
Start with the places…p
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GREAT PLACES THROUGH 
PARTNERSHIPS
Jeff Tumlin
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates

October 3rd, 2011



Strength in Partnerships



Why comprehensive y p
transportation and land use 

planning?planning?



Transportation affects our 
future…

Source: City of Portland and Multanomah County, Climate Action Plan (2009)



What we already know…y



What we already know…y

Source: Holtzclaw et. al. (2000)



What we already know…y

Source: CNT (2010), “Penny Wise, Pound Fuelish: New Measures of Housing + Transportation Affordability” 



What we already know…y

Source: Center for TOD (2008)( )



What we already know…y
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What we already know…y

Source: CNT (2010), “Penny Wise, Pound Fuelish: New Measures of Housing + Transportation Affordability” 



What we already know…y

Source: Jonathan Rose Companies (2011). “Location Efficiency and Housing Type—Boiling it Down to BTUs”



What we already know…y

Source: Ewing et al. (2003)



What we already know…y

Source: Litman and Fitzroy (2006)



What we already know…y

Source: APHA (2010). “The Hidden Health Costs of Transportation.”



What we already know…y

Source: Arthur C. Nelson (2006), “Leadership in a New Era,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 72, No. 4



What we already know…y



How is the PortlandHow is the Portland 
region doing?region doing?



Portland region emits less…g

Source: City of Portland and Multanomah County, Climate Action Plan (2009)



Rides transit more often…
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Our region has a “green” 
tsystem
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Our region bikes more…g
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…every year!y y

35020,000

Bikeway Miles Bridge Bicycle Traffic
35020,000

Bikeway Miles Bridge Bicycle Traffic

250

300

14 000

16,000

18,000

250

300

14 000

16,000

18,000

200

250

10,000

12,000

14,000

wa
y M

ile
s

sts
 pe

r D
ay

200

250

10,000

12,000

14,000

wa
y M

ile
s

sts
 pe

r D
ay

100

150

6,000

8,000 Bi
ke

w

Bi
cy

cli
s

100

150

6,000

8,000 Bi
ke

w

Bi
cy

cli
s

0

50

0

2,000

4,000

0

50

0

2,000

4,000

00

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

00

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

Source: Portland Bicycle Count Report (2010), City of Portland



Significant investments 
continue…

Flickr user: GIRLintheCAFE

Flickr user: Thomas Le Ngo

Flickr user: ahockley



Significant investments 
continue…

Source: TOD Annual Report (2009‐10), Metro



What are other regions doing?



Salt Lake City, UT
Proposed System ExpansionProposed System Expansion

Flickr user: Steven Vance

South Jordan Station

Birkhill at Fireclay



Denver, CO
Denver Union Station Denver FasTraks System Expansion

Flickr user: faceless b



Seattle, WA
East Link Project

Metro RapidRide System

Flickr user: Oran  ViriyincyFlickr user: DB’s Travels



Flickr usr: Stephen Rees Flickr user: tracktwentynine



Minneapolis, MN

Source: City of Minneapolis, Center for TOD



Flickr user: Malud Flickr user: tracktwentynine



Flickr user: tracktwentynine



Arlington Virginia’s RB 
C idCorridor



U i t d l t tUsing compact development to 
protect single family neighborhoods

Cherrydale, Arlington. By Flickr user Adam Fagen, Creative 
Commons license



H h ld P l i & E l T dHousehold, Population & Employment Trends
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Regional Impacts

• Almost 30 million SF of development has occurred on two 
square miles of urban land

• This development would require 14 square miles of greenThis development would require 14 square miles of green 
field land if constructed in a typical suburban location

• 12.3% of all regional Metrorail trips originate or are destined 
for the R B Corridor and almost 30% for Arlington (May 2002for the R‐B Corridor and almost 30% for Arlington (May 2002 

average weekday)

• The R‐B Corridor produces 32.8% of the County’s real p y
estate tax revenue from 7.6% of its land area

Sources:  Arlington County CPHD development data, WMATA 2002 Metrorail ridership and access data



Arlington RB Corridor 
39,500 daily boardings 29,250 daily boardings

Fairfax County

12.9%
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off) 2.0%1.0%
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Traffic Trends
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However we are all playingHowever, we are all playing 
“catch up.”p
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Source: Peter Mees (2010)



Edmonton



Photo by Flickr user Remotelyboris.  Creative 
Commons license.



Calgary



Calgary 

Flickr user: dmjarvey

Flickr user: thivierr

Flickr user: dmjarvey

Flickr user: thivierr
Flickr user: thivierr



TOD in Calgary 

Source: Calgary TOD Design Policy Guidelines (2005)



Source: Peter Mees (2010) Flickr user: Stephen Downes



Vancouver SkyTrainy



Richmond and Burnaby



Remarkable height and density



…but leafy and green at the 
ground level



…and great parks



…and every daily need within 
walking distance



…and developer‐subsidized child 
care

Photo: BC Government  Photos: Creative 
Commons



Thank You.



Southwest Corridor Plan

Integrated approach to corridorIntegrated approach to corridor 
planning

Steering Committee | Oct. 3, 2011



Priority corridor



Mobility corridors





Corridor Profile

Population
2010 140k2010 140k
2035 206k

Employees
2010 163k
2035 251k2035 251k

Projected 
t l titravel time 
increase 
30%



I‐5



Hwy 217 and Hwy 43y y



Pacific Highway/99W/Barbur 
B l dBoulevard



Major Transit Facilitiesj

• WES• WES
• 15 bus lines
• 2,000 parking 

P
PT

PT
PPT

spaces
• 3 Transit 

Centers P

PP
P

Centers
• 27,000 daily 

riders

P
P

P

P
P

P



Integrated approachg pp

Regional 
Transportation 

Plan
Land Use Plans

Transportation 
Plan & Transit 

AA

Implementation 
DEIS & FEIS

•Broad corridor •Community focus 
areas and nodes 
identified in the 
broad corridor

•Transportation and 
land use 
improvements and 
transit modes and

•Decisions on 
investments:

• in transportation,
• land usebroad corridor transit modes and 

alignments
•land use 
improvements

•Decisions on transit 
mode and alignment



25 Years from Now

Daily celebration of placeDaily celebration of place
Vibrant, safe communities where 
people live, work and play



Major timelinej



Major tasks
• Identify opportunities and 

challenges, goals & objectives, 
purpose & needpurpose & need

• Develop outcomes‐based 
evaluation and screening criteriag

• Develop wide range of 
alternatives
S d k l i• Screen and package alternatives

• Evaluate integrated strategies
• Prioritize preferred set of• Prioritize preferred set of 

integrated strategies
• Develop draft implementation 

strategy, project partner 
commitments



Collaborative effort

PortlandPortland 
“Barbur

Concept Plan”

Tigard “HCTTransit Tigard  HCT 
Land Use 
Plan”

Transit 
Alternatives 
Analysis Integrated 

Investment 
St t

Tualatin 
“Linking 
T l i ”

Transportation 
Plan

Strategy

Tualatin”
Sherwood 

“Town Center 
Plan”

Plan



Tigard – already identified nodesg y











Opportunities & constraints
‐ winter 2011

Needs analysis

Withi k A t B t C idWithin key 
land use 
nodes

Access to 
key land 

use nodes

Between 
key land 

use nodes

Corridor 
wide/

through the 
corridor



Adopted 
regional 
goals and 

Public input 
on values

Existing 
conditions 
analysis

City land 
use plans

ODOT 
assessment 

of TPR 
policies analysis

measures

O t iti & h llOpportunities & challenges; 
evaluation criteria



Wide range of alternatives –
ll i dall transportation modes

• I‐5/99W improvements/ p

• Roadway improvements 
within access towithin, access to, 
between nodes

• Bike/pedestrian• Bike/pedestrian 
improvements

• Transit improvements



Wide range of alternatives –g
transit AA
• Transportation System 
Management and 
Operation

• Light Rail Transit

• Rapid Streetcar

• Bus Rapid Transit

• High Occupancy Vehicle 
Lanes / High Occupancy Toll 
Lanes



Wide range of alternatives –g
land use/community building
• City work: alternative land y
use strategies for nodes

• Trails, parks, habitat 
strategiesstrategies

• Affordable and workforce 
housing strategies

• Economic development 
strategies
P bli h lth d it• Public health and equity 
strategies



Wide range of alternatives –Wide range of alternatives 
spring 2012
Develop a wide Screen alternativesDevelop a wide 
range of alternatives

Screen alternatives 
that are not feasible

Land use

Transportation 
alternatives

Community 
building 

Land use 
concepts

g
concepts

NARROW RANGE OF 
ALTERNATIVES



Integrated strategies – summerIntegrated strategies – summer 
2012
Various strategies to best meet the goalsVarious strategies to best meet the goals 
and objectives for the corridor

Transit

Strategy 
A

Transit

Roadway
Green 

infrastructu
re
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B

Transit

Road‐
way

Green 
infrastructure

Land useCommunity 
access Land useCommunity 

access

Transit

Strategy 
C

Transit

RoadwayGreen 
infrastructure Strategy 

D

Roadway
Green 

infrastruct
ure

Land useCommunity 
access

Land use

Commu
nity 

access



Integrated strategies –Integrated strategies 
cities’ input (June 2012)

• Cities’ input on how to package land 
use strategies with other components g p
of an integrated strategy is critical



Evaluation – late summer 2012Evaluation  late summer 2012
Which integrated strategy best supports the 
outcomes desired for the corridor? 
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Identify commitments –y
fall/winter  2012

 Develop an integrated implementation Develop an integrated implementation 
strategy
 Includes policy changes and next Includes policy changes and next 
steps for further work

 Identifies “if then” decisions and Identifies  if‐then  decisions and 
actions

 Prioritize the improvements and policy Prioritize the improvements and policy 
changes
– short‐term mid‐term long term– short‐term, mid‐term, long term



Major timelinej



Charter & protocolsp





Charter
Table of Contents
•Desired outcomes
•GoalsGoals
•Products
•Steering Committee charge
•Timeline and milestones•Timeline and milestones
•Roles and responsibilities
•Signed agreement
Appendix 1: Decision‐making 
structure and process 
Appendix 2: Geographic AreaAppendix 2: Geographic Area
Appendix 3: Six Outcomes



Protocol summary

• More than half of members = aMore than half of members = a 
quorum

• Strive to reach consensus• Strive to reach consensus 

• If consensus cannot be reached, 
two thirds present at the meeting =two‐thirds present at the meeting = 
decision

• All decisions will be firm unless at• All decisions will be firm unless at 
least two‐thirds agree to change




