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Summary of public engagement 
 
The Regional Transportation Plan update 

The 2035 Regional Transportation Plan updates the policies, projects and strategies to guide 
transportation planning and investments in the tri-county Portland metro region to year 2035. By 
2035, the metro region and surrounding counties are expected to have grown by more than 1 million 
people and added more than 500,000 jobs, doubling trips on the transportation system. Our region 
needs to implement policies and take actions now to address the coming needs and challenges of 
population growth while supporting economic vitality, combating global warming, reducing air 
pollution, protecting and restoring wildlife habitat and natural areas, promoting equity in access to 
affordable housing and transportation choices, and promoting human health through active living.  

To meet these needs and challenges, this RTP presents an ambitious and innovative set of policies and 
goals to better integrate land use and transportation, improve energy efficiency and promote fiscal 
responsibility. This RTP update focuses investments in the region's downtowns, main streets, 
employment areas and major travel corridors to protect the community assets in which the region has 
already invested. Focusing the investments will also reduce the distances that people must travel for 
routine activities and help protect farm, forest and natural areas. Projects proposed for this planning 
horizon include new sidewalks, new or expanded bicycle facilities and trails, technology that makes 
travel safer and more efficient, new roads, expanded transit service and high capacity transit 
connections, improved interchanges and strategically added capacity to the region's highway system. 

Desired outcomes: a new approach for the 2035 update 
This RTP update used a different approach from those of past updates. Rather than identifying specific 
problems to address, this update began by defining what a successful region would look like—the 
region’s desired outcomes—based on values that the people of the region have repeatedly affirmed. 
The results were distilled into the following six characteristics of a successful region.   

1. Vibrant communities - People live and work in vibrant communities where they can choose 
to walk for pleasure and to meet everyday needs. 

2. Economic Prosperity - Current and future residents benefit from the region’s sustained 
economic competitiveness and prosperity. 

3. Safe and Reliable Transportation Choices - People have safe and reliable transportation 
choices that enhance their quality of life.  

4. Leadership on Climate Change - The region is a leader in minimizing contributions to global 
warming. 

5. Clean Air and Water - Current and future generations enjoy clean air, clean water and healthy 
ecosystems. 

6. Equity - The benefits and burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably. 

Metro's transportation planning responsibilities and the RTP 
Metro is the regional government responsible for land use and transportation planning under state law. 
It is also the designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Portland metropolitan area 
to fulfill a federal planning requirement for areas with populations of 50,000 in order to receive 
federal transportation dollars. As the designated MPO, Metro is responsible for updating the RTP to 
meet federal and state planning requirements.  
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To meet federal planning requirements, the MPO must update the goals, policies and transportation 
system every four years and compile a financially constrained list of transportation projects and 
programs that covers at least a 20-year time horizon. Financial constraint in this context means that 
the projects and programs in the list have a likely source of funding based on past funding history.  

To meet state requirements, the transportation system must support state and regional land-use goals 
and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. The “state” transportation system is accompanied by a 
reasonable funding strategy, rather than an identified source of funding as required by federal funding 
authorities. Only projects in the federal, financially constrained list are eligible for federal funding. 
Projects in the state system may be moved into the financially constrained list during a subsequent 
RTP update or by amendment between updates given a public comment opportunity.  

Metro as the MPO leads the RTP update process in consultation and coordination with federal, state, 
regional and local governments, resource agencies and other stakeholders. Metro facilitates this 
consultation, coordination and decision-making through four advisory committees: the Transportation 
Policy Alternatives Committee, the Metro Technical Advisory Committee, the Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation and the Metro Policy Advisory Committee. A Bi-State Coordination 
Committee advises the Metro Council and JPACT on issues of significance to both Oregon and 
Washington.  

Throughout the 2035 RTP update process, Metro technical staff also worked with the Regional Travel 
Options Subcommittee to TPAC, the Regional Freight Technical Advisory Committee, the Intelligent 
Transportation Systems Subcommittee to TPAC and the Regional Trails Working Group. The Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement provided advice on public engagement.  

Stakeholder engagement and public outreach in the 2035 RTP update process 
As noted above, RTP updates address both state and federal requirements. Because this was a major 
update and involved a fundamentally different outcomes-based approach, Metro and its regional 
partners chose to focus on meeting each set of requirements sequentially rather than at the same time. 
To meet the federal timeline, from 2005-2008 the focus was on developing a federal, financially 
constrained project list and updating the policy framework to guide the rest of process and local 
implementation. As soon that component was approved by federal authorities, the focus turned to 
developing a “state” system to address regional population and job growth and support state and 
regional land use goals.  

Throughout the process, information on RTP developments was provided to the public through 
reporter and editorial board briefings, press releases and media packets. Electronic newsletters were 
sent regularly to a list of self-identified interested parties; fact sheets and a calendar of milestones and 
decision points were available on the project website and distributed at meetings and events. Print ads 
were published and electronic notices were distributed prior to all public open houses and comment 
opportunities. A graphic on the following page shows major public engagement events and key 
decision points over the life of this update. The sections that follow provide more details of the 
stakeholder and public engagement for each phase of this update. 
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Key public participation events and decisions 
 
2006 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr               May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Regional forums/ roundtables             
Stakeholder workshops             
Informal feedback (web, card)             
Public opinion survey             
 
 
2007 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr               May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Public opinion survey             
Regional forums/ roundtables             
Mobility Workshop             
CETAS consultation             
Joint MPAC/JPACT meetings             
JPACT retreat             
Public comment/ hearings             
FEDERAL RTP APPROVED             
 
2008 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr               May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Stakeholder workshops             
Web-page status reports             
E-newsletters             
Interactive feedback (Web)      .        
Presentations             
Media outreach             
 
2009 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr               May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Stakeholder workshops             
Joint MPAC/JPACT meetings             
Web-page status reports             

E-newsletters             

Presentations             

Public comment/hearings            . 

PROJECT LIST APPROVED             

 
2010 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr               May Jun 
Web-page status reports       
Public notification        
Media outreach       
Public comment       
Public hearing        
FINAL RTP DECISION       
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Federal component: 2005-2008  
The aim of public engagement in this phase of the RTP development was twofold: to update the 
policies based on the region’s transportation needs and values, and to develop a financially 
constrained system in line with those needs and values. In fall 2006, Metro held nine stakeholder 
workshops that engaged 127 individuals and 50 different community organizations and government 
entities to help shape policy goals. Four of the workshops were held with Metro’s existing advisory 
committees. The other five workshops were held with business and community groups that 
represented specific public interests, public responsibilities or groups historically underrepresented in 
transportation planning and decision-making. 
State and federal consultation 

To meet planning requirements in the most recent transportation authorization act, the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), 
Metro also consulted with state and federal resource agencies through the Collaborative 
Environmental Transportation Agreement for Streamlining work group. The CETAS group 
consultation, which was held on October 16, 2007, included representatives from tribal groups, ODOT 
and 10 state and federal transportation, natural resource, cultural resource and land use planning 
agencies,  

Other work from fall 2005 through fall 2007 included technical workshops, informal feedback cards 
and questionnaires, scientific public opinion surveys, and a formal, 30-day public comment period 
with open houses and public hearings. The full text of all comments received during this comment 
period can be found in a comment report dated November 16, 2007.   

Following consideration of public comment, the Metro Council adopted the federal component of the 
2035 RTP in December 2007. Federal transportation authorities officially approved with the updated 
plan and its Air Quality Conformity Analysis on March 5, 2008.  

 
State component: 2008-2010  
Following approval of the federal RTP, the focus turned to the completion of a final RTP to meet 
regional and state land use goals and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. On May 1, 2008, the 
LCDC accepted the RTP in the manner of periodic review and approved the work program and timeline 
for the state component of the RTP, which called for its completion by December 2009. 
Making the Greatest Place engagement: 2008-2009 

In fall 2008 Metro launched a comprehensive planning effort dubbed “Making the Greatest Place,” to 
prepare regional decision-makers for several inter-related transportation and land use decisions to 
come. To provide a forum for discussions, MPAC and JPACT held three joint meetings between 
October and December 2008, to discuss transportation and investment policy choices that would be 
made in the next year or two. More than 100 people attended the joint meetings, which included the 
elected officials who are members of those committees, other elected officials, local government 
staff, non-government partners and members of the interested public. The results of those meetings 
helped prioritize transportation investments that would best support desired land uses and reduce 
travel distances.  

In spring 2009, transportation projects were solicited from the city of Portland, TriMet, SMART, the 
Port of Portland, ODOT and the region’s cities and counties through county coordinating committees 
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to compile final RTP project lists to meet federal and state requirements. The solicitation resulted in a 
total of 1,058 proposed projects with a total estimated cost of $19.6 billion.  

An RTP “package” was assembled that included a draft final RTP project list, a draft regional 
Transportation Systems Management and Operations plan, a draft Regional Freight Plan and a draft 
High-Capacity Transit system plan. This package was released for a 30-day public comment period as 
part of an integrated recommendation from Metro’s chief operating officer to maintain what we have, 
protect the urban growth boundary and bring jobs to the metro region. The comment period was open 
from September 15 through October 15, 2009. 
Forty-five days before the opening of the public comment period, electronic notices were distributed 
to all regional neighborhood associations, citizen participation organizations and interested parties 
who had asked to be included in Metro's notification lists. The notices included information on how to 
access the review draft online, dates and times of public open houses and hearings, and instructions on 
different options for submitting comments.  

During the comment period, seven open houses and five public hearings were held. A Spanish 
interpreter was present at events held in Hillsboro, Gresham and North Portland, where large 
concentrations of Spanish speakers are known to live. The ability to engage an interpreter at any of the 
events was promoted in display ads and through a flyer in Spanish that was distributed to 
organizations that serve Spanish-speaking people in those communities. The full text of all comments 
received during this comment period can be found in a comment report dated October 12, 2009. 

The RTP project list was accepted by the Metro Council in December 2009 so that an air quality 
conformity analysis on the proposed system could be conducted in February 2010 and staff could 
assemble a complete RTP for public comment that would meet state as well as federal requirements.  
Related transportation concepts and plans 

Several new transportation plans and concepts were developed in conjunction with the RTP with the 
intention of including priorities from these plans in the RTP. Those plans and concepts included the 
multi-modal mobility corridor concept, a Regional Transportation System Management and 
Operations plan, a Regional Freight Plan and a High Capacity Transit System Plan. These plans had 
targeted stakeholder and public participation efforts in addition to the overall RTP public engagement.  

Mobility corridors concept in the RTP. During January 2009, Metro and Oregon Department of 
Transportation staff conducted 14 coordination interviews with local transportation agencies to 
provide information about the RTP’s mobility corridor concept and to identify issues within each of 
the 24 corridors in preparation for future workshops. 

Through March and April 2009, Metro and ODOT hosted seven mobility corridor workshops by 
geographic region to identify common mobility gaps and deficiencies and discuss the desired function 
of each corridor and individual transportation facilities. These meetings helped to develop a new 
Mobility Corridor Atlas and identify priority projects.  

Regional Freight Plan. At the beginning of the RTP process, Metro formed a Regional Freight and 
Goods Movement Task Force, which included 33 members representing the multimodal freight 
industry, community and business organizations, and government agencies. During its three year 
operation, these regional freight stakeholders were interviewed about shipping logistics; freight mode 
preferences and selection factors; shipping practices; facility operations and pricing; and freight 
transportation issues, needs and priorities. This information was used to help shape goals and policy 
direction for the Regional Freight Plan, as well as provide an understanding of the regional 
transportation investments needed to support a sustainable economy and keep jobs in the region. 
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Regional High Capacity Transit System Plan. Development of the Regional High Capacity Transit 
System Plan offered a valuable opportunity to gauge the public’s vision for high-capacity transit 
growth and development. Public input was extensive throughout the process. A “think tank” was 
formed, which included transportation experts and activists. The think tank met at major milestones in 
the plan’s development to discuss themes and the region’s vision for high-capacity transit expansion.  

During the summer of 2008, feedback from residents, businesses, community organizations and 
elected officials identified 192 potential connections in about 55 corridors around the region. Over 100 
attendees contributed at workshops, farmers’ markets and community events and 200 people 
completed an online questionnaire. The values collected during public involvement efforts were 
incorporated into screening criteria for potential corridors. In spring 2009, Metro held a public 
conversation on evaluation results through an online survey, public events, and an award-winning, 
web-based “build-a-system” tool. The online survey was completed by 657 people, and the web site 
was viewed by 4,256 people. 

Regional Transportation System Management and Operations. The Regional Transportation 
System Management and Operation Plan was developed in conjunction with the 2035 RTP to develop 
a strategy for maximizing the operation of the existing transportation facilities by investing in 
operations and demand management projects and programs. Three advisory committees joined efforts 
to create, review and revise the plan. TransPort, the operations subcommittee of TPAC, served as the 
technical advisory committee for operations. Its members include transportation operations 
professionals from across the region. TransPort met monthly between September 2008 and September 
2009 to guide plan development. The Regional Travel Options Subcommittee, the transportation 
demand management subcommittee of TPAC, met bi-monthly during the plan development, providing 
guidance on transportation demand management solutions. A Transportation Systems Management 
and Operations policy work group was formed to provide high-level policy guidance for the plan. The 
ad hoc group consisted of TPAC members, key private sector stakeholders, and other transportation 
professionals that participate in or oversee Transportation Systems Management and Operations 
activities. The work group met four times during plan development to provide recommendations on 
the vision and goals, strategies, and implementation actions.  
Public engagement in final RTP: Spring 2010 

A 45-day public comment period on the final, complete RTP opened on March 22, 2010, and closed 
following a public hearing on May 6, 2010. A comment opportunity was held concurrently on the 
associated air-quality conformity report. Forty-five days before the comment periods opened, 
electronic notices were sent to all neighborhood associations, citizen participation organizations, 
jurisdictions, tribes with any potential interest in the area, business and community stakeholders, and 
all individuals who asked to be included in our list of interested parties. The notice announced the 
comment period and providing information on how to comment. A second notice was sent when the 
comment period opened, and a third reminder send halfway through the comment period. A public 
notice was published in The Oregonian, the newspaper of record for the metro area, and display ads 
were published in all ethnic newspapers and community newspapers. A press release was posted on 
the Metro web site and distributed to all area media.  

The RTP and all associated system plans—the Transportation Systems and Operations Plan, the High-
Capacity Transit Plan, and the Regional Freight Plan—as well as the air quality conformity report, were 
available on the Metro web page, with links to a convenient online comment form. Other related 
information, such as fact sheets, previous public comment reports, power point presentation, and survey 
results were also posted on the project web sites. Hard copies or CDs of the material were available 
upon request.  
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The comment period closed at midnight on May 6, 2010, following a formal public hearing held at 
Metro in the Council chamber that began at 5:00 p.m.  

State and federal consultation. Consultation meetings were held during the public comment period 
with the Oregon Department of Transportation, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the Federal Highway 
Administration.  

Summary of comments: 2007 – 2010 
Federal component: 2007. The public comment period on the draft federal component of the 2035 
RTP was held from October 15 through November 15, 2007. Metro received a total of 125 comments 
via the web, as oral testimony, comment forms, faxes, letters, petitions and emails. 

Fifty-two individuals attended four public open houses. The Metro Council heard 37 oral testimonies 
during public hearings held as part of regular Council meetings scheduled to follow each of the open 
houses. 

Most of the comments supported the policies and goals on promoting transportation choices, equity, 
environmental health, and human health and active living. Some comments called for adding 
performance measures to measure progress toward achieving those goals. A significant comment 
suggested that the RTP more aggressively address climate change by adopting the state carbon-reduction 
targets. This comment led to a greater emphasis addressing climate change in the final RTP.  

Making the Greatest Place: 2009. The public comment period on the project list for the 2035 RTP 
was held from September 15 through October 15, 2009. Metro received 686 comments on the RTP 
portion of the comment opportunity. In keeping with recent trends, a large portion of the comments – 
70 percent (481) came in via the web comment tool, 23 percent (155) by e-mail, and 7 percent (50) at 
hearings and open houses. Most of the comments supported the general direction of this RTP, with 
specific projects receiving enthusiastic support or vigorous opposition. Public comment was 
considered in forming the final project lists, particularly the federal, financially constrained list from 
which projects may be selected for federal funding. 

Final draft 2035 RTP: 2010. A third and final 45-day public comment period on the 2035 RTP update 
opened on March 22 and closed on May 6, 2010 after a formal public hearing. Nine-five jurisdictions, 
organizations and individuals commented by email, over the web comment tool, as letters, and along 
with testimony at the public hearing.  

Most of the comments from jurisdictions focused on the RTP Functional Plan, which outlines 
requirements for local jurisdictions in developing their transportation system plans. Most of the 
comments from individuals focused on a request that project #10731, one element of a proposed “I-
5/99W” connection package originally known as “Alternative 7,” be removed from the RTP. As a result 
of public comment, the City of Tualatin requested that the project be dropped. Metro staff recommended 
honoring that request and recommended that other solutions to that area’s transportation problem be 
pursued.  
The pages that follow contain the full text of all material submitted during this comment period, followed 
by a section containing examples of the outreach and notification conducted for this comment period.  



 



COMMENTS 



 



D
at

e
ZI

P 
co

de
N

am
e

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l 

af
fil

ia
ti

on
Co

m
m

en
t 

on
 t

he
 R

eg
io

na
l T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Pl

an
 u

pd
at

e:

5/
7/

10
97

22
5

Jo
hn

 A
. 

Ch
ar

le
s 

Jr
.

Ca
sc

ad
e 

Po
lic

y 
In

st
itu

te
G

en
er

al
 C

om
m

en
t:

 A
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

RT
P,

 r
eg

io
na

l f
re

ew
ay

 tr
af

fic
 c

on
ge

st
io

n 
in

cr
ea

se
d 

by
 2

0%
 fr

om
 2

00
0 

to
 2

00
5 

(p
. 5

3)
, a

nd
 w

ill
 

in
cr

ea
se

 a
ga

in
 b

y 
m

or
e 

th
an

 2
00

%
 b

y 
20

35
. T

hi
s 

cl
ea

rl
y 

in
di

ca
te

s 
th

at
 th

e 
cu

rr
en

t R
TP

 is
 n

ot
 w

or
ki

ng
, a

nd
 th

is
 d

ra
ft

 R
TP

 w
ill

 n
ot

 w
or

k.
 

Th
us

 it
 s

ho
ul

d 
be

 r
ej

ec
te

d.
   

 It
’s

 ti
m

e 
fo

r 
lo

ca
l p

la
nn

er
s 

to
 a

dm
it 

th
at

 th
e 

pa
ck

ag
e 

of
 s

tr
at

eg
ie

s 
th

at
 h

av
e 

be
en

 r
el

ie
d 

up
on

 fo
r 

so
 lo

ng
 

in
 P

or
tla

nd
 –

 T
D

M
, s

ev
er

e 
zo

ni
ng

 r
es

tr
ic

tio
ns

, m
as

si
ve

 e
xp

en
di

tu
re

s 
fo

r 
ra

il 
tr

an
si

t,
 s

ub
si

di
es

 fo
r 

TO
D

, m
in

im
al

 r
oa

d 
ca

pa
ci

ty
 

ex
pa

ns
io

n,
 a

nd
 r

eg
ul

at
or

y 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

su
ch

 a
s 

Ec
o 

an
d 

TP
R 

– 
ar

e 
ex

pe
ns

iv
e,

 b
ur

ea
uc

ra
tic

 a
nd

 d
ys

fu
nc

tio
na

l. 
   

Sp
ec

ifi
c 

co
m

m
en

ts
:  

  
Pa

ge
 6

1:
 th

e 
dr

af
t a

ss
er

ts
 th

at
, “

Th
e 

Po
rt

la
nd

 R
eg

io
n 

ha
s 

sh
ow

n 
th

at
 it

 is
 p

os
si

bl
e 

to
 c

ou
nt

er
 th

is
 tr

en
d 

th
ro

ug
h 

co
m

pa
ct

 g
ro

w
th

 a
nd

 
by

 p
ro

vi
di

ng
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

op
tio

ns
.”

  M
et

ro
 d

oe
s 

no
t h

av
e 

th
e 

ab
ili

ty
 to

 m
ea

su
re

 r
eg

io
na

l V
M

T 
ve

ry
 a

cc
ur

at
el

y 
so

 d
ra

w
in

g 
an

y 
ki

nd
 

of
 c

on
cl

us
io

ns
 is

 r
is

ky
.  

Bu
t m

or
e 

im
po

rt
an

tly
, t

he
re

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
no

 e
vi

de
nc

e 
pu

t f
or

w
ar

d 
to

 s
up

po
rt

 th
is

 a
ss

er
tio

n.
   

 P
ag

e 
1-

42
: T

he
 

pr
im

ar
y 

ca
us

e 
of

 c
on

ge
st

io
n 

ev
er

yw
he

re
 in

 th
e 

co
un

tr
y 

is
 th

e 
fa

ilu
re

 to
 p

ri
ce

 h
ig

hw
ay

s 
co

rr
ec

tly
. W

ith
ou

t c
on

ge
st

io
n 

pr
ic

in
g,

 th
er

e 
w

ill
 b

e 
no

 r
ed

uc
tio

n 
in

 c
on

ge
st

io
n.

   
 P

ag
es

 1
-5

0 
an

d 
1-

51
: t

he
 d

at
a 

se
ts

 o
n 

th
es

e 
pa

ge
s 

ar
e 

ve
ry

 o
ut

 o
f d

at
e 

– 
go

in
g 

th
ro

ug
h 

20
00

 a
nd

 
20

01
, r

es
pe

ct
iv

el
y.

 T
he

 s
am

e 
is

 tr
ue

 w
ith

 tr
an

si
t d

at
a 

on
 p

ag
e 

1-
57

. T
he

re
 is

 n
o 

ex
cu

se
 fo

r 
us

in
g 

su
ch

 o
ld

 d
at

a 
an

d 
it 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
up

da
te

d 
be

fo
re

 fi
na

l p
la

n 
ad

op
tio

n.
   

  P
ag

e 
2-

7,
 V

IS
IO

N
 s

ta
te

m
en

t:
 th

er
e 

is
 n

o 
m

en
tio

n 
of

 c
on

ge
st

io
n 

re
lie

f, 
ye

t t
ha

t’
s 

th
e 

on
ly

 is
su

e 
m

os
t p

eo
pl

e 
ca

re
 a

bo
ut

.  
  P

ag
e 

2-
14

: t
he

 “
ta

rg
et

s”
 fo

r 
“a

ct
iv

e 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n”

 a
re

 s
ill

y.
 W

e 
do

n’
t n

ee
d 

ta
rg

et
s 

of
 a

ny
 ty

pe
 s

in
ce

 
pe

op
le

 s
ho

ul
d 

be
 fr

ee
 to

 tr
av

el
 a

ny
 w

ay
 th

ey
 w

an
t (

an
d 

ar
e 

pr
ep

ar
ed

 to
 p

ay
 fo

r)
. H

ow
ev

er
, i

f M
et

ro
 in

si
st

s 
on

 h
av

in
g 

th
em

, t
he

 
ta

rg
et

s 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

m
or

e 
th

an
 ju

st
 a

 fa
nt

as
y.

   
 P

ag
e 

2-
43

: t
he

 P
la

n 
cl

ai
m

s 
to

 p
ut

 tr
an

si
t p

ar
k-

an
d-

ri
de

s 
as

 th
e 

la
st

 p
ri

or
ity

, b
ut

 th
at

’s
 n

ot
 

th
e 

w
ay

 JP
A

CT
 s

pe
nd

s 
th

e 
m

on
ey

. I
n 

fa
ct

, i
f r

ai
l l

in
es

 d
id

 n
ot

 h
av

e 
so

 m
an

y 
pa

rk
-n

-r
id

es
, t

he
y 

w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

ve
ry

 fe
w

 p
as

se
ng

er
s.

 T
hi

s 
is

 
es

pe
ci

al
ly

 tr
ue

 fo
r 

th
e 

m
os

t r
ec

en
t p

ro
je

ct
, t

he
 G

re
en

 L
in

e.
 M

et
ro

 s
ho

ul
d 

st
op

 fa
nt

as
iz

in
g 

ab
ou

t l
ar

ge
 n

um
be

rs
 o

f p
eo

pl
e 

w
al

ki
ng

 o
r 

bi
ki

ng
 to

 tr
an

si
t (

es
pe

ci
al

ly
 o

ut
si

de
 th

e 
ci

ty
 c

en
te

r)
, a

nd
 a

dm
it 

th
at

 T
ri

M
et

 is
 h

ig
hl

y 
de

pe
nd

en
t o

n 
au

to
 a

cc
es

s 
to

 tr
an

si
t s

to
ps

.  
 H

CT
: 

th
e 

en
tir

e 
se

ct
io

n 
on

 H
CT

 is
 a

bs
ur

d;
 b

y 
an

y 
ob

je
ct

iv
e 

m
ea

su
re

, T
ri

M
et

’s
 r

ai
l p

ro
je

ct
s 

ar
e 

LO
W

-C
A

PA
CI

TY
 p

ro
je

ct
s 

w
he

n 
co

m
pa

re
d 

w
ith

 
a 

bu
sw

ay
 o

r 
a 

ra
pi

d-
bu

s 
pr

og
ra

m
. M

or
eo

ve
r,

 it
’s

 d
ou

bt
fu

l t
ha

t t
he

 P
or

tla
nd

 r
eg

io
n 

ha
s 

th
e 

de
ns

ity
 (o

r 
ev

er
 w

ill
) t

o 
ac

tu
al

ly
 ju

st
ify

 H
CT

 
in

ve
st

m
en

ts
. T

he
 c

ha
lle

ng
e 

fo
r 

th
is

 r
eg

io
n 

is
 to

 m
ov

e 
re

la
tiv

el
y 

sm
al

l n
um

be
rs

 o
f t

ra
ns

it 
cu

st
om

er
s 

fr
om

 m
an

y 
di

sp
er

se
d 

pl
ac

es
 to

 
m

an
y 

de
st

in
at

io
ns

. T
ru

e 
H

CT
 p

ro
je

ct
s 

ar
e 

un
su

ite
d 

to
 th

at
 ta

sk
.  

  P
ag

e 
2-

52
: t

he
 R

TP
 h

er
e 

ca
lls

 fo
r 

ex
pa

ns
io

n 
of

 F
re

qu
en

t S
er

vi
ce

 
bu

se
s,

 b
ut

 T
ri

M
et

 is
 a

ct
ua

lly
 c

ut
tin

g 
se

rv
ic

e.
   

  P
ag

e 
2-

54
: t

he
 p

la
n 

ca
lls

 fo
r 

ex
pa

nd
in

g 
co

m
m

ut
er

 r
ai

l. 
Th

is
 is

 r
id

ic
ul

ou
s.

 W
ES

 is
 a

 
co

m
pl

et
e 

fia
sc

o 
an

d 
ca

nn
ot

 s
uc

ce
ed

 e
ve

n 
in

 th
eo

ry
 (c

os
ts

 a
re

 to
o 

hi
gh

 a
nd

 p
ot

en
tia

l p
as

se
ng

er
 th

ro
ug

hp
ut

 is
 to

o 
lo

w
). 

M
et

ro
 s

ho
ul

d 
ac

ce
pt

 th
e 

fa
ct

 th
at

 c
om

m
ut

er
 r

ai
l i

s 
in

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e 

fo
r 

th
is

 r
eg

io
n.

   
 P

ag
e 

2-
57

: t
he

re
 is

 n
o 

m
en

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
ne

w
 r

oa
d 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 th
at

 is
 

ne
ed

ed
 to

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
fr

ei
gh

t.
   

 P
ag

e 
2-

80
: c

on
ge

st
io

n 
pr

ic
in

g 
is

 m
en

tio
ne

d 
br

ie
fly

 h
er

e 
in

 th
e 

co
nt

ex
t o

f H
B 

20
01

; h
ow

ev
er

, t
he

 
pl

an
 n

ee
ds

 m
uc

h 
m

or
e 

em
ph

as
is

. N
et

w
or

k-
w

id
e 

co
ng

es
tio

n 
pr

ic
in

g 
(f

or
 r

eg
io

na
l h

ig
hw

ay
s)

 is
 th

e 
O

N
LY

 s
tr

at
eg

y 
th

at
 w

ill
 g

en
er

at
e 

ad
eq

ua
te

 r
ev

en
ue

 fo
r 

ne
w

 c
ap

ac
ity

 w
hi

le
 s

up
pr

es
si

ng
 d

em
an

d 
at

 k
ey

 ti
m

es
 o

f t
he

 d
ay

 to
 e

ns
ur

e 
fr

ee
-f

lo
w

 c
on

di
tio

ns
.  

  

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 1



5/
7/

10
97

22
5

Jo
hn

 A
. 

Ch
ar

le
s 

Jr
. 

(c
on

tin
ue

d
)

Ca
sc

ad
e 

Po
lic

y 
In

st
itu

te
Pa

ge
 2

-8
4:

 e
m

pl
oy

er
-b

as
ed

 c
om

m
ut

er
 p

ro
gr

am
s 

ar
e 

hi
gh

ly
 o

ve
r-

ra
te

d.
 T

he
 d

at
a 

su
pp

lie
d 

to
 D

EQ
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
EC

O
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 b
as

ed
 

on
 s

ur
ve

ys
; e

m
pi

ri
ca

l f
ie

ld
 r

es
ea

rc
h 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
by

 C
as

ca
de

 P
ol

ic
y 

In
st

itu
te

 c
le

ar
ly

 s
ho

w
s 

th
at

 s
el

f-
re

po
rt

ed
 S

O
V 

co
m

m
ut

in
g 

by
 

em
pl

oy
er

s 
su

bj
ec

t t
o 

EC
O

 is
 s

ub
st

an
tia

lly
 u

nd
er

-s
ta

te
d.

 F
or

 in
st

an
ce

, a
ct

ua
l A

M
 p

ea
k 

co
m

m
ut

in
g 

by
 S

O
V 

is
 9

7%
 o

f t
ot

al
 tr

ip
s 

at
 th

e 
N

IK
E 

w
or

ld
 c

am
pu

s 
an

d 
96

%
 o

f t
ri

ps
 a

t t
he

 IN
TE

L 
ca

m
pu

s 
at

 H
aw

th
or

n 
Fa

rm
s,

 d
es

pi
te

 a
gg

re
ss

iv
e 

ef
fo

rt
s 

by
 th

e 
re

sp
ec

tiv
e 

em
pl

oy
er

s 
to

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 li

gh
t-

ra
il 

us
e.

 T
he

 E
CO

 r
ep

or
ts

 s
ub

m
itt

ed
 fo

r 
th

os
e 

w
or

kp
la

ce
s 

in
di

ca
te

 th
at

 a
ut

o 
us

e 
is

 o
nl

y 
in

 th
e 

m
id

-8
0%

 r
an

ge
. 

Th
os

e 
re

po
rt

s 
ar

e 
w

ro
ng

.  
  C

ha
ng

e 
of

 M
ob

ili
ty

 S
ta

nd
ar

ds
: T

he
 R

TP
 a

ss
er

ts
 th

at
, “

Th
e 

ex
is

tin
g 

V/
C 

fo
cu

se
d 

m
ob

ili
ty

 s
ta

nd
ar

ds
 o

nl
y 

te
ll 

pa
rt

 o
f t

he
 s

to
ry

.  
A

 m
or

e 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 fr
am

ew
or

k 
of

 m
ea

su
re

s 
is

 n
ee

de
d 

to
 d

ef
in

e 
su

cc
es

s…
” 

Th
is

 is
 in

co
rr

ec
t.

 F
ro

m
 th

e 
st

an
dp

oi
nt

 o
f t

he
 tr

av
el

er
, V

/C
 s

ta
nd

ar
ds

 d
o 

m
ea

su
re

 th
e 

th
in

gs
 th

at
 m

at
te

r 
– 

ho
w

 c
ro

w
de

d 
th

e 
ro

ad
w

ay
 is

 a
nd

 th
us

 w
ha

t t
he

 
av

er
ag

e 
sp

ee
d 

w
ill

 b
e.

 T
hi

s 
en

tir
e 

di
sc

us
si

on
 o

f “
al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
st

an
da

rd
s”

 is
 ju

st
 a

n 
at

te
m

pt
 b

y 
lo

ca
l p

la
nn

er
s 

to
 e

va
de

 th
ei

r 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

to
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

a 
fu

nc
tio

ni
ng

 r
oa

d 
sy

st
em

 a
nd

 s
w

itc
h 

th
e 

em
ph

as
is

 to
 ir

re
le

va
nt

 s
ch

em
es

 s
uc

h 
as

 T
O

D
, t

ra
ff

ic
 c

al
m

in
g,

 a
nd

 
la

nd
-u

se
 p

la
nn

in
g.

5/
7/

10
97

20
2

Ro
na

ld
 N

. 
Sw

ar
en

I t
hi

nk
 th

er
e 

ar
e 

a 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 e
rr

on
eo

us
 a

ss
um

pt
io

ns
 b

ei
ng

 m
ad

e 
in

 th
is

 R
TP

, a
t l

ea
st

 ju
dg

in
g 

by
 th

e 
su

m
m

ar
y 

on
 th

e 
ho

m
e 

pa
ge

.  
1.

 
A

ut
om

ob
ile

s 
ar

e 
an

d 
w

ill
 b

e 
a 

si
gn

fic
an

t c
on

tr
ib

ut
or

 to
 c

lim
at

e 
ch

an
ge

 w
hi

ch
 c

an
 b

e 
re

m
ed

ie
d.

   
   

W
ha

t a
bo

ut
 o

th
er

 s
ou

rc
es

 o
f 

em
is

si
on

s,
 s

uc
h 

as
 g

as
 o

r 
oi

l f
ur

na
ce

s?
 W

on
't 

la
rg

e 
nu

m
be

rs
 o

f p
eo

pl
e 

m
ov

in
g 

he
re

 le
ad

 to
 m

or
e 

em
is

si
on

s 
fr

om
 th

es
e 

so
ur

ce
s?

  P
lu

s 
w

e 
sh

ou
ld

 a
ls

o 
re

al
is

tic
al

ly
 c

on
si

de
r 

th
at

 th
e 

pr
es

su
re

 is
 n

ow
 w

id
es

pr
ea

d 
fo

r 
au

to
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

re
rs

 to
 p

ro
du

ce
 v

er
y 

hi
gh

ly
 fu

el
 e

ff
ic

ie
nt

 
ve

hi
cl

es
. I

n 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t r
ig

ht
 n

ow
, t

he
re

 a
re

 v
as

t n
um

be
rs

 o
f c

le
an

 b
ur

ni
ng

 p
ro

pu
ls

io
n 

sy
st

em
s 

fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 a
ut

om
ob

ile
s-

--
el

ec
tr

ic
, 

hy
dr

og
en

 fu
el

 c
el

l, 
ga

s 
or

 d
ie

se
l h

yb
ri

d,
 o

r 
bi

od
ie

se
l h

yb
ri

d.
   

 I 
th

in
k 

it 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

w
ro

ng
 to

 m
in

im
iz

e 
th

e 
ne

ed
 fo

r 
in

di
vi

du
al

s 
an

d 
fa

m
ili

es
 to

 m
ak

e 
us

e 
of

 p
er

so
na

l v
eh

ic
le

s 
if 

th
ei

r 
ec

on
om

ic
 c

ir
cu

m
st

an
ce

s 
de

m
an

d 
it.

 T
hu

s 
an

y 
RT

P 
sh

ou
ld

 a
llo

w
 p

eo
pl

e 
th

e 
fr

ee
do

m
 

to
 c

ho
os

e 
th

ei
r 

ow
n 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
no

t t
ry

 to
 in

du
ce

 p
eo

pl
e 

in
to

 o
ne

 s
ys

te
m

 o
r 

an
ot

he
r.

   
 F

in
al

ly
, t

he
re

 is
 v

ir
tu

al
ly

 n
o 

de
m

on
st

ra
bl

e 
pr

oo
f t

ha
t e

nc
ou

ra
gi

ng
 p

eo
pl

e 
to

 le
av

e 
th

ei
r 

au
to

m
ob

ile
s 

in
 fa

vo
r 

of
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

es
 w

ill
 h

av
e 

an
 e

ff
ec

t o
n 

cl
im

at
e.

 It
 is

  
al

on
g 

le
ap

 fr
om

 a
 th

eo
ry

 w
hi

ch
 s

til
l i

s 
no

t p
ro

ve
n 

to
 c

ra
ft

in
g 

a 
pu

bl
ic

 p
ol

ic
y 

to
 m

iti
ga

te
 c

er
ta

in
 e

ff
ec

ts
.  

  2
. B

ic
yc

lin
g 

is
 a

 c
on

si
st

en
tly

 
vi

ab
le

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

to
 o

th
er

 fo
rm

s 
of

 tr
an

si
t.

   
  B

ic
yc

lin
g 

is
 ti

m
e 

co
ns

um
in

g,
 it

 is
 d

an
ge

ro
us

 in
 in

cl
em

en
t w

ea
th

er
, i

t c
an

 le
ad

 to
 

re
pe

tit
iv

e 
m

ot
io

n 
in

ju
ri

es
, i

t i
s 

un
su

ita
bl

e 
fo

r 
ol

de
r 

pe
rs

on
s 

an
d 

yo
un

ge
r 

on
es

 w
ith

 d
is

ab
ili

tie
s.

   
 3

. P
op

ul
at

io
n 

gr
ow

th
 is

 in
ev

ita
bl

e 
an

d 
de

si
ra

bl
e.

   
 P

op
ul

at
io

n 
gr

ow
th

 w
ill

 r
eq

ui
re

 le
ng

th
y,

 ti
m

e 
co

ns
um

in
g 

pl
an

ni
ng

 d
is

cu
ss

io
ns

. I
n 

th
e 

pa
st

 u
rb

an
 r

eg
io

ns
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 
Po

rt
la

nd
, h

av
e 

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
d 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 d

ow
nt

ur
ns

 in
 p

op
ul

at
io

n.
 T

he
se

 w
er

e 
no

t c
au

se
d 

by
 p

la
nn

in
g 

or
 la

ck
 o

f p
la

nn
in

g,
 b

ut
 b

y 
la

rg
er

 
ec

on
om

ic
 fa

ct
or

s.
  H

ow
ev

er
, b

as
in

g 
po

lic
y 

pl
an

ni
ng

 o
n 

ra
pi

d 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

gr
ow

th
 c

om
m

its
 th

is
 r

eg
io

n 
to

 g
ro

ss
ly

 e
xp

en
si

ve
 p

ro
je

ct
s.

   
 4

. 
Ra

il 
ba

se
d 

m
as

s 
tr

an
si

t s
ys

te
m

s 
ar

e 
a 

re
as

on
ab

le
 p

re
pa

ra
tio

n 
to

 m
iti

ga
te

 u
nw

an
te

d 
fa

ct
or

s.
   

 M
os

t o
f t

he
 "

un
w

an
te

d 
fa

ct
or

s"
 a

re
 

ca
us

ed
 b

y 
ra

pi
d 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
gr

ow
th

, Y
et

 c
om

m
iti

ng
 to

 e
xp

en
si

ve
 s

ol
ut

io
ns

 w
ill

 fu
rt

he
r 

in
du

ce
 p

eo
pl

e 
to

 m
ov

e 
he

re
. I

t b
ec

om
es

 
de

fe
at

in
g 

cy
cl

e.

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 2



5/
7/

10
97

11
6

D
an

ie
l 

Ri
or

da
n

Ci
ty

 o
f F

or
es

t G
ro

ve
Th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

co
m

m
en

ts
 a

re
 m

ad
e 

in
 r

ef
er

en
ce

 to
 th

e 
A

Pr
il 

28
, 2

01
0 

ve
rs

io
n 

of
 th

e 
RT

FP
:  

  R
TF

P 
Ti

tle
 1

 –
 3

.0
8.

12
0(

B)
 –

 T
he

 
re

qu
ir

em
en

t t
o 

in
cl

ud
e 

im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

la
nd

 u
se

 r
eg

ul
at

io
ns

 in
 T

SP
s 

do
es

 n
ot

 s
ee

m
 n

ec
es

sa
ry

.  
Th

e 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

Pl
an

ni
ng

 R
ul

e 
al

re
ad

y 
ad

dr
es

se
s 

re
gu

la
tio

ns
 n

ec
es

sa
ry

 to
 im

pl
em

en
t a

 T
SP

.  
Fu

rt
he

rm
or

e,
 la

nd
 u

se
 r

eg
ul

at
io

ns
 s

ho
ul

d 
be

 in
cl

ud
ed

 in
 a

 z
on

in
g 

or
di

na
nc

e 
or

 la
nd

 d
iv

is
io

n 
or

di
na

nc
e 

ra
th

er
 th

an
 a

 T
SP

.  
  R

TF
P 

Ti
tle

 1
 –

 3
.0

8.
13

0(
A

) –
 T

he
 r

eq
ui

re
m

en
t t

o 
in

cl
ud

e 
im

pl
em

en
tin

g 
la

nd
 

us
e 

re
gu

la
tio

ns
 in

 T
SP

s 
do

es
 n

ot
 s

ee
m

 n
ec

es
sa

ry
.  

Th
e 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
ni

ng
 R

ul
e 

al
re

ad
y 

ad
dr

es
se

s 
re

gu
la

tio
ns

 n
ec

es
sa

ry
 to

 
im

pl
em

en
t a

 T
SP

.  
Fu

rt
he

rm
or

e,
 la

nd
 u

se
 r

eg
ul

at
io

ns
 s

ho
ul

d 
be

 in
cl

ud
ed

 in
 a

 z
on

in
g 

or
di

na
nc

e 
or

 la
nd

 d
iv

is
io

n 
or

di
na

nc
e 

ra
th

er
 th

an
 

a 
TS

P.
   

 R
TF

P 
Ti

tle
 4

 –
 3

.0
8.

41
0(

G
) –

 T
hi

s 
pr

ov
is

io
n 

st
at

es
 th

at
 c

iti
es

 a
nd

 c
ou

nt
ie

s 
re

qu
ir

e 
on

-s
tr

ee
t f

re
ig

ht
 lo

ad
in

g 
ar

ea
s 

at
 

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e 

lo
ca

tio
ns

 in
 c

en
te

rs
.  

O
n-

st
re

et
 fr

ei
gh

t l
oa

di
ng

 m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
in

 a
ll 

si
tu

at
io

ns
 e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 w
he

n 
of

f-
st

re
et

 lo
ad

in
g 

is
 

re
qu

ir
ed

 b
y 

lo
ca

l c
od

e.
  I

n 
ad

di
tio

n,
 th

e 
re

fe
re

nc
e 

to
 a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 lo

ca
tio

ns
 is

 v
ag

ue
.  

Re
vi

se
 w

or
di

ng
 to

 s
ta

te
 “

w
he

re
 o

ff
-s

tr
ee

t l
oa

di
ng

 
is

 n
ot

 r
eq

ui
re

d,
 c

iti
es

 a
nd

 c
ou

nt
ie

s 
sh

al
l a

llo
w

 fo
r 

on
-s

tr
ee

t l
oa

di
ng

 a
nd

 u
nl

oa
di

ng
 a

re
as

 w
ith

in
 c

en
te

rs
.  

  R
TF

P 
Ti

tle
 6

 –
 3

.0
8.

61
0(

B)
 –

 
Th

e 
in

te
nt

 o
f t

hi
s 

se
ct

io
n 

se
em

s 
to

 b
e 

th
at

 b
ot

h 
TS

P 
up

da
te

s 
an

d 
am

en
dm

en
ts

 b
e 

in
 c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
RT

FP
.  

Th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 
w

or
di

ng
 h

ow
ev

er
 o

nl
y 

re
qu

ir
es

 c
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

fo
r 

an
 a

m
en

dm
en

t.
  F

or
 c

la
ri

fic
at

io
n 

an
d 

co
ns

is
te

nc
y 

re
vi

se
 th

e 
w

or
di

ng
 a

s 
fo

llo
w

s:
 “

Ci
tie

s 
an

d 
co

un
tie

s 
th

at
 u

pd
at

e 
or

 a
m

en
d 

th
ei

r 
TS

Ps
 a

ft
er

 a
ck

no
w

le
dg

em
en

t o
f t

he
 R

TF
P 

or
 a

n 
am

en
dm

en
t t

o 
it,

 b
ut

 b
ef

or
e 

tw
o 

ye
ar

s 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

its
 a

ck
no

w
le

dg
m

en
t,

 s
ha

ll 
m

ak
e 

th
e 

TS
P 

up
da

te
 o

r 
am

en
dm

en
t i

n 
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
RT

FP
…

” 
   

RT
FP

 T
itl

e 
2 

– 
3.

08
.2

20
(B

) 
Th

is
 s

ec
tio

n 
st

at
es

 th
at

 fa
ci

lit
y 

de
si

gn
 is

 s
ub

je
ct

 to
 th

e 
ap

pr
ov

al
 o

f t
he

 fa
ci

lit
y 

ow
ne

r 
bu

t d
oe

s 
no

t i
de

nt
ify

 h
ow

 a
pp

ro
va

l i
s 

gr
an

te
d.

  I
t 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
he

lp
fu

l t
o 

cl
ar

ify
 w

ha
t i

s 
m

ea
nt

 b
y 

ap
pr

ov
al

.

5/
6/

10
97

08
0

Ra
y 

W
hi

tf
or

d
Cu

rr
en

t C
ou

nc
il 

Pr
es

id
en

t,
 S

t.
 T

im
ot

hy
 

Lu
th

er
an

 C
hu

rc
h

I a
m

 d
is

ap
po

in
te

d 
th

at
 fo

r 
SE

 P
or

tla
nd

 a
nd

 th
e 

Po
w

el
l B

lv
d 

H
CT

 c
or

ri
do

r 
th

is
 d

oc
um

en
t a

nd
 v

er
ba

l c
om

m
en

ts
 m

ad
e 

at
 a

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
m

ee
tin

g 
th

e 
Bu

s 
Ra

pi
d 

Tr
an

si
t o

pt
io

n 
is

 b
ei

ng
 d

oc
um

en
te

d 
(f

in
al

iz
ed

) i
nt

o 
th

is
 P

la
n.

  Y
ou

 h
av

en
't 

ev
en

 s
tu

di
ed

 w
hi

ch
 in

ve
st

m
en

t 
m

ak
es

 th
e 

be
st

 s
en

se
.  

Yo
u 

ar
e 

ju
st

 p
la

ci
ng

 S
E 

Po
rt

la
nd

 a
t t

he
 b

ot
to

m
 a

s 
ha

s 
be

en
 th

e 
ca

se
 fo

r 
de

ca
de

s.
   

   
Po

w
el

l B
lv

d 
sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
in

ve
st

m
en

ts
 m

ad
e 

to
 im

pr
ov

e 
th

e 
co

rr
id

or
 th

at
 d

on
't 

im
pe

de
 o

n 
th

e 
cu

rr
en

t c
ap

ac
ity

 o
f t

he
 r

oa
d 

sy
st

em
 (i

t i
s 

a 
St

at
e 

H
ig

hw
ay

). 
 B

ut
 

U
S 

26
 s

ho
ul

d 
de

to
ur

 S
ou

th
 a

t I
-2

05
 a

nd
 h

ea
d 

Ea
st

 a
t t

he
 n

ew
 S

un
ri

se
 C

or
ri

do
r.

  T
ha

t w
ou

ld
 h

el
p 

us
 in

 O
ut

er
 S

E 
PD

X 
to

 m
ov

e 
Po

w
el

l 
to

w
ar

d 
a 

m
or

e 
sa

fe
 a

nd
 lo

ca
l a

ss
et

 (r
ou

nd
-a

bo
ut

s,
 s

af
et

y 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t a
t 1

44
th

/1
45

th
 (I

 h
av

e 
a 

su
gg

es
tio

n 
ab

ou
t t

ha
t s

itu
at

io
n 

th
at

 
in

vo
lv

es
 th

e 
W

at
er

 B
. l

an
d)

, s
lo

w
er

 s
pe

ed
s,

 S
m

ar
t G

ro
w

th
, e

tc
.).

  A
 L

ig
ht

 R
ai

l l
in

e 
in

 th
e 

In
te

r-
SE

 a
re

a 
se

em
s 

to
 n

ee
d 

so
m

e 
el

ev
at

ed
 

se
ct

io
ns

 W
es

t o
f 5

2s
t.

  I
t w

ill
 fo

llo
w

 th
e 

ol
d 

M
t.

 H
oo

d 
Fr

ee
w

ay
 r

ig
ht

 o
f w

ay
 ti

ll 
10

2n
d 

an
d 

th
en

 m
ov

e 
to

 th
e 

ce
nt

er
 li

ke
 M

A
X 

do
es

 
al

on
g 

E 
Bu

rn
si

de
 a

t 1
48

th
.  

Th
e 

N
um

be
r 

9 
an

d 
4 

Bu
s 

Ro
ut

es
 n

ee
d 

m
uc

h 
hi

gh
er

 c
ap

ac
ity

.  
M

or
e 

bu
se

s 
ar

e 
no

t g
oi

ng
 to

 w
or

k 
an

d 
w

id
er

 
ro

ad
s 

ar
e 

un
ac

ce
pt

ab
le

.  
Ri

gh
t n

ow
, a

 b
us

 r
id

er
 h

as
 to

 w
al

k 
a 

1/
4 

m
ile

 (u
p 

a 
hi

ll)
 to

 tr
an

sf
er

 o
nt

o 
th

e 
M

A
X 

G
re

en
 li

ne
.  

G
o 

un
de

r 
I-2

05
 

or
 o

ve
r 

it 
w

ith
 M

A
X 

to
 g

et
 th

is
 fi

xe
d.

   
 T

ha
nk

s 
fo

r 
lis

te
ni

ng
.

5/
6/

10
97

00
8

Ci
nd

y 
Ki

m
bl

e
N

on
e

In
 B

ea
ve

rt
on

, t
o 

im
pr

ov
e 

tr
af

fic
 fl

ow
, t

he
re

 is
 a

 p
ro

po
sa

l t
o 

ex
te

nd
 1

25
th

 A
ve

 th
ro

ug
h 

a 
gr

ee
ns

pa
ce

 fr
om

 G
re

en
w

ay
 to

 H
al

l B
lv

d.
  

Si
nc

e 
fir

st
 p

ro
po

se
d 

ov
er

 3
0 

ye
ar

s 
ag

o,
 h

om
es

 h
av

e 
be

en
 b

ui
lt 

al
l a

lo
ng

 th
is

 g
re

en
sp

ac
e,

 a
nd

 it
 is

 p
ar

t o
f h

om
e 

at
tr

ac
tio

n 
an

d 
va

lu
e.

  
W

e 
ar

e 
co

nc
er

ne
d 

th
at

 th
is

 r
oa

d 
w

ill
 b

e 
bu

ilt
 a

s 
it 

is
 u

nn
ec

es
sa

ry
:  

it 
w

ou
ld

 c
re

at
e 

to
o 

m
an

y 
ar

te
ri

al
 r

oa
ds

 in
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

lo
ca

tio
n 

(o
nl

y 
2 

bl
oc

ks
 a

pa
rt

 in
 th

is
 3

/4
 m

ile
 p

ro
je

ct
 a

re
a)

 ta
ki

ng
 a

w
ay

 fr
om

 li
va

bi
lit

y;
 o

th
er

 la
rg

e 
ro

ad
s 

ru
n 

al
m

os
t e

xa
ct

ly
 p

ar
al

le
l t

o 
it 

pr
ov

id
in

g 
ad

eq
ua

te
 tr

an
sp

or
t;

 o
th

er
 m

aj
or

 a
rt

er
ia

ls
 c

ou
ld

 b
e 

im
pr

ov
ed

 to
 p

re
ve

nt
 tr

af
fic

 c
on

ge
st

io
n 

in
st

ea
d 

of
 p

av
in

g 
th

is
 u

nc
om

m
on

 fo
re

st
ed

 
ar

ea
 o

f B
ea

ve
rt

on
; i

t i
s 

of
 h

ug
e 

ex
pe

ns
e,

 y
et

 w
ou

ld
 b

en
ef

it 
on

ly
 a

 s
m

al
l p

or
tio

n 
of

 B
ea

ve
rt

on
; t

he
 e

xp
en

se
 is

 p
ro

hi
bi

tiv
e 

w
ith

 a
ll 

th
e 

ot
he

r 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

tr
af

fic
 p

ro
je

ct
s 

an
d 

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 in
 th

e 
ar

ea
.  

W
e 

ho
pe

 th
is

 p
ro

po
sa

l i
s 

no
t i

n 
th

e 
20

35
 P

la
n 

an
d 

w
is

h 
to

 e
xp

re
ss

 th
e 

op
po

si
tio

n 
of

 h
un

dr
ed

s 
of

 B
ea

ve
rt

on
ia

ns
 to

 th
is

 p
ro

je
ct

.  
Th

an
k 

yo
u.

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 3



5/
4/

10
97

06
2

G
eo

rg
e 

&
 

A
nn

ie
 

Vi
gi

le
os

Ci
tiz

en
s,

 r
es

id
en

ts
, a

nd
 

ho
m

eo
w

ne
rs

 o
f 

Tu
al

at
in

W
e 

ar
e 

op
po

se
d 

to
 M

et
ro

 P
ro

je
ct

 #
10

73
1 

( T
ua

la
tin

 R
d/

Lo
w

er
 B

oo
ne

s 
Fe

rr
y 

Rd
) i

n 
th

e 
20

35
 R

TP
, a

nd
 r

eq
ue

st
 it

s 
de

le
tio

n 
fr

om
 th

e 
lis

t 
of

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 fo

r 
th

e 
RT

P,
 a

nd
 th

e 
de

le
tio

n 
of

 a
ll 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 r

ef
er

en
ce

s 
to

 s
am

e 
in

 a
ny

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

RT
P 

do
cu

m
en

ts
.  

  O
ur

 s
tr

on
g 

fe
el

in
gs

 o
f o

pp
os

iti
on

 to
 P

ro
je

ct
 #

10
73

1 
ar

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 s

ev
er

al
 c

on
cl

us
io

ns
 a

rr
iv

ed
 a

t i
n 

st
ud

yi
ng

 th
e 

hi
st

or
y 

an
d 

ci
rc

um
st

an
ce

s 
su

rr
ou

nd
in

g 
th

e 
ev

ol
ut

io
n 

of
 P

ro
je

ct
 1

07
31

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 r

el
at

ed
 in

iti
at

iv
es

.  
Th

os
e 

m
an

y 
co

nc
lu

si
on

s 
an

d 
co

nc
er

ns
 in

cl
ud

e 
bu

t a
re

 n
ot

 
lim

ite
d 

to
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

fo
ur

:  
  1

. T
he

 s
ho

rt
co

m
in

gs
 a

nd
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

ou
tc

om
es

 in
 p

ro
ce

ed
in

g 
w

ith
 th

is
 p

ro
je

ct
 d

ra
m

at
ic

al
ly

 o
ut

w
ei

gh
 th

e 
re

pu
te

d 
be

ne
fit

s 
fo

r 
th

e 
ve

st
ed

 r
es

id
en

ts
 a

nd
 c

iti
ze

ns
 o

f t
he

 a
re

a 
(v

er
su

s 
th

e 
m

os
t l

ik
el

y 
're

al
' b

en
ef

ic
ia

ri
es

, n
am

el
y 

Le
ve

to
n-

ar
ea

 
bu

si
ne

ss
es

, a
nd

 p
as

s 
th

ro
ug

h 
tr

af
fic

.) 
 S

im
pl

y 
pu

t,
 th

is
 p

ro
je

ct
 te

ar
s 

th
ro

ug
h 

an
d 

se
ve

re
ly

 a
nd

 p
er

m
an

en
tly

 s
ca

rs
 th

e 
m

os
t c

he
ri

sh
ed

 
pa

rk
 o

f t
hi

s 
co

m
m

un
ity

, a
nd

 s
ev

er
el

y 
im

pa
ir

s 
th

e 
liv

ab
ili

ty
 a

nd
 e

nj
oy

m
en

t o
f r

es
id

en
ts

 o
f N

or
th

 T
ua

la
tin

 b
y 

ex
pa

nd
in

g 
th

e 
Tu

al
at

in
 

Ro
ad

 fu
nc

tio
n 

be
yo

nd
 it

s 
cu

rr
en

t u
se

 a
s 

a 
re

si
de

nt
ia

l a
nd

 lo
ca

l a
cc

es
s 

th
or

ou
gh

fa
re

.  
  2

. T
he

 a
ud

it 
tr

ai
l o

n 
re

co
rd

 fo
r 

th
e 

pu
rs

ui
t o

f 
pu

bl
ic

 in
vo

lv
em

en
t o

r 
ci

tiz
en

 in
vo

lv
em

en
t p

ro
vi

de
s 

pe
rs

is
te

nt
 n

on
-t

ri
vi

al
 in

di
ca

to
rs

 th
at

 s
uc

h 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t w
as

 r
es

po
nd

ed
 to

 
di

sm
is

si
ve

ly
 o

r 
co

nd
uc

te
d 

w
ith

 o
nl

y 
pe

rf
un

ct
or

y 
in

te
re

st
 in

 th
e 

de
ci

si
on

 m
ak

in
g 

pr
oc

es
s.

   
 3

. T
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 e
ng

ag
em

en
t m

et
ho

ds
, a

t 
le

as
t i

n 
so

m
e 

ca
se

s,
 w

er
e 

de
si

gn
ed

 to
 d

iv
er

t p
ub

lic
 a

tt
en

tio
n 

fr
om

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n.
   

  M
or

e 
sp

ec
ifi

ca
lly

, t
he

re
 w

as
 n

o 
co

ns
is

te
nt

 a
nd

 
un

ifo
rm

 id
en

tif
yi

ng
 a

nd
 n

am
in

g 
pr

ac
tic

e 
or

 s
ta

nd
ar

d 
fo

r 
th

e 
'in

iti
at

iv
es

' u
nd

er
 c

on
si

de
ra

tio
n 

w
hi

ch
 d

ea
lt 

w
ith

 a
n 

al
ig

nm
en

t f
ro

m
 

Lo
w

er
 B

oo
ne

s 
Fe

rr
y 

Rd
. c

on
ne

ct
in

g 
ac

ro
ss

 th
e 

Tu
al

at
in

 C
om

m
un

ity
 P

ar
k 

to
 a

 T
ua

la
tin

 R
oa

d 
Ex

te
ns

io
n.

   
Th

is
 s

er
ve

d 
to

 c
on

fu
se

, 
m

is
di

re
ct

, a
nd

 o
bf

us
ca

te
 th

e 
on

go
in

g 
pl

an
ni

ng
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

 to
 e

ve
n 

th
e 

m
os

t i
nf

or
m

ed
 a

nd
 c

on
ce

rn
ed

 T
ua

la
tin

 c
iti

ze
ns

.  
Th

us
, n

o 
w

el
l-

in
te

nd
ed

, i
nv

ol
ve

d 
ci

tiz
en

 c
ou

ld
 s

ta
y 

on
 to

p 
of

 th
e 

is
su

es
 a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 o
ng

oi
ng

 d
is

cu
ss

io
ns

 fo
r 

th
e 

fo
llo

w
in

g 
pr

oj
ec

ts
:  

   
  1

. 
"T

ua
la

tin
 R

oa
d 

Ex
te

ns
io

n"
,  

   
2.

 "
M

et
ro

 P
ro

je
ct

 1
07

31
",

   
  3

. "
Th

e 
N

or
th

er
n 

A
rt

er
ia

l o
f A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
7"

,  
   

  e
tc

., 
al

l o
f w

hi
ch

 w
er

e 
co

nc
ur

re
nt

ly
 in

 o
ff

ic
ia

l a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n 
so

m
ew

he
re

.  
  4

. W
e 

ha
ve

 r
ea

so
n 

to
 b

el
ie

ve
 th

at
 th

e 
ar

ea
's

  c
ur

re
nt

 m
an

ife
st

 tr
af

fic
 is

 
la

rg
el

y 
lo

ca
l o

r 
re

gi
on

al
, b

ut
 th

e 
so

lu
tio

ns
 lo

ok
ed

 a
t t

hu
s 

fa
r 

se
em

 to
 r

es
po

nd
 to

 a
n 

in
du

ce
d 

(a
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

ed
) t

ra
ff

ic
 lo

ad
 o

f p
as

s-
th

ro
ug

h 
ve

hi
cl

es
. T

hu
s 

ar
e 

w
e 

be
in

g 
fo

rc
ed

 to
 a

 tr
af

fic
 s

ol
ut

io
n 

th
at

 r
es

po
nd

s 
to

 a
 fu

tu
re

 tr
af

fic
 p

ro
bl

em
 w

hi
ch

 is
 a

ls
o 

be
in

g 
im

po
se

d 
on

 u
s 

by
 o

th
er

 d
el

ib
er

at
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

 d
ec

is
io

ns
? 

   
W

e 
be

lie
ve

 th
at

 a
 c

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 r
ev

ie
w

 a
nd

 r
ea

ss
es

sm
en

t i
s 

ne
ed

ed
 in

 a
dd

re
ss

in
g 

th
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
ne

ed
s 

an
d 

ch
al

le
ng

es
 in

 th
e 

Tu
al

at
in

 a
re

a,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

th
e 

as
su

m
pt

io
ns

 a
nd

 ju
st

ifi
ca

tio
ns

 fo
r 

de
te

rm
in

in
g 

tr
ue

 
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
, t

ru
e 

be
ne

fic
ia

ri
es

, t
ru

e 
st

ak
eh

ol
de

rs
, a

nd
 tr

ue
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

es
 w

ith
in

 a
nd

 w
ith

ou
t t

he
 r

eg
io

ns
/ 

co
rr

id
or

s 
un

de
r 

co
ns

id
er

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 w

e 
lo

ok
 fo

rw
ar

d 
to

 a
 m

or
e 

co
nv

in
ci

ng
 a

nd
 c

om
m

itt
ed

 p
ub

lic
 in

vo
lv

em
en

t p
ro

ce
ss

.  
  T

ha
nk

 y
ou

 fo
r 

'th
is

 
op

po
rt

un
ity

' t
o 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

in
 c

iti
ze

n 
in

pu
t a

nd
 in

vo
lv

em
en

t.
   

 B
es

t r
eg

ar
ds

,  
  G

eo
rg

e 
&

 A
nn

ie
 V

ig
ile

os

5/
4/

10
97

06
2

Ch
ri

st
in

e 
Tu

ns
ta

ll
I s

up
po

rt
 th

e 
Tu

al
at

in
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il'
s 

le
tt

er
 r

eq
ue

st
in

g 
th

e 
re

m
ov

al
 o

f P
ro

je
ct

 #
10

73
1:

 T
ua

la
tin

 R
oa

d/
Lo

w
er

 B
oo

ne
s 

Fe
rr

y 
Ro

ad
 fr

om
 

Tu
al

at
in

 to
 E

xi
t 2

90
 fr

om
 th

e 
Re

gi
on

al
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Pl

an
.  

  T
he

 p
ro

po
se

d 
Tu

al
at

in
 R

oa
d 

ex
te

ns
io

n 
w

as
 s

la
te

d 
to

 c
ut

 th
ro

ug
h 

a 
w

el
l 

ut
ili

ze
d 

Co
m

m
un

ity
 P

ar
k.

 T
he

 n
oi

se
 a

nd
 p

ol
lu

tio
n 

ge
ne

ra
te

d 
by

 c
on

tin
uo

us
 h

ea
vy

 tr
af

fic
 w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
de

st
ro

ye
d 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
's

 
en

jo
ym

en
t o

f o
ur

 p
ar

k.
 T

he
 r

oa
dw

ay
 w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 w

ith
in

 1
00

 fe
et

 o
f t

he
 b

as
eb

al
l o

ut
fie

ld
. T

he
 tr

uc
ks

 a
nd

 c
ar

 tr
af

fic
 w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
cr

ea
te

d 
an

 u
ni

nt
er

ru
pt

ed
 d

in
 th

at
 w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
ca

rr
ie

d 
to

 w
al

ki
ng

 p
at

hs
 in

 n
at

iv
e 

ar
ea

s 
al

on
g 

th
e 

ri
ve

r,
 th

e 
ch

ild
re

n'
s 

pl
ay

 a
re

a,
 th

e 
sk

at
e 

pa
rk

, a
nd

 th
e 

ne
w

 p
ed

es
tr

ia
n 

br
id

ge
 o

ve
r 

th
e 

ri
ve

r.
 W

hy
 w

ou
ld

 w
e 

de
ve

lo
p 

a 
pa

rk
 w

ith
 s

o 
m

an
y 

w
on

de
rf

ul
 fe

at
ur

es
, t

he
n 

bu
ild

 
a 

ro
ad

w
ay

 th
ro

ug
h 

it?
  D

ue
 to

 th
e 

m
an

y 
ph

ys
ic

al
 li

m
ita

tio
ns

 o
f t

he
 r

iv
er

 a
nd

 w
et

la
nd

s 
in

 o
ur

 c
ity

 c
en

te
r,

 th
er

e 
is

 li
tt

le
 r

oo
m

 fo
r 

ad
di

tio
na

l t
ra

ns
ie

nt
 tr

af
fic

.T
he

 r
es

id
en

ts
 o

f T
ua

la
tin

 w
an

t t
o 

pr
es

er
ve

 o
ur

 s
m

al
l t

ow
n 

ch
ar

ac
te

r.
   

 In
 th

e 
fu

tu
re

, i
t w

ou
ld

 b
e 

pr
ud

en
t t

o 
pe

rf
or

m
 tr

af
fic

 a
nd

 e
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l i

m
pa

ct
 s

tu
di

es
 e

ar
lie

r 
in

 th
e 

pr
oc

es
s 

of
 p

la
nn

in
g 

ne
w

 r
oa

ds
. I

f m
or

e 
Tu

al
at

in
 c

iti
ze

ns
 h

ad
 b

ee
n 

in
vo

lv
ed

 s
oo

ne
r 

in
 th

is
 p

ro
ce

ss
, t

hi
s 

pr
oj

ec
t c

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 d

is
cu

ss
ed

 a
nd

 d
is

m
is

se
d 

at
 a

 m
uc

h 
ea

rl
ie

r 
po

in
t i

n 
re

gi
on

al
 p

la
nn

in
g.

 
Th

er
e 

ha
s 

be
en

 in
ad

eq
ua

te
 s

tu
dy

 o
f t

ra
ff

ic
 s

ou
rc

es
 a

nd
 d

es
tin

at
io

ns
 a

nd
 c

on
si

de
ra

tio
n 

of
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

so
lu

tio
ns

. T
he

 
Ci

ty
's

 o
ut

da
te

d 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

Pl
an

 n
ee

ds
 to

 b
e 

up
da

te
d 

to
 in

co
rp

or
at

e 
ot

he
r 

po
ss

ib
ili

tie
s.

 L
oc

al
 g

ov
er

nm
en

ts
 n

ee
d 

to
 b

e 
he

ld
 to

 a
 

hi
gh

er
 s

ta
nd

ar
d 

of
 c

iti
ze

n 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t t
o 

pr
ev

en
t a

 r
ee

na
ct

m
en

t o
f t

hi
s 

so
rt

 o
f u

nd
es

ir
ab

le
 p

ro
po

sa
l. 

 I 
ur

ge
 y

ou
 to

 ta
ke

 a
ct

io
n 

to
 

re
m

ov
e 

th
is

 p
ro

je
ct

 fr
om

 M
et

ro
's

 R
TP

.

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 4



5/
3/

10
97

22
4

N
an

cy
 

Sc
hm

id
t

RT
P 

st
af

f, 
   

A
s 

a 
co

nc
er

ne
d,

 n
at

ur
e-

lo
vi

ng
 c

iti
ze

n 
w

ho
, a

lo
ng

 w
ith

 m
an

y 
pr

ec
io

us
 a

ni
m

al
s 

an
d 

m
ag

ni
fic

en
t t

re
es

 e
nj

oy
s 

th
e 

se
re

ni
ty

 
an

d 
be

au
ty

 o
f T

ua
la

tin
 C

om
m

un
ity

 P
ar

k,
 I 

pe
tit

io
n 

th
at

 p
ro

je
ct

 #
10

73
1 

be
 d

ro
pp

ed
 fr

om
 th

e 
Re

gi
on

al
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Pl

an
 p

ro
je

ct
 li

st
. 

Th
e 

de
st

ru
ct

io
n 

th
is

 p
ro

je
ct

 w
ou

ld
 c

au
se

 in
 te

rm
s 

of
 li

fe
's

 m
os

t v
al

ua
bl

e 
as

se
ts

 is
 u

nc
al

cu
ab

le
. D

ro
p 

pr
oj

ec
t 1

07
31

!  
  T

ha
nk

 y
ou

,  
N

an
cy

 S
ch

m
id

t

5/
3/

10
97

06
2

Ed
w

ar
d 

Ba
rt

le
tt

Tu
al

at
in

 r
es

id
en

t
D

ea
r 

M
et

ro
 C

ou
nc

il,
   

  I
 h

av
e 

an
 u

rg
en

t r
eq

ue
st

 fo
r 

yo
u.

 T
he

 C
ity

 o
f T

ua
la

tin
 h

as
 s

en
t a

 le
tt

er
 r

eq
ue

st
in

g 
re

m
ov

al
 o

f P
ro

je
ct

 1
07

31
 

fr
om

 th
e 

ne
w

 r
eg

io
na

l t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

pl
an

. I
 a

ls
o 

re
qu

es
t t

ha
t y

ou
 r

em
ov

e 
th

is
 p

ro
je

ct
. T

hi
s 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
an

 e
xt

re
m

el
y 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
Tu

al
at

in
 a

nd
 o

n 
m

y 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
. I

 h
av

e 
m

et
 w

ith
 m

y 
ne

ig
hb

or
s 

an
d 

w
e 

ha
ve

 fo
un

d 
th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

to
 b

e 
tr

ue
 c

on
ce

rn
s:

   
  

Th
e 

di
st

ur
bi

ng
 in

cr
ea

se
 in

 th
ro

ug
h 

tr
af

fic
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 la
rg

e 
tr

uc
ks

, w
ill

 c
re

at
e 

an
 u

ns
af

e 
co

nd
iti

on
 fo

r 
th

e 
ch

ild
re

n 
an

d 
ot

he
r 

re
si

de
nt

s 
of

 
N

or
th

 T
ua

la
tin

.  
   

Th
e 

pr
op

os
al

 w
as

 c
re

at
ed

 a
nd

 s
en

t t
o 

M
et

ro
 w

ith
ou

t a
de

qu
at

e 
no

tif
ic

at
io

n 
an

d 
pu

bl
ic

 in
vo

lv
em

en
t o

f t
he

 r
es

id
en

ts
 

of
 T

ua
la

tin
.  

W
e 

es
tim

at
e 

th
at

 le
ss

 th
an

 1
%

 o
f t

he
 r

es
id

en
ts

 o
f T

ua
la

tin
 w

er
e 

aw
ar

e 
of

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 r
ou

te
 o

ve
r 

 T
ua

la
tin

 C
om

m
un

ity
 

Pa
rk

.  
   

H
un

dr
ed

s 
of

 T
ua

la
tin

 v
ot

er
s 

ha
ve

 s
po

ke
n 

ou
t a

ga
in

st
 th

is
 r

ou
te

 o
ve

r 
th

e 
pa

rk
 b

ec
au

se
 it

 w
ou

ld
 c

au
se

 ir
re

pa
ra

bl
e 

ha
rm

 to
 th

e 
se

re
ni

ty
 a

nd
 e

nj
oy

m
en

t o
f t

he
 P

ar
k.

   
  U

na
cc

ep
ta

bl
e 

in
te

rf
er

en
ce

 w
ith

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 th

e 
en

tir
e 

N
or

th
 T

ua
la

tin
 N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d.

   
  T

w
o 

Ci
ty

 
A

dv
is

or
y 

Co
m

m
itt

ee
s 

vo
te

d 
to

 r
em

ov
e 

it.
   

  T
he

re
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

in
ad

eq
ua

te
 s

tu
dy

 o
f s

ou
rc

es
 a

nd
 d

es
tin

at
io

ns
 o

f t
ra

ff
ic

 a
nd

 c
on

si
de

ra
tio

n 
of

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

so
lu

tio
ns

. T
he

 C
ity

's
 o

ut
da

te
d 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
 n

ee
ds

 to
 b

e 
up

da
te

d 
to

 in
co

rp
or

at
e 

ot
he

r 
po

ss
ib

ili
tie

s.
   

 I 
ur

ge
 y

ou
 to

 
re

m
ov

e 
pr

oj
ec

t 1
07

31
 fr

om
 th

e 
ne

w
 r

eg
io

na
l t

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
pl

an
. T

od
ay

 I 
w

en
t d

oo
r 

to
 d

oo
r 

to
 1

00
 h

ou
se

s 
ur

gi
ng

 n
ei

gh
bo

rs
 to

 s
en

d 
yo

u 
em

ai
l, 

or
 a

tt
en

d 
th

e 
m

ee
tin

g 
Th

ur
sd

ay
, M

ay
 6

.  
  T

ha
nk

 y
ou

 fo
r 

yo
ur

 c
on

si
de

ra
tio

n.
 B

es
t r

eg
ar

ds
,  

Ed
 B

ar
tle

tt

4/
30

/1
0

97
06

2
D

ic
k 

Pi
az

za
Th

e 
pl

an
 in

cl
ud

es
 a

 p
ro

je
ct

 th
at

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
w

ith
dr

aw
n 

by
 th

e 
Ci

ty
 o

f T
ua

la
tin

.  
It

 is
 p

ro
je

ct
 #

10
73

1 
- T

ua
la

tin
 R

oa
d 

Ex
te

ns
io

n.
  I

t w
as

 a
 

ba
d 

id
ea

 th
at

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 h

ad
 to

 u
nc

ov
er

.  
Th

er
e 

w
er

e 
no

 o
pe

n 
ho

us
es

 a
s 

th
er

e 
w

er
e 

fo
r 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 1
 -6

 o
f t

he
 9

9W
-I-

5 
co

nn
ec

to
r.

  
W

e 
di

d 
no

t k
no

w
 it

 w
as

 g
oi

ng
 to

 b
e 

a 
ga

te
w

ay
 r

oa
d 

to
 N

ew
be

rg
.  

W
he

n 
w

e 
fo

un
d 

ou
t,

 w
e 

to
ld

 th
e 

ci
ty

 to
 p

ul
l t

he
 p

ro
je

ct
.  

Yo
u 

ne
ed

 
to

 r
em

ov
e 

it.
  P

ub
lic

 p
ro

ce
ss

 is
 s

up
po

se
 to

 in
fo

rm
.  

Th
is

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
ve

ry
 d

is
co

ur
ag

in
g.

4/
18

/1
0

97
22

3
Er

ik
 

H
al

st
ea

d
D

ai
ly

 T
ri

M
et

 b
us

 (n
ot

 
M

A
X,

 W
ES

 o
r 

St
re

et
ca

r)
 r

id
er

Li
ke

 m
os

t M
et

ro
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

pl
an

s,
 th

is
 p

la
n 

is
 v

er
y 

lig
ht

 o
n 

an
y 

bu
s 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t,

 a
nd

 is
 v

er
y 

bi
as

ed
 to

w
ar

ds
 r

ai
l i

m
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 - 
ev

en
 th

ou
gh

 th
er

e 
is

 a
 p

at
te

rn
 th

at
 o

nc
e 

ra
il 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
re

 b
ui

lt 
- b

us
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

ha
ve

 to
 b

e 
cu

t t
o 

pa
y 

fo
r 

th
e 

ra
il.

   
 A

 c
om

pl
et

e 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

sy
st

em
 w

ill
 in

cl
ud

e 
go

od
, h

ig
h 

qu
al

ity
 b

us
 s

er
vi

ce
 - 

no
t j

us
t e

xp
en

si
ve

 B
RT

 p
ro

je
ct

s,
 b

ut
 d

oo
r-

to
-d

oo
r,

 lo
ca

l b
us

 
se

rv
ic

es
.  

Lo
ok

 a
ro

un
d 

in
 E

ur
op

e 
- e

ve
ry

 c
ity

 in
 E

ur
op

e,
 e

ve
n 

th
e 

sm
al

le
st

 o
f c

om
m

un
iti

es
 w

ith
 ju

st
 a

 th
ou

sa
nd

 o
r 

so
 r

es
id

en
ts

, u
p 

to
 

th
e 

m
aj

or
 c

iti
es

 li
ke

 B
er

lin
, A

m
st

er
da

m
, C

op
en

ha
ve

n,
 P

ar
is

 - 
ev

en
 L

on
do

n 
- h

av
e 

m
aj

or
, h

ig
h 

qu
al

ity
, w

el
l-i

nv
es

te
d 

bu
s 

sy
st

em
s.

  
Lo

nd
on

 is
 w

or
ld

 fa
m

ou
s 

fo
r 

its
 b

us
 s

ys
te

m
 o

f d
ou

bl
e-

de
ck

er
 b

us
es

, a
nd

 o
ve

r 
50

%
 o

f i
ts

 b
us

 s
to

ps
 a

re
 fu

lly
 im

pr
ov

ed
 w

ith
 s

he
lte

rs
 a

nd
 

ot
he

r 
am

en
iti

es
.  

  M
et

ro
, h

ow
ev

er
, s

ee
m

s 
co

nt
en

t w
ith

 T
ri

M
et

's
 r

el
at

iv
el

y 
th

ir
d-

w
or

ld
 b

us
 s

ys
te

m
, w

ith
 a

n 
an

ci
en

t b
us

 fl
ee

t,
 o

nl
y 

on
e-

in
-e

ig
ht

 s
to

ps
 h

as
 a

 s
he

lte
r 

(a
nd

 e
ve

n 
of

 th
os

e 
st

op
s,

 m
an

y 
of

 th
os

e 
st

op
s 

la
ck

 A
D

A
 a

cc
es

s 
be

tw
ee

n 
sh

el
te

r 
an

d 
st

re
et

!)
, f

ew
 b

us
 

st
op

s 
ha

ve
 a

ny
 a

dd
iti

on
al

 a
m

en
iti

es
 li

ke
 T

ra
ns

it 
Tr

ac
ke

r 
si

gn
s 

or
 a

de
qu

at
e 

lig
ht

in
g 

or
 b

us
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
si

gn
s.

  T
hi

s 
is

 a
 s

ys
te

m
 th

at
 is

 
fa

ili
ng

 to
da

y,
 a

nd
 c

ou
ld

 b
e 

fix
ed

 fo
r 

th
e 

en
tir

e 
Tr

iM
et

 s
er

vi
ce

 d
is

tr
ic

t,
 fo

r 
le

ss
 th

an
 th

e 
co

st
 o

f o
ne

 li
gh

t r
ai

l l
in

e.
   

 R
em

em
be

r:
  O

nc
e 

yo
u 

ge
t o

ff
 o

f a
 li

gh
t r

ai
l t

ra
in

, h
ow

 d
o 

yo
u 

ge
t t

o 
yo

ur
 d

es
tin

at
io

n?
  N

ot
 e

ve
ry

 d
es

tin
at

io
n 

is
 r

ig
ht

 a
t a

 li
gh

t r
ai

l s
to

p 
- t

he
 b

us
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

th
at

 e
ss

en
tia

l l
as

t m
ile

 li
nk

.  
W

ha
t i

f t
he

re
 is

 n
o 

bu
s?

  T
ha

t c
re

at
es

 m
or

e 
au

to
 tr

af
fic

.  
  M

et
ro

 n
ee

ds
 to

 o
w

n 
up

 to
 th

is
 s

ys
te

m
ic

 fa
ilu

re
 

in
 o

ur
 r

eg
io

n'
s 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
ne

tw
or

k,
 a

nd
 m

ak
e 

su
re

 th
at

 w
e 

ha
ve

 a
 fu

nc
tio

ni
ng

, w
or

ld
-c

la
ss

 b
us

 s
ys

te
m

 n
ow

.  
In

 2
03

0,
 if

 w
e 

do
n'

t 
ha

ve
 a

 g
oo

d 
bu

s 
sy

st
em

, w
ill

 r
es

id
en

ts
 tr

us
t t

he
 n

on
-b

us
 s

ys
te

m
?

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 5



4/
13

/1
0

97
14

0
Ro

be
rt

 
G

al
at

i, 
PE

Ci
ty

 o
f S

he
rw

oo
d,

 C
ity

 
En

gi
ne

er
I w

ill
 fo

cu
s 

m
y 

co
m

m
en

ts
 o

n 
th

e 
M

ob
ili

ty
 C

or
ri

do
r 

#2
0 

an
al

ys
is

.  
  T

o 
be

gi
n 

th
e 

tit
le

 o
f t

he
 s

ec
tio

n 
is

 T
ig

ar
d 

to
 S

he
rw

oo
d 

&
 S

he
rw

oo
d 

to
 N

ew
bu

rg
.  

H
ow

ev
er

 th
e 

co
rr

id
or

 a
na

ly
si

s 
fa

lls
 d

ra
st

ic
al

ly
 s

ho
rt

 o
f p

ro
vi

di
ng

 a
ny

 a
na

ly
si

s 
of

 H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9W

 th
ro

ug
h 

Sh
er

w
oo

d,
 a

nd
 

ig
no

re
s 

co
m

pl
et

el
y 

th
e 

se
ct

io
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

Sh
er

w
oo

d 
an

d 
N

ew
bu

rg
.  

  S
he

rw
oo

d 
ha

s 
fo

ur
 m

aj
or

 r
oa

dw
ay

s 
w

hi
ch

 in
te

rs
ec

ts
 w

ith
 

H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9W

, t
he

se
 b

ei
ng

 R
oy

 R
og

er
s 

Ro
ad

/T
ua

la
tin

-S
he

rw
oo

d 
Ro

ad
, E

dy
 R

oa
d,

 M
ei

ne
ck

e 
Ro

ad
, a

nd
 K

ru
ge

r-
El

w
er

t/
Su

ns
et

 R
oa

d.
 O

f 
th

es
e 

in
te

rs
ec

tio
ns

 o
nl

y 
Ro

y 
Ro

ge
rs

/T
ua

la
tin

-S
he

rw
oo

d 
Ro

ad
 w

as
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

a 
ba

si
c 

an
al

ys
is

.  
Th

e 
ot

he
r 

ro
ad

s 
m

en
tio

ne
d 

ac
t a

s 
by

-
pa

ss
 r

ou
te

s 
fo

r 
tr

af
fic

 tr
yi

ng
 to

 a
vo

id
 tr

av
el

lin
g 

al
on

g 
H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9W
.  

Th
es

e 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

ns
 s

ho
ul

d 
al

so
 b

e 
in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

co
rr

id
or

 
an

al
ys

is
 a

s 
th

ey
 a

re
 d

ir
ec

tly
 im

pa
ct

ed
 b

y 
H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9W
 tr

af
fic

 fl
ow

s.
   

 A
ls

o,
 a

s 
no

te
d 

un
de

r 
th

e 
Sa

fe
ty

 D
ef

ic
ie

nc
ie

s 
(p

ag
e 

4-
14

9)
, 

H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9W

 is
 r

at
ed

 a
s 

Ca
te

go
ry

 4
 a

nd
 5

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
O

D
O

T 
SP

IS
 li

st
in

g.
  D

oe
s 

th
is

 r
at

in
g 

st
op

 b
ef

or
e 

Sh
er

w
oo

d 
or

 d
oe

s 
it 

co
nt

in
ue

 
on

 th
ro

ug
h 

Sh
er

w
oo

d 
to

 N
ew

bu
rg

? 
 T

hi
s 

an
al

ys
is

 d
oe

s 
no

t s
pe

ci
fy

 th
e 

lim
its

 w
he

re
 th

e 
ra

tin
g 

of
 4

 a
nd

 5
 o

cc
ur

.  
A

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
lim

its
 o

f t
he

 S
PI

S 
lis

tin
g 

ne
ed

s 
to

 b
e 

pr
ov

id
ed

 fo
r 

th
e 

ex
te

nt
 o

f C
or

ri
do

r 
#2

0 
th

ro
ug

h 
to

 N
ew

bu
rg

.  
  F

in
al

ly
, t

he
 e

m
ph

as
is

 o
f H

CT
 fo

r 
th

e 
ne

ar
 te

rm
 s

ol
ut

io
n 

to
 th

e 
tr

af
fic

 p
ro

bl
em

s 
al

on
g 

H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9W

 th
ro

ug
h 

Sh
er

w
oo

d,
 a

nd
 fr

om
 S

he
rw

oo
d 

to
 N

ew
bu

rg
 d

oe
s 

no
t 

pr
ov

id
e 

an
 a

de
qu

at
e 

so
lu

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
is

su
es

 s
ur

ro
un

di
ng

 th
e 

in
te

rs
ec

tio
ns

 li
st

ed
 a

bo
ve

.  
Th

e 
H

CT
 g

oa
l s

ho
ul

d 
be

 p
la

ce
d 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
to

 
co

rr
ec

tin
g 

th
e 

m
or

e 
im

m
ed

ia
te

 n
ee

ds
, i

ss
ue

s 
an

d 
pr

ob
le

m
s 

fa
ce

d 
by

 tr
af

fic
 a

lo
ng

 H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9W

 a
t t

he
 in

te
rs

ec
tio

ns
 li

st
ed

 a
bo

ve
.  

  I
 

am
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

to
 d

is
cu

ss
 m

y 
co

m
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 m
y 

re
as

on
in

g 
w

ith
 y

ou
 a

t a
ny

 ti
m

e.

4/
3/

10
97

07
0

Jo
n 

D
. 

Ch
av

er
s

Po
rt

la
nd

 S
ta

te
 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 s

tu
de

nt
Th

e 
ne

ed
 in

 W
ils

on
vi

lle
 fo

r 
ar

te
ri

al
 la

ne
s 

pa
ra

lle
l t

o 
I-5

 is
 v

ita
l. 

   
 B

oo
ne

s 
Fe

rr
y 

Ro
ad

, i
n 

th
e 

vi
ci

ni
ty

 o
f S

W
 9

5t
h 

an
d 

SW
 C

om
m

er
ce

 
Ci

rc
le

, i
s 

no
w

 d
is

co
nt

in
uo

us
 th

an
ks

 to
 th

e 
la

st
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t t
o 

th
e 

N
or

th
 W

ils
on

vi
lle

/E
lli

gs
en

 R
oa

d 
In

te
rc

ha
ng

e.
 S

ev
er

al
 b

us
in

es
se

s 
lo

st
 d

ir
ec

t a
cc

es
s 

to
 I-

5 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 th
is

 p
ro

je
ct

. B
oo

ne
s 

Fe
rr

y 
Ro

ad
 m

us
t b

e 
re

co
nn

ec
te

d.
   

  T
ra

ff
ic

 b
ot

tle
ne

ck
s 

at
 W

ils
on

vi
lle

 o
n 

I-5
 is

 
a 

co
m

m
on

 o
cc

ur
en

ce
. T

ot
al

 r
el

ia
nc

e 
on

 I-
5 

fo
r 

al
l l

oc
al

 n
or

th
/s

ou
th

 tr
af

fic
 is

 a
 m

is
ta

ke
. B

oo
ne

's
 F

er
ry

, o
pe

ra
tin

g 
be

tw
ee

n 
W

ils
on

vi
lle

 
an

d 
Fr

en
ch

 P
ra

ir
ie

, w
as

 r
ep

la
ce

d 
by

 th
e 

Bo
on

e 
Br

id
ge

 w
ith

 th
e 

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

of
 I-

5.
 B

y 
pu

tt
in

g 
al

l o
f o

ur
 tr

an
si

t e
gg

s 
in

 th
is

 o
ne

 b
as

ke
t,

 
th

e 
re

gi
on

 h
as

 a
l b

ut
 a

sk
ed

 fo
r 

co
ng

es
tio

n 
at

 th
is

 c
ho

ke
 p

oi
nt

. B
y 

on
ce

 a
ga

in
 o

pe
ra

tin
g 

th
e 

ac
tu

al
 B

oo
ne

s 
Fe

rr
y,

 w
hi

ch
 h

as
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
hi

st
or

ic
al

 r
el

ev
an

ce
 in

 th
e 

ar
ea

, a
lo

ng
si

de
 I-

5,
 lo

ca
l t

ra
ff

ic
 c

an
 b

yp
as

s 
th

e 
in

te
rs

ta
te

 a
nd

 r
es

id
en

ts
 c

an
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
a 

pi
ec

e 
of

 h
is

to
ry

 a
t 

a 
pr

is
tin

e 
ri

ve
r 

cr
os

si
ng

.

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 6



3/
24

/1
0

97
12

3
D

am
ia

n 
M

ill
er

Le
w

is
 &

 C
la

rk
 C

ol
le

ge
, 

W
as

hC
oB

TC
 (n

ot
 

sp
ea

ki
ng

 in
 o

ff
ic

ia
l 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 fo
r 

ei
th

er
)

Fr
om

 m
y 

pe
rs

pe
ct

iv
e 

in
 W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
Co

un
ty

, t
he

 R
TP

 s
ee

m
s 

to
 m

e 
to

 b
e 

sa
yi

ng
 o

ne
 th

in
g,

 a
nd

 d
oi

ng
 s

om
et

hi
ng

 e
ls

e.
<b

r 
/>

<b
r 

/>
   

 
Th

e 
gl

os
sy

 fr
on

t m
at

te
r 

of
 th

e 
RT

P 
m

ak
es

 th
e 

ca
se

 fo
r 

th
e 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l, 
co

m
m

un
ity

, a
nd

 e
co

no
m

ic
 b

en
ef

its
 o

f b
ui

ld
in

g 
"e

ff
ic

ie
nt

 
ur

ba
n 

fo
rm

,"
 o

f b
ui

ld
in

g 
an

d 
co

nn
ec

tin
g 

ke
y 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t,

 s
ho

pp
in

g,
 c

iv
ic

 a
nd

 c
ul

tu
ra

l d
es

tin
at

io
ns

 w
ith

 a
n 

ey
e 

to
 fa

ci
lit

at
in

g 
bi

cy
cl

e,
 

pe
de

st
ri

an
, a

nd
 tr

an
si

t a
cc

es
s.

<b
r 

/>
<b

r 
/>

   
 B

ut
 w

he
n 

yo
u 

ge
t i

nt
o 

Ch
ap

te
r 

5,
 o

ne
 fi

nd
s 

th
at

 fo
r 

m
an

y 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
Co

un
ty

 c
en

te
rs

 
an

d 
co

rr
id

or
s,

 th
e 

20
35

 F
ed

er
al

 P
ri

or
ity

 s
ys

te
m

 w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

no
 im

pa
ct

 o
n,

 o
r 

ev
en

 <
em

>d
ec

re
as

e<
/e

m
> 

no
n-

si
ng

le
-o

cc
up

an
cy

-v
eh

ic
le

 
m

od
e 

sh
ar

e.
<b

r 
/>

<b
r 

/>
   

 T
hi

s 
is

 r
ef

le
ct

ed
 w

he
n 

yo
u 

ge
t i

nt
o 

th
e 

ac
tu

al
 p

ro
je

ct
 li

st
. O

ft
en

 r
el

at
iv

el
y 

lo
w

-c
os

t p
ro

je
ct

s 
th

at
 w

ou
ld

 
im

pr
ov

e 
bi

ke
-p

ed
es

tr
ia

n-
tr

an
si

t c
on

ne
ct

io
ns

 in
 a

re
as

 th
at

 a
re

 a
lr

ea
dy

 b
ui

lt 
w

ith
 a

 d
en

si
ty

 a
nd

 la
yo

ut
 th

at
 s

up
po

rt
 n

on
-a

ut
o 

tr
av

el
, a

re
 

po
st

po
ne

d 
un

til
 th

e 
20

18
-2

02
5 

tim
e 

pe
ri

od
. (

E.
g.

 P
ro

je
ct

 ID
's

 1
08

47
 &

 1
08

49
, w

hi
ch

 a
re

 c
lo

se
 to

 m
y 

he
ar

t)
. M

ea
nw

hi
le

, e
xp

en
si

ve
 b

ig
 

ar
te

ri
al

 e
xp

an
si

on
s 

al
l o

ve
r 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

co
un

ty
 a

re
 w

el
l f

un
de

d 
in

 th
e 

20
08

-2
01

7 
tim

ef
ra

m
e.

<b
r 

/>
<b

r 
/>

   
  I

 h
av

e 
si

m
ila

r 
w

or
ri

es
 

ab
ou

t t
he

 d
is

co
nn

ec
t b

et
w

ee
n 

st
at

ed
 e

qu
ity

 g
oa

ls
 a

nd
 th

e 
ac

tu
al

 p
ro

je
ct

 li
st

. T
ak

in
g 

m
y 

lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

ity
 a

s 
an

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 th

er
e 

se
em

s 
to

 b
e 

a 
pr

of
us

io
n 

of
 p

ro
je

ct
s 

in
 th

e 
O

re
nc

o/
Ta

na
sb

ou
rn

e 
ar

ea
s,

 b
ut

 p
re

ci
ou

s 
lit

tle
 b

ei
ng

 d
on

e 
to

 im
pr

ov
e 

no
n-

au
to

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
in

 
th

e 
TV

 H
w

y 
co

rr
id

or
 a

nd
 d

ow
nt

ow
n 

H
ill

sb
or

o,
 a

re
as

 w
ho

se
 lo

w
-in

co
m

e 
an

d 
im

m
ig

ra
nt

 p
op

ul
at

io
ns

 u
se

 tr
an

si
t i

nt
en

se
ly

, b
ut

 a
re

 
po

or
ly

 s
er

ve
d 

by
 it

.<
br

 /
><

br
 /

> 
   

W
hi

le
 I 

su
pp

os
e 

th
at

 th
e 

sl
an

t o
f p

ro
je

ct
s 

in
 W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
Co

un
ty

 is
 w

ha
t i

t i
s 

be
ca

us
e 

of
 th

e 
de

si
re

s 
of

 lo
ca

l g
ov

er
nm

en
ts

 a
nd

 la
rg

e 
em

pl
oy

er
s,

 I 
th

in
k 

th
at

 th
e 

RT
P 

do
es

 a
 d

is
se

rv
ic

e 
to

 o
ur

 c
on

ve
rs

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t f

ut
ur

e 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

la
nd

 u
se

, i
n 

co
ve

ri
ng

 o
ve

r 
w

ha
t i

s 
ac

tu
al

ly
 p

la
nn

ed
 w

ith
 g

re
en

 a
nd

 e
qu

ity
 la

ng
ua

ge
. I

t w
ou

ld
 b

e 
in

fin
ite

ly
 m

or
e 

ho
ne

st
 to

 s
ta

te
 th

at
, 

du
e 

to
 th

e 
de

si
re

s 
of

 lo
ca

l c
on

st
itu

en
ci

es
, W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
co

un
ty

 h
as

 c
ho

se
n 

to
 fo

cu
s 

on
 la

rg
e 

ar
te

ri
al

s 
an

d 
au

to
-o

ri
en

te
d 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t,

 
fo

cu
si

ng
 w

ha
t b

ik
e-

pe
de

st
ri

an
-t

ra
ns

it 
do

lla
rs

 th
er

e 
ar

e 
on

 u
ps

ca
le

 a
re

as
 n

ea
r 

hi
gh

w
ay

 2
6.

<b
r 

/>
<b

r 
/>

   
 S

ig
h.

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 7



4.1 Ordinance No. 10-1241, For the Purpose of Amending the 2004 Regional Transportation 
Plan to Comply with State Law; To Add the Regional Transportation Systems Management 
and Operations Action Plan, the Regional Freight Plan and the High Capacity Transit System 
Plan; To Amend the Regional Transportation Functional Plan and Add it to the Metro Code; 
To Amend the Regional Framework Plan; And to Amend the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan.  

 
Councilor Burkholder moved the ordinance. Councilor Collette seconded. 
 
Councilor Burkholder noted the four-year timeline and noted primary objectives and overall 
themes of the plan. He discussed iterations and noted the revolutionary nature of the plan, both for 
the region and on a national level. He noted its utility and its role as a model for the rest of the 
country.  
 
Council President Bragdon opened a public hearing on Ordinance No. 10-1241. 
 
Mara Gross, Policy Director, Coalition for a Livable Future, provided testimony on future plans and 
specific recommendations on the Regional Transportation Plan. She said the Council should revisit 
the project list, and maintain equity as a primary theme throughout. She discussed health, safety, 
and affordability. Councilor Collette asked about addressing the project list. Councilor Liberty asked 
about bus operations.  
 
Roger Arerbeck, Portland, provided testimony on RTP goals and pedestrian vision. He said safe 
pedestrian access was key and that safety should be an urgent priority in corridor development. He 
touched on the importance of funding allocation for under-represented groups. 
 
Garik Kransky, Bicycle Transportation Alliance, provided testimony on state-mandated 
greenhouse gas reduction goals. He said the RTP could do more to increase transportation choices 
and decrease the necessity to drive. He said overall, though, the bicycle portion of the RTP was very 
strong. 
 
Marianne Fitzgerald,  Southwest Neighborhoods Inc., provided testimony on the importance of 
regional investment in multi-modal systems. She supported increased livability standards and 
ensuring the Barbur corridor was planned correctly. 
 
Reba Tobey, Tualatin, provided testimony on specific projects regarding Tualatin Ferry Road and 
the Tualatin community. She noted the importance of Tualatin’s parks and open spaces. 
 
Christine Tunstall, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding support of Tualatin City Council’s 
removal of specific projects involving Tualatin Ferry Road. She noted the importance of the current 
parks and open spaces in the area. She noted the need for increased citizen involvement in the 
Tualatin area. 
 
Kathy Newcomb, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding project 10731. She said citizen 
involvement was completely inadequate in Tualatin. She was concerned that Tualatin was the most 
underserved Tri-Met area in the region. She discussed the formation of a traffic advisory 
committee.   
 
Cathy Holland, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding removing project 10731. She discussed 
complex issues related to the city of Tualatin. She discussed specific areas and traffic management 
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alternatives and noted the need for true cooperation and collaboration. She requested immediate 
action. Councilors Collette and Liberty thanked individuals for their thoughtful testimony and 
excellent organizational efforts.  
 
Dolores Hurtado, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding removing project 10731. She discussed 
Tualatin’s public involvement process and noted how nice it would have been to receive relevant 
information on the project and plan earlier on. She discussed organizational efforts and park 
protection. 
 
Katy Brooks, Port of Vancouver, provided testimony on freight inclusion in the RTP. She discussed 
the importance of freight in transportation planning and the increased importance of looking at 
freight functionality on both sides of the river. Councilor Park discussed timelines for different 
projects.  
 
Jason Barbour, Portland, provided testimony on increased funds for public transit and 
transportation rather than large capital projects. He talked about fund allocations for services and 
prioritization. He discussed transportation fares and discrepancies in who pays and how much. 
Councilor Liberty asked Mr. Barbour what he would do as the Tri-Met General Manager. President 
Bragdon discussed the idea of specific metrics for services and route details. Mr. Barbour discussed 
listing details in the RTP and investment plan. Councilor Burkholder discussed maintenance and 
operations issues.  
 
Toni Anderson, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding the I-5/99W Connector project. She 
discussed highway lanes and congestion issues.  
 
Dennis Wells, Tualatin, provided testimony regarding project 10731 or the “Bridge over the park.” 
He discussed personal relationships with the park and its important role in the community. He said 
there wasn’t simply opposition, but a legitimate exercise in community organizing. He said it was an 
emotional item in Tualatin. 
 
Council President Bragdon closed the public hearing and assigned Ordinance No. 10-1241 to June 
10th, 2010. 
 
Kim Ellis, Metro Transportation Planner, discussed specific project removal from the RTP including 
project 10731. She said reevaluations had taken place. Councilor Burkholder discussed cost 
discrepancies and project priorities. Councilor Burkholder asked about project processes and 
connection to the RTP project list. Ms. Ellis provided detailed update and policy framework 
specifics.  
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Anderson, Toni 
 
From: Toni Anderson [tntanderson@reachone.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 2:14 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Cc: 'kelsey.newell@oregonmetro.gov'; 'GreatestPlace@oregonmetro.gov'; 

'louogden@yahoo.com'; 'chris@mustardpeople.com'; 
'etruax@royalaa.com'; 'jay@h-mc.com'; 'joelle.d.davis@gmail.com'; 
'maddux01@verizon.net'; 'SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us'; 
'smbeikman@verizon.net'; 'bethanygreg@verizon.net'; 
'mmckillip@ci.tualatin.OR.us' 

Subject: RTP Comments:  remove the project known as #10731 - Tualatin Road 
Extension & Bridge over the park  

 
PLEASE ENTER AS TESTIMONY FOR MAY 6 MEETING 
 
I am a Tualatin resident and am greatly disturbed by the plans for any further  
99W to I-5 connector through our small town.  We already have a huge connector  
on Tualatin-Sherwood Rd.  It should be improved and better utilized.   
 
Also I do not want to see any disturbance of our beautiful peaceful parks.   
More traffic through our town would result from an additional connector.   
This causes more POLLUTION.  We don't want that increased health concern. 
  
Citizens weren't consulted about this fiasco and a hundred people showed up  
at a meeting speaking against it on very short notice.  As a result, two of our city  
advisory committees voted it down and the city of Tualatin itself has requested  
this plan be removed from Metro's RTP.  Please honor these opinions and remove it. 
 
Sincerely,  
Toni Anderson 
17790 SW Cheyenne Way 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
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Cusack, Tom/Oregon Housing Blog 

 

May 1, 2010 

To: Portland Metro Council via rtp@oregonmetro.gov 
FM: Tom Cusack [housepdx@gmail.com], Oregon Housing Blog 
Subject: Comments on Metro Regional 2035 Transportation Plan 
Good afternoon, this is Tom Cusack in Lake Oswego. I am writing to comment on the draft 2035 
Regional Transportation Plan found on your website: 
http://library.oregonmetro.gov/files//03_22_10_2035_rtp_final_web.pdf. 

This is a summary analysis of problems I see with the plan (Details and corrective actions and a 
recap table follow below this summary): 

1. The plan has significant problems in consistently and correctly stating measures of 
housing and transportation affordability, one of the key outcomes of the plan.   

2. The plan includes NO baseline data for the proposed combined housing/transportation 
cost index information for the region as a whole, or for sub regions or political 
jurisdictions against which future progress is to be measured. The plan includes no 
phased targets for reductions in housing/transportation cost burdens; a single 2035 goal 
of “a reduction” is NOT sufficient. 

3. The plan continues to use a “one off” method of calculating housing/transportation 
affordability that does not match a nationally standardized methodology for which data 
is available (to block group levels) for 337 Metro areas, including Portland. [See H+T 
index]. 

4. No rationale has been provided for the proposed use of a standard that 50% of income 
for housing and transportation is “affordable”. Such a standard would exceed the 45% 
of income housing/transportation affordability threshold used in the nationwide 
housing and transportation affordability index . [See H+T index method].  Also, use of a 
20% threshold for transportation affordability that the Metro standard incorporates 
would be 33% HIGHER than the 15% transportation affordability threshold contained 
within the nationwide Housing and Transportation index. 
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Comment 1: Within 8 pages, the plan has two different definitions of affordable housing.  

On Page  G-1, Housing ‘Affordability” is defined as “The cost of housing as a percentage of 
household income. Housing is considered unaffordable when housing costs exceed a threshold 
percentage – nationally that standard ranges from 25 to 33 percent. 
 

On page G-9, Housing Affordability is defined as “The availability of housing such that no more 
than 30 percent of monthly household income be spent on shelter” 

Correction 1:  Change both references to read: 

 “Housing affordability is defined using a percentage of gross household income. Housing is 
considered affordable when it costs 30% or less of gross household income. “ 

Comment 2: The plan contains two DIFFERENT targets for a combined housing/transportation 
affordability index with no baseline or intermediate goals. There needs to be a single target 
applied at the regional, sub regional and political jurisdictional level. 

The plan has two different goals stated for reducing combined housing and transportation cost 
burden goals.  One goal focuses on reduction of the % of households with cost burdens while 
the other focuses on reducing the combined cost for an AVERAGE household. Based on prior 
reports and discussions, my understanding is that the regional goal previously agreed to was a 
reduction in the percentage of renter households paying more than a threshold percentage of 
income for housing/transportation, when compared to a 2000 baseline. However the 
transportation plan shows two DIFFERENT goals, neither which accurately state the prior 
agreed upon outcome

1. Not indicating the level from which the reduction is to occur  

: 

On Page 2-15 the Performance Target set for Housing/Transportation Cost Burdens is stated as  
“By 2035, reduce the average household combined cost of housing and transportation by 
25 percent compared to 2000. “ 
 

On page 3-11 the combined housing/transportation affordability goals is stated as  
“Reduce the share of households in the region spending more than 50 percent of 
household income on housing and transportation combined.” 
 

These goals are contradictory, and with either of both  

2. Not indicating any specific goal for the reduction.  
3. Not indicating a data source that is transparent. 
4. Not indicating that there are sub regional targets. 
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Without those details it will be impossible to assess whether a significant reduction has 
occurred and if so whether the Greatest Place outcome goal that states “The benefits and 
burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably” has been met. 

Correction 2

Comment 3: The plan continues to use a “one off” method of calculating 
housing/transportation affordability that does not match a nationally standardized 
methodology for which data is available (to block group levels) for 337 Metro areas, including 
Portland. [See 

:  (See Comments for more details) Change both references to read “For the 
region, sub regions, and Metro cities achieve measurable periodic reductions in the 
percentage of renter households paying more than 45% of income for 
housing/transportation, when compared to a 2000 baseline (and using a national housing 
transportation/housing index), with 5% reductions as the target every 5 years. (2015, 2020, 
2025, 2030, 2035)”. 

 

H+T index]. 
 

Correction 3: Obtain, use and publish Portland metro H+T index data down to the CT, TAZ, sub 
regional and city areas, modifying only if changes are transparent and necessary to match the 
regional adopted definition of affordability (which focuses on renter affordability).  

Comment 4: No rationale has been provided for the proposed use of a standard that 50% of 
income for housing and transportation is “affordable”. Such a standard would exceed the 45% 
of income housing/transportation affordability threshold used in the nationwide housing and 
transportation affordability index. Also, use of a 20% threshold for transportation affordability 
that the Metro standard incorporates would be 33% HIGHER than the 15% transportation 
affordability threshold contained within the nationwide Housing and Transportation index. (I.E. 
Housing @30% + Transportation@15%=45% total). 

Correction 4: Use 45% of income as the standard for affordability, NOT 50% of income. 
(Definition in Corrective Action 2 uses this level of income). 
 

Recap:

Comment 

 Oregon Housing Blog, Four Summary Comments and FOUR Corrective Actions, 
Regional Transportation Plan, April 2010 

Existing Plan Language Correction 

Comment 1: Within 8 pages, 
the plan has two different 
definitions of affordable 

On Page  G-1, Housing 
‘Affordability” is defined as 
“The cost of housing as a 
percentage of household 

Correction 1:  Change both 
references to read:  “Housing 
affordability is defined using 
a percentage of gross 
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Comment Existing Plan Language Correction 

housing.  

 

income. Housing is considered 
unaffordable when housing 
costs exceed a threshold 
percentage – nationally that 
standard ranges from 25 to 33 
percent. 
On page G-9, Housing 
Affordability is defined as “The 
availability of housing such 
that no more than 30 percent 
of monthly household income 
be spent on shelter” 

household income. Housing is 
considered affordable when 
it costs 30% or less of gross 
household income. “ 

Comment 2: The plan 
contains two DIFFERENT 
contradictory targets for a 
combined 
housing/transportation 
affordability index with no 
baseline, interim, or sub 
regional goals. 

On Page 2-15 the performance 
target set for 
Housing/Transportation Cost 
Burdens is stated as  
“By 2035, reduce the average 
household combined cost of 
housing and transportation by 
25 percent compared to 2000. 
“ 
On page 3-11 the combined 
housing/transportation 
affordability goals is stated as  
“Reduce the share of 
households in the region 
spending more than 50 percent 
of household income on 
housing and transportation 
combined.” 

Correction 2:  Change both 
references to read: For the 
region, sub regions, and 
Metro cities achieve 
measurable periodic 
reductions in the percentage 
of renter households paying 
more than 45% of income for 
housing/transportation, 
when compared to a 2000 
baseline (and using a national 
housing 
transportation/housing 
index), with 5% reductions 
every 5 years. (2015, 2020, 
2025, 2030, 2035) 
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Comment Existing Plan Language Correction 

Comment 3: The plan 
continues to use a “one off” 
method of calculating 
housing/transportation 
affordability that does not 
match a nationally 
standardized methodology 
for which data is available 
(to block group levels) for 
337 Metro areas, including 
Portland. [See H+T index]. 

Specifics of how housing 
transportation affordability are 
measured and sub regional 
data not included in 
transportation plan. 

Correction 3.:

Comment 4: No rationale 
has been provided for the 
use of a standard that 50% 
of income for housing and 
transportation is 
“affordable”. Such a 
standard would exceed the 
45% of income housing/ 
transportation affordability 
threshold used in the 
nationwide 

 Obtain, use and 
publish H+T index data down 
to the CT, TAZ, sub regional 
and city levels, modifying only 
if changes are transparent and 
necessary to match the 
regional adopted definition of 
affordability (which focuses on 
renter affordability).  

H+T index. Also, 
use of a 20% transportation 
affordability threshold that 
the Metro standard 
incorporates is 33% HIGHER 
than the 15% transportation 
affordability threshold used 
within the nationwide H+T 
index. 

Specifics of how housing 
transportation affordability are 
measured and sub regional 
data not included in the 
transportation plan. 

Correction 4: Use 45% of 
income as the standard for 
affordability, NOT 50% of 
income. (Definition in 
Corrective Action 2

 

 
 
 
 

 uses this 
level of income). 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 87

http://www.civicfootprint.org/�
http://www.civicfootprint.org/�
http://www.civicfootprint.org/�
http://www.civicfootprint.org/�
http://www.civicfootprint.org/�


Barnes, Bob 
 
From: bobfrances@comcast.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 9:57 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Bridge over the Tualatin park 
 
Don`t build the damn bridge!!!!  We are tired of even hearing about it.  You want to take care of 
your regional traffic problems there is plenty of land south of Tualatin.  We are being treated as 
second class citizens behind the ducks.  Build through our neighborhood so as not to disturb the 
ducks?  Well the ducks don`t vote but we do. Again, don`t build the bridge and stop with the 
harasement about it.  And just in case you think the bridge would somehow solve Tualatins 
traffic problems by dumping I-5 traffic into downtown Tualatin  think again!!!   
  
  
Bob Barnes  
 

 
Cesnalis, John and Carol 

 
From: John Cesnalis [jcesnalis@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 11:22 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Delete project #10731 
 
Dear Metro Council President and Council men and women: 
  
We strongly urge you to delete project #10731 from the Metro Transportation Plan.  The 
Tualatin City mayor and councilors have done so with the Tualatin T. P.  A highway and bridge 
through any of our community parks, but especially this most heavily used and cherished one, is 
not the way to deal with our transportation needs. 
  
We plan to help with the various citizen groups who have recently come forward, and with our 
Tualatin city mayor, council members and staff to come up with other viable solutions.  Options 
again being considered are more local bus services and the extension of 124th street to 
Tonquin Road,  then east to a Boones Ferry road connection.   
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My husband and I (33 year residents of Tualatin,) feel strongly that the quality of life amenities 
provided by our city parks, (and the reason many families have located here in the first place,) 
should not be destroyed by any type of through-way highway. 
Please delete project #10731 from the Metro Transportation Plan.  Thank you. 
  
Very truly your, 
Carol & John Cesnalis 
8675 S.W. Chinook St. 
Tualatin, OR. 97062 
 
 

Estes, James 
 
From: JAMES ESTES [jimestes1@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 1:51 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: opposition to traffic bridge through tualatin community park (project  10731) 
 
My wife and I have lived and raised our family  in Tualatin for the past 40 years .  During this 
time we have never actively opposed any advancements related to growth in the area as we 
understand the need for change . In the above referenced project 10731 we REQUEST THAT 
THE PROJECT BE TAKEN OUT OF THE REGIONAL PLAN . The park will be drastically 
altered from its intended purpose . This park has been heavily used for the past 40 years and it 
seems a shame to change it from its intended purpose . Thanks for your consideration , James O. 
Estes  
 
 

Nussbaum, Fred 
 

 

Comments on the 4/16/10 Draft of the Regional Transportation Functional Plan 
5/4/2010 

Note: Some of these comments may duplicate those submitted by others, specifically the CLF, which 
consulted me in crafting their response. 

Unless otherwise noted, the page numbers refer to Attachment 1 (4/16/10 RTFP as amended 
draft). 

1. In general, the amendments seem to be an improvement over the 3/22/10 draft 

Fred Nussbaum 
Transportation Consulting 

6510 SW Barnes Road, #A  
Portland, OR 97225-6104 

503-292-5549 
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2. 3.08.120 - Transit System Design – (p.6) 

A.  This only seems to address existing service. Shouldn't local governments also be 
thinking about planned

B.1.  Thanks to staff for adding inter-city bus and rail terminals. I do not see attribution 
to an outside group for this amendment, so you must have come up with this 
yourselves from some of the previous RTP comments on this. Good for you! 

 transit service outside of Station Areas? 

B.1.  Shouldn't there be some kind of a planning horizon (5, 10, ? year) associated with 
the Transit Plan. Are we just to assume it covers the same timeframe as the TSP 
(which is the same as the RTP?). 

C.  You need to strengthen this language to be as prescriptive as that applied to local 
jurisdictions. There need to be standards for frequency, stop spacing, coverage, 
maximum walking distance to stops, hours of operation and maximum transit/auto 
travel time ratios for priority trip purposes, etc. For regional planning purposes, 
TriMet is as much a local jurisdiction as the cities and counties and should be 
accountable to the region in the same way. We have seen what leaving TriMet to 
create its own policies results in: major service cuts and wider and wider bus stop 
spacing, to name just a few examples. 

3. 3.08.130 - Pedestrian System Design – (p.7) 

A.4.  You need to address pedestrianways parallel to controlled access roadways. 
Sure, you can’t have sidewalks right alongside a freeway, but there should be a 
pedestrian route parallel to the facility, either along a parallel street or along a 
pathway. 

B. Pedestrian District – good concepts, but I’m a little troubled about the language 
that seems to be mixing different types of elements. You can’t really implement a 
PD in a plan or regulation, but you can designate one or more PDs in a plan or 
regulation. A plan or regulation document can have an inventory or strategies, but 
it can’t effect interconnections or sidewalk widths. The document could establish 
standards for such things. 

B.11.  I like the amended language. 

• Need standards for pedestrian-actuated signals (appropriate and inappropriate 
intersections, button location, cycle lengthening1, maximum wait time, button 
orientation2

• Also need standards for specifying under what circumstances a pedestrian 
crossing at an intersection can be denied

). Circumvention of pedestrian signals, due to pedestrian frustration 
with their being designed primarily to facilitate auto traffic, causes major safety 
issues. 

3

1 E.g., if a pedestrian pushes the button after parallel traffic already has gotten a green light, do they have 
to wait until the next green light comes around or will the cycle be lengthened to accommodate them? 

2 In some cases the button faces the direction you want to cross, in others it faces perpendicular to the 
crossing. This can be highly confusing to elderly, disabled or those in a hurry. 

. Frustrated/desperate transit patrons 
will do dangerous things to try to catch their bus. 

3 There are too many major transit transfer points in the region, involving stops on opposite street corners 
of a major intersection, where one or more pedestrian crossings are prohibited. Thus a person has to 
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4. 3.08.140 - Bicycle System Design (p.8) 

A.4. You need to address bikeways parallel to controlled access roadways. (See 
discussion of A.4. under item 3 above). 

5. 3.08.210 – Transportation Need (p.10) 

• You need to address the Urban Reserve issue. The original 3/22/10 language was 
deleted in the new version. 

6. 3.08.220 – Transportation Solutions (p.11) 

• TSMO should be moved to #3 position, since it can often increase system 
capacity in the sense that it spreads traffic volumes around, thereby creating 
traffic impacts (albeit in a less onerous way than building additional capacity). 

• Improvements to parallel arterials, etc. should move to #4 position, since land use 
changes take longer to have effect. 

7. 3.08.410 – Parking Management (p.15) 

A.2. The appropriate measure should be “one half-mile from an HCT station.

C. You need to specify a standardized procedure for exempting parking facilities 
from the maximum parking standards and some kind of regional guidelines should 
be applied. Otherwise, this is way to big a loophole. 

” in the 
two references to light rail transit. For instance, BRT and light rail have a similar 
function. 

F. You need to address pedestrian circulation within

8. 3.08.510 - Amendments of City and County Comprehensive and Transportation 
System Plans (p.17) 

 large parking facilities. There 
should be design standards in the local jurisdiction’s design review regulations 
that insure that there are safe routes for pedestrians through large parking 
facilities in addition to those related to major driveways. 

D. The words “demonstrate consideration of …” should be replaced with 
“demonstrate consistency with …” 

9. 3.08.710 – Definitions (p.23) 

H.  “Chicane” – A chicane also is used to slow down traffic by adding short curves in 
the roadway. They are sort of “horizontal” speed bumps.  
(See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chicane) 

M.  “Deficiency” – That a Throughway has less than 6 lanes or an Arterial less than 4 
shouldn’t automatically make them a “deficiency.” The deficiency would occur if 
demand on those facilities exceed capacity. Also, if we are really trying to move 
transportation planning in this region away from thinking only in terms of highway 
capacity expansion, other types of deficiencies ought to be listed first as 
examples. 

make three crossings, often subject to delay by “pedestrian actuated” signals, in order to get to a 
connecting bus that stops directly across the street. 
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O. “Essential destination” – should include major cultural facilities

• Need to add a High Capacity Transit (HCT) definition. 

 (performing arts 
venues, museums, zoo, etc.), which are not “entertainment” per se. The list should 
include: employment areas, grocery stores, medical facilities, pharmacies, 
schools, post offices, social services agencies, shopping centers, colleges, 
universities, major parks, social centers (e.g., senior centers), sports and 
entertainment facilities, cultural facilities and major government offices. 

CCC. Significant increase in Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) capacity – it would seem 
that the determination of significance of additional capacity “to eliminate a 
bottleneck” should also be looking at the downstream

HHH. Traffic calming – the definition ought to be:  
street design or operational features intended to maintain a given 

 effect, not just whether it 
increases capacity more than10% over that provided immediately upstream. 

low motor 
vehicle travel speed to enhance safety for pedestrians, other non-motorized 
modes and adjacent land uses

10. Parking Maximums Map – does not seem to be correct in places. Why are there no 
swaths, for instance, along inner SE Division, inner NE Sandy Blvd. and SE Foster? 
Also, the swaths seem a lot narrower than ¼ mile on either side of many bus routes and 
narrower than ½ mile along sections of light rail. This would seem to conflict with the 
language under 3.08.410. 

. 
As it reads now, the RTFP definition is quite different from the RTP glossary 
definition. 

 
 

Nussbaum, Fred 
 
From: Fred Nussbaum <FredTrain@aol.com> 
Date: Wed, 5 May 2010 15:16:49 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: Mara Gross <mara@clfuture.org> 
Subject: Additional RTFP Comments 
 
Dear Kim, 
 
Thank you for confirming receipt of my 5/4/10 comments on the RTFP. Below are some 
additional comments arising out of my review of the Summary of Comments Received and 
Recommendations (comments received March 22 through April 28, 2010) distributed in the 
4/30/10 TPAC meeting packet. 
  
--- Fred 
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Fred Nussbaum 
Fred Nussbaum Transportation Consulting 
6510 SW Barnes Road, #A 
Portland, OR 97225 
503.292.5549 

Item #72 - Parking Management - 3.08.410.C - Metro staff response states: 
“Following an adopted exemption process and criteria, Cities and counties may exempt 
parking structures; fleet parking..." Metro staff would [???] the process and criteria for their 
adequacy as part of the local adoption process. More work is needed to determine what 
parking management strategies should be implemented in this region and where they could be 
applied.  
Crucial words missing at [???]. 
 
Item #76 - RTFP Title 7: Definitions - Metro staff responds with: 
Amend as follows, "Low-income families" means households who earned between 0 and 1.99 
times the federal Poverty Level in 1999." This definition is consistent with the U.S. census 
definition used to identify low-income populations in the RTP background report, 
"Environmental Justice in Metro’s Transportation Planning Process." 
This is not in my area of expertise. However, this rewording is extremely awkward, suggesting 
that the thresholds only apply to income earned in 1999.  
At a minimum, consider rewording to: 
"Low-income families" means households who earned between 0 and 1.99 times the 1999 
federal Poverty Level in 1999." This definition is consistent with the U.S. census definition used 
to identify low-income populations in the RTP background report, "Environmental Justice in 
Metro’s Transportation Planning Process." 
However, there is a clear body of evidence that the federal poverty formula grossly 
underestimates the number of households in poverty*. Perhaps this region should again 
pioneer by adopting the 1995 National Academy of Sciences measure (see footnote). 
 
Item #82 - 3.08.120 - Transit System Design 
I agree with your response to ODOT that some parts of this section refer to Major Transit 
Stops and should be segregated. However, the language is not consistent. The highlighted 
portion of item 3.08.120.B.2.b below should become a subsection of B.2.c, since it refers only 
to Major Transit Stops. 
Provide safe, direct and logical pedestrian crossings at all transit stops. and mMake 
intersection and mid-block traffic management improvements as needed to enable marked 
crossings at major transit stops; 
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-------------------------------------- 
*From AARP The Magazine March 2010  
(http://refresh.aarp.org/money/budgeting-saving/info-02-2010/living-on-the-edge.html 
<http://refresh.aarp.org/money/budgeting-saving/info-02-2010/living-on-the-edge.html> ): 
Unbelievable as that sounds, the truth is that millions of older Americans confront the same 
predicament as the Halversons. Although their financial situation is dire, according to the 
federal government they are not poor. That's because they earn more than the U.S. Census 
Bureau's poverty threshold of $13,014 for a two-adult household headed by a senior, and more 
than the $14,570 that the government uses to determine eligibility for a number of its 
assistance programs. Under the current guidelines just 9.7 percent of Americans 65 and older 
officially live in poverty, the Census Bureau reported last September. That figure has barely 
wavered for a decade, even as the recession has nudged the nation's overall poverty rate above 
13 percent. 
 
Unfortunately the government's count doesn't include the millions of older Americans who live 
on the edge—who split pills, live without basic utilities such as air conditioning or a phone, and 
show up at food kitchens when their grocery money runs out. This is the invisible group that 
falls into a gap between the destitute (who are eligible for government services) and the lower 
middle class. The Census Bureau's poverty threshold "is not even half of what a senior needs to 
make it," says Paul Downey, president-elect of the National Association of Nutrition and Aging 
Services Programs. "We have come up with a convenient method to bury our head in the sand. 
So long as we use the federal poverty level as our measurement, we can pat ourselves on the 
back and say, 'Gee, we're doing a good job.' " 
 
If you're wondering why there's such a stark difference between official statistics and hard 
reality, consider this: the federal government defines poverty using a formula more than 40 
years old. 
 
In the 1960s a Social Security Administration economist named Mollie Orshansky took the cost 
of a bare-bones diet and multiplied it by three, creating the basis for all future poverty 
benchmarks. Orshansky based her computation on 1955 consumption patterns, when food 
accounted for one-third of the average household budget. 
 
That calculation doesn't consider today's housing and health care costs, which have 
dramatically outpaced food prices. Nor does it factor in geography. "Costs in Manhattan, 
Kansas, are not the same as they are in Manhattan, New York," says Stacy Sanders, associate 
director of the Elder Economic Security Initiative at the nonprofit Wider Opportunities for 
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Women (WOW) in Washington, D.C. 
 
Recognizing these disparities, the National Academy of Sciences in 1995 unveiled an alternative 
poverty measure that considered the costs of food, clothing, and shelter, along with regional 
differences, income from government benefits, and expenses such as medical costs. By the 
academy's formula, 18.7 percent of older Americans—more than 7 million individuals—live in 
poverty. 
 
The academy's recalculation created a vigorous buzz in academic circles. But political pressure 
in the mid-1990s to reduce the number of people on federal assistance stalled all efforts to 
revise the poverty formula. 

 

 
Mangle, Katie 

 
From: Katie Mangle <MangleK@ci.milwaukie.or.us> 
Date: Fri, 9 Apr 2010 13:30:54 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: "Campbell, Alexander" <CampbellA@ci.milwaukie.or.us>, "Asher, Kenny" 
<AsherK@ci.milwaukie.or.us> 
Subject: Milwaukie comments - TFP 
 
Hi Kim, 
 
Following up on the MTAC meeting on Wed, here are Milwaukie's comments on the current 
draft of the Transportation Functional Plan. Please let me know if you would like more 
background or detail on any of the comments. 
 
Thanks! 
 - Katie 
 
 3.08.410.I - Parking  
Background:  We support the inclusion of parking issues into the TSP requirements in some 
manner.  Milwaukie included a Downtown Parking Management Plan in our 2007 TSP 
(http://www.cityofmilwaukie.org/milwaukie/projects/tspupdate/documents/04CompleteTSP/C
h%2012%20Downtown%20Parking.pdf), and found that to be a useful umbrella under which to 
have that conversation and create meaningful policy direction. However, our plan was focused 
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only on our downtown, as defined by Milwaukie's adopted Downtown zones, which were 
created as a result of our Downtown and Riverfront Plan. In the case of Milwaukie, the Town 
Center area is much greater than the downtown. Though over time we should create parking 
plans of some sort for the other areas of the town center, the downtown parking plan was most 
urgently needed and required a different set of tools than other areas of the town center 
require.  
 
Questions: How is compliance with this requirement triggered - with TSP update? Or is it just 
part of the Title 6 compliance? Why is a parking management plan needed for all of every HCT 
corridor (future and existing)? These corridors are too long and diverse to have one parking 
solution. 
 
Suggested changes: 

• Overall - Require  that parking management in centers be addressed in TSP or other 
adopted  policy, either through detailed parking management plans, targeted parking 
 reduction policies, parking ratio exemptions, or other actions. Allow a  broader array of 
potential solutions so a jurisdiction can decide which areas  warrant the more detailed 
study.    

• Here's my shot at  it: "Cities and counties shall adopt parking policies, plans, or 
regulations  for Centers and existing HCT corridors. Such actions shall be designed  to 
constrain surface off-street auto parking supply, and manage use of  this limited supply 
to support active places. Parking management plans may  focus on sub-areas of Centers, 
and shall include an inventory of parking  supply and usage, a range of strategies for 
managing supply and demand, and an  evaluation of bicycle parking needs. Policies and 
regulations should include  by-right exemptions from minimum parking requirements, 
or policies to  encourage shared and structured parking."  
 

3.08.110 
F 2 
Is the region really going to say local street with two-sided parking are only allowable if they are 
"cueing" streets? According to the table this is not new ... but really? max 28' curb to curb? 
What if a local street is a bike boulevard with on-street parking? I think 6' parking (two-sided) 
plus two 10' travel lanes should be allowable, at least (32'). 
 
3.08.120 
A. 
language get's very confused in this run-on sentence. How does one improve the "speed and 
reliability" of station areas? 
B.   
1 a. should be (2), then the other subs (b, c., etc.), go under (2). 
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B1e. "crossing at OR NEAR all transit stops..." [not feasible to cross AT all stops...] 
 
3.08.130 
B. 
References 120 B (2), which does not exist in this draft. 
 
Is it the intention that the ped districts here must include all major transit stops/routes? 
 
 
3.08.140 
A 4 
"along arterials and major collectors AND/OR ALONG NEARBY PARALLEL ROUTES... 
 
3.08.410 
A 
How about: "Cities and county parking regulations shall set minimums and maximums as per 
the following:" 
B 
Report to whom? 
C 
Last sentence -- should = may 
 
 
Katie Mangle, Planning Director  
City of Milwaukie  
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd.  
Milwaukie, OR 97206  
503.786.7652  
 

 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE:  This e-mail is a public record of the City of Milwaukie and 
is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from disclosure under Oregon Public Records law. 
This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
 
MILWAUKIE SUSTAINABILITY: Please consider the impact on the environment before printing a 
paper copy of  this message. 
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Rahman, Lidwien/ODOT 

 
From: Lidwien Rahman <Lidwien.RAHMAN@odot.state.or.us> 
Date: Wed, 28 Apr 2010 16:56:45 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov>, Richard Benner <Richard.Benner@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: Lainie Smith <elaine.smith@odot.state.or.us> 
Subject: FW: I/C language to be added to section 3.08.110 in RTFP 
 
One more little tidbit. We are concerned that the concept of access management kind of got 
buried in the TSMO plan and street design concept. The proposed language below implements 
the requirement in the TPR, section -0045(2)(b), requiring local jurisdictions to adopt "standards 
to protect future operation of roads, transitways, and major transit corridors".   
 
G. To protect the capacity, function and safe operation of existing and planned state highway 
interchanges, or planned improvements to interchanges, cities and counties shall, to the extent 
feasible, restrict driveway and street access in the vicinity of interchange ramp terminals 
consistent with Oregon Highway Plan Access Management Standards and accommodate local 
circulation on the local system to improve safety and minimize congestion and conflicts in the 
interchange area. 
 

Crumpacker, Blair/Washington County 
 

From: Blair Crumpacker <blair_crumpacker@co.washington.or.us> 
Date: Fri, 9 Apr 2010 14:55:25 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: Joshua Naramore <Joshua.Naramore@oregonmetro.gov>, Andy Back 
<Andy_Back@co.washington.or.us>, Clark Berry <Clark_Berry@co.washington.or.us>, SteveL Kelley 
<SteveL_Kelley@co.washington.or.us> 
Subject: RTFP Thoughts ...  
 
Kim ...   
 
Thanks for the opportunity to weigh in early and help shape continuing discussion of the 
Regional Transportation Functional Plan.  As it happens, most of our comments are requests for 
clarity.  Whether they need further discussion at TPAC will in many cases depend on Metro's 
interpretation of them.   
 
That said: 
 
3.08.110 F 1 -- this continues to read as a prohibition of other options in excess of 50 feet. 
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 Perhaps deleting the phrase "no more than" in the provision would take care of it. 
 
3.08.120 B 1 a --  Expanding this requirement from only Major Transit Stops to include "or on 
transit routes designated in the RTP" may be problematic.  We were successfully challenged on 
this issue.  
 
Sections 308.210, 308.220 and 308.230:   Generally, Metro's intent should be that if local 
governments '  TSPs achieve consistency with the RTP they are also consistent with state 
provisions and policies.  We want to confirm this.   More specifically in these sections:      

• 3.08.210 A --  can be read to suggest that local govnernments need  to reconfirm state 
and regional needs are adequately supported and  to take remedial action if they are 
not.  Other sections are  similarly uncertain in this regard.     

• 3.08.210  C -- may conflict with state  rules.  Right now we operate under state rules that 
require us to take an  exception for most improvements outside the UGB.  The state is in 
 the process of looking at how to deal with services in urban reserves.   Rather than 
introduce a regional element here, our advice would be to  let the state process continue 
with the understanding that counties,  which work directly with state rules now, will adjust 
to  modifications that may come out.     

• 3.08.230 A -- We are very concerned about  this provision

• 3.08.230 D --  This reads as though local governments need to pre-authorize  alternative 
mobility standards with the OTC.  Putting  aside the question of why the OTC would be 
interested, this could be  problematic.  

. We believe Metro needs 
to make findings that the  RTP is consistent with ODOT standards.  Then all locals need 
to do is be  consistent with the RTP.  Locals shouldnot need to make findings of 
 meeting state system performance standards  separately.      

Again, thanks for the opportunity to raise issues early.  We anticipate sending you a more 
detailed review of the RTFP draft before the end of the public comment period. 
 
Blair Crumpacker 
Senior Planner, Planning Division 
Land Use and Transportation 
503.846.3878 
blair_crumpacker@co.washington.or.us 

 

Tump, Jessica/TriMet 

From: "Tump, Jessica" <TumpJ@tri-met.org> 
Date: Fri, 9 Apr 2010 15:50:05 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov>, "Lehto, Alan" <LehtoA@tri-met.org> 
Cc: Lidwien Rahman <Lidwien.RAHMAN@odot.state.or.us> 
Subject: Sidewalks on Arterials - New RTFP Language 
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Kim,  
  
Here is our proposed RTFP language for sidewalks along arterials.  We propose a new subsection under 
Title 1: Transportation System Design, Section 3.08.110 (Street System Design) that states: 
  
“To improve the walking environment along the region’s arterial system, each city and county shall 
incorporate into its TSP a sidewalk network that includes a minimum 5ft sidewalk with a minimum 3ft 
planted buffer or furnishings zone between the sidewalk and the curb.”    
  
Please let me know if you have any questions.   Thanks for being open to our suggestions. 
  
Jessica 
  
Jessica Tump 
Capital Projects | TriMet 
710 NE Holladay St 
Portland, OR 97232 
503.962.2137 
tumpj@trimet.org <mailto:tumpj@trimet.org>  

 

Leth, Dian 
 
From: DIAN LETH [Dleth1@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 11:50 AM 
 

From: KathyNewc@aol.com [mailto:KathyNewc@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 12:45 AM 

PRESERVE TUALATIN COMMUNITY PARK 
  
Please take project 10731 out of the regional plan. We do not want our park polluted with 
exhaust from trucks and cars, also the noise... Our park is a serene place to play and relax. 
I understand that it would be the destruction of the shelter and 100+ year- old Heritage 
trees. 
We moved here 38 years ago to a quiet little town and look what has happened to it now. 
Sense they put the commons in cutting off two auxiliary roads causing traffic problems 
there and traffic is so thick it is hard to get through town and now they want to make even 
more traffic for us in ruining our park. 
 
I am very much against this. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dian Leth 

Newcomb, Bob and Kathy 
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To: David Bragdon; Rex Burkholder; Carlotta Collette; Carl Hosticka; Kathryn Harrington; Robert Liberty; 
Rod Park 
Cc: Kelsey Newell 
Subject: Metro Council Hearing: Please remove Project 10731 from the Draft RTP 
 
To Metro Council President, David Bragdon.   
To Councilors Rex Burkholder, Carlotta Collette, Kathryn Harrington,  Carl Hosticka, 
Robert Liberty, and Rod Park. 
 
From:  Bob and Kathy Newcomb, 17515 SW Cheyenne Way, Tualatin OR 97062 
(Telephone if needed:  503-692-5227 after 10 a.m.) 

SUBJECT:  Please Remove Project 10731 from Metro’s  
Regional Transportation Plan. 

 
We ask you to remove Project 10731 from Metro’s Draft Regional Transportation Plan.  
This project appears in the "Technical Appendix" on page 53.   
 
Among our many objections to the inclusion of Project 10731 in the Regional 
Transportion Plan, are the following: 
 
1.  Project 10731 never received proper Citizen Involvement according to Goal 1 
of the State Land-Use Goals.   The project was improperly sent to Metro by the 
Tualatin City Council in July 2009 with basic requirements for Citizen Involvement 
unfulfilled at that time, and also recently was lacking proper Citizen Involvement during 
recent urban renewal extension hearings. 
 
       DETAILS FOR #1:  There were never any citywide notices of  the existence, 
cost, location or impact of Project 10731.  There was almost no information at all in 
the city newsletter until the very end of a 16-month procedure, beginning in January 
2009 with a similar project included in I-5/99W’s Alternative 7.  (And the information was 
primarily a meeting notice only.) 
        
       Nor in a July, 2009 work session, when the Tualatin City Council approved 
forwarding the project to WCCC and thence to the Metro- required hearing committees, 
was there any mention of this $44,900,000 project during the Council session.  (The 
Council sessions have been acknowledged by the mayor recently as a way to make 
proceedings public).  Approval by the City Council was extremely casual, without any 
vote, during the July, 2009 work session only.  In spite of requests, copies of the 
documents so casually approved were not provided to interested citizens, neither before 
the work session, nor for a week afterward.   
.   We citizens and members of North Tualatin Friends have discovered the City’s 
Citizen Involvement code is out of date and inadequate .  We citizens have begun to 
work with councilors and city staff to update and improve Tualatin’s Citizen Involvement 
Code.  Any help and advice by Metro council and/or staff regarding Citizen 
Involvement would be greatly appreciated.  (Please contact Kathy Newcomb at the 
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phone number above.) 
 
2.  BLIGHT would be created, impacting Tualatin Community Park and Tualatin 
Road. 
 
       DETAILS FOR #2:  The city of Tualatin held very limited hearings beginning late in 
January 2010 and especially in  February, March,  and April 1 for its Central Urban 
Renewal Downtown Extension plans.  During these sessions (mostly held for limited city 
standing advisory committees), it became clear that BLIGHT would be created in 
Tualatin Community Park, badly damaging the environment.  Historic Trees in the Park 
would be cut down.  Air pollution and noise pollution would be substantially added to the 
Park. 
   
       Environmental BLIGHT also would be caused in the North Tualatin neighborhood of 
3,700 residents. Planners apparently had no idea that the map they worked with had an 
error (caught by a resident and now corrected on Metro’s master maps).  They had no 
concept that there is only one exit from most of North Tualatin, and that is Tualatin 
Road.     
       Material from a traffic consultant stated that nearby residents would be relieved of 
excess traffic; that was inaccurate; the regional traffic would substantially add to nearby 
residents’ traffic burden.  Nor did the traffic consultants realize that Tualatin Road is 
shorter by almost a mile than Herman Road, as a cut-through from I-5 to 99W.   
       There were no traffic studies to determine the extent of the existing traffic, the 
additional traffic expected with development of light industrial sites,  the extent of the 
additional regional traffic enabled by a cut-through from I-5 to 99W nor the impact on 
the residential or other neighborhoods. 
 
3.   At the request of many residents, the Tualatin City Council voted at its April 26, 
2010 Council meeting to send a letter to you, the Metro Council, asking you to 
withdraw Project 10731 from the draft Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
       DETAILS FOR #3:  Project 10731 was rejected by two City of Tualatin Advisory 
Committees about February, 2010:  (1) Tualatin Planning Advisory Committee and (2)  
Tualatin’s Urban Renewal Advisory Committee.   
       Among the objections stated by the committee members were the lack of any traffic 
studies measuring the traffic impact of the traffic bridge across Tualatin Community 
Park and then west to I-5, especially along Tualatin Road.   
        The project was also the target of many objections in limited public hearings in 
January, February and March.   
       (The hearings were primarily provided for small, standing, city committees, with 
virtually no attempt to involve citizens at large.   
       A city council-created and funded committee called Tualatin Tomorrow was used as 
a substitute for the citizens at large.  One member claimed to represent the citizens.  
Not only that, the members of Tualatin Tomorrow appeared to be heavily influenced by 
city personnel, to the extent that they were not in agreement with the vast majority of the 
impacted residents.) 
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       Councilor Rex Burkholder stated recently during political campaigning that Metro 
has a three-fold transportation policy to the effect that development will be beneficial to 
the economy, but at the same time it will not harm the environment, nor the existing 
neighborhoods.   Unfortunately, this policy was not applied to Project 10731 during 
Metro’s October 2009 hearings and decision.  Project 10731 would indeed harm the 
environment and also the existing neighborhood.  
 
4.  Please note that the City of Tualatin is the area most under-served by transit 
within the Tri-Met area, according to a study by the Tualatin Chamber of Commerce. 
 
             DETAILS FOR #4:  We residents, calling ourselves North Tualatin Friends, 
have asked the Tualatin City Council  for a new Tualatin Traffic Advisory Committee, 
focusing on Transit.    We are much interested, in cooperation with the Chamber, in 
supporting short and long-term solutions to our traffic problems. Short-term:  This may 
be a time to suggest projects to the budget committee.   
       Long-term:  We want our city to apply for Light Rail along 99W.  Light Rail has been 
described by Councilor Burkholder, and he said it is now being considered to go to 
Tigard.  We want this Light Rail to go to Tualatin also, perhaps Sherwood,  perhaps 
down 124th to Tualatin/Sherwood road and back to 99W.    We take seriously Councilor 
Hosticka’s remark on April 1 in Tualatin,  to the effect that, ‘We cannot build ourselves 
out of congestion.’  
 
Again, any help and advice by Metro council and/or staff regarding Transit 
improvements would be greatly appreciated.  (Please contact Kathy Newcomb at the 
phone number above.) 
 
5.  Our citizens have been so concerned about the inappropriate uses planned for 
Tualatin Community Park that we are planning protection for all our parks through 
either initiative or referral.  These procedures are underway.   We expect to campaign 
vigorously for community support, and are confident of a vote for protection for our 
parks to be established within Tualatin’s city charter. 
 
6.  Our citizens have also been concerned about the city’s and Metro’s gross 
reliance on some obscure references about this issue in our Tualatin 
Transportation System Plan.   These have ballooned into a full-blown plan for a multi-
million dollar traffic bridge over our city’s most important park.  It is our firm intent to 
remove all such obscure references from the Tualatin Transportation System 
Plan, when it comes up for review next year.   

Please Remove Project 10731 from Metro’s  
Regional Transportation Plan. 

Thank you. 
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Carroll, Pat 
 
From: Pat Carroll [patcrrll@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 7:47 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 
 
Please follow the recommendations to discard the plans for the Tualatin bridge.  Do not 
continue with project 10731. 
 
Thank you, 
Pat Carroll 
 
 

Fedel, Charles 
 
From: C Fedel [cfedel@live.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 12:50 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Please say NO to Project 10731 
 
I am writing to request that you cancel any plans to put a bridge over the Tualatin Community 
Park.  I cannot imagine that peaceful park becoming a virtual freeway on-ramp.  Moreover, I 
cannot imagine our quiet little community being overrun by the noise and pollution such a 
structure would invite to our neighborhoods.   
  
Please permanently remove this ill-conceived idea from the regional plan. 
  
Thank you! 
  
Charles Fedel 
17900 SW Chippewa Trail 
Tualatin, OR  97062 
 
 

Milne, Jim 
 

From: Jim Milne [JimM@columbiastone.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 2:06 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 - Tualatin Road Extension (Northern Arterial) 
 
Importance: High 
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Dear Metro, 
 
I am relieved to hear that the Tualatin City Council has formally requested that Project 10731 
(Tualatin Road Extension/Northern Arterial) be removed from the Regional Transportation 
Plan.  In my opinion, it makes no sense to introduce a 'cut thru' route for commuters and trucks 
in another part of our community.   The impact on Tualatin does not concern Yamhill County 
commuters and freight companies that do not live or work in Tualatin.  I addition to ruining the 
Community Park and creating a safety issue for pedestrians/cyclists, the Northern Arterial 
would soon become another mess similar to Tualatin Sherwood Road (TSR). 
  
The other plans under Alternate 7 including the new expressway South of Tualatin and the 
improvements to TSR seem to be viable options.  I hope these projects are funded and started 
quickly. 
  
I have been a resident of Tualatin for 7 years.  I drive, walk, and bike on Tualatin Rd daily.  I 
can't imagine  continuing to live in Tualatin if there was a 'Northern Arterial' connection. 
  
Thanks, 
Jim Milne  
 
From: Lou Ogden [mailto:lou.ogden@juno.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 04, 2010 12:40 AM 
To: pockey2@verizon.net; 'John Killin'; candicekelly16@msn.com; 'Steve Titus'; 'Danette Brophy'; 'Aimee 
Meuchel'; 'Dorothy Moore'; tntanderson@reachone.com; frank.bubenik@verizon.net; 
vigileos2@yahoo.com; jon@tualatinlife.com; KathyNewc@aol.com; 'AC'; 
marissa@houlbergdevelopment.com; 'Pat Carroll'; Jim Milne; 'Gerry & Christine Tunstall'; 'LG'; 
Patriciaca@aol.com; EJohnson@CommNewspapers.com; sclark@commnewspapers.com; 
brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org; tualatindw@comcast.net 
Subject: Urban Renewal Comments to TTSD Board  

Hello to folks who have sent emails regarding the Urban Renewal: 
 
The Tigard Tualatin School Board meeting is Thursday Mar 4 at 6:30pm at the TTSD offices: 
 
TTSD Administration Office  
 6960 SW Sandburg St  
Tigard, OR 97223                                                                                 

Please call me or email if you have any questions and thanks so much for contributing.  Also I will be 
announcing at the meeting that we are removing the bridge from the UR plan (actually the City Council 
doesn’t meet until Mar 8 but I will be asking them to do so at that time and I have every confidence they 
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will ) and conducting meetings with Washington County and TVF&R to figure a way to participate in tax 
sharing of the urban renewal district. 

See you there. 

Lou 

Thanks, 
Lou Ogden 
Mayor 
City of Tualatin 
21040 SW 90th Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
Phone 503.692.0163; Fax 503.914.1699 
lou.ogden@juno.com 
 

 
Bailey, Glenn and Martha 

 
From: gm.bailey@verizon.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 6:21 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Take Project 10731 out of regional transportation plan! 
 
Importance: High 
 
There are too many reasons to list here why Project 10731 is a horrible idea, but the most 
important 
is that it would ruin the park that is the center of many Tualatin celebrations, including our 
Crawfish  
Festival, and home to athletic events and the skate park.  We want to see the project completely  
removed from the regional transportation plan. 
 
Glenn and Martha Bailey 
Tualatin Oregon 
 
 

Brisan, Marius 
 
From: marlid16@verizon.net 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 12:50 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Tualatin bridge proposal over the park 
 
Hi, 
 
My name is Marius Brisan, I live in Tualatin at 17850 SW 113th Ave, 97062. 
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I am emailing to express my opposition against the Metro plan to build a bridge over Tualatin 
Park, connecting Boones Ferry to Tualatin Rd. 
This will increase the traffic on Tualatin Rd4-5X, effectively connecting I5 to 99w and providing 
a shortcut for heavy trucks and other traffic. 
It is already VERY difficult to access Tualatin Rd from any neighborhood on the North side of 
the road, sometimes it takes 5-7min to enter Tualatin Rd safely. 
This proposed bridge will entail cutting a bunch of trees in the park. It will also bring with it 
more pollution, noise, garbage and increase risk of accidents all along Tualatin Rd. 
 
The opposition for this project is high across the entire city population. Recently Tualatin 
Council and the Mayor voted against this bridge. They also sent Metro a letter requesting that 
this bridge is removed from the Master plan all together. 
 
Regards, 
Marius Brisan  
 
 

Diforio, Carol 
 
From: Carol Diforio [cdiforio@verizon.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 9:57 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Comments on Metro RTP 
 
Carol Diforio 
97062 
 
I was not able to find a specific chapter/page reference regarding the comment I am 
submitting.  Please apply it as appropriate… 
 
Regarding providing improved access between 99W (between Sherwood and Tualatin) and I-5 
and points east.  The use of Tualatin Road as any portion of a connector concerns me.  
Increased lanes and cars on this road will further separate the portion western portion of 
Tualatin from our City Center, parks and retail area.  There is a high-use pedestrian/cyclist route 
that uses the sidewalks and bike lanes on Tualatin road between Jurgens Park and Tualatin 
Community Park, then on to the Library.  Increasing traffic along Tualatin Road without 
providing a high-level of safe travel for pedestrians/children/cyclists would ultimately prevent 
this pocket of Tualatin from interacting with our City without the use of a car – which goes 
against Metro’s mission.  Please consider the potential significant impact that increasing traffic 
along this route would have on current/future families and individuals. 
 
Sincerely 
Carol Diforio 503 880 4569 
Tualatin 97062 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 107



 
 

Fuji, Star 
 
From: Star Fuji [star.fuji@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 9:38 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 would be a disaster 
 
I am opposed to the inclusion of Project 10731 as part of the Regional Plan, for the following 
reasons: 
  

1. This Project destroys Community Park, adjoining neighborhoods (one of which I 
am a resident), and the Tualatin Golf Course.  A roadway over the Park would destroy 
this community’s asset:  families and companies would not be able to have private 
birthday parties and get-togethers in a quiet, serene and unpolluted environment.  The 
annual Tualatin Crawfish Festival would likewise be destroyed and gone forever.  
Organized youth leagues would not be able to hold their soccer and baseball games at the 
park with the traffic noise, congestion, and pollution.  Likewise, the kids would not use 
the skate park and the tennis courts would be empty, with all of the additional traffic 
noise and pollution.  

  
2. This Project would just create another Tualatin-Sherwood Road congestion 

nightmare, but worse since residential neighborhoods run along Tualatin Road.   
The traffic coming off I-5 onto this expensive off ramp would be just another source of 
congestion, choking off access for residents who are doing business in the city.  The 
traffic along Tualatin Road is already excessive, given the location of industry in the 
middle of Tualatin!  Now, with traffic funneling off I-5 directly into directly into Tualatin 
Road, the traffic here will now rival that of Tualatin-Sherwood Road.  

  
3. This Project will destroy the attractiveness and serenity of the neighborhoods along 

Tualatin Road … resulting in a loss of property values and residents who are living 
in single family homes.  This expensive alternative to traffic congestion will most 
assuredly increase noise, pollution from vehicle exhaust, and more traffic … destroying 
home values and telling other prospective home buyers that this part of Tualatin has been 
reduced to a thruway for industry.  (By the way, we have invested over $100,000 to make 
improvements in our house … all of which will be wasted if this Project is implemented.)  

  
4. This Project ignores other less invasive alternatives to the city’s traffic problems.  

For example, why not consider a connection closer to 99 and which runs more parallel to 
I-5, along business areas or non-residential areas.  This bridge appears to be a wildly 
expensive and drastic attempt to ease traffic, much like cutting off one’s arm to relieve 
the pain of a dislocated elbow.   

  
5. This Project ignores the adverse impact on the quality of life in Tualatin.  Such 

construction would destroy the attractiveness of Tualatin as a place to live.  If older 
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neighborhoods, a beautiful and well-used community park, and golf course can easily be 
sacrificed for a questionable project, then why would anyone want to live in this 
community?  

  
6. Tualatin Road is also a major school bus route for Bridgeport Elementary School, 

Hazelbrook Middle School, and Tualatin High School.  So, how would an expensive 
“off ramp”, funneling fast and high volume traffic into Tualatin Road affect already 
existing traffic here?  Safety is my first concern, then congestion in the mornings and 
afternoons during the school year, and then the destruction of the community 
environment in an older part of Tualatin.  

  
7. Is this another bad example of expensive and ineffective urban planning?  My initial 

thoughts, after hearing about this project, are that it would be a major step backwards for 
the community and the reputation of government urban planning boards and initiatives.  
It appears that this project takes little consideration of the future of community-living in 
Tualatin, preferring to put industry on a much higher priority listing.  Maybe I am wrong, 
but I would bet that this Project is not going to be an effective solution to the traffic 
congestion in Tualatin, especially when a park, neighborhoods, a golf course and local 
business concerns are sacrificed.  

  
I hope Project 10731 will be removed from any plan involving the Regional Transportation 
Plan.  As we expressed above, the costs to the community far outweigh any projected ease in 
traffic congestion. 
  
Respectfully submitted,  
  
Star Fuji and family 
Tualatin  
 
 
  

 

 

 

Hall, Steve and Wendy 

 

From: Hall, Stephen [hall@pacificu.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 10:15 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: RTP Comments - Project 10731 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 109



 
Hi, 
 
We are commenting on Metro Project 10731 of the RTP that proposes, in part, to  
widen and extend Tualatin Rd over a new bridge over the Tualatin River,  
passing through Tualatin Community Park.  We oppose this project, and urge  
Metro to remove it from the RTP.  It should be removed both on the merits --  
it's a bad idea -- and because of the process -- Tualatin community members  
have never approved the idea, voicing opposition at every opportunity. 
 
The notion of a major roadway and new bridge running right through a city park  
is so incongruent to the ideals of a park that it's mind boggling that the  
idea was even proposed.  Such a road would bring huge volumes of traffic into  
close proximity with children playing on the playground or participating in  
the many sports that use the park's playing fields, creating a major safety  
and health risk.  A park is supposed to offer an escape from the hustle and  
bustle and noise of the modern world.  Clearly the serenity of the park would  
be shattered by this proposal. 
 
Community park is blessed with some wonderful natural areas including towering  
old trees, which are a dwindling but important asset.  Enjoyment of the  
riparian area boarding the Tualatin river has been enhanced by the recently  
built footbridge connecting Tualatin Community park to Cook park in Tigard.   
The proposed bridge and roadway would cut right through this natural area,  
destroying trees and vegetation, eliminating wildlife habitat and seriously  
degrading the aesthetic appeal of the area.  This would be a blow to the  
significant investment the local communities made in the footbridge and other  
improvements to the area.  It would be ironic, and foolish, for Metro to move  
forward with this project while at the same time spending millions on  
preserving greenspace. 
 
In addition to these negative impacts, the proposed project would shrink  
Community park, removing parking, a picnic shelter, and playing field. 
These results would seriously degrade the park's appeal for the community. 
Tualatin only has 3 parks with developed playgrounds and sport fields. 
These parks are already insufficient for a growing community.  Any reduction  
would be strongly felt by the community. 
 
Finally, it should be appreciated that the citizens of Tualatin have never  
approved this project.  Most recently, this project was resurrected as part of  
the I-5-99W connector planning, the final outcome of which included this  
project.  It should be noted however that there were serious flaws in the  
process by which this project ended up in the final plan.  Many community  
members feel that there was not adequate notification and comment by community  
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members on this project.  When comment was solicited, community members were  
clearly, overwhelmingly in opposition.  This opposition has been recognized by  
the Tualatin City Council, who recently voted to remove this project, after  
years of quietly supporting it. 
 
We urge the Metro Council to remove project 10731 from the RTP.  The negative  
impacts on Tualatin Community park are many and outweigh the laudable goals of  
improving traffic flow in the area.  Tualatin community members are strongly  
opposed to the project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve and Wendy Hall 
 
 

Hill, Randy and Rowena 
 

From: Randy and Rowena [rowena.randy@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 4:27 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731must be removed from the metro regional 

transportation plan 
 
The Tualatin City Council has requested this proposed project be removed from the metro plan 
- they have listened to the citizens of Tualatin who have made it clear that we do NOT want this 
bridge over our cherished park.  Here are just a few reasons why this is opposed by so many: 
  
This bridge would bring thousands of cars and commercial trucks over our park.  The park's 
serenity would be destroyed by noise and pollution, plus it would result in the destruction of 
our rustic shelter and 100 year old Heritage trees.  Sensitive wildlife areas would be impacted 
as well. 
  
Significant increase in traffic in a residential neighborhood that would increase hazards for 
children, plus the above noted noise and pollution. 
  
Inadequate citizen involvement in a project that was forwarded without proper information 
provided to affected parties. 
  
Increased traffic would add to already difficult access problems for the neighborhood that rely 
on this through way to get and out of their residential streets.   
  
  
Rowena and Randy Hill 
17995 SW Cheyenne Way 
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Tualatin 
 
 

Koyfman, Genrikh 

From: genrikh koyfman [genrikhk@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 8:20 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: project 10731 
 
Stop project 10731! 
Take project 10731 out of the regional plan. 
No project 10731! 
koyfman family. 
 
 

Andrews, Gail 
 
From: Gail Here [gailtualatin@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 11:19 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: project 10731 - NO! 
 
Please remove project 10731 from the regional plan. No roadway through Tualatin Park! Save 
our parks for future generations. 
 
Gail Andrews 
 

Green, Gary 

From: Gary Green [greengary@verizon.net] 
Sent: Sunday, May 02, 2010 5:39 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 - Tualatin Road 
 
Councilors: 
 
When I moved to Tualatin with my wife 30 years ago, a Westside Bypass was planned to 
provide a route for commuters between Pacific Highway and I-5.  It has never been built.  The 
traffic noise from I-5 was inescapable on our patio but when we sought to have sound barriers 
installed we were told that they weren’t provided along existing freeway.  The federal 
government controls the interstates and we have no say.  To improve traffic flow in our 
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downtown area we were asked to approve and fund major improvements to Tualatin Sherwood 
Road.  We voted for the proposal.  Unfortunately the result of the taxes that we helped levy 
upon ourselves was more congestion.  Congestion so bad that it was nearly impossible at times 
for my wife to get to our children’s school, Bridgeport Elementary.  Nothing could be done 
because Tualatin Sherwood Road is a state route and the state decides what happens in our 
city.  When we moved to a second home in Tualatin we decided to choose one in the 
established Jeffwood Estates area so that we could count on stable surroundings.  A major road 
“improvement” has taken place on Tualatin Road since we moved in.  Traffic has increased 
tremendously.  It sometimes takes 4 or 5 minutes in the morning to be able to enter Tualatin 
Road because of the volume of traffic crossing through Tualatin from Pacific Highway on its way 
to I-5.  Much of this traffic originates outside of the Metro area in cities such as McMinnville 
and Newberg where cars are not even required to pass DEQ inspections.  I am a Trimet 
commuter but for some reason no Trimet bus takes this high traffic route.  My route to the Park 
and Ride is packed with commuters who are avoiding the previous solution of Tualatin 
Sherwood Road.   
 
Communities should not be allowed to benefit by setting themselves up as barriers that deflect 
traffic onto their neighbors.  Isn’t it about time that some of this traffic followed a more natural 
route?  Isn’t it time that Wilsonville accepted it’s fair share of the burden?  The North 
Wilsonville exchange provides access to a few commercial properties but no meaningful east-
west commuter route.  For some reason, a sometimes occupied, but mostly unoccupied office 
building squats near the west of the exchange just where a through road should be located.  At 
the other Wilsonville interchange, a low quality road leads west.  Freeway interchanges are 
terribly expensive and their benefits  should extend to more than just the properties within a 
quarter mile. 
 
Wilsonville isn’t the only problem.  To the north of Tualatin is the Carmen Drive interchange.  
Within a 100 yards of exiting I-5, traffic runs into a strip mall where it must turn north or south.  
The main east-west road in the area, Durham Road, was just improved.  Incredibly to me, 
Durham Road is separated from the Carmen Drive interchange by a short interval of 
commercial property whose only purpose appears to be to impede traffic.  I suggest that you 
assess the Domino’s Pizza and other properties to see if the Metro community would be better 
served if they were bulldozed to allow a direct route from Durham Road to the Carmen Drive 
interchange.  The area has plenty of vacant buildings to absorb the tenants of the obstructing 
properties. 
 
I believe that the best solution to the problems of commuters from Sherwood and communities to the 
south and west is to build the Westside Bypass.  Sherwood can contribute by providing some it’s 
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community to the route just as Tualatin has done in the past.  Please do not try to solve this problem by 
“improving” those parts of Tualatin that have already done their share.  If the Westside Bypass is never 
to be built, it is time for Tigard and Wilsonville to make road improvements and for Sherwood and its 
hinterland to stop building bedroom communities.   
 
Don’t destroy the park where my children played to accommodate those who only want to take and 
never to give. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Gary Green 
10695 S. W. Kiowa Court 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
ggreen@verizon.net 
 

 

Kelleher, Barbara 
 

From: Barbara Kelleher [kelleherbarb@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 1:34 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 The bridge nobody wants. 
 
To the voting members of Metro: 
  
The city of Tualatin and its citizens have voted down this bridge project for many reasons...here 
are my reasons to never build it. 
  
1.  The bridge will cost millions of our tax money that we don't want to pay. 
  
2.  The bridge will run thru our largest and most used city park...where kids play organized 
soccor, baseball, solftball, tennis, skateboarding and play with their families.  The noise will ruin 
everything 
  
3.  This bridge will run thru a family neighborhood where children play, ride bikes, wait for 
school buses...would you want 1000's of extra cars and trucks a day interfering with your 
family's safety?  Let alone the noise of all this traffic entering you lives and backyards. 
  
4.  This bridge, as i see it ,will be a mini-freeway for big trucks to get to Hwy 99...but it will only 
be one lane wide and a terrible saftey hazard and a terrible traffic mess.  Don't make Tualatin 
be the 99 connection.  There is plenty of land south of Tualatin to build a freeway.  Day Road is 
the best route. 
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These are all very good and valid reason to bunch the project and I know I speak for all of my 
neighbors 
  
Barbara Kelleher 
 
 

Klenz, Michael 
 

From: Michael Klenz [michael@advantagegraphics.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 10:10 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 
 
As a Tualatin resident who commutes daily on Tualatin Road and business owner with offices at 
18101 SW Boones Ferry Rd., the proposed bridge project (project 10731) has a significant 
impact on me.  After evaluating the pros and cons I feel the overall impact will be a NEGATIVE 
ONE. 
  
I am very much OPPOSSED  to this project. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Mike Klenz 
President 
Advantage Graphics 
18101 S.W. Boones Ferry Rd. 
Portland, OR 97224 
Tel: 503.684.2829 or 800.881.5412 
Fax: 503.684.0854 
www.advantagegraphics.com 
 

 
Larsen, Jerry and Jan 

 
From: Jerry and Jan Larsen [larsen@jerryjan.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 4:36 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Cc: North Tualatin Friends 
Subject: Project 10731 
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To all members of the Metro Council: 
  
Although we are not able to attend the Metro hearing on Thursday, we would like to make a 
very strong written appeal to you to remove Project 10731 from your new Metro Regional 
Transportation Plan.  We live just a few blocks off of Tualatin Road, and feel that increased 
traffic, the noise and pollution, and the access problems would be insurmountable for those of 
us living in this general area.  This was very poorly communicated to us, almost "zero" 
transparency, and it was only by dint of a huge effort by many of us citizens that the City of 
Tualatin has removed it from urban renewal consideration.  A city charter amendment initiative 
is underway, almost a certainty to go into effect, which would require a positive Tualatin City 
voter approval prior to placing any roadway or other non park-related constuction in the city's 
parks. 
  
We strongly feel that you cannot ignore the magnitute of this constituent outpouring of 
opposition, which was remarked about by every council and commission that was involved up 
to now.  We are your constituents also, please heed our plea to eliminate this proposition. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Jerry and Jan Larsen 
10650 SW Lucas Drive 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
503 691-1889 
larsen@jerryjan.com 
 

 
Raikoglo, Dwight  

 
From: rako@comcast.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 12:53 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Cc: raikoglo, jeanne; parker, brad; newcomb, kathy 
Subject: I-5 To 99W connector projects 10731,10736,10568 
 
The latest RTP for the I-5 to 99Wconnector projects includes 3 projects that strive to provide 
congestion relief in the Tualatin area,but should be revised in the following manner: 
Project 10731 would spend $45 million to provide "congestion relief and 
employment/industrial access".Our objections remain the same as previously sent to you on 
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10/14/09 in that local access and traffic flows will be disrupted or worsened for all 
residents,schools,and small businesses that use Tualatin Road.In addition,the 
Durham,Tigard,Summerfield, and Bridgeport residents that use Boones Ferry will be similarly 
impacted. 
 
This project will not provide congestion relief for any of us that presently live in this 
community.In fact,It will greatly magnify future traffic flow. 
As far as future employment/industrial access,speeding up the timeframes for projects 10736 
and 10568 mentioned below  will provide this sooner and in a more orderly,less disruptive 
manner. 
 
Project 10731 should be eliminated from the RTP and the $45 million spent on lane expansion 
for the following 2 projects: 
  
Project 10736(124th avenue to I-5 at Stafford).We suggest adding project 10731's $45 million 
to cover the 5 lane growth cited in the project.Much more cost effective than the expensive 
park bridge needed in project 10731.This project is the ultimate solution to our traffic 
needs and many of us have been waiting for this or its equivalent since it was talked about in 
the 1970's.Time to get going-sooner the better. 
  
Project 10568(tualatin-sherwood road improvements).Why wait until 2018 to get  this $49 
million project started?Again,use  the 10731 project  money to move this forward sooner if that 
is what it takes.This expansion to more lanes will do more good to solve congestion and future 
business access than 10731 could possibly attain. 
  
In summary, project 10731 is not at all cost effective and will be disruptive to many existing 
Tualatin,Durham,Tigard,and Summerfield residents that use Tualatin Road and Boones Ferry 
and the Tualatin Park.Why not spend the $45 million more prudently on the other two projects 
that our community strongly supports. 
  
Dwight  Raikoglo 
North Tualatin Resident since 1972  
 
 

Reid, Alex 
 
From: Alex Reid [alexander.reid@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 5:35 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Cc: northtualatinfriends@gmail.com 
Subject: Take Project 10731 Out of the Regional Plan 
 
To whom it may be concerned, 
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Please take Project 10731 out of the regional plan. This project would destroy a great asset to the 
community of Tualatin. The Tualatin Community Park (under the proposed bypass) is an asset to 
our community and provides a place for families and children to meet and play. This is a quiet 
tranquil park that helps to unite and build a strong community in north Tualatin. Please do not 
ruin this park by implementing project 10731. 
 
Thank you for your consideration 
 
Alex Reid 
 
 

Giunta, Jan 
 
 
From: Jan Giunta [jan@innovamtg.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 11:26 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Remove Project 10731 
 
I urge you to remove project #10731 from the Metro RTP.  The Tualatin City Council voted April 26t h , 
2010 (a vote of 6-0)  that this project be removed from the Metro RTP with a letter sent to you..  I urge 
you to respect their vote.  I have lived in Tualatin for over 20 years and frequently enjoy the community 
park, which if this project is built would destroy the essence and beauty of the park.  Thousands of cars 
would travel on Tualatin Road and over the park.  The quality of our neighborhood and of the park would 
be significantly harmed.  I further urge you to reopen discussion of the “southern arterial”, beginning on 
124th in Tualatin, then across Tualatin Sherwood Road, onto Tonquin Road, to Day Road, and eventually 
then connecting with I-5.   
 
 

Tualatin, OR 97062 
 
 

Ross, Diane 
 
From: Diane Ross [dianeofor@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 8:56 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 
 
I am against the proposed Project 10731 to extend the Tualatin Road to run through the park. I 
live near the park and enjoy having a nice area to bring my grandkids.  There has to be a better  
 
 
 

Jan Giunta  
17655 SW Shawnee Trail 
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way than destroying our park. 
 
Diane Ross 
17905 SW Shawnee Trail 
Tualatin, OR 97062  
(503) 482-5411    
 
 

Gray, Judith/City of Tigard 
 

From: Judith Gray <Judith@tigard-or.gov> 
Date: Sun, 11 Apr 2010 18:40:13 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: Judith Gray <Judith@tigard-or.gov> 
Subject: RTFP comments 
 
Hi Kim,  
 
I've attached some comments to the RTFP. I know you wanted these by Friday, but I couldn't 
get to them.  
 
I reviewed these in large part from the perspective of being nearly done with our TSP Update in 
Tigard...Josh assures me we are will be in compliance, or perhaps have a few things to work out. 
But still, I think the language of some of the requirements is kind of unclear for me. 
 
Also, I added some things in the parking management section. I realize you didn't make any 
changes to this, but I hope you'll consider my comments useful. To require a "parking 
managment plan" is pretty vague. Most cities won't know what to do. It could be a relatively 
minor data collection and analysis process. But if a city really wants a parking management 
plan, it will cost a lot of money and take a lot of time. As a consultant, the lowest cost I ever did 
was around $30k but it still took about 10 months with public meetings etc. We also did one for 
Corvallis for over $100k.  
 
Finally, I am confused about some of the compliance requirements, so I've added my questions 
to these.  
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I hope this is of some use. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.  
 
Thanks,  
 
Judith  
 
Judith Gray 
503-718-2557 
 
Judith Gray, Comments to the Draft RTFP, 3/22/10 version 
 
 

Title 1. 
3.08.110 B.  
General comment: I have a problem with the standard in general. Even in close in NE Portland 
we don’t have a 4 lane arterial every mile and we wouldn’t want one. It works much better with 
the tight grid of 2-lane streets. Same with SE Portland.  
Tigard doesn’t meet the arterial spacing standard either, but the problem is the collector and 
local street connectivity.  
What am I missing?  
 
3.08.110 D 
Should add “city or county TSP or other implementing ordinances”,  
 
3.08.110 D.4  
Should add the caveats in Subsection B, or similar, just like for street connectivity.  
 
3.08.110 D.5 and 6 
I don’t know exactly what “pursuant to Title 3 of the UGMFP” means, but it seems like both of 
these have significant requirements and at the same time are too vague. Water way crossings 
every 530 feet seems like a lot, but the caveat for when “the length of the crossing prevents a 
connection” seems entirely vague. If this is clarified in Title 3, then never mind.  
 
3.08.110 E  
Why so vague for redevelopment compared to the specifics for new development? This section 
only requires that we “encourage adequate street connectivity.” Perhaps it could say 
“consistent with the guidelines identified in 3.08.110 E 
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3.08.120B 1. 
The phrase “such as signals” appears to be missing a parenthesis or has a stray one.  
 
3.08.120B 1.e.  
Note: provision of ped crossing treatments are subject to the design and engineering standards 
of the roadway owner. Probably ODOT. These are very restrictive.  
 
3.08.120C 
Need to add the word “of”.     “…consider the needs of youth….”  
 
3.08.130A 3.  
Extra word “in” before subsection.  
I believe this is referring to all of 3.08.230, not just 3.08.230A 
 
3.08.130B 4 
I don’t think Parking Management belongs in this section. Parking does impact pedestrian 
conditions. But the topic is too large to understand what the intent is. Parking management 
should be covered well enough in Title 6.  
 
3.08.140A 5.  
Bike crossings are subject to the standards and policies of the owning jurisdiction.  
 
3.08.150A 3  
I believe this is referring to all of 3.08.230, not just 3.08.230A 

 
Title 2.  

 
3.08.210B 4 
I’m not sure what to do with the non-SOV modal targets in Table 3.08-1. My  understanding is 
that Metro is revising the way it defines SOVs so that it will no longer include parents with a 
child in the car. But I thought the model is reporting it under the new definition, but that the 
RTP standards have not been updated to reflect the change. I’m not sure how best to go about 
establishing a target given these conditions.  
 
Also, as I understand it, the base data is from 1994. If Tigard adopts a standard now, how will 
we measure change? Will Metro update the data? Do we just go with what the model predicts? 
That might be fine, but I would appreciate some clarity.  
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3.08.230E 
I share the concerns expressed in an earlier meeting (TPAC?) about requiring cities to measure 
each of these:  

• Safety: what is the standard methodology?  
• VMT: Can we expect to get a measure from Metro’s model?  
• Freight reliability: what is the standard methodology?  
• Congestion: is there a citywide measure we should use? Hours of congestion? Number 

of failing intersections?  
• Accessibility: What is the standard methodology?  
• Walking, biking, transit mode shares: This goes back to my earlier questions  (above) 

about measuring mode share.  
 
3.08.230F 
I agree with doing all of these things but don’t necessarily want them included in the TSP.  
 

• Parking development and management plans: doesn’t belong in the TSP; it warrants a 
stand alone study/plan process.  

• Street design standards: we prefer to keep these in the development code, but the TSP 
references that.  

•  
Title 4.  

 
I suggest a brief statement of purpose for this Title. In particular, that many of these measures 
are aimed at eliminating/reducing excess parking.  
 
3.08.410B 
Regarding variance, change “may establish variance” to “should establish variance.” Clarify that 
the purpose should be to reduce the overall parking supply (where alternative travel options or 
adequate parking supply are available) and also to support redevelopment. These procedures 
should also allow for parking studies to demonstrated parking needs in cases that aren’t a good 
fit to the land use categories in the code.  
 
I do not like the idea of submitting a report to Metro at the end of each year. That seems overly 
burdensome. Unless there is a very good reason, such as Metro intends to maintain a 
comprehensive inventory to track general practice. However, if it’s just for compliance, it is too 
burdensome to cities.  
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3.08.410C 
Toward the end, change “cities and counties should” to “cities and counties may count adjacent 
on-street parking spaces, nearby public parking, and shared parking toward required parking 
minimum standards”.  
 
This is fine for shared parking and should be encouraged. However, it is different if we’re talking 
about public resources, such as on-street parking or nearby public parking. If private 
development doesn’t have to provide parking and they will be relying on public parking and it 
hasn’t demonstrated that alternative access is available, at the very least they should pay a fee 
in lieu

Also, it is likely that most cities will be due to update their TSPs anyway. But 2 years seems 
unrealistic. Tigard will be in good shape, as will Beaverton. But how many others? It could easily 

 for the use of public parking. Otherwise, it is a public subsidy. And in the case of on-
street, it effectively gives away the right of way that may one day be wanted for bike lanes or 
landscaping or some other public good.  
 

Title 5. 
 
3.08.510C 
Why does the 30% apply only in centers? If these practices are effective for reducing vehicle 
trip generation, then why not apply it anywhere? I’m thinking the Tigard Triangle, but there 
could be many examples.  
 
Also, I still struggle with whether there is one approach that works for a single parcel as well as 
for a large master plan area. Does this work for a 1-acre site with a single developer as well as 
for a 150 acre or larger area, such as a town center?  
 

Title 6 
I have a lot of confusion over this one.  
 
In general, I believe an Amendment to a TSP is not the same as an Update. I believe that an 
amendment does not change the forecast year for the plan. It would be good to clarify.  
If that is the case, is it expected that most cities will simply Amend their TSPs to be in 
compliance?  
 
Also, what is the difference between the “compliance date” in 3.08.610A and the 
Acknowledgement date in 3.08.610B?  
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take 2 years just to get funding if it’s through TGM. And will TGM have enough to fund all of 
them at the same time Metro is trying to do corridor refinement plans?  
 

 
Scott, John 

 
From: John Scott [johnscott707@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 4:09 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Comments on Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Dear Metro Planning and Development, 
 
I am writing to urge you to remove the planned bridge over Tualatin Community Park and the 
Tualatin Road Extension from any Regional Transportation Plan that is currently being 
considered.  I think it is a horrendous idea to place a busy highway extension over a beautiful 
green, peaceful park.  I also think it is a horrendous idea to convert the portion of Tualatin Road 
that fronts the beautiful Tualatin Country Club and numerous residential neighborhoods into a 
5-lane highway that will carry a high volume of tractor trailers and other trucks and commercial 
traffic past these now peaceful residential neighborhoods.  This plan sacrifices the green, 
peaceful, and serene for the sake of supposed commercial driving efficiency. 
 
The bridge over the park will also create a dangerous hazard in an area frequented by children 
and families.  As we all know, it is not uncommon for objects to be thrown, whether voluntarily 
or involuntarily, off of elevated roadways.  Hub caps come off, rocks get shot out from under 
tires, and, yes, people throw things out of car windows on occasion.  Any of these items can 
strike a person in the park below causing grievous bodily injury or death.  The smell and noise 
of the highway above will also seriously impact a citizen’s enjoyment of the park.  The resulting 
increase in pollution will be unhealthy for people in the park, especially for the ballplayers on 
the nearby fields. 
 
In addition, there are many attractive alternatives to the bridge and the Tualatin Road 
Extension.  The widening of Tualatin-Sherwood Road is one that comes to mind.  It would 
appear logical to first widen this already commercial road as far as possible, and analyze its 
impact on traffic, before making ugly, noisy, and dangerous changes that effect residential 
communities.  Another option would be to create a major road from I5 to 99W straight across 
from the area where Boeckman Road intersects I5.  This option would impact very few 
residential areas.  Also, westbound traffic on 205 would be able to continue westward by 
simply going south a short distance on I5 and then getting onto the new road to 99W.  As you 
can see, there are many options that will impact less people, be more attractive, and be safer 
than the crazy idea of desecrating a park and long established residential neighborhoods with a 
commercial highway. 
 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 124



Please do the right thing and remove the bridge and Tualatin Road Extension from the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
 
Regards, 
John Scott 
 
 

Solomonik, Ida 
From: Ida Solomonik [ida_solomonik@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 11:15 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 1073 
 
Stop project 10731! 
Take project 10731 out of the regional plan. 
  
Ida Solomonik  
 

Sonnen, John/West Linn 
 

From: "Sonnen, John" <jsonnen@westlinnoregon.gov> 
Date: Fri, 9 Apr 2010 08:47:22 -0700 
To: Kim Ellis <kim.ellis@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: <chris.deffabach@oregonmetro.gov> 
Subject: promised scientific findings re stream crossings    
 
Hi Kim, 
  
Attached is a compilation of findings from scientific studies regarding roads crossing streams. I 
hope it helps. Given the damaging impacts of stream crossings evidenced in these studies, I 
think an exception from the road spacing standards is warranted for streams supporting listed 
species (or any stream that supports wild fish really). Thanks for considering this suggestion.  
  
John Sonnen 
 
John Sonnen 
jsonnen@westlinnoregon.gov 
Planning Director 
22500 Salamo Rd. 
West Linn, OR, 97068 
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P: (503) 723-2524 
F: (503) 656-4106 
Web: westlinnoregon.gov <http://westlinnoregon.gov>  
 
Scentific Findings Regarding Road and Utility Crossings. 
 
• The Cumulative Effects Of Urbanization On Small Streams In The Puget Sound 
Lowland Ecoregion, May. pg 6: The longitudinal continuity of the riparian corridor is at 
least as important as the lateral riparian buffer width. A near-continuous riparian zone is 
the typical natural condition in the PNW (Naiman, 1992). Fragmentation of the riparian 
corridor in urban watersheds can come from a variety of human impacts; the most 
common and potentially damaging being road crossings. In the Puget Sound lowlands 
(PSL) stream study, the number of stream -crossings (roads, trails, and utilities) 
increased in proportion to basin development intensity. All but one undeveloped stream 
(%TIA < 10%) had. on average. less than one riparian break per km of stream. Of the 
highly urbanized streams (%TIA > 40%). all but one had greater than two breaks per km. 
Based on current development patterns in the PSl only rural land use consistently 
maintained breaks in the riparian corridor to < 2 per Km of stream length. In general. the 
more fragmented and asymmetrical the upstream buffer the wider it needs to be to 
perform the desired functions (Barton et al.. 1985). 
 
• Alberti, M., D. Booth, K. Hill, B.Coburn, C. Avolio, S. Coe, and D. Spirandelli. 2003. 
The impact of urban patterns on aquatic ecosytems: An empirical analysis in Puget 
Lowland sub-basins. U.W., Dept. of Urban Design and Planning, Seattle: "The 
important effect of road crossing can be related to the cumulative effect of various road related 
stresses including streambanks and channel alteration, leaking of petroleum 
products, and increased pollution and sediment loadings." 
 
Patterns of biological conditions in forty-two sub-basin were best predicted by number 
of road crossing per km upstream from the B-IBI measurement points (R2= 0.68, P. < 
0.00l) and basin scale road density (R2 = 0.67, P < 0.001) (Figure 6). The data show a 
linear relationship between number of road crossings and biological conditions in the 
stream, with B-IBI values approaching poor biological conditions after two crossing per 
kilometer. Strong relationships also were found between B-IBI and population density 
(R2= 0.52, P < 0.001) at the basin scale and between B-IBI and population density (R2 = 
0.60, P < 0.001) at the local scale. Statistically significant relationships were found also 
between land use and B-IBI, which strength varies with diverse patterns of land use 
intensity ranging from %Transportation (R2 = 0.56, P < 0.001), % Institutional (R2 = 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 126

http://westlinnoregon.gov/�


O.44, P < 0.001), % Commercial{R2 = 0.20, P < 0;001), % MFR (R2 = 0.18, P< 0.001), 
to % Mixed use (R2 = 0;12, P < 0.001). 
 
The findings indicate that roads are a key stressor in urbanizing landscapes; This is 
particularly relevant given that the land use land cover analysis indicates that road intensity is 
correlated with total impervious surface in basins. Since roads increase impervious 
surface, and ditches are built to channel water from roads into streams, the rate of water 
runoff is higher in basins with a greater amount of roads. A more specific result of our 
study is that both road density and number of road crossings are better predictors of BIBI 
score than taw total impervious area. In particular, road crossing is a better predictor 
than road density. The important effect of road crossing can be related to the cumulative 
effect of various road-related stresses including streambanks and channel alteration, 
leaking of petroleum products, and increased pollution and sediment loadings. 
The following graph shows the relationship of the Benthic Index of Biological Integrity 
to road density and number stream crossings 
. 
• Stream–Riparian Ecosystems. A Review of Best Available Science May 2000, pg 57: 
Riparian corridor connectivity is also an ecologically critical and often underemphasized 
component of riparian integrity. The natural riparian corridors of the PNW 
are nearly continuous, with few breaks and little unvegetated area. Fragmentation tends 
to be a direct result of human interactions with the stream-riparian network. Road 
crossings and land clearing are the most common human activities that fragment the 
riparian corridor. Riparian fragmentation must be minimized if we are to protect the 
remaining natural systems and restore those already compromised by human incursions. 
In addition to minimizing breaks in the stream-riparian corridor, we should attempt to 
reduce the impact of those crossings deemed necessary. Stream-riparian crossings should 
be designed for minimal stormwater and other impacts. In general, riparian 
encroachment must be prevented. This can be done through landowner education and 
clear delineation of RMZ and buffers. 
 
As has been emphasized, it is also extremely important from an ecological standpoint, 
that the riparian corridor be nearly continuous (May et al., 1997; Naiman and Bilby, 
1998; Wenger, 1999). As stated by Fischer et al. (2000): “Continuous buffers are more 
effective at moderating stream temperatures, reducing gaps in protection from non-point 
source pollution, and providing better habitat and movement corridors for wildlife.” 
Road crossings, utility-line gaps, and other breaks in this corridor fragment the streamriparian 
ecosystem and allow direct access of surface runoff into the stream system. This not only 
compromises the effectiveness of the natural buffer surrounding the stream, but allows 
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pollutants and sediment to enter the stream untreated (May et al., 1997). Nearcontinuous 
riparian corridors are especially important along smaller headwater and tributary streams, 
which make up the majority of stream length in any watershed. These streams are closely 
linked to the surrounding riparian and upland areas of the watershed. This is where organic 
matter, LWD, and sediment are most likely to enter the stream system. These headwater and 
tributary streams tend to have a significant amount of wetland habitat as well. Protection of 
natural corridors along small headwater and tributary streams may offer the greatest benefits 
to the stream-riparian ecosystem 
(Osborne and Kovavic, 1993; Hubbard and Lowrance, 1994; May et al., 1997). Even 
ephemeral, seasonal, and intermittent streams should have protected riparian corridors. 
These channels can retain a significant amount of water and sediment and may carry an 
appreciable flow (surface and sub-surface) and sediment load during large storm events 
(Hewlett and Hibbert, 1967; Daniels and Gilliam, 1986; Binford and Buchenau, 1993; 
Wenger, 1999). In summary, the effectiveness of a riparian corridor protection program 
depends on the amount of stream miles that are protected; the more miles protected, the 
more effective a program will be (Wenger 1999). 
 
The entire stream network functions as a system, thus removing the connection between 
intermittent and perennial streams may have detrimental consequences to the physical 
and biological components of stream ecosystems, particularly in the long term (FEMAT 
1993). Naiman et al. (1992) stated that intermittent streams are an important, often 
overlooked, component of aquatic ecosystems. As a result, riparian buffers tend to be 
especially important along the small headwater streams that typically make up the 
majority of stream miles in any basin (Osborne and Kovacic, 1993; Binford and 
Buchenau, 1993; Hubbard and Lowrance, 1994; Lowrance et al., 1997; May et al., 1997; 
Fischer et al., 2000). These smaller streams often have more interaction with the land 
and riparian vegetation plays an integral role in reducing sediment and other pollutants, 
maintaining temperature regimes, and providing large woody debris and other organic 
inputs (FEMAT 1993). Riparian buffers along larger streams may actually have less of 
an impact on water quality, however they often need to be wider to provide better 
wildlife habitat (Fischer et al. 2000). 
 
Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats, 1997, pg 52: 
Whether constructed as a part of forest practices, agriculture, recreation, or urbanization, 
roads may have significant and long-lasting impacts on riparian and instream habitat and 
their fish and wildlife populations (Larse 1970, Thomas et al. 1979, Oakley et al. 1985, 
Furniss et al. 1991, Hicks et al. 1991b, Noss and Cooperrider 1994). Roads of all types 
and locations (not including foot trails) affect riparian or stream systems by changing the 
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drainage of a watershed, removing riparian habitat, or by causing mass soil movement, 
erosion, and subsequent sedimentation into streams. The degree of these effects is 
related to the road location, construction and maintenance techniques, and to the manner 
in which roads cross streams. Roads more directly affect fish and wildlife populations by 
removing riparian habitat, altering instream habitat, introducing human disturbance to 
riparian and stream areas, acting as a barrier to movement, and causing vehicle related 
mortality of wildlife. To prevent or reduce impacts, road planning and route selection by 
an interdisciplinary team is perhaps the most important single element of road 
development (Larse 1970)….As the density of roads increases, road impacts on riparian 
and stream systems will inevitably worsen. Roads may have unavoidable effects on 
streams, no matter how well they are located, designed, or maintained (U.S. For. Serv. et 
al. 1993). 
 
Roads within riparian habitat reduce the ability of the area to support wildlife by 
removing or altering habitat, introducing disturbance which makes areas unsuitable to 
sensitive species, and by vehicle mortality of wildlife (Thomas et al. 1979, Oakley et al. 
1985, Noss and Cooperrider 1994). Roads are commonly constructed parallel to stream 
and river courses for scenic reasons and for ease of construction because valley bottoms 
generally have more gentle topography than side slopes. Roads parallel to streams isolate 
the stream system from uplands and remove or alter substantial amounts of riparian 
habitat. Roads and highways parallel to streams and rivers constrain the natural 
development of meanders, side channels, and attached wetlands (Everett et al. 1994). In 
low gradient areas, the development of sinuous stream channels creates well developed 
riparian habitat and slow moving water that is good fish habitat, especially for rearing. 
Roads provide easy access to live and dead wood collected for firewood. Snags are 
particular targets for firewood collection, but they provide a key habitat feature for 
cavity-nesting ducks, osprey, bald eagle, and a variety of other cavity-using species that 
are drawn to riparian areas (Rodrick and Milner 1991, Noss and Cooperrider 1994). 
Roads are often entry points and avenues for the introduction and expansion of plants 
and animals, including exotic species, that thrive in disturbed environments. These 
invading species often out-compete native plants and animals, thereby inhibiting the 
reestablishment of healthy riparian communities. In the Pacific Northwest, Port Orford 
cedar root rot fungus, black-stain root disease fungus, spotted knapweed, and the gypsy 
moth are all known to disperse and invade natural habitats via roads and vehicles 
(Schowalter 1988). 
 
Roads act as barriers to the movement of some small animals (Noss and Cooperrider 
1994). When wildlife is hesitant or unable to cross roads, habitat parcels effectively 
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become isolated. This segregates some populations in small habitat fragments, thereby 
increasing their likelihood of local extinction. Roads parallel to riparian areas prevent the 
movement of some species between upland and riparian areas, including those whose 
requirements may include both ecosystems. 
 
• Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats, 1997: Roads, 
Stream Crossings, and Utility Lines Roads and their associated drainage systems alter 
water flows. These alterations can substantially increase erosion and decrease slope 
stability, especially if the roads are improperly located and designed. The result is 
usually an increase in stream sediments which can adversely impact riparian and aquatic 
habitats and the fish and wildlife that inhabit them. The following recommendations will 
help reduce road impacts on riparian and their associated aquatic habitats. 
Avoid constructing roads, utility lines, or conducting activities involving stream 
crossings within RHAs - Where no viable alternative exists, road alignment should be 
perpendicular to streams to minimize riparian vegetation loss and habitat fragmentation 
(Oakley et al. 1985). Streams are preferably crossed by bridges instead of culverts. If 
culverts are used, they should be designed to convey a minimum 100-year peak flow 
event and ensure passage for both adult and juvenile fish per WDFW guidelines (WAC 
220-110-070). These guidelines include a minimum culvert diameter of 46 cm (18 in). 
Culverts with deep road fill [>1.8 m (6 ft) above top of culvert inlet] should be avoided 
where streams are at risk of conveying debris flows to the crossing. Seek information 
and assistance from WDFW and DNR on culvert installation. 
 
Roads in riparian areas, especially those running parallel to the stream course, remove 
valuable riparian habitat. Roads are a travel barrier for many species; hence, they can 
isolate riparian habitat from uplands. Vehicles disturb wildlife, and roads make riparian 
areas more accessible to people. Subjecting fish and wildlife to increased disturbance 
may cause sensitive species to leave an area or may reduce their productivity. Roads 
adjacent to riparian areas increase vehicle-related mortality of wildlife. Roads adjacent 
to streams can contribute excessive sedimentation to streams because of altered water 
flow, bare ground, and rapid water flow over impervious surfaces. All of these factors 
may result in a reduced ability of riparian and stream habitats to support diverse and 
abundant fish and wildlife populations. When roads must enter riparian habitat, careful 
design and maintenance can reduce but not eliminate these impacts. Roads that cross 
streams perpendicularly and then exit the riparian area will minimize habitat 
fragmentation and loss. Adequately-sized culverts will prevent debris build-up and 
massive erosion when this debris dam breaks. It is unlikely that culverts large enough to 
pass debris will block fish migration. 
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Improve road drainage network - Improve the road drainage network throughout 
watersheds by removing unnecessary culverts, increasing the size of inadequate culverts, 
or replacing culverts with bridges. Properly designed culverts can help control erosion, 
while poorly designed ones can exacerbate it. When culverts do not regularly pass 
debris, it accumulates and impedes water flow and fish passage. These debris dams are 
vulnerable to breaking during storm events, and then large quantities of water and debris 
stored behind the dam are sluiced downstream causing channel and bank erosion. While 
an individual event is not always undesirable and may resemble natural disturbances, the 
cumulative effect of many such occurrences can increase the frequency of sediment 
delivery and stream destabilization well beyond natural rates. Spawning and rearing 
habitat may then be damaged, stream turbidity may increase, and the frequent movement 
of woody debris may preclude the development of instream habitat features of 
importance to fish and wildlife. Road drainage improvements can reduce debris 
accumulations and reduce stream risks during storm and flooding events. 
Close unnecessary roads and retain roadless areas - Close roads when not in use and 
deactivate unnecessary roads in unstable or erosive terrain. Deactivation should include 
restoration of natural drainage paths, removal of organic debris from fill, recovery of 
side-cast materials onto road surface, and revegetation. Fish and wildlife will best be 
served if areas that are currently roadless remain so; alternative means of resource 
removal should be explored (Reeves and Sedell 1992). 
 
Limiting road densities and properly designing and maintaining roads will minimize the 
impacts to hydrology, wildlife, and habitat. By keeping presently roadless areas in a 
roadless condition, large areas of intact, undisturbed habitat used by species requiring 
large areas (e.g., lynx, bear, cougar, mountain caribou) can be sustained in Washington. 
Minimize road mileage across the landscape - Significant effects of roads on fish and 
wildlife habitat can only be minimized, not eliminated, with careful road design and 
maintenance. Roads change basin hydrology through the replacement of largely pervious 
surfaces with impervious surfaces, alteration of water drainage patterns, and 
destabilization of some slopes. The effects of erosion and stream sedimentation can be 
minimized with proper location, design and maintenance of road systems. Limiting the 
extent of roads can further minimize negative impacts. In addition, roads provide human 
access to areas, thereby resulting in increased disturbance and potential poaching on fish 
and wildlife. Some species (e.g., elk) avoid roads and roadside areas, thereby reducing 
available habitat. Other species are negatively affected by roads because of increased 
stress during critical periods (e.g., wintering deer). Roads act as a barrier to the 
movement of some animals (e.g., small mammals, amphibians, black bear) because of 
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their sensitivity to disturbed areas, limitations in mobility, or because of an increased 
susceptibility to predation, road kill, or poaching while crossing open roads. 
All new roads should be designed and constructed according to current best management 
standards; existing roads should be improved to meet these standards. Long-term 
commitment to road maintenance is essential. 
 
• The Local Impacts of Road Crossings on Puget Lowland Creeks Christina Marie Avolio, UW, 
2003: The Urban Patterns Study results confirmed that the density of road 
networks, and especially that of road-stream crossings, has significant relation to 
degraded in-stream biological health that is not explained by %TIA alone. Yet this 
correlation could be present for a variety of reasons. Roads contribute to impervious 
areas within a watershed and they correspond to concentrated drainage and runoff 
(Montgomery 1994). In addition, roads fragment riparian buffers (Luce and Wemple 
2001) and are associated with outfall pipes, which can introduce contaminants directly to 
the creek. Roads alter hydraulics and intercept physical in-channel processes, such as 
meander migration and wood recruitment, that create habitat and refugia for 
macroinvertebrate as well (King et al. 2001, Statzner 1986). It is likely that roads 
influence biological stream conditions for all these reasons, but it is difficult to evaluate 
every potential influence simultaneously. This thesis focuses on only one aspect of road 
impacts: the processes by which road crossings of stream channels impact the physical 
framework that supports biological conditions. 
 
Several studies have considered the effects of roads and road crossings on stream 
hydrology and sedimentology (Anderson 1987, Reid et al. 1984, Montgomery 1994, 
Madej 2001, La Marche and Lettenmaier 2001, Jones et al. 2000, Weaver et al. 1995, 
Wemple 1998, Wemple et al. 2001). In general, these studies have found roads to alter 
creeks in the following ways: 
 
• Increased magnitudes of storm flows 
• Decreased downstream bank and hillslope stability 
• Increased fine sediment production 
• Altered sediment production and transport processes 
• Trapped sediment and wood behind culverts 
• Promotion of landsliding during storms 
• Road/ditch/culvert interception of runoff 
• Promotion of gullying and channel network expansion 
 
Jones et al. (2000) developed a conceptual framework for how roads affect stream 
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networks in mountainous regions, based on research from the H.J. Andrews 
Experimental Forest in Oregon. They suspected that road networks can both instigate 
and block debris flows, and can alter the balance between the intensity of flood peaks 
and the stream network’s resilience to changes in discharge. They also considered those 
processes that are influenced by road usage (e.g., fine sediment production) as compared 
to those processes that are altered by the sheer physical presence of the road crossing 
(e.g., mass movement). They suggested that the location of roads and road crossings on 
the hillslope are significant considerations when anticipating road impacts on peak flow 
response, sediment production, and sediment transport. They support the idea that for 
mountainous watersheds, road crossings at perpendicular angles to channels along 
middle to lower hillslope positions can directly affect peak flows and debris flow 
initiation and run-out, whereas valley-floor roads that run parallel to main-stem channels 
have their greatest impact by inhibiting lateral movement and meander migration. In 
conclusion, the authors propose that streams will experience the greatest effects from 
peak flows and debris flows just downstream of individual road-stream crossings, but 
they caution that observations must also be weighed within the context of the total road 
density to that point in the stream network. 
 
LaMarche and Lettenmeier (2001) examined the effects of forest roads on peak flows in 
the Deschutes River Basin in Oregon. They hypothesized that roads altered 1) the 
volume of water converted to overland flow from the interception of road runoff, and 2) 
the rate of delivery of road runoff to the stream network. The effects of forest floods 
were found to increase with greater peak floods. Using a distributed hydrologic model to 
simulate road effects on peak flows in smaller subcatchments, they found forest roads to 
increase the magnitude of the mean annual flood from 2.2 to 9.5%, and the ten-year 
storm between 2.9 and 12.2%. 
Madej (2001) studied the impacts of abandoned forest roads and road crossings to stream 
erosion and sediment delivery in the Redwood Creek Basin of Northern California. She 
separated the impacts of nearby road reaches and the influences of stream-road 
crossings, and found that mass movements were generally associated with hillslope road 
segments while channel incision and bank erosion were the most common effects of road 
crossings. 
 
Montgomery (1994) also found that the surface drainage networks associated with roads 
had significant impacts on channel initiation and slope stability in mountainous regions. 
Results indicated that channels supported by road-related runoff required smaller 
drainage areas for initiation than undisturbed channels of similar slope. In addition, 
basins with greater basin area and greater slopes were found to be more prone to 
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landsliding under the influence of road drainage. In conclusion, Montgomery found all 
roads, even ridgetop roads, to have significant influence on stream geomorphology, 
largely because of their association with drainage concentration. He proposed that 
adverse channel and slope impacts could be reduced if field data could be gathered to 
support theoretical thresholds for erosion initiation and if road designs could make the 
necessary reductions in drainage concentrations. 
 
This study has shown that road crossings can impose significant alterations to the 
geomorphology, hydraulics, and hydrology of downstream channels in lowland, fluvial 
systems. Results confirmed the hypothesis that road structures and related bank armoring 
can degrade downstream channel complexity and decrease the variety of channel units 
through alterations of sinuosity and meander migration. As hypothesized, altered 
hydraulics through road crossings that confine the creek are associated with more 
downstream bank instability. Additionally, the armoring downstream of and associated 
with the different road-crossing design types did induce downstream channels to alter 
morphologies and channel slopes to overcome the inability to adjust laterally, while 
maintaining downstream water and sediment transport. Entrainment results could not 
confirm the hypothesis that individual stormwater outfalls could contribute to increased 
downstream erosion; however, stormwater outfalls were found to correlate to altered 
downstream physical conditions, including increased embeddedness. Contrary to the 
initial hypothesis that reaches in urbanized watersheds would not be as sensitive to 
roadcrossings impacts, urban reaches generally experienced even more downstream effects 
than suburban reaches, especially downstream of culverts. These findings have many 
implications for management, especially those related to future road-crossing designs and 
riparian corridor protection. 
 
Geomorphic results implicate all road crossings; that is, for almost every road crossing, 
geomorphic condition was found to locally degrade in the downstream direction. These 
local road-crossing impacts were experienced across the entire gradient of urbanization. 
Therefore, to avoid impacts to natural fluvial systems, the number of road-creek 
crossings should be minimized. Ensuring efficient transportation networks might 
supersede the need to avoid physical alterations of creeks; therefore, it is important to 
understand which road-crossing designs might best minimize their downstream impacts. 
The observed impacts to local creek geomorphology, hydrology, and hydraulics imply 
that there are explicit road crossing attributes that cause the observed degradation of 
physical conditions downstream. Culverts generally have larger impacts to overall 
geomorphic condition than their less confining counterpart, bridges. Bridges are 
generally associated with a downstream channel geometry (i.e. larger W/D ratios) that 
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correlates to in-stream channel complexity and greater overall physical condition (PSCI). 
In addition, road crossings that related to downstream reaches that had higher W/D 
ratios, coarser sediment, and smaller hydraulic radii also had greater PSCI scores 
because those channels were also more stable and had the lateral space to support both 
gravel bars and LWD. Therefore, to allow for more stable and complex geomorphology 
downstream, culverts should be avoided, and road crossings should be designed with 
wider widths to minimize the confinement imposed on the channel. 
 
To the same extent that the confinement related to the road design should be minimized, 
so the confinement imposed by bank armoring should be avoided. The longer the road 
crossing imposes artificial banks (whether through the road crossing itself or with 
riprapped banks downstream), the longer will be the lengths of downstream physical 
degradation. The key factor here is allowing the naturally meandering creek to 
reestablish its sinuosity. This requires both erodible banks and the physical space needed 
to make lateral channel adjustments. A lack of space is often the vital issue for urban 
reaches abutted by private property. To protect private property, creek banks along 
residences are often lined with concrete and riprap. If some downstream bank 
reinforcement is necessary, natural vegetation or placed LWD could be used to diffuse 
some of the stream power associated with discharge coming out of the road-crossing 
outlets. Such measures are unlikely to substitute for the loss of an unconfined planform, 
however. 
 
Protecting and restoring riparian buffers along creeks can help to mitigate the local 
effects of road crossings on channel morphology. The results have indicated that 
suburban creeks with better riparian buffers are more resilient to the local impacts of a 
culvert than urban creeks. For example, one of the Rocky/Muck Creek sites with a wide 
riparian buffer and only about 16% basin TIA, had an overall downstream reach PSCI 
score of 19.5 even though it was downstream of a narrow culvert. Measures of the 
riparian zone width and integrity were shown to significantly relate to more LWD, 
greater channel complexity, and higher reach sinuosity. Therefore, wide and intact 
riparian corridors can successfully support complex geomorphic structure, even in some 
of the most urbanized basins. The upstream reach of TH02 (summer 2002 survey) and 
the upstream reach for the Miller Creek site (spring 2003 survey) both had relatively 
wide riparian buffers. Although the Thornton Creek sub-basin is characterized by 59% 
TIA it had a PSCI score of 16. Similarly, the Miller Creek sub-basin has 59% TIA but a 
PSCI value of 19. In these cases, wide riparian buffers apparently counteract the 
magnitude of basin development and provide an effective support for high-quality 
channel morphology. These results must be tempered, however, by earlier findings by 
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others that biological health does not necessarily follow from good physical habitat 
alone. 
 
Field evidence strongly indicates that road-stream crossings promote local downstream 
geomorphic degradation. However, a particular reach’s susceptibility to change relies on 
the road crossing’s confinement, and the integrity of both the riparian buffer and the 
watershed as a whole. Although less-confining road crossings can potentially minimize 
the degree of road impacts, the effectiveness of such designs will likely be reduced if the 
entire watershed is characterized by a high frequency of road-stream intersections. 
Watersheds with road networks that exceed four or five road crossings per stream 
kilometer (e.g., a crossing every 200 to 250 m) will probably negate the stream’s ability 
to achieve downstream recovery from the local impacts of one road crossing before 
encountering the influence of the next. Protected riparian corridors within these 
watersheds can be expected to provide greater resiliency, but they cannot eliminate the 
compounding road-crossing effects because they too would be fragmented at the same 
frequency as the stream. Therefore, it is important to consider both the condition of the 
entire watershed and the overall connectivity of the road network to the stream network 
before the potential impacts of a new road-stream crossing design can be assessed. 
 

 
Stewart, Deborah 

 
From: djstew@verizon.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 12:53 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Tualatin project 10731 
 
Hello there, 
 
I am writing to show my support and agreement of the decision Tualatin Council submitted to 
you in REMOVING project 10731 from Tualatin. 
 
If you had proposed this 15 years ago, there would have been no problem.  However Tualatin in 
the last few years has grown into a walking, family friendly town.  The Tualatin Park expecially 
has grown into a vibrant center of the community.  By linking it to Cooks Park there are many of 
us that use the parks extensively via bikes and walking.  At any given time, citizens are using the 
park for skateboarding, biking, walking, tennis, softball, picnics, parties. This is a success story 
for Tualatin. 
 
Project 10731 would ruin the progress that Tualatin has made for familys and citizens.  We 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book 136



don't want all those cars, exhaust, and noise.  This is not that type of community.  That is why 
we live here.   
 
Thank you for acceping my position and hopefully there is another way. 
 
 
Deborah Stewart 
17805 SW Chippew Trail 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
 
 

Thompson, Gary 
 
From: gsjayhawk@verizon.net 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 1:37 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Poroject 10931 
 
I am writing in opposition to project 10731 which would extend Tualatin Road with a direct 
path to Interstate 5 highway. 
 
Certainly, a good, workable solution needs to be found to provide an efficient link between I-5 
and 99West with minimum impact on existing businesses and residential areas.  But until that is 
in place, project 10731 would most likely become a poor substitute for that.   
 
This project would devastate a relatively quiet neighborhood and a serene and very popular 
park. 
 
Please do the right thing and vote down this highly flawed project. 
 
Gary Thompson 
Tualatin, Oregon 
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Nix, Kip and Molly 
 
From: MMossnix@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 10:57 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Tualatin Community Park 
 
Metro Planning and Development: 
  
We strongly oppose Metro's proposal to build a bridge through our beautiful Tualatin 
Community Park. There are only a few parks in Tualatin for our residents to share and putting a 
bridge through Tualatin park will shatter the tranquility of this multi-use park.  It will also 
further congest this area of Tualatin which is already difficult to get around  at certain times of 
day in due to WES and the railroad crossings which the many school buses must stop at several 
times a day. Please don't ruin one of Tualatin's best attributes! 
  
Sincerely, 
  
 Kip and Molly Nix and Family   Tualatin residents since 2002 
10205 SW Casteel Ct. 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
 
 

Allen, David 
 
From: David Allen [davidpallen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 1:22 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Tualatin Park Bridge 
 
Hello - I am writing to express my concern over the proposed Tualatin Community Park Traffic 
Bridge plan (Project 10731). 
 
As I understand it, Tualatin City Council have expressed their opposition, but I would like my 
voice added to the people opposing this. 
 
I work close to the park and use it's facilities many times each week. During my lunch break I 
take walks that, more often than not, start at the trestle Rail Bridge and then go onto Cook 
Park and beyond. 
 
The Tualatin park is a very quiet, peaceful retreat away from the bustle of Tualatin and I think 
that running any extensions of existing roadways through the park, close to the children's play 
area, over the lovely Tualatin River and next to the walk and cycle path that starts in the park  
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next to the new water pumping transfer station, would be going against the ethos of most 
residents and users of the area. 
 
Thanks for listening. 
 
David Allen 
 
 

McClure, Larry 
 
From: Larry McClure [larry.mcclure@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 9:29 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Tualatin Road Exension to Hwy 99 
 
Please let me add my objections to others you have probably received about the proposed 
bridge over Tualatin City Park as part of an extension of Tualatin Road to the Bridgeport area.  I 
want to point out that Tualatin Historical Society has officially expressed its concern about the 
impact on heritage trees just to the north of the railroad trestle.  These historic trees date back 
to early days when Tualatin was just a village and logging was a mainstay along the river.  Now 
we can enjoy seeing the "new" growth that has been officially listed for protection by our 
Society.  The city and Clean Water Services have also invested heavily in a re-created Tualatin 
train station and picnic area in the same location as the proposed highway.  This project cost 
millions and now we want to desecrate it with a new forest of pilings and noisy traffic?  Let 
common sense prevail on this issue and take advantage of the existing Sherwood-Tualatin Road 
by widening it. Whatever happened to circling I-205 westward to link up with 99 and on to 
Scholls, Beaverton and Hillsboro? 
  
Cordially, 
  
Larry McClure 
17760 SW Cheyenne Way 
Tualatin OR   
503-692-5489 
 
 

Welsh, Jeff 
 
From: jeffw@insource1.com 
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 11:00 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: Project 10731 
 
Dear Metro Planning and Development, 
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Please take RTP Project 10731 out of the regional plan. 
 
I live in Apache Bluff and believe that dumping thousands of cars and trucks into this part of 
Tualatin is the WRONG solution. 
 
Jeff Welsh 
Cheyenne Way 
 
 

Wyland, Sharla 
 
From: Sharla WYLAND [swyland4@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2010 12:19 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Plan rtp 
Subject: No on Project 10731 
 
Dear Metro, 
  
Would you want a 55 plus foot wide traffic bridge running through your outdoor living room? 
No, this is the worse idea I've heard of in a long time! 
  
We want to preserve our outdoor living room (Tualatin Community Park!) We like the 
firnishings too our 100 year old Heritage trees! This is our neighborhood and we don't want the 
extra noise, traffic, pollution and eye sore running through our park. ARE YOU KIDDING ME!! 
  
Metro for the love of heaven take out project 10731 from the regional plan! NOT A GOOD 
PLAN!!!! 
  
Thank you for your time in this matter, 
  
Sharla Wyland 
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APPENDIX A:  Notification and Outreach 



 



Outreach and notification 
 
Electronic notices 
Three electronic notices were sent out to more than 2500 individuals and organizations 
promoting the third and final public comment opportunity. The first notice was sent 45 days 
before the opening of the comment opportunity to allow organizations that meet monthly to 
inform their members. A second notice was sent a week before the comment period opened, 
and a reminder notice was sent about two weeks before the end of the comment period. The 
text of these notices is included in the following pages. 
 
Legal notice and display ads 
In the week before the comment period opened, a legal notice was placed in The Oregonian 
and display ads were published in community, ethnic and minority publications. A copy of 
the display ad is included in the following pages.  
 
Web pages 
The RTP web page noticed the public comment period and also provided a link to an on-line 
comment form. The online form provided a free-text opportunity for residents to enter 
comments of any length. The web page also provided electronic copies for viewing or 
downloading of the RTP and links to the related plans and documents.  
 
Public hearing 
A public hearing was held on May 6, 2010, to provide residents an opportunity to address the 
Council in person. Each testifier was allowed three minutes to speak. Testifiers were asked to 
prepare written summaries of their remarks to ensure that the public record reflected their 
thoughts accurately and completely. Written comments were also accepted without oral 
testimony. The public hearing was promoted in all outreach and notification material, all 
published display ads, and noticed in The Oregonian on March 18, 2010 as well as in the 
weekly public notice of the Metro Council agenda.  
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All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. To request language 
or sign interpretation or a hearing device, please call Metro 48 hours in  
advance at 503-797-1551 or TDD 503-797-1804.

Questions: Call Pat Emmerson at 503-797-1551 
or send e-mail to rtp@oregonmetro.gov. 

Public comment period 
March 22 through May 6, 2010

Submit written comments by:

US Mail: RTP Comments, Metro,
600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232

Web: www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp

 Public hearing
 5 p.m. Thursday, May 6, 2010
 Metro Council Chamber 
 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland
 (www.trimet.org for current public transit information)

 Testimony time is three minutes per person. For the public record, please bring 
 a written summary of your remarks or be prepared to summarize them on a  
 comment form at the hearing.

 

2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
and Air-Quality Conformity Report
The Regional Transportation Plan guides investments in the region’s  
transportation system for all forms of travel. To review these documents, visit 
www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp.
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Comment on the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and air-quality 
determination 
On Monday, March 22, 2010, Metro will open a third, and final 45-day public comment opportunity on 
the final draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and an air quality conformity analysis that indicates the 
region will continue to meet federal and state clean-air standards. The comment period closes at midnight 
on Thursday, May 6, 2010. 
 
The RTP is a 25-year blueprint that guides transportation planning and investments throughout the region 
to improve safety, revitalize downtowns, protect the environment and support the region’s economy. 
Metro updates the RTP every four years. The final RTP reflects the policies, projects and funding strategy 
accepted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council in December 
2009.  
 
The Air Quality Conformity Determination estimates carbon monoxide emissions and precursors 
of smog (volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen) from cars and trucks in the greater 
Portland air shed to the year 2035, assuming all the transportation facilities in the RTP are built. 
The estimate must not exceed a "budget" approved for the region by the Oregon Environmental 
Quality Commission and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
The final draft RTP, air quality conformity analysis, and web-based comment forms are available at 
www.oregonmetro/rtp and www.oregonmetro/airquality. CDs or printed versions of these documents are 
available by calling 503-797-1735. 
 
You may also send written comments to: 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Planning and Development, 
600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97232.  
 
There will be a public hearing at 5 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 2010, in the Metro Council Chamber, 600 
NE Grand Avenue, Portland. Testimony time is limited to three minutes per person. Please either bring a 
written summary or summarize your comments at the hearing on a Metro comment form for the public 
record.  
 
All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. Listening devices for are available upon request. 
Language and sign interpretation are available with 48-hour advance notice by calling 503-797-1551 or 
T.D.D. 503-797–1804. For other questions, call 503-797-1551 or send e-mail to rtp@oregonmetro.gov.  
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King Neighborhood Association 
News and Information about the King Neighborhood, Portland, Oregon  

 Board Members/Committees  
 Contact Us  
 King Bylaws  
 Land Use/Development  
 Meetings  

Posted by: Trace Salmon | February 12, 2010 

PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY: 2035 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
On Monday, March 22, 2010, Metro will open a third and final 45-day public comment opportunity on the draft 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and an air quality conformity analysis that indicates the region will continue to meet federal and state clean 
air standards. The comment period for both of these documents will close at midnight on Thursday, May 6, 2010. Comments 
received after that time will not be included in the formal public record.  

The RTP is a long-term blueprint that guides transportation planning and investments throughout the region. Metro is required to 
update the plan every four years. The plan proposes investing more than $20 billion in local, regional, state and federal funds 
during the next 25 years. The plan seeks to improve safety and travel choices for everyone, revitalize downtowns, main streets, 
create jobs and enhance our economy, maintain clean air and reduce our region’s carbon footprint. The final RTP reflects the 
policies, project list and funding strategy as accepted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro 
Council in December 2009.  

The final draft RTP and air quality conformity analysis will be available on the RTP project web site at www.oregonmetro/rtp as
soon as the comment period opens on March 22. The web site will also present more detailed information about individual 
projects. CDs or printed versions of these documents will be available by request. 

HOW TO COMMENT 
* Mail or hand-deliver to 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Planning and Development, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 
97232 
* Comment online at www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp 
* Testify at a public hearing starting at 5 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 2010, in the Metro Council Chamber, 600 NE Grande 
Avenue, Portland.  

GUIDELINES FOR TESTIFYING AT A PUBLIC HEARING 
* Oral testimony is limited to three minutes per person. 
* To ensure that your comments are accurately reflected in the public record, please bring your remarks in writing whether you 
testify orally or not. You may bring written material you have prepared in advance, or use Metro comment forms that will be 
available at the hearing.  

FINAL APPROVAL PROCESS 
After comments on this final RTP have been considered by Metro’s technical and policy advisory committees and the Metro 
Council, an ordinance to approve the final RTP will be considered for approval by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation and the Metro Council on June 10, 2010.  

All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. Listening devices for people with a hearing impairment are available in the 
Council Chamber upon request. Interpreter services for people with limited English or the hearing impaired are available with 
48 hours advance notice. Please call Metro at (503) 797-1551 or T.D.D. (503) 797–1804 to request these services. For up to date 
public transit information, visit www.trimet.org.  

For questions about the comment period or to request more information call Pat Emmerson at 503-797-1551 or send e-mail to 
rtp@oregonmetro.gov.  
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Possibly related posts: (automatically generated) 

 CITY SEEKS INPUT ON PROPOSED PORTLAND BICYCLE PLAN FOR 2030  
 Input Needed on Community Needs  
 2030 Bicycle Plan Final Draft Available 

Posted in Bicycling, Environment, land use, livability, sustainability, traffic safety, transportation planning | Tags: 2035 
Transportation plan, metro 

« Solarize Northeast Workshops 
Miracles Club Good Neighbor Agreement in Arbitration » 
 

Leave a response 
 
Name* 

 
Email* 

 
Website 

 

Your response: 

   

 Notify me of follow-up comments via email. 

 Notify me of new posts via email. 

 
Categories 

 14295938  
 art 

 Music  
 Performance  

 Bicycling  
 bike boulevard  
 community involvement  
 community resource  
 Crime prevention  
 development  
 dining 

 coffee  
 Education  
 Environment  
 family activity  
 gardening  
 History  

Submit Comment
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 housing  
 King Farmers Market  
 King School  
 land use  
 livability  
 politics  
 sustainability  
 traffic safety  
 transportation planning  
 Uncategorized 

 Economic Development  
 Fundraiser  

 volunteer opportunity  

Land Use Notices 
 375 NE Shaver: LU 09-130242 AD DZ,  
 412 NE Beech Street: FP 09-110487  
 5136 NE Garfield: LU 09-174594 DZ  

Links 
 King Neighborhood Association Meeting Minutes  
 King Neighborhood Calendar  
 King Neighborhood Website/Archive–eNewsletter Sign-up  
 KNA Facebook Page  
 MLK in Motion  
 NE Portland/King History  

New Development 
 14th/Alberta–Fowler|Andrews  
 17th/Alberta–Alberta Central  
 MLK/Beech–Planned Parenthood  
 MLK/Skidmore–Head Start  

 

A community-owned 
cooperative grocery 
store where everyone 
can shop! The Co-op 
offers a full range of 
groceries including 
produce, bulk foods, 
beers and wines, breads, 
home and health items, 
meats and dairy, vegan 
products, and more. We 
provide fresh, high-
quality, affordable 

Page 3 of 4PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY: 2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN « King Neigh...

5/10/2010mhtml:file://M:\comm\projects\PAT'S WORK\RTP\RTP Public Comment Book-2010\Ads_Notices\PUB...

2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Comment Book A-10



Twitter Updates 
 Sunday Parkways NE is May 16th: http://wp.me/plCZA-r9 1 day ago  
 Vanport Project Advisory Committee Meeting: http://wp.me/plCZA-qw 6 days ago  
 Equity and Accountability Forum: Primary Election 2010: http://wp.me/plCZA-rf 1 week ago  

Search Our Blog! 

   

 The Skanner 
 Watch Obama's Speech to 100th NAACP Convention 

 Neighborhood Notes – King 
 Last Thursday's Summer Ranks Swell with the Heat 

 Portland Sentinel 
 St Johns Parade and Bizarre 2010: an IM Q&A 

 Oregonian News Updates 
 Salem man survives 300-foot plunge in SUV on U.S. 20 near Santiam Pass 

Meta 
 Register  
 Log in  
 Entries RSS  
 Comments RSS  
 WordPress.com  

Blog at WordPress.com. | Theme: Ocean Mist by Ed Merritt  

 

groceries to our 
neighborhood with a 
priority on local, 
organic, and socially 
responsible sources. 

 

Your neighborhood 
pizzeria. Vanport Square 
5201 NE MLK Jr. Blvd 
Print this page for $4.00 
off any food order over 
$14! 503-200-5988  

Search
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Metro News Advisory 
 
March 3, 2010 
 
For Immediate Release 
 
Contact:   
Pat Emmerson, Sr. Public Affairs Specialist, 503-797-1551, Pat.Emmerson@oregonmetro.gov 
Kim Ellis, RTP Project Manager, 503-797-1617, Kim.Ellis@oregonmetro.gov 
 
Comment on the Region’s Transportation Future 
 
45-day public comment period on the Regional Transportation Plan begins March 22 
 
Metro will open a third and final 45-day public comment period on the draft 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) on March 22. The RTP is a long-term blueprint that guides transportation 
planning and investments throughout the region, and is updated every four years. Comments received 
from March 22 through midnight on May 6 will be included in the formal public record and considered 
before final approval early this summer. 
 
The draft 2035 RTP accepted by the Metro Council and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation (JPACT) in December 2009 proposes investing more than $20 billion in local, regional, 
state and federal funds during the next 25 years. The plan seeks to improve safety and travel choices , 
revitalize downtowns and main streets and create jobs and enhance our economy while maintaining 
clean air and reducing our region’s carbon footprint.  
 
A component of the draft 2035 RTP is an Air Quality Conformity Determination which is also open for 
public comment during the same period. This analysis predicts the impact that proposed transportation 
improvements will have on the metropolitan area’s air quality and is required by federal and state 
regulations.  
 
During the comment period, residents can share their opinions with Metro online, by mail or in person 
at a public hearing at the Metro Regional Center on May 6. Those who plan to testify at the hearing will 
be limited to three minutes and need to bring a written summary of their remarks for the public record 
or come prepared to summarize their remarks on a comment form that will be available at the hearing. 
The Metro Council and JPACT will take final action on the RTP on June 10.  
 
Further information and copies of the 2035 RTP and the Air Quality Conformity Determination can be 
found online at www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp and www.oregonmetro.gov/airquality CDs or printed 
versions of the documents are available on request by calling Metro at 503-797-1735. 
 
Metro, the regional government that serves 1.5 million people who live in the 25 cities and three 
counties of the Portland metropolitan area, provides planning and other services that protect the nature 
and livability of our region.  More information about Metro can be found at www.oregonmetro.gov 
 
 

### 
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Public Comment Opportunity 
2035Regional Transportation Plan  
On Monday, March 22, 2010, Metro will open a third and final 45-day public comment opportunity on 
the draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and an air quality conformity analysis that indicates the 
region will continue to meet federal and state clean air standards. The comment period for both of these 
documents will close at midnight on Thursday, May 6, 2010.  
 
The RTP is a long-range guide to transportation planning and investments throughout the region. Metro is 
required to update the RTP every four years. This RTP proposes investing more than $20 billion in local, 
regional, state and federal funds during the next 25 years to improve safety and travel choices for 
everyone, revitalize downtowns, main streets, create jobs and enhance our economy, maintain clean air 
and reduce our region’s carbon footprint. The final draft RTP reflects the policies, project list and funding 
strategy as accepted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council in 
December 2009.  
 
The final draft RTP and air quality conformity analysis are available on the RTP project web site at 
www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp and www.oregonmetro.gov/airquality. CDs or printed versions of these 
documents are available by request. 
 
How to comment 

• Mail or hand-deliver to 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Planning and Development, 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97232  

• Comment online at www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp  
• Testify at a public hearing starting at 5 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 2010, in the Metro Council 

Chamber, 600 NE Grande Avenue, Portland.  
 
Guidelines for testifying at the public hearing  

• Oral testimony is limited to three minutes per person.  
• To ensure that your comments are accurately reflected in the public record, please bring your 

remarks in writing whether you testify orally or not. You may bring written material you have 
prepared in advance, or use Metro comment forms that will be available at the hearing.  

 
Final approval process 
After comments on this final RTP have been considered by Metro’s technical and policy advisory 
committees and the Metro Council, an ordinance to approve the final RTP will be considered for approval 
by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council on June 10, 2010.  
 
All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. Listening devices for people with a hearing impairment 
are available in the Council Chamber upon request. Interpreter services for people with limited English 
proficiency a hearing impairment are available with 48 hours advance notice. Please call Metro at (503) 
797-1551 or T.D.D. (503) 797–1804 to request these services. For up to date public transit information, 
visit www.trimet.org.  
 
For questions about the comment period or to request more information, call Pat Emmerson at 503-797-
1551 or send e-mail to rtp@oregonmetro.gov.  
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region will continue to meet federal and state clean air standards. The comment period for both of these 
documents will close at midnight on Thursday, May 6, 2010.  
 
The RTP is a long-range guide to transportation planning and investments throughout the region. Metro is 
required to update the RTP every four years. This RTP proposes investing more than $20 billion in local, 
regional, state and federal funds during the next 25 years to improve safety and travel choices for 
everyone, revitalize downtowns, main streets, create jobs and enhance our economy, maintain clean air 
and reduce our region’s carbon footprint. The final draft RTP reflects the policies, project list and funding 
strategy as accepted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council in 
December 2009.  
 
The final draft RTP and air quality conformity analysis are available on the RTP project web site at 
www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp and www.oregonmetro.gov/airquality. CDs or printed versions of these 
documents are available by request. 
 
How to comment 

• Mail or hand-deliver to 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Planning and Development, 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97232  

• Comment online at www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp  
• Testify at a public hearing starting at 5 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 2010, in the Metro Council 

Chamber, 600 NE Grande Avenue, Portland.  
 
Guidelines for testifying at the public hearing  

• Oral testimony is limited to three minutes per person.  
• To ensure that your comments are accurately reflected in the public record, please bring your 

remarks in writing whether you testify orally or not. You may bring written material you have 
prepared in advance, or use Metro comment forms that will be available at the hearing.  

 
Final approval process 
After comments on this final RTP have been considered by Metro’s technical and policy advisory 
committees and the Metro Council, an ordinance to approve the final RTP will be considered for approval 
by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council on June 10, 2010.  
 
All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. Listening devices for people with a hearing impairment 
are available in the Council Chamber upon request. Interpreter services for people with limited English 
proficiency a hearing impairment are available with 48 hours advance notice. Please call Metro at (503) 
797-1551 or T.D.D. (503) 797–1804 to request these services. For up to date public transit information, 
visit www.trimet.org.  
 
For questions about the comment period or to request more information, call Pat Emmerson at 503-797-
1551 or send e-mail to rtp@oregonmetro.gov.  
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Public Comment Opportunity 
2035Regional Transportation Plan  
On Monday, March 22, 2010, Metro will open a third and final 45-day public comment opportunity on 
the draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and an air quality conformity analysis that indicates the 
region will continue to meet federal and state clean air standards. The comment period for both of these 
documents will close at midnight on Thursday, May 6, 2010. Comments received after that time will not 
be included in the formal public record.  
 
The RTP is a long-term blueprint that guides transportation planning and investments throughout the 
region. Metro is required to update the plan every four years. The plan proposes investing more than $20 
billion in local, regional, state and federal funds during the next 25 years.  The plan seeks to improve 
safety and travel choices for everyone, revitalize downtowns, main streets, create jobs and enhance our 
economy, maintain clean air and reduce our region’s carbon footprint. The final RTP reflects the policies, 
project list and funding strategy as accepted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
and the Metro Council in December 2009.  
 
The final draft RTP and air quality conformity analysis are available on the RTP project web site at 
www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp. The web site also presents more detailed information about individual 
projects. CDs or printed versions of these documents are available by request. 
 
How to comment 

• Mail or hand-deliver to 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Planning and Development, 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97232  

• Comment online at www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp  
• Testify at a public hearing starting at 5 p.m. on Thursday, May 6, 2010, in the Metro Council 

Chamber, 600 NE Grande Avenue, Portland.  
 
Guidelines for testifying at the public hearing  

• Oral testimony is limited to three minutes per person.  
• To ensure that your comments are accurately reflected in the public record, please bring your 

remarks in writing whether you testify orally or not. You may bring written material you have 
prepared in advance, or use Metro comment forms that will be available at the hearing.  

 
Final approval process 
After comments on this final RTP have been considered by Metro’s technical and policy advisory 
committees and the Metro Council, an ordinance to approve the final RTP will be considered for approval 
by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and the Metro Council on June 10, 2010.  
 
All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. Listening devices for people with a hearing impairment 
are available in the Council Chamber upon request. Interpreter services for people with limited English or 
the hearing impaired are available with 48 hours advance notice. Please call Metro at (503) 797-1551 or 
T.D.D. (503) 797–1804 to request these services. For up to date public transit information, visit 
www.trimet.org.  
 
For questions about the comment period or to request more information call Pat Emmerson at 503-797-
1551 or send e-mail to rtp@oregonmetro.gov.  
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NONDISCRIMINATION NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC

Metro hereby gives public notice that it is the policy of the Metro Council to assure full compliance with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice and related statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. Title VI requires 
that no person in the United States of America shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, or national origin, 
be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination 
under any program or activity for which Metro receives federal financial assistance. Any person who believes 
they have been aggrieved by an unlawful discriminatory practice under Title VI has a right to file a formal 
complaint with Metro. Any such complaint must be in writing and filed the Metro’s Title VI Coordinator 
within one hundred eighty (180) days following the date of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For more 
information, or to obtain a Title VI Discrimination Complaint Form, see the web site at www.oregonmetro.gov 
or call 503-797-1536.
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Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. Neither does 
the need for jobs, a thriving economy and good transportation choices for 
people and businesses in our region. Voters have asked Metro to help with the 
challenges that cross those lines and affect the 25 cities and three counties in the 
Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to protecting open 
space, caring for parks, planning for the best use of land, managing garbage 
disposal and increasing recycling. Metro oversees world-class facilities such as the 
Oregon Zoo, which contributes to conservation and education, and the Oregon 
Convention Center, which benefits the region’s economy.
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	Comments on the 4/16/10 Draft of the Regional Transportation Functional Plan
	5/4/2010
	Note: Some of these comments may duplicate those submitted by others, specifically the CLF, which consulted me in crafting their response.
	Unless otherwise noted, the page numbers refer to Attachment 1 (4/16/10 RTFP as amended draft).
	1. In general, the amendments seem to be an improvement over the 3/22/10 draft
	2. 3.08.120 - Transit System Design – (p.6)
	A.  This only seems to address existing service. Shouldn't local governments also be thinking about planned transit service outside of Station Areas?
	B.1.  Thanks to staff for adding inter-city bus and rail terminals. I do not see attribution to an outside group for this amendment, so you must have come up with this yourselves from some of the previous RTP comments on this. Good for you!
	B.1.  Shouldn't there be some kind of a planning horizon (5, 10, ? year) associated with the Transit Plan. Are we just to assume it covers the same timeframe as the TSP (which is the same as the RTP?).
	C.  You need to strengthen this language to be as prescriptive as that applied to local jurisdictions. There need to be standards for frequency, stop spacing, coverage, maximum walking distance to stops, hours of operation and maximum transit/auto travel time ratios for priority trip purposes, etc. For regional planning purposes, TriMet is as much a local jurisdiction as the cities and counties and should be accountable to the region in the same way. We have seen what leaving TriMet to create its own policies results in: major service cuts and wider and wider bus stop spacing, to name just a few examples.

	3. 3.08.130 - Pedestrian System Design – (p.7)
	A.4.  You need to address pedestrianways parallel to controlled access roadways. Sure, you can’t have sidewalks right alongside a freeway, but there should be a pedestrian route parallel to the facility, either along a parallel street or along a pathway.
	B. Pedestrian District – good concepts, but I’m a little troubled about the language that seems to be mixing different types of elements. You can’t really implement a PD in a plan or regulation, but you can designate one or more PDs in a plan or regulation. A plan or regulation document can have an inventory or strategies, but it can’t effect interconnections or sidewalk widths. The document could establish standards for such things.
	B.11.  I like the amended language.
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	 Also need standards for specifying under what circumstances a pedestrian crossing at an intersection can be denied. Frustrated/desperate transit patrons will do dangerous things to try to catch their bus.


	4. 3.08.140 - Bicycle System Design (p.8)
	A.4. You need to address bikeways parallel to controlled access roadways. (See discussion of A.4. under item 3 above).

	5. 3.08.210 – Transportation Need (p.10)
	 You need to address the Urban Reserve issue. The original 3/22/10 language was deleted in the new version.
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	7. 3.08.410 – Parking Management (p.15)
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	H.  “Chicane” – A chicane also is used to slow down traffic by adding short curves in the roadway. They are sort of “horizontal” speed bumps. (See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chicane)
	M.  “Deficiency” – That a Throughway has less than 6 lanes or an Arterial less than 4 shouldn’t automatically make them a “deficiency.” The deficiency would occur if demand on those facilities exceed capacity. Also, if we are really trying to move transportation planning in this region away from thinking only in terms of highway capacity expansion, other types of deficiencies ought to be listed first as examples.
	O. “Essential destination” – should include major cultural facilities (performing arts venues, museums, zoo, etc.), which are not “entertainment” per se. The list should include: employment areas, grocery stores, medical facilities, pharmacies, schools, post offices, social services agencies, shopping centers, colleges, universities, major parks, social centers (e.g., senior centers), sports and entertainment facilities, cultural facilities and major government offices.
	 Need to add a High Capacity Transit (HCT) definition.

	CCC. Significant increase in Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) capacity – it would seem that the determination of significance of additional capacity “to eliminate a bottleneck” should also be looking at the downstream effect, not just whether it increases capacity more than10% over that provided immediately upstream.
	HHH. Traffic calming – the definition ought to be: street design or operational features intended to maintain a given low motor vehicle travel speed to enhance safety for pedestrians, other non-motorized modes and adjacent land uses.As it reads now, the RTFP definition is quite different from the RTP glossary definition.

	10. Parking Maximums Map – does not seem to be correct in places. Why are there no swaths, for instance, along inner SE Division, inner NE Sandy Blvd. and SE Foster? Also, the swaths seem a lot narrower than ¼ mile on either side of many bus routes and narrower than ½ mile along sections of light rail. This would seem to conflict with the language under 3.08.410.
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