—Plan- For replacement or new
construction of local street crossings on streams identified in
Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Cities and
Counties, Tri-Met, ODOT and the Port of Portland shall amend
design codes, standards and plans to allow consideration of the
stream crossing design guidelines contained in the Green Streets
handbook.

Figure 6.1 demonstrates a street map that a developer would .
provide to meet code regulations for the subdivision of a single
parcel. Figure 6.2 shows a street cross-section that could be
submitted by a developer for approval during the permitting
pProcess.
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Figure 6.1
Street Connectivity Map

_ Flgure 2 Future Straet Fan For A Single Parce!
— - oy

1

L ——— v ALY
Wl Vacant or redevelopa
@ - ~& Strest connection required

Source: Metro

Figure 6.2

Street Cross Section ~ Local Street, mid-blockFigure-6-2

Source: Metro
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3. Street design code language and guidelines must allow for:

a. Consideration of narrow street design alternatives. For local
streets, no more than 46 feet of total right-of-way, including
pavement widths of no more than 28 feet, curb-face to curb-
face, sidewalk widths of at least 5 feet and landscaped
pedestrian buffer gtrips that includé street trees. Special
traffic calming designs that use a narrow right-of-way, such as
woonerfs and chicanes, may also be considered as narrow street
designs. )

b. Short and direct public right-of-way routes to connect
residential uses with nearby commercial services, schools,
parks and other neighborhood facilities.

c¢. Consideration of opportunities to incrementally extend streets
from nearby areas.

d. Consideration of traffic calming devices to discourage traffic
infiltration and excessive speeds on local streets. ‘

4. For redevelopment of existing land-uses that require construction
of new streets, cities and counties shall develop local approaches
to encourage adequate street connectivity.

6.7 Project Development and Refinement Planning
6.7.3 Project Development Requirements

Transportation improvements where need, mode; corridor and function have
already been identified in the RTP and local plans must be evaluated on
a detailed, project development level. This evaluation is generally
completed at the local jurisdiction level, or jointly by affected or
sponsoring agencies. The purpose of project development planning is to
consider project design details and select a project alignment, as
necesgsary, after evaluating engineering and design alternatives and
potential environmental impacts. The project need, mode, corridor, and
function do not need to be addressed at the project level, since these
findings have been previously established by the RTP.

The TPR and Metro‘s Interim 1996 Congestion Management System (CMS)
document require that measures to improve operational efficiency be
addressed at the project level, though system-wide considerations are
addressed by the RTP. Therefore, demcnstration of compliance for
projects not included in the RTP shall be documented in a required
Congestion Management System report that is part of the project-level
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planning and development (Appendix D of the Interim CMS document). In
addition, this section requires that street design guidelines be
considered as part of the project-level planning process. This section
does not apply to locally funded projects on local facilities. Unless
otherwise stipulated in the MTIP process, these provisions are simply
guidelines for locally funded projects.

Therefore, in addition to system-level congestion management
requirements described in Section 6.6.3 in this chapter, cities,
counties, Tri-Met, ODOT, and the Port of Portland shall consider the
following project-level operational and design considerations during
transportation project analysis: ‘ ‘

1. Transportaticn system management (e.g., access management,
signal inter-ties, lane channelization, etc. ) to address or
preserve existing street capacity.

2. Street design policies, claseifications and design
principles are contained in Chapter 1 of this plan. See Section
1.3.5, Policy 11.0, Figure 1.4, Implementing guidelines are
contained in Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines
for 2040 (3959%2nd edition, 2002) or other similar resources
consistent with regional street design policies.

3. Environmental design guidelines, as contained in Green Streets:
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street Crossings (2002},
and Trees for Green Streets: an Illustrated Guide (2002), or other
similar resources consistent with federal regulations for stream

protection.

Transportation providers in the Metro regien, including the cities and
countieg, Tri-Met, ODOT, and the Port of Portland are required to amend’
their comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative
codes, if necessary, to consider the Creating Livable Streets design

guidelines as part of progect development. Transportation—providere

Sfeeﬂma%ef;aﬂd—SEfeeE—Gfees*ﬁge— Transportatlon prov1ders shall amend
design codes, standards and plans to allow consideration of the
guidelines contained in Green Streets: Innovative Solutions for
Stormwater and Street Crossings.

6.8 Outstanding Issues

The section describes a number of outstanding issues that could not be
addressed at the time of adoption of thls plan, but should be addreseed
in future updates to the RTP.
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Green Streets Amendments — Part 3

Glossary of Transportation Definitions

Exceptional Habitat Quality - "For the purpose of transportation
planning, exceptional habitat quality may be defined as (1) riparian-
associated wetlands identified under Title 3, locally or regionally
significant wetlands, (2} locally or regicnally rare or sensitive plant
communities such as ocak woodlands, (3) important forest stands
contributing multiple functions and values to the adjacent water
feature habitats of sensitive, threatened or endangered wildlife
species, or {4) habitats that provide unusually important wildlife
functions, such as {but not limited to) a major wildlife
crossing/runway or a key migratory

pathway.




STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 02-946, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING
THE POST-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AMENDMENTS TO THE 2000 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP).

Date: May 8, 2002 Prepared by: Tom Kloster

BACKGROUND

On June 15, 2001, the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission {LCDC) acknowledged
most of the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), with the condition that Metro adopt a series of
technical amendments necessary for full compliance with the State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).
These technical amendments are the first component of the proposed post-acknowledgement RTP
amendments included in Exhibit ‘A” to the ordinance. The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) and the Council were briefed on the technical amendments in Spring 2001 as part
of an update on the acknowledgement process that included a detailed discussion of the proposed changes.
This exhibit is divided into three parts, with respective amendments to Chapter 6 of the RTP, the Glossary
and the Appendix.

The LCDC also moved to continue final action on select items that will be addressed through separate
planning studies and other follow-up activities, including goal exceptions for the Sunrise Corridor and I-5
to 99W Connector improvements in the RTP, and performance measures that are being completed as part
of the 2040 Indicators project. These items are still in development at this time, but may require future
RTP amendments following LCDC review and action.

The RTP adoption on August 10, 2000, also identified active planning efforts that should be incorporated
into the RTP as soon as possible, upon completion of the planning studies. These included the Tri-County
Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan, the Corridor Initiatives Project and the Green Streets Project.
All three studies were completed in 2001, and included recommendations for amendments to the RTP.
The following is an overview of the changes proposed from these projects as part of the post-
acknowledgement amendments to the RTP and included as exhibits to the ordinance:

Exhibit ‘B’ - Elderly and Disabled Transportation Amendments

Mobility is an important quality-of-life issue for seniors and individuals with disabilities.
Transportation increases independence, provides connection with the community, and ensures access
to life sustaining activities. Since April 2000, a 25-member steering committee has been coordinating
the development of the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan (EDTP). The EDTP is
the region’s first coordinated effort to address service delivery, service coordination, customer
satisfaction, resource allocation, and land use policy issues in a comprehensive way. The EDTP
recommends that the RTP be amended to implement portions of the EDTP within the Metro region
{(amendments proposed in Exhibit ‘B’), though the EDTP covers the larger, three-county area served
by Tri-Met. The EDTP will continue to evolve over time through periodic updates, and serve to guide
regional elderly and disabled transportation funding decisions and will inform local transportation
system plans.
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The elderly and persons with disabilities in the tri-county area currently represent about 17% of the
total population. By the year 2010, this number is expected to increase to 20%. Of the approximately
228,000 elderly and disabled individuals living within the tri-county area today, about 42% currently
use transit services for some or all of their transportation needs. In 1999, the four public and 30
community-based transportation operators provided over 9,100,000 rides to the elderly and disabled
population for all trips including basic medical, nutritional and social interaction needs.

Despite the significant number of elderly and disabled in the tri-county area who are currently
accessing transportation services, it is estimated that approximately 16,500 elderly and disabled
people do not have access to transportation for some or all of their trips. These elderly and disabled
individuals may be unaware of the services available to them, may not be able to effectively utilize
available services, or may live outside a transit or transportation district.

Current service levels would not decrease as a result of the EDTP recommendations, although
existing funding constraints would make it difficult to expand the quality of existing service, and
instead would simply provide current service options to a growing population. Approximately $43
million of operating funds will be spent to maintain the existing transportation network for seniors
and the disabled in 2002. The current system provides approximately 10 million rides per year.
Without any significant increase in services, the operating cost of the existing elderly and disabled
transportation system is expected to increase to $68 million by the year 2010.

The EDTP clearly recognizes that the provision of transportation is only one tool to meet the larger
objectives of providing mobility to the elderly and disabled. Increased transit services alone will not
address the needs of the growing elderly and disabled community. To be successful, the EDTP must
be integrated with the land use and transportation plans. To this end, the policies and service delivery
strategies outlined in the EDTP are proposed as amendments to the RTP and the local counties and
Jurisdictions within the tri-county area are also asked to include them in local transportation system
plans (TSPs), comprehensive plans, and their strategic plans for social service providers. The
following EDTP elements are emphasized for adoption into local and regional plans:

* Identification of and support for pedestrian facilities near elderly and disabled developments that
support access to transit, retail, and other community needs, and the siting of such facilities near
existing transit, retail and other community needs;

* Integration of elderly and disabled housing into mixed use developments that include public
facilities or services which support trip mitigation or avoidance;

* Local support and mandates for the inclusion of pedestrian friendly support activities;

= State, regional, and local support for the coordination and financing of transportation services and
facilities that encourage transit use; and

* Expanded support for elderly and disabled transportation within the local communities to provide
for increased mobility options and access.

These elements will be essential in complementing expanded elderly and disabled transportation
services needed to meet the expected mobility needs of the growing target population. Exhibit ‘B’
includes amendments to the Chapter 1 policies and Chapter 6 implementation requirements of the
RTP, as recommended in the EDTP.
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Exhibit ‘C’ - Amendments from the Corridor Initiatives Project

During the technical analysis phase of the 2000 RTP, it became evident that forecasted growth in the
region would ultimately push most highways in the region to capacity during peak periods. Most of
these state-owned facilities were constructed between 1960 and 1985 and during that time had excess
capacity compared to the relative size of the region. However, dramatic growth during the 1980s and
1990s was both fueled by this highway capacity, and eventually consumed the capacity during peak
periods. Several major commute routes, like the Sunset Highway, Interstate-5 and the Banfield
Freeway, have become especially congested during peak periods.

In some cases, major investments in transit already provide an alternative to driving these routes
during the rush hour, and in other cases, a dense network of parallel routes provide local driving
options. But even with existing and planned transit and supporting street network improvements
factored in, more work was needed to identify a long-term plan for managing or improving travel in
these corridors. Because the RTP process is too broad to consider such improvements in detail, the
state Transportation Planning Rule {TPR) allows Metro to defer such studies into corridor refinement
plans, to be completed at a future date. As a result, the 2000 RTP contains a number of refinement
corridors, where a more detailed study is called for to identify the mix of transportation projects or
programs needed to manage these urban corridors. When the RTP was adopted in August 2000, the
Corridor Initiatives Project was kicked off to evaluate and prioritize the refinement corridors called
out in the plan.

The Corridor Initiatives Project included participation by city, county, the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT), Port of Portland and Tri-Met staff in technical and project management
committees. These committees guided the process and formulated recommendations for ranking the
corridor refinement plans. Each corridor was evaluated on several criteria and a number of measures
related to relative travel needs and connection to implementing the 2040 Growth Concept. In addition to
the technical analysis, the committees considered non-technical factors such as relation to other planning
efforts, community interest and potential resources for completing each refinement plan. Consultation
meetings were held with groups of elected officials from around the region to review these findings, and
gather additional input from policymakers.

In July 2001, the results of the Corridor Initiatives Project were presented to JPACT and the Council,
with recommendations for staging the refinement studies over the next 20 years. The proposed timing
of these studies was based on extensive technical analysis and a comprehensive set of evaluation
criteria. The Corridor Initiatives Project recommended breaking some refinement corridors into
smaller increments, which resulted in a total of 18 refinement studies. The work program for
completing these studies is included in Exhibit "C", and spans the 20-year RTP planning period. This
work will also be monitored and updated periodically as part of Metro’s annual Unified Work Program
process. Exhibit ‘C’ is divided into three parts, with respective amendments to Chapter 6 of the RTP
and two amendments to the Appendix.

Exhibit ‘D’ - Amendments from the Green Streets Project

The Green Streets Project was well under way when the RTP was adopted in August 2000, and
several potential plan amendments were already anticipated at that time. The Green Streets Project
has a number of ¢lements that address the growing conflict between good transportation design,
planned urbanization in emerging areas and the need to protect streams and wildlife corridors from
urban impacts. Key elements of the project include:
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+ Expanding the regional database to include an inventory of culverts that channel stormwater from
streets to the stream system;

¢ The “Green Streets: Environmental Designs for Transportation” handbook that establishes
acceptable design solutions for conflicts between major street or connectivity needs and stream
protection; and

» New regional street connectivity provisions that address the tradeoffs between stream protection
and an efficient, connected strect system;

» Testing the proposed designs and connectivity guidelines as part of the Pleasant Valley
community planning,.

An 18-member Technical Advisory Committee {TAC) that included a diverse mix of planners,
engineers, architects, biologists and environmental advocates guided the project. The technical phase
of the project culminated with the Green Streets Summit, held at Metro in May 2001, and highlighted
with a keynote speech from Dr. Patrick Condon, a noted expert on the subject of urban stormwater
management. Nearly 150 practitioners and advocates attended the summit, and Dr. Condon later met
with JPACT, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and Council members at a lunch
presentation on the results of the Green Streets Project.

The TAC as the final stage of the project reviewed feedback from the summit and policymakers’
lunch. Most of the technical work on the Green Sireets project was concluded in June 2001, and staff

has since worked to package the resulting recommendations from the project in a series of two
handbooks: :

o Green Streets: Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street Crossings establishes a set of “best
practices” for reducing the amount of stormwater runoff from the public right-of-way. The handbook
builds on the designs originally developed for the Creating Livable Streets handbook, published in
1997, but modifies them to incorporate the “best practices” details. Guidelines for achieving local
street connectivity while protecting streams are also included in the handbook. In November 2001, the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) completed their review of the final draft of the Green
Streets handbook, and have endorsed it as a series of "safe harbor" practices that are consistent with
NMEFS goals for fish habitat protection. This represents a major step for NMFS, and greatly elevates
the importance and utility of the Green Streets handbook.

s Trees for Green Streets: an lllustrated Guide provides a detailed overview of the best trees for use
along Metro-region streets, with specifics on site requirements, size and compatibility with various
environmental constraints. It was developed in tandem with the Green Streets Project through a
special grant from the University of Oregon, and in consultation with a group of area arborists,
scientists, and horticulturists.

Following the model established by the Creating Livable Streets handbook (first published by Metro in
1997), the Green Streets publications will be distributed at no charge within the Metro region, but sold
outside the region for a modest price that is expected to cover printing costs. The Green Streets
guidelines have already generated a high level of interest, and were fully incorporated into the
Pleasant Valley Community Plan. The City of Sandy is also in the process of adopting some of the

guidelines for local streets, and many other jurisdictions have contacted Metro to learn about the Green
Streets project.

Staff Report to Ordinance No. 02-946 Page 4 of §



The Green Streets design guidelines will serve as the implementation focus of Meiro's Green Streets
program, and are part of the proposed amendments to the project development requirements of the RTP
contained in Exhibit ‘D’. The proposed Green Streets amendments also include guidelines for design and
frequency of stream crossings. Exhibit ‘D’ is divided into three parts, and includes amendments to the
Chapter 1 policies, Chapter 6 implementation requirements and the Glossary of the RTP.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition Metro has received comments from the Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee (TPAC) members regarding the application of green street guidelines. Those comments
will be the focus of MPAC, JPACT and Metro Council discussion on this item. Otherwise, there is no
known opposition to the other components of this ordinance. ’

2. Legal Antecedents The 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on August 10, 2000,
with the intent to adopt subsequent amendments from specific outstanding studies and changes
required as part of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) acknowledgement
process. This ordinance completes those intentions by amending the RTP with changes recommended
from the Tri-County Elderly and Disabled Transportation Plan, the Corridor Initiatives project, the
Green Strects project and changes from the LCDC acknowledgement process. These plan
amendments are necessary for Metro to comply with federal planning regulations {as described in the
Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century) and state planning regulations (as described by
the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule). Cities and counties within the Metro boundary will use
and demonstrate consistency with the RTP in completing their local transportation systems plans. The
Green Street amendments provide regional transportation policy response to managing the public
right of way in a manner that responds to the listing of salmon and steelhead as endangered species
through the federal Endangered Species Act.

3. Anticipated Effects Adoption of this ordinance provides policy direction to the region on the
provision of transportation services to the elderly and disabled popuiation, the intent to complete
detailed transportation corridor studies in the region, and regional guidance on implementation of
“green” streets as one means of addressing the listing of salmon and steelhead as endangered species.
These policies will guide the development of city and county transportation plans in the region and
the subsequent development of transportation projects. The adoption of the amendments from the
LCDC acknowledgement process will bring the Regional Transportation Plan into compliance with
state laws and regulations.

4. Budget Impacts There are no direct costs associated with implementing this ordinance. The
ordinance does recognize a need to complete corridor studies throughout the region. Metro staff will

need to lead or participate in these studies. The definition of budget impacts of this work will be
defined and adopted by Metro Council in the Unified Work Program.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Council adoption of the proposed ordinance and RTP amendments contained in Exhibits ‘A’ through ‘D’.
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