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METRO
Agenda

MEETING: METRO COUNCIL WORK SESSION MEETING
DATE: March 9, 2004
DAY: Tuesday
TIME: 1:00 PM
PLACE: Metro Council Chamber
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
1:00 PM 1. DISCUSSION OF AGENDA FOR COUNCIL

REGULAR MEETING, MARCH 11, 2004
1:15PM 2: ECOSYSTEM SERVICE PROJECT Ketcham
2:00 PM 3. CONTINUATION OF MTIP POLICY DIRECTION Leybold

DISCUSSION
2:30 PM 4. KEY PLANNING ISSUES FOR 05-10 RSWMP Matthews
3:30 PM 5. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION
3:40 PM 6. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION
3:50 PM 7. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN



* Agenda Item Number 2.0
ECOSYSTEM SERVICE PROJECT
Metro Council Work Session

Tuesday, March 9, 2004
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COUNCIL
Work Session Worksheet

e

Presentation Date: 3/9/04 Time:1:15 pm_ Length: 45minutes

Presentation Title: .City of Portland’s Ecosystem Services Project
| Department Planmng

Presenters Jim Middaugh, ESA Coordmator C1ty of Portland; Dan Haggerty, David
Evans Associates; Ed Whitelaw, ECO Northwest.

. ISSUE & BACKGROUND

Metro staff is evaluating the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE)

tradeoffs involved in six options to protect regionally significant fish and wildlife
“habitat. An important component of Metro’s economic analysis is to provide insights

into the economic value of ecosystem services provided by fish and wildlife habitat.

' * Metro contracted with ECO NW, a well-respected economic consulting firm, to

~ address, in addition to the development value of land, the economic value of ecosystem
. services and how this information can be factored into Metro’s regional ESEE analysis.

- Ecosystem services are the beneﬁts to society of well-functioning ecosystems. Some of
the services prov1ded by watershed ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest include
improved water ‘supply and water quality, reduced flood damage and flood management
costs, increased salmon and other wildlife populations and associated increases in
'commercial, recreational, spiritual, and intrinsic values. One of the key points in

~ Metro’s ESEE analysis is that protection of habitat and the ecological functions that

provide ecosystem services may reduce mumc1pa1 expendltures to prov1de for these

same services, especmlly over the long term ‘

The City of Portland is conducting an innovative valuation of ecosystem services
1pr01ect Portland’s. work complements Metro’s approach because it is very detailed and |
site specific, focusing on a 140 acre site on Johnson Creek in the Lents neighborhood.

It provxdes a quantiﬁable example of the value of ecosystem services and demonstrates -
how a “green” approach to flood management prowdes a significant return on
investment. :

" The bottom line: The City’s work shows that green solutions provide significant
environmental and economic benefits and improve taxpayers’ and ratepayers’ return on
their investments. Factoring the economic benefits of environmental improvements into
. “decision-making has the potential to reduce long-term costs and improve the performance
. of environmental management actions. :



Summary of the City’s Ecosystem Services Werk

The City hired David Evans and Associates, Inc. and ECONorthwest to develop and
test a system for documentmg the economic value of ecosystem services. As mentiorned
" above, some of the services provided by ecosystems include water supply, fish and .
wildlife habitat, air purification, erosion control, etc. The system was tested and
refined using the Lents Flood Abatement Project from the Johnson Creek Restoration
Plan as a case study. The Lents project’s objective is to store water generated by up to
10-year flood events (nuisance floods) by restoring the creek’s natural floodplain.

The consultants were able to quantify the economic value of five ecosystem services
generated by the Lents project: '
e Flood management;

e Habitat for salmon and birds;

e Air quality improvement (removal of ozone, sulfur dioxide, carbon’ monox1de, :
carbon, particulates); :

e Water quality improvement (sediment, etc.); and,
» Recreational opportunities and increased property values.

Prehmmary Fmdmgs

The Clty s green approach for the Lent’s Flood Abatement PrOJect likely w111 prov1de
more than $30,000,000 in economic value to the public over a 100-year timeframe. By
comparison, a hypothetical alternative of a buried pipe and pump system to achieve the . -
same flood abatement goal would accrue only $15,000,000 in economic value to the -
public during the same 100-year timeframe at a much higher cost.

'OPTIONS AVAILABLE

This presentation is intended to brief Councilors about the City’s ecosystem services
work and local documentatlon of the economic value of habltat _protection and
restoration actions.

. IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The Clty s work bolsters what is known about the economic value of ecosystem
services by examining the benefits of i increasing the natural capa01ty of streams to store
flood water compared to more traditional engineered approach using pipes and other
infrastructure. The. > City’s work helps shed light on the long term costs and benefits of -
different stormwater management strategies and habitat restoration actions. -

From a largei' perspective, the City’s work adds important, quantifiable documentation
to the perspectlve that “green” solutions make environmental and economic sense. This
approach to environmental management provides a more complete understanding of
costs and benefits and will help inform decisions regarding the Clean Water Act, the
Endangered Species Act, fish and wildlife habitat protection and restoration, '
stormwater management, and other regional planning objectives.



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

B ‘Staff requests Councilors to ask questions that help their understandihg,of ecosystem
services, how they can be valued economically, and how they could be factored into
decision-making for the regional fish and wildlife program and UGB planning.

o LEGISLATION WOULD BE-REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION :_Yes X
*No . '

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Départmenlt. Director/Head Approval
Chief Operating Officer Approval _
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CONTINUATION OF MTIP POLICY DIRECTION DISCUSSION

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, March 9, 2004
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COUNCIL

Work Sessnon Worksheet

" Presentation Date: March 9, 2004 T1me Length 30 mmutes

Presentation T1t1e 2006- 09 Transportatlon Priorities and MTIP schedule and pohcy
' update ‘ .

Depadmmt: Plénning

Presenters: Ted Leyhold N

~ ISSUE & BACKGROUND

Every two years, JPACT and the Metro Council distribute federal transportation fundsto -
local applicants through the Transportation Priorities process. In order to coordinate this
process with other transportation funding decisions in the region, the next Transportatlon
Priorities process is tentatively scheduled to begin the application process in April. This

. process will allocate funds for the fiscal years of 2008 and 2009 and will make any -
necessary adjustments to prevmus allocations for years 2006 and 2007 due to prOJect
changes.

Policy dlrectlon on deﬁnmg the type of transportation 1mprovements that should be
funded is being sought from Metro Council and JPACT. This will allow the application
materials and technical evaluation methods to be updated to reflect this policy direction
prior to'the release of the applications in April. An extensive outreach process preceded
the prlor Transportation Priorities allocation process in 2002 and resulted in a major .
revision of program direction, This policy update is scheduled as a housekeeping update '
to address new issues that have emerged since the 2002 update. -

O_PTIONS AVAILABLE

Council could provide direction of the Tradsportation Priorities program. Some of the
policy issues that should be considered include: :

. Potential policy direction changes as a result of the enactment of the Oregon

Transportatlon Investment Acts

. - Incorporation of reglonally 31grnﬁcant mdustnal lands as a 2040 Tier I pnonty
~ landuse

. ‘Direction on transportation control measures (TCMs) that factor bieycle and
pedestrian improvements into our air quality conformity calculations

. Introduction of street connectivity as an evaluation criteria for road modernization
technical analysis

. h_Increesed emphasis on intelligent transportation systems (ITS)



+ - Implementation of the Regional Travel Options strategic i)lan

*  Updates to the Green Street demonstratlon programs to conslder the inclusion of
recycled materials and wildlife crossings

'I_'he attached draft staff report to draft Resolution No. 04-3431-outlines these policy

issues and options of means to address them. The options highlighted in bold text are
_ options recommended for further consideration by Metro staff. Exhbit A to the

Resolution is a draft policy report that summarizes the existing policies prevmusly

adopted by the Metro Council and suggests changes (in underscore/strikeout text) based .
- on thei lssues outlined in the staff report. - o , o

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The policy direction and Transportatlon Priorities program applxcatlon will be adopted by .
Council Resolution prior to release of the application to the regions transportation- ‘
agencies. Council is requested to, provide policy direction to staff that may be
1ncorporated into the resolutlon and apphcatlon at this work session.

i OUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

Described above in Options Available section.

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION X Yes No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED Yes X No .

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Department Director/Head A_pprovél : {
Chief Operating Officer Approval _




'DRAFT

2006-09 Transportation Priorities:
" Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept.

Calendar of Act|V|t|es.“*4-"

| | 2004
Feb'r'uary.-Mar(:h | Policy' ReView:and Dlrection for,2006-09 P.ro':grarn.
. February 24 Council Work _Sessionbon poiicy direction._
February 27 TPAC comment on policy direction.
‘March 3 | “MTAC comment on oolicy direction.
March 9 - Possible Council Work Session on policy direction. -
March 10 ~ MPAC comment on policy direction. |
- March 1:i. JPAC’i‘ action on policy direction
March 18 .". A . 'Metro Councﬂ action on poiicy directlon
March = o Update of Technical Crlterla to reflect Program policy dlrection

Development of application, set fundmg targets

‘March 19 MTIP Subcommlttee review/comment on draft appilcation, technical
' e . cnteria and measures. ,

March 26 TPAC rewew/comment on draft appiication, technical crlteria and

’ o measures.
.Ap'ri'l 5 . Soiicitation of project/program appiications begins. _

~ June 30 Applications due to Metro. Draft ODOT STIP submltted for comment.
: . Draft TriMet TIP submitted for comment.. .
July Review of scope, schedule and budget. Score technical rankings
August . - MTIP Subcommlttee review of technical ranklngs, ODOT STIP and
. TriMet TIP

August 27 TPAC action on First Cut List.
September 9 JPACT action on First Cut List.

Updated 2-25-04



September 16 .

- October-Nov. o

" December A

. ~ January

January

’ -'-'Jan_uary28‘A

. February 3

February 10

February 16

- March -~ May
C‘June

" July 1

August 1

DRAFT

Metro ‘Council action on First C'ut' List.

Public comment penod Iistening posts on Flrst Gut List, ODOT STIP
and TriMet TIP .

Publlsh publlc comment material. Policy discussion and direction on

narrowing Final Cut List and draft ODOT STIP and TrlMet TIP
2005
Deveiop any new information to 'respond to narrowing‘policy direction.

MTIP Subcommlttee review of new information.

) TPAC actlon on Final Cut List and Flnal ODOT STIP and TnMet TIP

Public hearing on draft Final- Cut List at Metro Councn and FInaI ODOT
STIP and TriMet TIP.'

' JPACT action on Final Cut List and. Finai ODOT STIP and TrlMet TIP

pending air quallty anaiysis

Metro Council actlon on Final Cut List and. F|na| ODOT STIP and TrlMet
TIP. pending air quality.analysis.

Programming of funds. -Air'quality conformity analysis.

-Public review of draftAMTIP with air quality conformity analysis.

Adopt MTIP including final ODOT STIP and TnMet TIP, and submlt to
A USDOT for concurrence.

Receive concurrence from USDOT submit to ODOT for Incorporation
into STIP

Updated 2-25-04



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE POLICY

RESOLUTION NO. 04-3431
DIRECTION, PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, :

PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA FOR THE Introduced by
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 2006-09 Councilor Rod Park
-~ ALLOCATION PROCESS AND METROPOLITAN JPACT Chair

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(MTIP).

e e e g

‘WHEREAS, JPACT and the Metro Council ore identified in federal regulations as the Portland
Area Metropolitan Planning Orgamzatlon responsible for the allocation of federal hlghway and transit.
fundmg, and :

WHEREAS, federal regulatlons 1dent1fy preparatlon ofa metropohtan transportation
improvement program (MTIP) as the means for programming of such funds; and

WHEREAS, the ‘Transportatlon Priorities program is the process by which two categories of
federal funds, Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Management/Alr Quality (CMAQ)
are allocated w1thm the region by JPACT and the Metro Council; and

’ WHEREAS, new Transportation Priorities and MTIP policy dlreetion, program development and
evaluation criteria were adopted following a major outreach process prior to the previous Transportation
Priorities allocation process; and

WHEREAS, several policy issues have emerged since the adoptlon of the previous
Transportation Priorities and MTIP policy guldance and

WHEREAS, JPACT proposes the Transportatlon Priorities 2006-09 and MTIP policy direction,
program development and evaluation criteria will be updated as defined in Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, fuﬂher opportunity for agcncy and public input to the proj ject evaluation and
selection process will be provided during the fall of 2004, prior to the narrowmg toa final list of pro_1 jects
- and programs to be allocated funds; now, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, _

Al. The Transportation Priorities 2006-09 and MTIP policy direction, program development and
evaluation criteria stated in Exhibit A are approved.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this __ day of , 2004.

Carl Hosticka, Presiding Officer

~ APPROVED ASTO FORM:

Resolution 02-3206 p.1of2



Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

Resolution 02-3206 p.20of2



© ExhibitA
To Metro Resolution 04-3431

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Allocation Process and
Metropolitan Transportatlon Improvement Program
Update Policy Report

‘Metro Staff Recommendatron to TPAC
February 24,2004



Regxonal Transportatlon Funding and the Transportatlon Priorities Program

There are several different sources of transportatlon funding in the regxon many of whlch are
dedicated to specific purposes or modes.

Recent data demonstrates that approximately $425 million is spent in this region on operation and
maintenance of the existing transportation system. While there are unmet needs within operations
and maintenance, the relatively small potential impact that regional flexible funds would have on
these needs and because there are other potentlal means to address these needs, JPACT and the
Metro Council have adopted policy against using regional flexible funds for these purposes.
Exceptions include the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs as they have
demonstrated a high cost-effectiveness at reducing the need for capital projects, because they lack
other sources of public funding to leverage private funding and because they directly benefit
priority 2040 land-use areas. A second exception is expenditures on the expansion of transit
service. This exception has been limited to situations where the transit provider can demonstrate
the ability to fund the increased transit service in the subsequent MTIP funding cycle. ‘

Capital spending in the regien for new capital transportation projects outside of regional flexible
funding is approximately $180 million per year. This includes funding for state hlghways new
transit capital projects, port landside facilities and local spending.

Approximately $26 million of regional flexible funds are spent each year in the Metro region.
This funding is summanzed in the following Figure 1.

Figure 1

Reglonal Transportation Spending
{Roads and Transit
$635 Milllon Annually

. Operations & Ma!n!enanca
il Capital Projects
Reglonal Flexible Funds

Source: Metro (1998 §) and 1/20th of OTIA revenues

This summary of revenue spending does not include the one-time revenues from the OTIA bond
programs recently passed by the state legislature. This includes $34 in highway modemization,
$22 in road capacity projects and $122 million in highway, bridge and road reconstruction and
maintenance funding expected in this region by 2010 (need to add OTIA III freight
modernization; portion of $100 million state wide, and state bridge maintenance revenues,
portion of $1.3 billion state wide).

This increase in state revenue dedicated to road maintenance, road CXpansion and bridge repair
and reconstruction represents the first major increase in state resources in more than a decade.
Prior to this increase, regional flexible funds were used to fund a number of highway capacity
projects, such as the I-5/nghway 217 interchange, capacity improvements on Highway 26, the
Tacoma Street over crossing of Highway 99E and the Nyberg Road mterchange

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP
Policy and Process Update 02 Updated 3/3/04



However, these allocations were made with the knowledge that no other resources were available
for these improvements, and at the expense of smaller, multi-modal 1mprovement that could have
been funded with regional flexible funds, instead. A key policy issue in this MTIP update is to
determine degree to which the current increase in state highway revenue argues for less emphasis
on such projects with regional flexible funds. Currently, main-stem highway capacity

‘ 'nnprovements are limited under the existing MTIP policies, but there is no limit on allocation for
road expansion, highway interchanges, or Preliminary Engineering for major capacity projects.

2004-07 Transportation Priorities Allocation Process and Policy Direction

- . The 2004-07 Transportatlon Pnontxes process began with the adoption of the followmg program
-policy direction.

- The primary policy objective for the MTIP program and the allocation of region flexible

‘transportation funds is to:
~» Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investment to
support
- centers,

-  industrial areas and
- UGB expansion areas with completed concept plans’

Other policy objectives include: -
+ Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedlcated revenues
» Complete gaps in modal systems
» Develop a multi-modal transportation system

An application process was adopted to implement this policy direction. It included retaining a
technical rating of 2040 land use criteria and creating a monetary incentive to applying agencies
to nominate projects that best leverage development of 2040 priority land-use areas. While further
. advancing the program objectives, this option retained flexibility to fund projects that do not -
directly benefit a regional priority land-use area but that are deemed to be 1mportant and effective -
transportatlon proj ects due to other considerations.

This process was referred to as the Reglon 2040 Match Advantage and is summanzed as follows

A. PI'O_] ects that hlghly benefit: .
o i Centers, main streets, and statxon commumtxes
ii. Industrial areas and inter-modal facilities
iii. = UGB concept plan areas

are ehglble for up to 89.73% match of regional funds

B. Planning, TOD, TDM and Green Street Demonstration pro_]ects are also eligible for up to
~ an 89.73% match of regional funds.

C. Projects determined to not provide a direct, significant benefit to a priority land-use area
would be eligible for up to a 70% match of regional funds.

~ 2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP ) _
- Policy and Process Update 3 Updated 3/3/04



D. No funding for operations or maintenance, except f'o_r TDM programs and start-up transit
operations that demonstrate capacity for future operation funds to replace regional flexible funds
by the next MTIP funding cycle.

E. The technical measures of the 2040 land use criteria have béen modified and the method . B

‘for determining which projects qualify for a regional match of up to 89.73% were developed
using lessons learned from current centers and industrial lands research and the Pleasant Valley
concept plan and implementation study. Technical measures attempt to rate the direct benefit (or
negative effect) of a project to the pnonty land-use area, not simply assess whether a proj jectis
located in or near the priority area. v :

Addltlonally, a smaller cost target to limit the fumber of applications submitted to Metro through
the Coordinating Committee process was adopted. The cost target was reduced from 200% of a
potential share of funds based on rough geographic equity of fund distribution to 150%. Initially,
this was considered as a means that could allow elimination of a step in the allocation process that .
screens the project list down to a Fu’st Cut list. However, the two-step screening process was ‘
retained.

Screening and Evéluation Criteria

Screening and evaluation criteria were rev1ewed and d1rect10n adopted for the 2004-07
Transportation Priorities program.

. Screening Criteria for all projects
» Highway, road and boulevard projects must be cons1stent w1th regional street des1gn
guidelines
.+ Project designs must be consistent with the Func’uonal Class1ﬁcat10n System of the
. 2000 RTP .
* Project on RTP Financially Constrained list
» Project has received support of governing body at a public meeting as a local priority
' for regional flexible funding. Adoption of a resolution at a public meeting would .
qualify as receiving support of the governing body. Documentation of such support -
. would need to be provided prior to release of a technical evaluation of any project.
« Statement that project is deliverable within funding time frame and brief summary of
anticipated project development schedule ,

Evaluation Criteria
1. 2040 Criteria

Review the work of the current centers research and industrial lands studies to clarify how
transportation funding can most effectively leverage successful development of these priority
land-use areas. This includes developing methods to distinguish between the readiness of
different mixed-use areas and industrial areas to develop and methods to evaluate and measure -
the positive and negative impacts of a project or program on leveraging development of a priority
land use area other than simply the location of the facility. Applications were scored on how the
project contributes to.the most critical objectives a center plan or industrial area needs to achieve
* to become a successful area in terms of 2040 development objectives and to describe what actions
the local jurisdiction is taking to address its most critical needs.

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP -
Policy and Process Update : 4 ] Updated 3/3/04



.2 -Muiti-modal Road Projects

The provision of pedestrian and bicycle improvements within priority 2040 pnonty land-use °
areas as a part of a road modernization or reconstruction project qualified a project for additional
technical points over a multi-modal road project outside of these priority areas. The creation of
‘new pedestrian and bicycle improvements qualified a road project for additional technical points
over a road project that simply moved or replaced pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities.

Similarly, the TIP Subcommittee was asked to review potential methods for awarding additional

"~ technical points to road projects that provide a significant freight or transit benefit, particularly
benefits supporting priority land-use areas over road projects that do not provide this multi-modal
benefit. However, no method of adjusting the technical score for these considerations was

- developed. :

3..  Qualitative Criteria

The use of quahtative criteria was limited as a means for technical staff to recommend elei/ating a
project to receive funding over other hlgher techmcally ranked projects w1thm their same proj ect _
categories.

Qualitative criteria :
« Minimum logical project phase
» Linked to another high priority project
* Over-match
» Past regional commitment* .
» Includes significant multi-modal benefits
« Affordable housing connection
» Assists the recovery of endangered fish species
* Other factors not reflected by technical criteria

Any project could receive a recommendation from Metro staff or TPAC for funding based on
these administrative criteria only if it is technically ranked no more than 10 technical points lower
than the highest technically ranked project not to receive funding in the same project category
(e.g. a project with a technical score of 75 could receive funding based on administrative criteria
if the highest technically ranked proj ect in the same project category that did not receive funding
‘hada techmcal score of 85 or lower)

* Previous funding of Preliminary Engmeermg (PE) does constitute a past regional commitment
to a project and should be listed as a consideration for funding. Projects are typically allocated
* funding for PE because they are promising projects for future funding. However, Metro does not-

guarantee a future financial commitment for construction of these proj ects -

4, Green Streets Design Elements N

A new category of funding was establlshed in the 2004-07 process; Green Streets Demonstratlon
projects. Further, elements of green street designs that had an established record of performance,
were added as a means of obtaining bonus points w1thm the technical scoring of the road and

" boulevard categories. : :

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP
Policy and Process Update 5 Updated 3/3/04 »



5.

Measurement of Safety Criteria

In the interest of broadening the technical scoring of projects from accident data only, an “expert
analysis” approach using general guidelines of safety considerations, including but not limited to
Safety Priority Indexing System (SPIS) data, was developed for all relevant project categories as
a means of providing a comprehensive method for considering safety issues. This approach will
utilized a panel of project professionals to review each project relative to a list of quantitative and-
qualitative safety con81derat10ns and score each project accordingly.

'Sohcltatlon. Allocation and Follow-up Process Issues

There were several changes to the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process used to solicit and
allocate regional flexible funds. :

1.

Additional Time for Application Process; A third month was added to the proj ect
solicitation phase of the process. This allowéd more time to for coordination among
jurisdictional staff and for completing the applications.

Public Kick-off Notice; To address concerns about the ability for community interest
groups and jurisdictional staff from outside of transportation agencies to influence
project applications, Metro provided public announcements of the kick-off of the
application process and provided mterested parties with a list of local agency
contacts.

Regional Objectives; In order to provide better information about regional objectives,
successful project examples and assistance on completing project applications, Metro
staff provided presentations to jurisdictional staff early in the solicitatlon period at
coordinating committee meetings.

STIP Coordination; Metro and ODOT attempted to identify areas for coordination .
related to STIP projects that could be supplemented with Transportation Priorities -
funding applications and Transportation Priorities staff attended public comment -
meetings of the STIP with information about the Transportation Priorities process.

- MTIP. Subcomrmttee The MTIP Subcommittee of TPAC was used to rev1ew the

draft techmcal scoring by project staff.

~ Public Outreach; Metro will utilize a public involvement piogram consistent with

Metro’s policies on public involvement. This included early notification of process

~ kick-off and key decision points and opportunities for comment and a response to

those comments. Key components included the ability of the public to review and
comment on the projects and their technical rankings and draft First Cut list on
Metro’s website and a formal public hearing on the recommended allocation package
prior to the final decision meetings of JPACT and the Metro Council.

Public Information; Increasing public understanding of the MTIP and Transportation
Priorities program was increased through the inclusion of Metro information,
including signage, on funded project or program materials, participation in public
events and new informational materials, and Metro’s website highlighting funded
projects. :

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP . .
Policy and Process Update 6 : , Updated 3/3/04



8. Allocatlon Follow-up Activities; Metro commltted to improve prOJect monitoring to
ensure project development that is consistent with application materials post-
- construction data collection (particularly with demonstration projects) and awards or
other recognition for quality project implementation.

Policy Direction to Narrow from First Cut List to Final Cut List
After adoption of the First Cut List, a policy discussion of JPACT and the Metro Council resnlted _
in the following direction to technical staff'for development ofa recommendatlon to a Final Cut
List.

1. . Honor Prior Comnutments

2. Metro Planning Funded

3. Land Use and Economic Development Direction: :
K . Invest in all types of 2040 mixed-use and industrial lands
. Emphasize non-road/bridge projects to maximize development and multi-modal
objectives in mixed-use areas
« . Screen all projects and programs on their relationship to the implementation of

mixed-use and/or industrial area plans and development (2040 technical score,
qualitative issues/public comments)

2006-09 'f‘ransportaﬁon Priorities and MTIP
~ Policy and Process Update - : 7. Updated 3/3/04



Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Update

Metro staff recommends the 2006-09 Transportation Priorities process retain the updates that
evolved from the extensive outreach process of the 2004-07 effort. Additional policy, technical
and process issues were identified during implementation of and subsequent to the 2004-07
process, however, that should be addressed prior to kick off of the 2006-09 process.

Policy Refinement Issues .

+ Integration of 2004-07 narrowing directives and General Program Policies (Investing in Tier I
and Tier II mixed-use and industrial areas and emphasis on non road/bridge projects)

»  Program policy direction changes in response to Oregon Transportation Investmcnt Acts
(OTIA I-IID).

Policy direction on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
Incorporate directives on Regionally Significant Industrial lands
ODOT applications to supplement urban highway preservation projects
Green Streets '

- Green Trails; directives to Multi-Use path category

- Encourage use of recycled materials in transportation projects

- Wildlife Crossings

Technical Refinement Issues

Technical Implementation of Policy refinement directives .

2040 Qualitative technical score — Community Focus Attachment C refinement
Safety technical score methodology '

Use of system level data and project level data to evaluate congestion relief

Process Reﬁnement Issues

-+ Determine whether all project applications must be a part of the 2004 RTP fmanc1ally
. constrained system. ‘
» Jurisdiction and Agency program/application review at TPAC and JPACT

' TOD, RTO, ITS, Clackamas Co., Multnomah Co., City and Port of Portland Washington
Co., TriMet/SMART, Metro Planmng, ODOT (STIP)

»  Joint Pubhc Outreach with ODOT STIP and including Transit Federal funding summary

* Directives to Narrow from First Cut List to Final Cut List to be developed by JPACT and
Metro Council in December 2004. _

.« Engineering review of application scope, schedule and budget.

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Policy Refinement Recommendations

1. Integration of 2004-07 Narrowing and General Program Policies

" During the 2004-07 Transponation Priorities process, JPACT directed technical staff on how to
provide recommendations to narrow from the First Cut list to a Final Cut list. This direction

included policies that could be considered as an update to general program policies for the 2006-
09 process.

" . 2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP

Policy and Process Update 8 . Updated 3/3/04

Direction on funding of Bicycle and Pedestrian transportation control measures for air quallty :



To integrate the policy directive received during the narrowing process to fund projects in all

types (Type I and II) of mixed-use and industrial areas and to emphasize non-road/bridge

categories, Metro staff recommends the following changes to the general program polxcy
 directive.

~The primary pohcy obj ectlve for the MTIP program and the allocatlon of reglon ﬂex1ble

transportation funds is to:
* Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through mvestment to
support

- ' eenters, designated Txer I and IT 2040 mixed-use areas

-  industrial areas and

- Tier I and IT 2040 mixed-use and mdustnal areas within UGB expansion areas with
completed concept plans :

Other policy objectives include:

+ Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues

.. Complete gaps in modal systems
» Develop a multi-modal transportation system

's _ Meet the average annual requirements of the State Imnlementatlon Plan for air quality for the
provision of pedestnan and bicycle facilities

Furthermere Secondly, road and bridge related projects is proposed to be limited to no more than
60% of the total cost of candidate projects submitted for application by each of the County
coordinating committees and the City and Port of Portland. This is equivalent to the percentage of
regional flexible funds derived from the Surface Transportation Program.

Finally, the local match requirement for road, bndge and bxcycle projects located more than 1

mile outside of Tier I and town center 2040 land use areas is recommended to be changed Local
match for road and bridge related projects located outside these areas is proposed to increase to
50% of project costs. Bicycle projects located outside these areas is proposed to be decreased to
the federally required 10.27%. :

2. Refine the Transportatlon Priorities program focus in reepon‘se to the additional
funding resources provided by the recent Oregon Transportatlon Investment Acts (OTIA ) |

- TI).

Recent acts by the state legxslature have increased the available revenue for transportation

~ improvements in the region. This includes $34 in highway modernization, $22 in road capacity
projects and $122 million in highway, bridge and road reconstruction and maintenance funding
expected in this region by 2010 (need to add OTIA III freight modernization; portion of $100
million state wide, and state bndge maintenance revenues; portion of $1.3 billion state wide when
defined). :

This increase in state revenue dedicated to road maintenance, road expansion and bridge repair -
and reconstruction represents the first major increase in state resources in more than a decade.
Prior to this increase, regional flexible funds were used to fund a number of highway capacity
projects, such as the I-5/Highway 217 interchange, capacity improvements on Highway 26, the
Tacoma Street over crossing of Highway 99E and the Nyberg Road interchange.

However, these allocations were made with the knowledge that few other resources were
available for these improvements, and at the expense of smaller, multi-modal improvement that

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP : ‘
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could have been funded with regional flexible funds, instead. A key policy issue in this MTIP
update is to determine degree to which the current increase in state highway revenue argues for
less emphasis on such projects with regional flexible funds. Currently, main-stem highway
capacity improvements are limited under the existing MTIP policies, but there is no limit on
allocation for road expanswn, highway mterchanges or Preliminary Engmeermg for major
highway capacity proj ects ,

To address this change in révenue availability, Metro staff recommends the same changes
outlined in Issue #1 above.

3. Direction on funding of Blcycle and Pedestnan transportation control measures for air
quahty

The Transportatxon Priorities funding in 2006-07 did not meet the yearly average for providing
‘miles of pedestrian and bicycle unprovements but had to rely on a defined ODOT maintenance
project and over building from previous years to meet this requirement as reported in the MTIP.

The general program policy statement will be updated as indicated above to state that the
Transportation Priorities process will fund a minimum of the average requirement for
implementation of the pedestrian (1.5 miles) and bicycle (5 miles) improvements required by the
State Implementation Plan for air quality. , '

4. Introduction of street connectivity as an evaluation criteria for the Road Modernization
mode category .

Currently, congestion relief, cost-effectiveness of providing congestion relief, safety and 2040
land-use impacts are the four evaluation criteria for road modernization projects. Metro has.
adopted as part of the region’s Congestionn Management System policies standards for providing
street connectivity prior to adding capacity to existing roads. However, the Transportation
Priorities technical evaluation does not provide any technical evaluation of whether or how road
capacxty projects address the street connectivity standards

Metro staff recommends the addition of street conne'ctmty as an evaluation criteria for the road
* modernization category to increase the technical rankmg score of projects that increase street
connectivity.

5. Direction on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

- While this category of projects has received several allocations of regional funding in the past, the
Transportation Priorities process did not provide any funding for ITS in 2006-07. This is an ,
eligible CMAQ activity and means of increasing the efficiency of existing road infrastructure. An
ITS subcommittee of TPAC is in the process of being created to formally organize
implementation of these techinologies on a regional scale. Currently, there is no policy direction
within the Transportation Priorities program regarding ITS. It has been technically ranked with
road capacity projects.

Metro staff recommends creating a separate technical ranking category for ITS projects. This
highlights ITS projects as a distinct and important component of the Congestion Management
System strategy and component of the regional transportation strategy. It is also necessitated by
the addition of street connectivity as an evaluation criteria in the road modernization category -
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(where ITS projects were hlstoncally evaluated) as ITS prO_] jects by thelr nature could not be
evaluated on the1r 1mpact to street connectxvxty criteria. ,

Furthermore, ITS pro_;ects will not be subject to the cost limitation placed on road and bridge
-related projects applications from the coordinating committees

Metro staff is d1rected to work w1th the ITS subcomxmttee of TPAC to develop techmcal
evaluation criteria for this new category.

6. Regionally Signif' cant Industrial Lands

- The Regional Transpoxtatlon Plan has been amended to recognize reglonally sxgmﬁcant industrial
lands as a Tier I 2040 land-use priority over other industrial lands subsequent to the policy update
of the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process. The technical scoring for freight and road -
projects will be updated to award more points to projects that serve regionally s1gmﬁcant
industrial lands as a Tier I priority and other industrial lands asa Tier I pnonty in, similar to the
difference between regional and town centers.

7. ODOT'applications to supplement STIP proj ects

In an effort to improve the delivery of transportation services in the region and coordination
between ODOT and regional/local policy objectives, Metro staff recommends early coordination
with ODOT staff to consider joint funding for missing pedestrian and bicycle elements in state
preservation and maintenance projects by identifying potential state modernization or other
revenues local revenues and by applying for Transportation Priority funds. Requests should be
made in context of coordination with the STIP and MTIP to fully disclose need for additional

- regional funds for state projects and the potential impacts to the state modernization program

' w1thm the region. :

- 8. Green Streets
= Green Trails.

The Metro Parks and Greenspaces Department has recently published a best practices
guidebook on the construction of trails and multi-use paths in an environmentally
sensitive manner. Metro staff recommends that funding awards to multi-use path projects
‘be conditioned to consider the design guidelines of the Green Trail handbook dunng
project development

- Use of Recycled Materials in Transportatlon Projects

To respond to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directive on the use of
recycled materials in federal highway projects and to create stronger markets for recycled .
materials, Metro staff recommends that materials related to the Transportation Priorities
allocation process include a summary of the FHWA directive. Additionally, Metro staff .
shall work with TPAC to attempt to develop a method for the award of technical bonus
points for the commitment of a project applicant to use certain types or levels of recycled
matenals in road or multi-use path projects. .
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- Wildlife Crossings

The Transportation Planning section was a project client for a Portland State University
urban planning masters program effort to develop a supplemental best practices

* guidebook to incorporating wildlife crossings into transportation facilities. Metro staff - -
recommends that Metro should submit a Transportation Priorities 2006-09 application to
further study this issue, formally update the Creating Livable Streets guidebooks, and . .
develop policy amendments to the Transportation Priorities program and/or'the Reg10na1 _
Transportation Plan.

Transpoxftation Pri_orities 2006-09 Technical Refinement Issues '

: Metro staff is directed to work with TPAC to address the following teehnieétl evaluation issues.
1. Street Connectivity as Techmcal Measure for Road Capaclty pro;ects

Implementation of new policy dl]'CCthC summarized above. '

2. Develop technical criteria for a new Intelligent Transportation System modal category '

Utilize the ITS Subcomm1ttee to propose techmcal evaluatxon measures to 1mp1ement new policy -
directive summanzed above.

3. Attempt to develop technical bonus points for use of recycled materials

Attempt to develop a method for the award of technical bonus points for the commitment of a
project applicant to use certain types or levels of recycled materials in road or multi-use path
projects. Implementation of new policy directive summarized above.

4. ‘Refinement of 2040 Qualitative Technical Score — Attachment C

. Additional knowledge has been developed about the development of mixed-use areas and their .
relationship to transportation infrastructure since the development of the 2004-07 Transportation
Priorities process. The “Community Focus” qualitative analysis will be updated to reflect ’
refinements in evaluating differences between the readiness of planned mixed-use areas to

‘develop and the relationship between a potential transportation investment and the potential
success in the development of a mixed-use area. The attachment will also be clarified on how
individual elements of the qualitative summary contribute to the overall technical score.

5. Safety Technical Score Methodology

Apphcants will be asked to provide information regarding specific safetgl factors that will be
evaluated by a panel of transportation professionals. The method by which the panel will use thlS
1nformatlon in developing their project scores will be described in the apphcatlon

6. Useof system level data and project level data to evaluate congestion relief

Resolve the issue of when or how tq use project level data to sui)plement system lével data when
analyzing expected congestion relief provided by a candidate road project application. .
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Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Process Refinement Issues
Metro staff is directed to implement the following changes to the application process.
1. Jurisdiction and Agency pfogram/application review at TPAC and JPACT

Arrange for the following programs and coordmatmg committees to provide presentations at
~ TPAC and JPACT as a summary of their program and/or their package of project/program
candidate applications. TOD Program, RTO Program, ITS status update, Clackamas County,
Multnomah County:, City and Port of Portland, Washington County, TriMet/SMART, Metro
"Planning, ODOT (STIP Presentation).

2. Joint public outreach process with ODOT STIP process and Transit funding suminary )

A joint public outreach process with the ODOT State Transportation Improvement Program will -
be implemented. This outreach will include participation by the regions transit agencies to
provide information on their planned development and expenditures of the 2006-09 period. -

3. Directives to technical staff on development of recommendations to narrow from a First |
Cut list to a Final Cut list -

Directives to techmcal staff on the development of recommendations to narrow from a First Cut
List to a Final Cut List are to be developed by JPACT and Metro Council after the adoption of the
First Cut list. This was a process element that was instigated during the prev10us Transportation
Priorities allocation process. It is now a scheduled process element expected in the December
2004 time frame. .

4. Engineering Review of Applicatioh Scope, Schedule and Budget
Metro staff will work with ODOT staff to investigate whether consultant services can be provided

to review candidate project applications for accuracy of scope, schedule and budget to ensure
projects can be delivered as described in the application and ranked fairly against similar projects.
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 04-3431 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING
THE POLICY DIRECTION, PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA
FOR THE. TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 2006-09 ALLOCATION PROCESS AND
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION ]MPROVEMENT PROGRAM (MTIP).

March 18, 2004 : ' ‘ ‘ Presented by. Ted Leybold

PROPOSED ACTION .

This resolution would approve a repoxt outlining the policy.direction, program obj; ecnves, and procedures
that will be used during the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Allocation Process and MTIP update to
nominate, evaluate, and select projects to receive federal transportation funds in the ﬁscal year 2008 09
biennium,

'BACKGROUND

" The Metro Council and the Executive Officer are preparing a request to local jurisdictions to submit
projects to Metro for evaluation and award of regional flexible transportation funding. Regional ﬂex1ble
transportation funds are those portion of federal funds accounted for in the MTIP that are allocated
through the JPACT/Metro Council decision-making process. This process is referred to as the

_ Transportatlon Pnontxes 2006-09 allocation.

" Metro and ODOT update the MTIP/STIP every two years to schedule funding for the following four-year
period. The Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation encompasses the four-year period of federal

fiscal year’s 2004 through 2007 (FY 06 - FY 09). This update will therefore adjust, as necessary, funds
already allocated to proj jects in FY 06 and FY. 07 in the current approved MTIP. It will also allocate

_ funds to new projects in the last two years of the new MTIP (i.e., FY 08 and FY 09).. :

The regional flexible funds available in the Transportatlon'Pnontles 2006-09 allocation is composed of
two types of federal transportation assistance, which come with differing restrictions. The most flexible
_fiinds are surfacé transportation program (STP) funds that may be used for virtually any transportation
- purpose, identified in the Financially Constrained RTP, short of building local residential streets.

The second category of money is Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality' (CMAQ) funds.” CMAQ funds
cannot be used to build new lanes for automobile travel. Also, projects that use CMAQ funds must
‘demonstrate that some improvement of air quality will result from building or operating the project. -

" Prior to the previous Transportation Priorities allocation process and MTIP update a major outreach effort -
led to the adoption of a report outlining the policy direction, program objectives, and procedures to be

-used during the Transportation Priorities 2004-07 Allocation Process and MTIP update. Since that time,
several policy issues have emerged that potentially affect the Transportation Priorities process and MTIP.
Following is a summary of those issues and recommended changes to address them. Exhibit A is an
amended version of the existing policy report, reflecting recommended changes to provide policy
direction, program objectives and procedures for the Transportation Pnontles 2006 09 allocation process
and MTIP update

The format of this summary is to identify the policy issues that have emerged since adoption of the
. existing policy report, list options for addressing the policy and to highlight in bold those options that are
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recommended If the recommendatlon mcludes changes to the exxstmg pohcy report, Exhibit A hlghhghts
those proposed changes in underline/strikeout text.

1. Integration of 2004-07 Narrowing and General Program Policies

Durmg the 2004-07 Transportatxon Pnontles process, JPACT directed technical staff on how to provide
recommendations to narrow from the First Cut list to a Final Cut list. This direction included policies that
could be considered as an update to general program pohcles for the 2006-09 process

One pohcy directive received during the narrowing process was sto develop a recommendatlon that funded
" projects in all types (Type I'and II) mixed-use and industrial areas. :

thlons.

a. Change the general policy direction statement regardmg pnorxty land used areas from
“centers” to “Tier I and II 2040 mixed-use areas”. :

A second policy directive was develop a recommendatlon that emphasized non-road//bridge proj ects.
.Options:

a. Eliminate road modemization/reconstruction and bridge as mode categories. (Currently, freeway =
interchange projects and prehmmary engineering of projects for addition of new freeway lanes are eligible for
funding. Projects to acquire right of way orto construct new freeway capacity are not eligible.)

b. Limit the total cost of road related or bridge projects as a percentage of the total cost target
from each coordinating committee to the percentage of STP funds of the total regional flexible
funds available to allocate.

c. Strengthen policy statement on purpose of reglonal flexible funds.

d. Change local match requirements to increase the percentage required for road and bridge
projects and decrease the percentage requlred for blcycle projects outside of Tier Xand town
center land use areas. ,

i

2. Refine the Transportation Prlorltles program focus in response to the additional fundmg '
resources provided by the recent Oregon Transportatlon Investment-Acts (OTIAI - III)

" Recent acts by the state leg151ature has increased the available revenue for transportation improvements in
the region. This includes $34 in highway modernization, $22 in road capacity projects and $122 million
in highway, bridge and road reconstruction and maintenance funding expected in this region by 2010

- (need to add OTIA III freight modernization; portion of $100 million state w1de and state bndge
maintenance revenues; portlon of §1 3 billion state wide when defmed)

This i increase in state revenne dedicated to road maintenance, road expansion and bridge repair and
_reconstruction represents the first major increase in state resources in more than a decade. Prior to this
increase, regional flexible funds were used to fund a number of highway capacity projects, such as the I-
- 5/Highway 217 interchange, capacity improvements on Highway 26, the Tacoma Street over crossmg of
Highway 99E and the Nyberg Road interchange.

However, these allocations were made with the knowledge that few other resources were available for

these improvements, and at the expense of smaller, multi-modal improvement that could have been
funded with regional flexible funds, instead. A key policy issue in this MTIP update is to determine
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degree to which the currént increase in state highway revenue argues for less emphasis on such projects

- with regional flexible funds. Currently, main-stem highway capacity 1mprovemcnts are limited under the
existing MTIP policies, but there is no limit on allocation for road expansmn highway mterchanges, or
Preliminary Engineering for major highway capacity pl‘O_] jects.

OptlonS'

_a. - Eliminate road modemnization/reconstruction and bridge as mode categones (Currently, freeway
interchange projects and prehmmary engineering of projects for addition of new freeway lanes are eligible for
" funding. Projects to acquire right of way or-to construct new freeway capacity are not eligible.) A
b. Limit the total cost of road related or bridge projects as a percentage of the total cost target
from each coordinating committee to the percentage of STP funds of the total regional flexible
p funds available to allocate. )
c. Strengthen policy statement on purpose of regional flexible funds. - :
* d. Change local match requirements to increase the percentage required for road and bridge
projects and decrease the percentage required for bicycle projects outside of Tier I and town
center Iand use areas.

3. _ Direction on funding of Bicycle and Pedestrian transportation control measures for air quality .

The Transportation Priorities fundmg in 2006-07 did not meet the yearly average for providing miles of
_ pedestrian (.75 miles) and bicycle (2.5 miles) 1mprovements but had to rely on a defined ODOT
maintenance project and over building from previous years to meet this requirement as reported in the
MTTIP. '

The general program policy statement will be updated to state that the Transportation Priorities -
process will fund a minimum of the average annual requirement for implementation of the
pedestrian and bicycle improvements required by the State Implementation Plan for air quality.

4. Introduction of street connectivity as an evaluation criteria for the Road Modernization mode
category

Currently, congestion relief, cost-effectiveness of providing congestion relief, safety and 2040 land-use
1mpacts are-the four evaluation criteria for road modernization projects. Metro has adopted as part of the
region’s Congestion Management System policies standards for providing street connectivity prior to
adding capacity to existing roads. However, the Transportation Priorities technical evaluation does not
‘provide any technical evaluatlon of whether or how road capacity Proj jects address the street connectivity
standards :

Options:

a. No change to the existing road modermzatxon evaluation criteria.
b. Add street connectmty as an evaluation criteria to the road modermzatmn category
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5. Direction on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

While this category of projects has received several allocations of regional funding in the past, the -
Transportation Priorities process did not provide any funding for ITS in 2006-07. This is an eligible
CMAQ activity and means of increasing the efficiency of existing road infrastructure. An ITS
subcommittee of TPAC is in the process of being created to formally organize implementation of these
technologies on a regional scale: Currently, there is no policy direction within the Transportation
Priorities program regardmg ITS. It has been techmcally ranked with road capamty pI‘O_] jects.

. thions.

a. No changes this round — charge ITS subcommittee to develop recommendations for 2008-2011. -

b. Create a separate technical evaluation category for ITS projects. (Note: addition of street ,
connectivity as an evaluation measure for road modemization projects would penahze ITS projects if -
left in the road modernization category.) :

c. If other policy limits are placed on road projects, exempt ITS projects.

~ d. Work with ITS subcommittee to develop technical evaluation criteria.

s,

6. Regionally Significant Industrial Lands

The Regional Transportation Plan has been amended to recognize regloxially significant industrial lands
as a Tier I 2040 land-use priority over other industrial lands subsequent to the pohcy update of the 2004-
07 Transportatlon Priorities process. '

The technical scoring for freight and road projects will be updated to award more points to
projects that serve regionally significant industrial lands as a Tier I priority and other industrial
lands as a Tier II priority in, similar to the difference between regional and town centers. -

7. ODOT appllcatlons to supplement STIP projects -

In an effort to improve the delivery of transportation services in the region and coordmatlon between . .
ODOT and regional/local policy objectives, ODOT and Metro staff have discussed the possibility of early
- notification of ODOT preservation and maintenance projects to allow for application for regional flexible
. funds, supplemental ODOT funds and local funds to address mlssmg or substandard pedestnan and/or
bxcycle facilities as a part of the project. o

Options: ‘ (

a. Encourage ODOT staff to identify modernization revenues to fund missing pedestnan and bicycle
elements in state preservation and maintenance projects.

a. Encourage ODOT staff to apply for Transportation Priority revenues to fund mlssmg pedestrian and
bicycle elements in state preservation and maintenance proj jects.

c. Encourage ODOT staff to consider joint funding for missing pedestrian and blcycle elements in

' state preservation and maintenance projects by identifying potential state modernization or

other revenues and by applying for Transportation Priority funds. Requests should be made in
context of coordination with the STIP to fully disclose need for additional regional funds for
state projects and the potential impacts to the state modernization program within the region.

11
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8. Green Streefs
- Green Trails -

The Metro Parks and Greenspaces Department has recently published a best practices guidebook
on the construction of trails and multi-use paths in an environmentally sensitive manner.

Options:

a. Require all multi-use paths funded through Transportation Pnontlcs be constructed consistent
with thé design guidelines of the Green Trail handbook.

‘b. Require all multi-use paths funded through Transportation Priorities consxder the
design guidelines of the Green Trail handbook during project development.

c. Award technical bonus points for projects that commit to meeting particular design elements

- of the Green Trail handbook as identified by TPAC.

- Use of Recycled Materials in Transpdrtation Projects

- After the application process for the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process had begun,

- program staff received a request from Metro Solid Waste and Recycling staff for inclusion of
recycled materials for projects funded by the Transportation Priorities program. This is an effort
to address a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directive to consider using recycled -

. materials on transportation projects and to increase the market for recycled materials.

Options: '

a. Incorporate educational statement in Transportation Priorities and MTIP supporting
FHWA directive that when selecting materials for transportation proj ects, recycled
materials should be considered first

b. Award bonus points for commitment to certain level of use of recycled materials in road
and multi-use path projects as identified by TPAC.

- Wildlife Crossings

“The Transportation Planmng section was a project client for a Portland State University urban
planning masters program effort to develop a supplemental best practices gu1debook to
. constructing wildlife crossings into transportatlon facilities.

thions:

‘a, Have Metro submit a Transportation Priorities 2006-09 application to further study this
. issue, update the Creating Livable Streets guidebooks, and develop policy amendments.
- b. Award bonus points for commitment to create a wildlife crossing within a road proj ect
‘demonstrated to be in a wildlife crossing location.
c. . List as a specific qualitative criteria for consideration and allow deduction of cost of wildlife
-crossing elements from the cost-effectiveness calculation.
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ANALYSIS/INFORMATION
1. Known .Opposition: Metro staff is unaware of any opposition‘at this time.

2. Legal Antecedents Federal planning regulations designate JPACT and the Metro Council as the
Portland Area Metropohtan Planning Organization responsible for allocating federal highway and
transit funds to projects in the metropolitan area: Preparation of an MTIP is the means prescribed for

. doing this. JPACT and the Metro Council have adopted a policy direction for the Transportation
' Priorities 2004-07 allocation process and MTIP update through Metro Resolution No. 02-3206. This
" Resolution updates that policy direction for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation process
and MTIP update by amending the policy report as shown in Exhibit A. Projects approved for
inclusion in the MTIP must come from a conforming, financially constramed transportation plan.
The 2004 RTP is the current conforming plan. A

3. Anticipated Effects: Adoption of this resolution will provide policy guidance to the process of
allocating regional flexible transportation funds. This new policy guidance will refine how Metro’
staff solicits projects for funding, how project applications will be technically ranked for policy
implementation, the public outreach and decision making process | to select projects for funding and
the ab111ty to analyze and provide public information concerning the effectiveness of the MTIP
program in addressing program policies. ,

4. Budget Impacts: none.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Metro Council to apprové Resolution No. 04-3431.:

TL: RC
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Agendé Item Number 4.0

KE Y PLANNING ISSUES FOR 05-10 RE GIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, March 9, 2004
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COUNCIL
' - Work Session Worksheet _
Presentation Date: 03/09/04 Time: . Length 60 mmutes
Presentatlon Title: Key Plannmg Issues for 2005-2015 Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Department Solid Waste & Recycling
Presenters: Janet Matthews, Mike Hoglund, ,Ka.ren Blauer |

. ISSUE & BACKGROUND

The Reglonal Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) guides the evolutlon and performance of the
regional solid waste system. With the current RSWMP expiring in 2005, a process to update the

. document for the next ten years is underway.

In the early stages of this RSWMP update process, regional stakeholders are being asked: _
(a) whether the core values and vision in the current RSWMP are still relevant for the future; and
(b) what key planning issues should be part of regional discussions during the RSWMP update
process.
These two questions will be discussed with Council during two work sessions in March (9th and 23™),

Two items for these March discussions are attached to the worksheet The first attachment related to (a)
above, is Chapter 5 from the current RSWMP.: This chapter articulates a vision and core values that

" have guided the development of policies and programs in the Metro region for the past decade.

(Virtually all values for the regional solid waste system that Council established durmg last year’s policy
discussions are captured in these pages.) The second attachment, related to (b) above, is a list of :
potential regional issues prepared by staff. Many questions on this list have grown out of discussions
between staff and Council over the past year, e.g., the reglonal disposal system and the:62% waste
reductlon goal.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE
N/A

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
N/A - '

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

1) Are the current RSWMP values (as expressed in the plan vision, plan goal, .and 16 other goals
and related objectives) still relevant for the future? Do they describe the type of system we strive
to create and maintain?

2) What key planning issues should be part of regional d1scussxons durmg the RSWMP update

"~ process?
3) What questions should be asked of other stakeholders in the system, including ratepayers"

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION ___Yes _x_No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED __ Yes_x__No :



SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION . |
Department Director Approval % %/L—/

Chief Operating Officer Approval ' /




DRAFT

Potential regmnal issues for 2005 - 201 5
Prepared by Metro staff
February 17,2004

Th1s set of “potential regwnal issues” generated by Metro staff is to be used in discussions with -
stakeholders partlclpatmg in the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan update. Stakeholders
will be asked their opinions about whether any of these issues should — or should not —be .
considered for further discussion as the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan is updated

This list reflécts concerns about future regional direction, both short and long term in nature. The
items on this list are not intended to pre-empt input generated by stakeholders during public
involvement activities. :

1. Malntaln the pubhc/prlvate transfer mix?

The region has a mix of public and private transfer facilitiés. Should that mix be
maintained in the future? Are there different roles for publlcly and privately-owned
transfer facilities? '

2. Add more capaC1ty‘7

The region has an oversupply of processmg and transfer capacity. What crltena

should determine whether more capacity is added to the system? Are there still areas.

of the region that are underserved by processing or transfer capacity? How should '
‘underserved areas be identified and addressed?

-3, Implement requlred recychng
The “opportunity model” of voluntary recycling is unhkely to get the region to the
~ 62% state waste reduction-goal for 2005. Would a policy shift to “required
recycling” for certain sectors enable the region to achieve its 2009 statutory goal of
64%? What are the associated costs and benefits of such policies?

~ 4. Place stronger emphasis on “front end”?
" The state largely measures progress in local wastesheds by tons recovered.
Nevertheless, some suggest the region should place even greater emphiasis on
' preventing the generation of waste and toxicity. Are there greater environmental -
" benefits to such a shift? How would prevention performance be measured? How
would such a shift impact the region’s efforts to achieve the statutory waste reduction
goals in 2005 and 2009? What resources can the region commit to prevention?



5. Factor environmental benefits into program cost/benefit analyses?
On a strict cost comparison basis, landfilling is often cheaper than recycling,
depending on the material. ‘The current RSWMP states, however, that “After
consideration of technical and economic feasibility, Metro will support a higher
system cost for waste reduction practices . . .” Should quantifiable environmental - .-
benefits (e.g., reduced greenhouse gases) also be given weight in determining costs
and benefits of proposed waste reduction practices vs. disposal?

6. Lead to where in the future? :
‘The Portland metropohtan region has been a national leader in reducing the amount
and toxicity of solid waste. This is evidenced by a reglonal recovery rate of over
50%, policies ranging from variable can rates to minimum recovery requirements at
MRFs, programs such as latex paint recycling and household hazardous waste
collection, and on-going education to create a high'level of awareness and =~
participation. .Over the next ten years, what path should the region chart ifit is to
continue demonstrating leadership in the resource conservation and waste
management arenas? -



Regional Solid Waste Management Plan Goals
and Objectives

Any plan of this scope must have a guiding vision. The preceding
history clearly illustrates an evolving solid waste policy that recog-
nizes the values inherent in protecting the region’s environment,
providing adequate levels of waste collection and dlsposal services
and efficiently allocating finite fiscal resources.

The vision of this plan can be summarized as follows: -

Solid waste is viewed by citizens of the region as a resource to
be managed. We understand that the conservation of natural

. systems — soil, water, air and biological diversity — sustain both
economic prosperity and life itself and that the protection of our
natural systems requires changes in consumption of resources.
In order to build a sustainable future together, we recognize the

_ link between integrated waste management and the conserva-
tion of resources as an mtegral part of the regional decision-
makmg process.

The overall goal of the RSWMP is:

Continue to develop and implement a Solid Waste Management
Plan that achieves a solid waste system that is regionally bal-
‘anced, environmentally sound, cost-effective, technologlcally
feaSIbIe and acceptable to the public.

As used in this plan, goals are value- based statements about what |

is desirable to achieve in the long run. They are broadly worded and
express ideals. The objectives are more specific milestones that lead
to goal attainment. Performance benchmarks, presented in Chapter
9, are measurable characteristics of the solid waste system that will
be used to monitor the success or failure of objectives as they are
acted upon. :

Regional Goals and Objectiyes.

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan -
Regional Solid Waste Policy
’ 5-3



System-Wide Goals and Objectives

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
“Regional Solid Waste Policy
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‘System-Wide Goals and Objectives

Goal 1 - The Environment. Solid waste management practices
that are environmentally sound, conserve natural resources and
achieve the maximum feasible reduction of solid waste belng

landfilled are implemented by the region.

Objective 1.1. The guiding poliCy for waste management in the
region is based on the following priorities:

"« Reduce the amount of sohd waste generated
* Reuse material for the purpose for which it was orlglnally
intended
* Recycle material that cannot be reused
« Compost material that cannot be reused or recycled
* Recover energy from solid waste that cannot be reused,
recycled or composted so long as the energy recovery facility
preserves the quality of air, water and land resources
» Dispose of, by landfilling, any solid waste that cannot be
~ reused, recycled, composted or from Wthh energy, cannot be
recovered. :

Goal 2 - Education. Residents and businesses of the region are
knowledgeable of the full range of waste management options,
including waste prevention and reduction, that are available to

them.

ObJectlve 2.1. Provide for pubhc education regardmg the costs and
benefits of alternative waste management practices in a coordi-

‘nated fashion such that duplication is avoided and consistent

information is provided to the public.

Objective 2.2. Involve the public in five-year updates of the Regional
Solid Waste Management Plan. More frequent Plan revisions may be
made as conditions warrant.

Objective 2.3. Standardize waste reduction services within the
region to the extent possible to minimize confusion on the part of
residents and businesses and construct cooperative promotion

campaigns that cross jurisdictional boundaries.

Goal 3 - Economics. The costs 'and benefits to the solid waste
system as a whole are the basis for assessing and |mplementmg
alternative management practices.

Objective 3.1. System cost (the sum of collection, hauling, process-
ing, transfer and disposal) is the primary criterion used when evalu-
ating the direct costs of alternative solid waste practices rather than
only considering the effects on individual parts of the system.
Objective 3.2. The economic and environmental impacts of waste

-reduction and disposal alternatives are compared on a level playing

field in order that waste reduction alternatives have an equal oppor-

tunlty of being implemented.



Objective 3.3 After consideration of technical and economic feasi-
bility, Metro will support a higher system cost for waste reduction
practices to accomplish the regional waste reduction and recycling
goals. _

Objective 3.4. Government and private industry will work coopera-
tively to identify, explore and confirm the cost and reliability of
' emerging solid waste technologies. '

Objectlve 3.5. Implement a system measurement program to pro-
vide data on waste generation, recycling and disposal sufficient for
informed decision-making and planning.

Goal 4 - Adaptability. A flexible solid waste system exists that can
respond to rapidly changing technologies, fluctuating market
conditions, maJor natural disasters and local conditions and needs

"Objectrve 4.1. lmplement an integrated mix of waste management
practices to provide for stabrhty in the event that particular alterna-
tlves become viable.

Objectlve 4.2. Government regulatlon is the minimum necessary to
. ensure protection of the environment and the public interest with-
out unnecessarily restnctrng the operation of pnvate solid waste

' busmesses

Objettive 4.3. Facilities that handle, process, buy and sell source-

. separated recyclables remain in private ownership in order to main-

tain greater flexibility to rapidly respond to changing market condi-
trons

| Objectlve 4.4. Integrate local solid waste solutlons into the solid
waste management system.

_ Objective 4. 5. Solid waste facilities may be publicly or prlvately
owned, depending upon which best serves the public interest. A
decision on ownership of transfer and disposal facilities shall be
made by Metro on a case-by-case basis.

Objective 4:6. Metro shall encourage competition when making
decisions about transfer station ownership or regulation of solid
waste facilities in order to promote efficient and effective solid
waste services. Metro shall consider whether the decision would
increase the degree of vertical integration in the regional solid waste
system and whether that increase would adversely affect the public.
Vertical integration is the control by a private firm or firms of two or
. more of the primary functions of a solid waste system - collection,
processrng, transfer and hauling and disposal.

Goal 5 - Performance. The performance of the solid waste system
will be compared to measurable benchmarks on an annual basis.

System-Wide Goals and Objectives

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Regional Solid Waste Policy
5-5



System-Wide Goals and Objectives
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" Regional Solid Waste Policy
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Goal 6 - Plan Consistency. The Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan shall be integrated with other Metro, state, local government,
community and planning efforts and shall be consistent-with exist-
ing Metro policies for managing solid waste. '

.| Objective 6.1. The RSWMP shali be consistent with the adopted

Region 2040 Plan and the Regional Framework Plan, when it is
adopted.

Objective 6.2. The RSWMP shall be consistent with the State of
Oregon Integrated Resource and Solid Waste Management Plan.:

Objective 6.3. Each city and county shall provide appropriate zoning
to allow planned solid waste facilities or enter into intergovernmen-
tal agreements with others to assure such zoning. Whether by
outright permitted use, conditional use or otherwise, appropriate
zoning shall utilize only clear and use objective standards that do
not effectively prohibit solid waste facilities. -

'Objectnve 6.4. Metro and Iocal governments shall work fogether to

ensure that solid waste facilities and services are positive contribu- -
tions to the region. : »

a.  For any community providing a solid waste “disposal site, " as
defined by ORS 459.280, Metro shall-collect a fee to be used
for the purpose of community enhancement.

b. Solutlons to the problems of |Ilegal dumping and to other
adverse impacts caused by changes in the waste management
system shall be cooperatively developed.

c.  To the extent that tonnage limits and other locally imposed
restrictions would prevent Metro from fully using its facilities
to carry out this Plan, Metro reserves its authority to override -
such restnctlons after receiving public comment, by action of
its council. .

Objective 6.5. The RSWMP shall be recognized through eity and
county comprehensive plan policies and ordinances governing the -
siting, permit review and development standards for SO|Id waste

facilities.



Waste Reduction Goals and Objectives

Goal 7 - Regional Waste Reduction Goal. The regional waste
reduction goal is to achieve a recovery rate of 62% as defined by
state statue by the year 2005. Per capita disposal rates and reduc-
‘tions in waste generated attributable to waste prevention programs
are also acknowledged to be key waste reduction indicators.

~ Goal 8- Opportunlty to Reduce Waste. Participation in waste
-preventron and recycling is convenient for all households and busi-
“nesses in the urban portions of the regron :

'Goal 9 - Sustamabrlrty Secondary resource management is a self-
sustarnrng operatron

Objective 9.1. Include both drrect and indirect costs in the price of
goods and services such that true least-cost options are chosen by
businesses, governments and citizens when making purchasing
decisions. :

Objective 9.2. Develop markets for secondary material that are
stable and provide sufficient incentive for separation of recoverable
material from other waste and/or the post—collectlon recovery of .
material. .

Objective 9.3. Support an environment that fosters development
and growth of reuse, recycling and recovery enterprises.

~_Goal 10 - Integration. Develop.an integrated system of wast,e'
reduction techniques with emphasis on source separation, not to
preclude the need for other forms of recovery such as post-collec-

" tion material recovery.

\

Vaste Reduction Goals and Objectives

Regronal Sohd Waste Management Plan
Regrona| Solid Waste Policy
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Facilities and Services
Goals and Objectives

Regional Solid Waste Managerhent Plan
Regional Solid Waste Policy
5-8

Facilities and Services Goals and Objeéti_Ves

‘Goal 11 - Accessability. There is reasonable access to solid waste

transfer and disposal services for all residents and businesses of the '

| region.

‘| Objective 11.1. Extend and enhance the accessibility of the infra- |

structure already in place for the management of the waste stream
for which the RSWMP is responsible. These responsibilities include
all wastes accepted by general- and limited-purpose landfills, con-

-} struction and demolition wastes, household hazardous waste and

hazardous waste from conditionally exempt generators.

Objectlve 11.2. Provide reasonable access through new transfer or

reload facilities if-it becomes evident that waste reduction practices

and existing transfer and disposal infrastructure will be unable to
keep pace with the future demand for disposal services.

Goal 12 - Recovery Capacity. A regionally balanced system of
cost-effective solid waste recovery facilities prowdes adequate
serwce to all waste generators in the region.

Goal 13 - Toxics Reduction. Protect the environment, residents of
the region and workers who collect, transport, process and dispose -
of waste by educating residents of the region on methods eliminat-
ing or reducing the risks arising from hazardous materials.

| Objective 13. 1. Manage hazardous waste based on the Environmen-

tal Protection Agency’s hierarchy of “reduce, reuse, recycle treat,
incinerate and landfill.”

Objective 13.2. Educate residents of the region about alternatives to
the use of hazardous products, proper use of hazardous products,
how to generate less hazardous wastes and proper disposal meth-
ods for hazardous waste. _

Objective 13.3. Provide convenient,safe, efficient and environmen-
tally sound disposal services for hazardous waste that remains after
implementing prevention and reuse practices. '

Goal 14 - Disaster Management. In the event of a major natural
disaster such as an earthquake, windstorm or flood, the regional
solid waste system is prepared to quickly restore delivery of normal
refuse services and have the capability of removing, recycling and
disposing of potentially enormous amounts of debris.

Objective 14.1. Provide both accurate and reliable information for
use in predicting the consequences of a major disaster and an !
inventory of resources available for respondmg to and recovering
from disasters.

Objective 14.2. Develop a phased response plan that coordinates
emergency debris management services and maximizes public
health and safety.



Objective 14.3. Develop a recévery plan that maximizes the amounts
~of materials recovered and recycled and minimizes potential environ-
mental impacts.

Objective 14.4. vPr.ovide' for innovative and flexible fiscal and financial

arrangements that promote efficient and effective implementation |

of response and recovery plans.

Objective 14.5. Ensure the coordination and commitment of local,
state and federal governments and the private sector.

-Goal 15 - Facility Regulation. Metro’s methods for regulatory
control of solid waste facilities will include a system of franchising,
contracting, owning and/or licensing to ensure that disposal and
processing facilities are provided and operated in an acceptable
manner. L -

Facilities and Services
Goals and Objectives

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Regional Solid Waste Policy
5-9



‘Metro Revenue System
Goals and Objectives
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Regional Solid Waste Policy
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Metro Revenue System Goals and Objectives

Goal 16 - Revenue Equity and Stability. To ensure that the Metro
solid waste revenue system is adequate, stable, equitable and helps
achieve the goals of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

‘Objective 16.1. Charges to users of Metro-owned dlsposal facnhtles

will be reasonably related to disposal services received. Charges to
residents of the Metro service district who may not be direct users
of the dlsposal system should be related to other benefits received.

Objective 16.2. There will be sufﬂcnent revenues to fund the costs of
the solid waste system.

Objective 16.3. The revenue system wil help the region accompllsh

| management goals such as waste reduction and envnronmental

protection.
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TO: Mayor Vera Katz
Commissioner Jim Francesconi
Commissioner Randy Leonard
Commissioner Dan Saltzman

FROM: Erik Sten M

SUBJECT:  Valuation of Ecosystem Setvices Briefing to Metro Council

DATE: March 1, 2004

Metro President David Bragdon has asked some of our staff and consultants to provide an informal
briefing to the Metro Council at theit March 9, 2004 work session about the City of Portland’s valuation
of ecosystem services project. An update on Portland’s work is relevant now because Metro is
discussing its economic analysis of vatious Goal 5 options. Metro is trying to determine a way to value
environmental benefit on a large region-wide scale. '

The Endangered Species Act Program, involving many other city buteaus, has developed a
straightforward blueprint to value the environmental work we do in financial terms. While it is still

, draft, the work complements Metro’s approach because it is very detailed and site-specific, focusing on a
140-acte site on Johnson Creek in the Lents neighbothood. It provides a quantifiable example of the
value of ecosystem setvices and demonstrates how a “green” approach to flood management provides a
significant return on investment.

The bottom line: Portland’s work shows that green solutions provide significant environmental and
economic benefits and improve taxpayers’ and ratepayers’ return on their investments. Factoring the
economic benefits of envitonmental improvements into our decision-making has the potential to reduce
long-term costs and improve the performance of our environmental management actions.

Summary of the City’s Ecbsystem Services Wotk

The City of Portland contracted with David Evans and Associates, Inc. and ECONorthwest to develop
and test a system for documenting the economic value of ecosystem services. Some of the services
provided by ecosystems include water supply, fish and wildlife habitat, air purification, etosion control,
etc. The system was tested and refined using the Lents Flood Abatement Project from the Johnson
Creek Restoration Plan as a case study. The Lents project’s objective is to store water generated by
nuisance floods by restoring the creek’s natural floodplain.
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The consultants were able to quantify the economic value of five ecosystem services.generated by the
Lents project:

¢ Flood management;

.#  Habitat for salmon and birds; ' _
e Air quality improvement (removal of ozone, sulfur dioxide, catbon monoxide, carbon, particulates);
¢ Water quality improvement (sediment, etc.); and, '

¢ Recreational opportunities and increased property values.
Preliminary Findings

By taking into consideration the multiple benefits of an environmental approach for the Lent’s Flood
Abatement Project, the team calculated that it would likely provide more than $30,000,000 in economic’
value to the public over a 100-year timeframe. By compatison, a hypothetical alternative of a buried
pipe and pump system to achieve the same flood abatement goal would accrue only $15,000,000 in
economic value to the public duting the same 100-year timeframe at 2 much higher cost.

Next Steps

The consultants’ report will be finalized in approximately 30 days. Staff are now beginning to discuss
other opportunities for using this analytical system to guide our decision-making; for example, valuing
the long-term costs and benefits of storm water management strategies and habitat restoration actions.
When the report is complete, I will share it with you. If there is interest, I will be happy to arrange for a
Council briefing by the staff and consultants. '

Again, [ think we have all known for some time that envitonmental solutions make envitonmental and
economic sense. The recent work by City staff and consultants provides important, quantifiable .
documentation. This approach to environmental management provides a more complete understanding
of costs and benefits and will help inform some of the very important decisions we face regarding the
Clean Water Act, ESA, Superfund, State Land Use Goal 5 and other obligations.

c. Gil Kelley
- Dean Mattott
Jim Middaugh -



WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

+ Flooded homes, businesses, and roads
* Degraded water quality
* Threatened fish

HOW DO NATURAL
RESOURCES WORK FOR YOU?

Proporty Value
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'WHY VALUE ECOSYSTEM
SERVICES?

= Enhance project and policy decision
making
— Account more fully for costs and benefits
— Identify full range of stakeholders

Promote system stability for decreased
risk and quality of life

« Limit external cost dependencies

Benefits Goods
(enhance (yield economic utility or
well-being) satisfy an economic want)
. Potable water
Clean water Avoided CWA & ESA
Aquatic species compliance costs
population stabilization « Avoided water treatment
costs
Increased recreation

« Population stabilization

« Habitat for migratory
spacies

« Refugia for at risk
species

Bird watching
Sport fishing
Fewer ESA listings, or
avoided ESA compliance
costs
Clean air (03, NOx, S02, « Reduced respiratory
» Alr purification Particulates) iliness
Reduced green house + Avoid CAA compliance
gas accumulation costs
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[ HOW DOES ANALYSIS WORK?

Define Problem
Statement
Identify
Ecosystem
QUANTIFICATION Secvices, ATION

Benefits, and
Goods

Develop Causal Compile

Loop Diagram Existing Values

Quantify Change in Refine and
physical Adapt Values to

Parameters Use Systems Local Area

Modeling to
;D Apply Values to 4—-—J
Quantities and
Estimate ROI




ANALYTICAL STEPS
System thinking - understand type of

~ relationships (does water temperature
- decrease as shading increases?)

+» Biophysical modeling - quantify change in
biophysical conditions from current
condition to potential impacted or
restored condition

« Economic modeling - quantify change in
economic conditions

Thinking About System Interaction

/ Lower

Increased




aﬂr ' STREAM TEMPERATURE
. QUANTIFICATION

DEQ’s Heat Source 6.5.1 model

Current condition

s
Rivor Milo

AIR PURIFICATION
QUANTIFICATION

American Forests’ CITYgreen model

‘ "+ Air pollution removal (O5, SO,, NO,, CO,
and PM,, removed)
» Carbon storage and sequestration

EXAMPLE VALUES OF
ECOSYSTEM SERVICES

~ + Salmon recovery (Helvoigt & Montgomery 2003)

Water quality (woodward & Wui 2001)
Property values (Lutzenhiser & Netusil 2001)
Air quality (American Forests, US OMB, CA Energy Com.)




PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Value accrued over 100 years  Percent of Long-Term
(reported in 2002 $) Value
$ 1,600,461 5%
$ 4,105603 13%
$14,604,387 47%
$ 2,544,635 8%
$ 2,388,982 8%
$ 2,832,346 9%
$3,108225 10%

$31,274,639 100%

COMPARISON

Project vs

CONCLUSIONS

Quantification of economic value of
ecosystem services informs decision
making

« Analysis provides evidence that
protecting or restoring ecosystem
services generates economic benefits




NEXT STEPS

+ Complete report

-+ Evaluate next steps with Council and
Bureau directors

« |dentify potential opportunities for
collaboration

QUESTIONS?

City of Portland, Endangered Species Act Program
www.fish.ci.portland.or.us

Jim Middaugh, jmiddaugh@ci.portland.or.us
503-823-7032

David Evans and Associates, Inc.
www.deainc.com

Dan Heagerty, ddh@deainc.com
503-223-6663

ECONorthwest
www.econw.com

Ed Whitelaw, whitelaw@eugene.econw.com
503-687-0051

3 Rl
Tl
BUILDING THE MODEL

p Increased biomass reduces erosion

Trees shade the stream
reducing the temperature

Trees that die become in-stream wood
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Services Values ‘adjustod betwosn
reasonable high and low estimates. Move the slider bars o model ths effects of varled
project costs and vakues of ecosystom servicos.

AIR QUALITY VALUE ESTIMATES

Carbon Mononide 34 (smoved
25 —

Motoriat Daiey Tie.

Annusl Park Visitation Estimate

Rocroation Valus por Visitor




, February-Mérch
February 24
February 27
March 3

March 9

March 10
March 11
March 18

March
March 19
- March 26

April 5

June 30

July

August

August 27

September 9

CNED
DRAFT

2006-09 Transportation Priorities:

Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept

Calendar of Activities
2004

Policy Review and Direction for 2006-09 Program.
Council Work Session on policy direction.

TPAC comment on .policy direction. |

MTAC comment on policy direction.

Possible Council Work ‘Session on policy direction..
MPAC comment on policy direction.

JPACT aétion on policy direction.

Metro Council action on policy direction.

Ubdate' of Technical Criteria to reflect Program policy direction.
Development of application, set funding targets.

MTIP Subcommittee review/comment on draft application, technical
criteria and measures.

TPAC review/cdmment on draft application, technical criteria and
measures.

Solicitation of project/program applications begins.

Applications due to Metro. Draft ODOT STIP submitted for comment.
Draft TriMet TIP submitted for comment.

Review of scope, schedule and budget. Score technical rankings.

MTIP Subcommittee review of technical rankings, ODOT STIP and
TriMet TIP

TPAC action on First Cut List.

JPACT action on First Cut List.

Updated 2-25-04



September 16

October-Nov.

'December

January
January
January 28

February 3
February 10
February 16

March - May

August 1

Metro Council action on First Cut List.

Public comment period, listening posts on First Cut List, ODOT STIP
and TriMet TIP.

Publish public comment material. Policy discussion and direction on
narrowing Final Cut List and draft ODOT STIP and TriMet TIP.

- 2005

Develop any new information to respond to narrowing policy direction.
MTIP Subcommittee review of new information.
TPAC action on Final Cut List and Final ODOT STIP and TrnMet TIP.

Public hearing on draft Final Cut List at Metro Councul and Fmal ODOT

STIP and TriMet TIP.

JPACT action on Final Cut List and Final ODOT STIP and TriMet TIP
pending air quality analysis. \

Metro Council action on Final Cut List and Final ODOT STIP and TriMet
TIP pending air quality analysis.

Programming of funds. Air quality conformity analysis.
Public review of draft MTIP with air quality conformity analysis.

Adopt MTIP, including final ODOT STIP and TriMet TIP, and submit to
USDOT for concurrence, ‘

Receive concurrence from USDOT; submit to ODOT for incorporation
into STIP.

Updated 2-25-04
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: ‘|  [Begin 06-09 STIP update, begin data coltection
- |Mar 2003 &
: g Data collection
. Apr a
v g Data collection complete, compile information
* |May AR
X3 :U_ " " N N
=1 . % Develop funding allocation scenarios 8
: 3 j
: ©:] |Develop funding allocation recommendation 3
Buly g =
2 N "'t;-; Assemble materials for stakeholder input and OTC
. JAug [
. Program goals distributed to OTC, stakeholders, ACTs, MPOs and
i |Sept 2/ RCST :
oct & lotcropot Management discussions on goals for 06-09 STIP
< C .
K; . Stakeholder, ACT, MPO and RCST input to program goals
rINOV
f, s OTC approves program funding levels for 06-09 STIP
ec - .
Project selection / scoping
Jan 2004
¥ |Project selection / scoping
Feb ER
“| |Project selection / scoping
Mar :
| {Project selection / scoping
Apr n o
" : Regions prepare draft program for review by stakeholders
ay <
5
g 1une :}" Regions prepare draft program for review by stakeholders
ot ACTs, MPOs, RCSTs and OTC review of Draft STIP
uly W
A OTC reviews proposed projects subject to Criteria
ug
sent Print and mail Draft STIP. Begin public review of Draft STIP
ep
Public review of Draft STIP
Oct .
Public review of Draft STIP
Nov
341 |ACTs, OTC and Regions review public input
i Adjust program if necessary
Air quality conformity determinations and modeling
Air quality conformity determinations and modeling
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Air quality conformity determinations and modeling. Start constraining

Air quality conformity determinations and modeling. Constrain STIP
to estimated available revenue

Add MPO TiPs and prepare Fina\ STIP for review

Review of Final STIP by ACTs, MPOs, RCSTs and OTC

‘lote appro;lal of Final 06-09 STIP. Submit to Federal DOT

Federal DOT review. MTIPs to governor for signature

7. SomARDY Buiuueld (2507 pue BlElS BUIOBUG T T T~

' [Federal DOT review

Federal DOT approval of Final 06-09 STIP

ANITINIL LNIWJOTIA3A dILS 6002-9002



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 04-3431 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING
THE POLICY DIRECTION, PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA
FOR THE TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 2006-09 ALLOCATION PROCESS AND
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (MTIP).

March 18, 2004 _ ' V Presented by: Ted Leybold

" PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would approve a report outlining the policy direction, program objectives, and procedures
that will be used during the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Allocation Process and MTIP update to
nominate, evaluate, and select projects to receive federal transportation funds in the fiscal year 2008-09
biennium. »

BACKGROUND

The Metro Council and the Executive Officer are preparing a request to local jurisdictions to submit
projects to Metro for evaluation and award of regional flexible transportation funding. Regional flexible
transportation funds are those portion of federal funds accounted for in the MTIP that are allocated
through the JPACT/Metro Council decision-making process. This process is referred to as the
Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation.

Metro and ODOT update the MTIP/STIP every two years to schedule funding for the following four-year
period. The Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation encompasses the four-year period of federal
fiscal year’s 2004 through 2007 (FY 06 - FY 09). This update will therefore adjust, as necessary, funds
already allocated to projects in FY 06 and FY 07 in the current approved MTIP. 1t will also allocate
funds to new projects in the last two years of the new MTIP (i.e., FY 08 and FY 09).

. The regional flexible funds available in the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation is composed of
two types of federal transportation assistance, which come with differing restrictions. The most flexible:
funds are surface transportation program (STP) funds that may be used for virtually any transportation
purpose, identified in the Financially Constrained RTP, short of building local residential streets.

The second category of money is Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. CMAQ funds
cannot be used to build new lanes for automobile travel. Also, projects that use CMAQ funds must
demonstrate that some improvement of air quality will result from building or operating the project.

Prior to the previous Transportation Priorities allocation process and MTIP update a major outreach effort

-led to the adoption of a report outlining the policy direction, program objectives, and procedures to be
used during the Transportation Priorities 2004-07 Allocation Process and MTIP update. Since that time,
several policy issues have emerged that potentially affect the Transportation Priorities process and MTIP.
Following is a summary of those issues and recommended changes to address them. Exhibit A is an
amended version of the existing policy report, reflecting recommended changes to provide policy
direction, program objectives and procedures for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation process
and MTIP update.

The format of this summary is to identify the policy issues that have emerged since adoption of the
existing policy report and to list options for addressing the policy issue, and highlight in bold those

Staff Report to Resolution No. 02-3206 p.10f10



options that are recommended. If the recommendation includes changes to the existing policy report,
Exhibit A highlights those proposed changes in underline/strikeout text.

1. Integration of General Program Policies with 2004-07 Final Cut List policy direction

During the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process, JPACT directed technical staff on how to provide
recommendations to narrow from the First Cut list to a Final Cut list. This direction included policies that
could be considered as an update to genéral program policies for the 2006-09 Transportation Pnontles ,
process.

A. One policy directive received during the 2004-07 Final Cut list policy direction process was to direct
staff to develop a recommendation that funded projects in mixed-use centers, main streets, station
communities and industrial areas. TPAC recommends the following option to integrate this policy
direction into the general program policies for the Transportation Priorities process.

Option:

a. Change the general policy direction statement regarding priority land used areas from
“centers” to “2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town centers, main
streets and station communities)”.

Corridors are not included as the policy direction received from JPACT and the Metro Council during the
2004-07 final cut list process specified the addition of main streets and station communities as the 2040
mixed use areas as the areas where projects should be included in addition to centers. Additionally, while
corridors were included as a Tier II priority mixed use area for their potential to accommodate mixed-use
development, this potential was optional at the discretion of local land use planning. The 1mp1ementat10n
of local planning generally did not locate mixed use comprehensive plan designations or zoning in
corridors. Finally, the inclusion of corridors as a priority land use for Transportatlon Priorities funding
would significantly dilute the ability to concentrate transportation investments in areas that have the most
potential to meet the other program goals.

Industrial lands are already addressed in the current program policy statement and do not need to be
changed.

The result of this change would be:

" The’ primary policy objectlve for the MTIP program and the allocation of region flexible transportation
funds is to:
* Leverage economic development in pnorlty 2040 land-use areas through investment to support

-  eenters, 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town centers, main
streets and station communities)
- 2040 Tier I and II industrial areas (reglonally significant industrial areas and industrial areas), and

- 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use and industrial areas within UGB expansion areas with completed
concept plans

Other policy objectives include:

*  Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues
+ Complete gaps in modal systems

*  Develop a multi-modal transportation system

B. A second policy directive received from JPACT and the Metro Council during the 2004-07 final cut
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- list process was to direct staff to develop a recommendation of projects' and programs that emphasized
non-road and bridge projects. :

' Followmg are options considered by TPAC of how this policy direction could be implemented w1thm the
Transportation Priorities policies and process. TPAC unanimously recommended actions b and d below
as hlghhghted in bold. -

Optlons:

a. Eliminate road modernization/reconstruction and bridge as mode categories. (Currently, freeway
interchange projects and preliminary engineering of projects for addition of new freeway lanes are
eligible for funding. Projects to acquire right of way or to construct new freeway capa01ty are not
eligible.)

b. Strengthen policy statement on purpose of regional flexible funds to indicate that JPACT and
Metro Council intend to fund a package of projects and programs with a strong emphasis on
non-road and bridge projects.

The result of this change would be as follows:

The prlmary policy objective for the MTIP program and the allocation of region flexible transportatlon
funds is to:
* "Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investment to support
- 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town centers, main streets and
station communities)
- 2040 Tier I'and II industrial areas (regionally sxgmﬁcant industrial areas and industrial areas), and
- 2040 Tier I and IT mixed-use and industrial areas within UGB expansion areas with completed
concept plans . '

Other policy objectives include:
* Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues
*  Complete gaps in modal systems

* Developa multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on ﬁmdmg non-road and bridge
modemization projects.

c. Change local match requirements to increase the percentage reqliired for road and bridge projects
outside of Tier I and town center land use areas.

d. Change local match requirements to decrease the percentage required for bicycle projects in
areas outside of Tier I and town center land use areas to the federally allowed maximum of
89. 73% :

TPAC had extensive debate about and was split on whether to recommend option e below as a means of
implementing an emphasis on non-road and bridge projects. The committee recognized that this option
would be a means of ensuring that each coordinating committee apply for some projects other than road
or bridge projects in support of the policy direction and to ensure there would be an adequate pool of
CMAQ eligible projects.

There were concerns expressed, however, that such a limit would impede on a local jurisdictions ability to

determine their local priorities even if they want to compete with such a project knowing that
JPACT/Metro Council intends to fund a package of projects and programs with a strong emphasis on
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non-road and bridge projects. Concern was also expressed that road projects are often a means of
providing bicycle and pedestrian projects where they do not currently exist and that cutting back on this
category impedes the ability to provide these facilities where needed as they would not be constructed as
stand alone pedestrian or bicycle projects. . : '

e. Limit the total cost of road modernization, road reconstruction and bridge project applications to a
Dpercentage of the cost target for each coordinating committee equal to the percentage of regional
flexible funds represented by STP funds. '

2. Update the policy report to account for the additional funding resources provided by the recent
Oregon Transportation Investment Acts (OTIA I -1III).

" TPAC recommends the following language be added to the policy report following the description of
transportation funding in the region. :

Recent acts by the state legislature have provided one-time revenue sources for transportation
improvements in the region. This includes $22 in motor vehicle capacity projects in OTIA1 & II, a
portion of the expected $31 million for capacity projects in OTIA III and a portion of OTIA III funds
targeted for freight mobility, industrial access and job creation ($100 million state wide). These funds
directly supplement the construction of motor vehicle capacity projects in the region.

Additionally, $34 in highway modernization and $158 million in highway, bridge and road reconstruction -
funding programmed to this region for expenditure by 2010. These highway funds will be supplemented
by highway projects of statewide significance ($100 million statewide), and match to OTC-requested
federal earmarks ($200 million statewide) that will be programmed to this region by Oregon
Transportation Commission.

This increase in state revenue dedicated to road maintenance, road expansion and bridge repair and
reconstruction represents the first major increase in state resources in more than a decade. Prior to this
increase, regional flexible funds were used to fund a number of highway capacity projects, such as the I-
5/Highway 217 interchange, capacity improvements on Highway 26, the Tacoma Street over crossing of
Highway 99E and the Nyberg Road interchange.

However, these allocations were made with the knowledge that no other resources were available for
these improvements, and at the expense of smaller, multi-modal improvement that could have been
funded with regional flexible funds, instead. A key policy issue in this MTIP update is to determine
degree to which the current increase in state highway revenue argues for less emphasis on such projects
with regional flexible funds. Currently, main-stem highway capacity improvements are limited under the
existing MTIP policies, but there is no limit on allocation for road expansion, highway interchanges, or
Preliminary Engineering for major capacity projects.

3. Direction on funding of Bicycle and Pedestrian transportation control measures for air quality

The Transportation Priorities funding in 2006-07 did not meet the biennial average for providing miles of
pedestrian (1.5 miles) and bicycle (5 miles) improvements but had to rely on an ODOT preservation
project and over building from previous years to meet this requirement as reported in the 2004-07 MTIP.
These requirements are in addition to facilities constructed as a part of road modemization and
reconstruction projects. Adding a policy directive to fully implement the biennial average requirement for
the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be consistent with federal guidance that states “the
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TIP shall give priority to eligible Transportation Contol Measures identified in the approvéd SIP in
accordance with the US EPA conformity regulation (40 CFR part 51) and shall provide for the1r timely
implementation.” Federal Register Vol. 58 No. 207; Section 450.324 (d).

TPAC recommends the general program policy statement be updated to state that the
Transportation Priorities process will fund a minimum of the average biennial requirement for
implementation of the pedestrian and bicycle improvements requlred by the State Implementatlon
Plan for air quality.
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The effect of this recommendation would be:

The primary policy objective for the MTIP program and the allocation of region flexible transportation
funds is to:
* Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investment to support
- 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (other than corridors)
- industrial areas and ‘
- 2040 Tier I arid IT mixed-use (other than corridors) and industrial areas within UGB expansion
areas with completed concept plans

4

Other policy objectives include:

*  Emphasizeé modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues

*  Complete gaps in modal systems

* Develop a multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on fundmg non-road and bridge
modemlzatlon projects.

Meet the average biennial requirements of the State Implementatlon Plan for air quality for the

provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities

4. Functional Plan compliance as Screening Criteria for Transportation Priorities fuhding

At their March 3™ meeting, MTAC reviewed the policy update for the 2006-09 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) and Transportation Priorities funding allocation process.
Several committee members suggested the policy bodies consider adding compliance with the Metro
functional plan as a screening criteria of eligibility to apply for Transportation Priorities funding. This .
would provide an incentive for local jurisdictions to complete the planning work necessary to comply
with the regional functional plan and ensure that regional transportation funding is more closely linked to
local implementation of regional growth management policies.

TPAC recommends that the following language be added to the MTIP pohcy report and Transportation
Priorities application.

The applicant jurisdiction is in compliance with the Metro functional plan or has received an
extension to complete compliance planning activities. If the applicant jurisdiction is not in
compliance or has not received an extension, it must provide documentation of good faith effort in
making progress toward accomplishment of its compliance work program, The work program
documentation must be considered by governing body of the applicant jurisdiction at a meeting
open to the public and submitted to Metro prior to the release of the draft technical evaluatlon of
project applications by Metro staff,

5. Relationship of street connectmty to the techmcal evaluation of Road Modernization ranking
category

Currently, congestion relief, cost-effectiveness of providing congestion relief, safety and 2040 land-use
impacts are the four evaluation criteria for road modernization projects. Metro has adopted as part of the
region’s Congestion Management System policies standards for providing street connectivity prior to
adding capacity to existing roads. However, the Transportation Priorities technical evaluation does not
provide any technical evaluation of whether or how road capacity projects address the street connectlvxty
standards.
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Implementation of Title 6 of the Metro Functional Plan, however, provides that local development codes
will provide for increased local street connectivity to the regional system over time as development
occurs. Ensuring compliance with Title 6 of the Metro functional plan by applicant agencies, as
recommended in item 4 above, addresses a large portion of meeting street connectivity requirements
through requiring local street connections to the regional street system as development occurs. There are
components of the regional system that are not yet built, however, that could also increase the overall
connectivity of the street network.

Following are options considered by TPAC of how th1s policy direction could be implemented within the
Transportation Priorities policies and process. Recommended actions are highlighted in bold.

Options:

a. No change to the existing road modernization evaluation criteria.
-b.  Add street connectivity as an evaluation criteria to the road modernization category.

¢. Direct the MTIP Subcommittee and TPAC to evaluate whether a bonus point system for road
modernization projects can be developed that adequately defines a methodology to reward a
project that increases street connectivity.

d. Clarify in the application that collector projects defined as a part of the regional transportation
system are eligible projects for Transportation Priorities funding and if contributing to
increased street connectivity are encouraged for application.

+6. Direction on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

While this category of projects has received several allocations of regional funding in the past, the
Transportation Priorities process did not provide any funding for ITS in 2006-07. This is an eligible
CMAQ activity and means of increasing the efficiency of existing road infrastructure. An ITS
subcommittee of TPAC is in the process of being created to formally organize implementation of these
technologies on a regional scale. Currently, there is no policy direction within the Transportation
Priorities program regarding ITS. It has been technically ranked with road capacity projects.

Following are options considered by TPAC of how this policy direction could be implemented within the
Transportation Priorities policies and process. Recommended actions are highlighted in bold.

Options:

a. No changes this round — charge ITS subcommittee to develop recommendations for 2008-2011
Transportation Priorities process. The recommendation should address the positive and negative
aspects of ranking ITS projects with road modernization projects and as a separate ranking
category. The subcommittee could also recommend changes to the road modernization technical

- ranking criteria if ITS projects remain within that ranking category.

b. Create a separate technical evaluation category for ITS projects. (Note: the addition of bonus points for
street connectivity and the existing bonus points for the inclusion of green street design elements for
road modernization projects would penalize ITS projects if left in the road modernization ranking
category, unless other adjustments are made.)
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c. If other policy Hmits (such as the limit on the total cost of road modernization projects for which each
coordinating committee may apply) are placed on road projects, exempt ITS projects.

d. Have the ITS subcommittee review and comment on the technical rankmgs of the 2006-09
Transportation Priority ITS candidate apphcatlons

. 7. Regionally Significant Industrial Lands

The Regional Transportation Plan has been amended to recognize regionally significant industrial lands
as a Tier I 2040 land-use priority over other industrial lands subsequent to the policy update of the 2004-
07 Transportation Priorities process.

TPAC recommends the technical scoring for freight and road projects will be updated to award
more points to projects that serve regionally significant industrial lands as a Tier I priority and
other industrial lands as a Tier II priority to be consistent w1th the update to the Regional .
Transportation Plan. : :

8. ODOT applications to supplement STIP projects

In an effort to improve the delivery of transportation services in the region and coordination between
ODOT and regional/local policy objectives, ODOT and Metro staff have discussed the possibility of early
notification of ODOT preservation projects to allow for apphcatlon for regional flexible funds,

. supplemental ODOT funds, and local funds to address missing or substandard fac111t1es for pedestnans
and/or bicycles as a part of the preservatlon project.

TPAC recommends that ODOT staff work with local agency partners to consider joint local,
regional or supplemental state funding for missing elements of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
along state facilities proposed for pavement preservation work in the 2006-09 STIP. This may result
in ODOT application for Transportation Priority funds to provide for these improvements.
‘Requests for local or regional funds should be made in context of coordination with the STIPto
fully disclose need for additional funds for state projects and to understand the potential impacts to .
preservation project schedules and other state transportation programs within the region.

9. Green Streets

- Green Trails

The Metro Parks and Greenspaces Department has recently published a best practices guidebook
on the construction of trails and multi-use paths in an environmentally sensitive manner.

Following are options considered by TPAC of how this policy direction could be 1mp1emenfed

within the Transportation Priorities policies and process. Recommended actions are hlghllghted in
bold

Options:

a. Require all multi-use pﬁths funded through Transportation Priorities be constructed consistent
with the design guidelines of the Green Trail handbook.
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b. Require all multi-use paths funded through Transportation Priorities consider the design
guidelines of the Green Trail handbook during project development.

¢. Award technical bonus points for projects that commit to meeting particular design
elements of the Green Trail handbook as identified by TPAC.

- Use of Recycled Materials in Transportation Projects -

After the application process for the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process had begun,
program staff received a request from Metro Solid Waste and Recycling staff for inclusion of
recycled materials for projects funded by the Transportation Priorities program. This is an effort
to address a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directive to consider using recycled
materials on transportation projects and to increase the market for recycled materials.

Following are options considered by TPAC of how this policy direction could be implemented
within the Transportation Priorities pohc1es and process. Recommended actions are highlighted in -
bold.

Options:

a. Incorporate educational statement in Transportation Priorities and MTIP supporting
FHWA directive that when selecting materials for transportation pro_lects, recycled
materials should be consndered first,

b. Award bonus points for commitment to certain level of use of recycled materials in road and
multi-use path projects as identified by TPAC.

“¢. Assign the MTIP Subcommittee and TPAC to work with professional experts in this
field to study this issue and develop recommendations on how to further address it in
_ the 2008-11 Transportation Priorities process.

- Wildlife Crossings

The Transportation Planning section was a project client for a Portland State University urban -
planning masters program effort to develop a supplemental best practlces guidebook to
constructing wildlife crossings into transportation facxlmes

TPAC did not recommend any changes to the 2006-09 Transportation Priorities policies or
process to address wildlife crossings described below as it was informed that Metro intended to
submit an application to further study this issue with technical staff from across the region and
develop a regionally recognized best practices guidebook and potent1a1 regional policy
amendments.

Options:

a. Award bonus points for commitment to create a wildlife crossing within a road project
demonstrated to be in a wildlife crossing location.

b. List as a specific qualitative criteria for consideration and allow deduction of cost of wildlife
crossing elements from the cost-effectiveness calculation.
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ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition: Staff of the City of Cornelius has expressed concern that the proposed -
amendment to add compliance with the Metro functional plan as an eligibility screen for
- Transportation Priorities funds might be a costly obstacle for smaller communities. It was expressed
that smaller communities already have a difficult time competing with the bigger and more singular
focused projects of bigger jurisdictions.

City of Forest Grove staff has expressed concern that proposed changes to emphasize non-road and
bridge projects would have a negative effect on a small jurisdictions ability to complete their local
priority projects. ' ‘

2. Legal Antecedents: Federal planning regulations designate JPACT and the Metro Council as the
Portland Area Metropolitan Planning Organization responsible for allocating federal highway and
transit funds to projects in the metropolitan area. Preparation of an MTIP is the means prescribed for
doing this. JPACT and the Metro Council have adopted a policy direction for the Transportation
Priorities 2004-07 allocation process and MTIP update through Metro Resolution No. 02-3206. This
Resolution updates that policy direction for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 allocation process
and MTIP update by amending the policy report as shown in Exhibit A. Projects approved for
inclusion in the MTTP must come from a conforming, financially constrained transportation plan.
The 2004 RTP is the current conforming plan.

3. Anticipated Effects: Adoption of this resolution will provide policy guidance to the process of
allocating regional flexible transportation funds. This new policy guidance will refine how Metro
staff solicits projects for funding, how project applications will be technically ranked for policy
implementation, the public outreach and decision making process to select projects for funding and
the ability to analyze and provide public information conceming the effectiveness of the MTIP
program in addressing program policies.

4. Budget Impacts: none.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Metro Council approve Resolution No. 04-3431.

TL:RC
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Regional Transportation Funding and the Transportation Priorities Program

There are several differegt sources of transportation funding in the region, many of which are
dedicated togpﬁmf?@&plﬁ}lqseSOr modes.

| T ¢ A
Recent data g’eménstrates that approximately $425 million is spent in this region on operation and
maintenance of the existing transportation system. While there are unmet needs within operations
and maintenance, the relatively small potential impact that regional flexible funds would have on
these needs and because there are other potential means to address these needs, JPACT and the
Metro Council have adopted policy against using regional flexible funds for these purposes.
Exceptions include the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs as they have
demonstrated a high cost-effectiveness at reducing the need for capital projects, because they lack
other sources of public funding to leverage private funding and because they directly benefit
priority 2040 land-use areas. A second exception is expenditures on the expansion of transit
service. This exception has been limited to situations where the transit provider can demonstrate
the ability to fund the increased transit service in the subsequent MTIP funding cycle.

Capital spending in the region for new capital transportation projects outside of regional flexible
funding is approximately $180 million per year. This includes funding for state highways, new
transit capital projects, port landside facilities and local spending.

Approximately $26 million of regional flexible funds are spent each year in the Metro region.
This funding is summarized in the following Figure 1.

Figure 1
Annual Regional Transportation Spending
$630 million
Regional Flex
Funds

4 Road,
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Recent acts by the state legislature have provided one-time revenue sources for transportation
improvements in the region. This includes $22 in motor vehicle capacity projects in OTIA I & II,
a portion of the expected $31 million for capacity projects in OTIA III and a portion of OTIA III
funds targeted for freight mobility, industrial access and job creation ($100 million state wide).
These funds directly supplement the construction of motor vehicle capacity projects in the region.
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Additionally, $34 in highway modernization and $158 million in highway, bridge and road
reconstruction funding programmed to this region for expenditiire by 2010. These highway funds
will be supplemented by highway projects of statewide significance ($100 million statewide), and
match to OTC-requested federal earmarks ($200 million statew1de) that will be programmed to
this region by Oregon Transportatxon Commission.

This increase in state revenue dedicated to road mamtenémce, road expansion and bridge repair
and reconstruction represents the first major increase in state resources in more than a decade.
Prior to this increase, regional flexible funds were used to fund a number of highway capacity
projects, such as the I-5/Highway 217 interchange, capacity improvements on Highway 26, the
Tacoma Street over crossing of Highway 99E and the Nyberg Road interchange.

However, these allocations were made with the knowledge that no other resources were available
for these improvements, and at the expense of smaller, multi-modal improvement that could have
been funded with regional flexible funds, instead. A key policy issue in this MTIP update is to
determine degree to which the current increase in state highway revenue argues for less emphasis
on such projects with regional flexible funds. Currently, main-stem highway capacity
improvements are limited under the existing MTIP policies, but there is no limit on allocation for
road expansion, highway interchanges, or Preliminary Engineering for major capacity projects.

2004-07 Transportation Priorities Allocation Process and Policy Direction

The 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process began with the adoption of the following program
policy direction.

The primary policy objective for the MTIP program and the allocation of region flexible
transportation funds is to;
» Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investment to
support
- centers ‘
- industrial areas and
- UGB expansion areas with completed concept plans

Other policy objectives include:

* Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues
* Complete gaps in modal systems

* Develop a multi-modal transportation system

An application process was adopted to implement this.policy direction. It included retaining a
technical rating of 2040 land use criteria and creating a monetary incentive to applying agencies
to nominate projects that best leverage development of 2040 priority land-use areas. While further
advancing the program objectives, this option retained flexibility to fund projects that do not
directly benefit a regional priority land-use area but that are deemed to be 1mportant and effective
transportation projects due to other considerations. .

This process was referred to as the Region 2040 Match Advantage and is summarized as follows:

A. PrOJects that highly benefit:
i. Centers, main streets, and station communities
. Industrial areas and inter-modal facilities
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iii. UGB concept plan areas
are eligible for up to 89.73% match of regional funds. -

B. Planning, TOD, TDM and Green Street Demonstration projects are also eligible for up to
an 89.73% match of regional funds.

C. Projects determined to not provide a direct, significant benefit to a priority land-use area
would be eligible for up to a 70% match of regional funds.

D. No funding for operations or maintenance, except for TDM prograﬁls and start-up transit
operations that demonstrate capacity for future operation funds to replace regional
flexible funds by the next MTIP funding cycle.

E. The technical measures of the 2040 land use criteria have been modified and the method
for determining which projects qualify for a regional match of up to 89.73% were
-developed using lessons learned from current centers and industrial lands research and
the Pleasant Valley concept plan and implementation study. Technical measures attempt
to rate the direct benefit (or negative effect) of a project to the priority land-use area, not
simply assess whether a project is located in or near the priority area.

Additionally, a smaller cost target to limit the number of applications submitted to Metro
through the Coordinating Committee process was adopted. The cost target was reduced
from 200% of a potential share of funds based on rough geographic equity of fund
distribution to 150%. Initially, this was considered as a means that could allow
elimination of a step in the allocation process that screens the project list down to a First
Cut list. However, the two-step screening process was retained.

Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Screening and evaluation criteria were reviewed and direction adopted for the 2004-07
Transportation Priorities program.

Screening Criteria for all projects
* Highway, road and boulevard projects must be consistent with. regional street des1gn
guidelines

* Project designs must be consistent with the Functlonal Classification System of the
2000 RTP

* Project on RTP Financially Constramed list

* Project has received support of governing body at a pubhc meeting as a local priority
for regional flexible funding. Adoption of a resolution at a public meeting would
qualify as receiving support of the governing body. Documentation of such support
would need to be provided prior to release of a technical evaluation of any project.

+ Statement that project is deliverable within funding time frame and brief summary of
anticipated project development schedule

Evaluation Criteria

e

L. 2040 Criteria

Review the work of the current centers research and industrial lands studies to clarify how
transportation funding can most effectively leverage successful development of these priority
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land-use areas. This includes developing methods to distinguish between the readiness of
different mixed-use areas and industrial areas to develop and methods to evaluate and measure
the positive and negative impacts of a project or program on leveraging development of a priority
land use area other than simply the location of the facility. Applications were scored on how the
project contributes to the most critical objectives a center plan or industrial area needs to achieve
to become a successful area in terms of 2040 development objectives and to describe what actions
the local jurisdiction is taking to address its most critical needs.

2. Multi}modal Road Projects

The provision of pedestrian and bicycle improvements within priority 2040 priority land-use
areas as a part of a road modernization or reconstruction project qualified a project for additional
technical points over a multi-modal road project outside of these priority areas. The creation of
new pedestrian and bicycle improvements qualified a road project for additional technical points
over a road project that simply moved or replaced pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities.

Similarly, the TIP Subcommittee was asked to review potential methods for awarding additional
technical points to road projects that provide a significant freight or transit benefit, particularly
benefits supporting priority land-use areas over road projects that do not provide this multi-modal
benefit. However, no method of adjustlng the technical score for these con51derat10ns was
developed

3. Qualitative Criteria -

The use of qualitative criteria was limited as a means for technical staff to recommend elevating a
project to receive funding over other higher techmcally ranked projects within their same project
categories.

Qualitative criteria

* Minimum logical project phase
» Linked to another high priority project
* Over-match
+ Past regional commitment*
* Includes significant multi-modal benefits
» Affordable housing connection

- » Assists the recovery of endangered fish species
» Other factors not reflected by technical criteria.

Any project could receive a recommendation from Metro staff or TPAC for funding based on
these administrative criteria only if it is technically ranked no more than 10 technical points lower
than the highest technically ranked project not to receive funding in the same project category
(e.g. a project with a technical score of 75 could receive funding based on administrative criteria
if the highest technically ranked project in the same prOJect category that did not receive funding
had a technical score of 85 or lower).

* Previous funding of Preliminary Engineering (PE) does constitute a past regional commitment
to a project and should be listed as a consideration for funding. Projects are typically allocated
funding for PE because they.are promising projects for future funding. However, Metro does not
guarantee a future financial commitment for construction of these projects.

4, Green Streets Design Elements
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A new category of funding was established in the 2004-07 process: Green Streets Demonstration
projects. Further, elements of green street designs that had an established record of performance
were added as a means of obtaining bonus pomts within the technical scoring of the road and
boulevard categories.

5. Measurement of Safety Criteria

In the interest of broadening the technical scoring of projects from accident data only, an “expert
analysis” approach using general guidelines of safety considerations, including but not limited to
Safety Priority Indexing System (SPIS) data, was developed for all relevant project categories as
a means of providing a comprehensive method for considering safety issues. This approach will
utilized a panel of project professionals to review each project relative to a list of quantitative and
qualitative safety considerations and score each project accordingly.

Solicitation, Allocation and Follow-up Process Issues

" There were several changes to the 2004-07 Transportatxon Priorities process used to solicit and
allocate regional ﬂex1ble funds.

1. Additional Time for Application Process; A third month was added to the project .
solicitation phase of the process. This allowed more time to for coordination among
jurisdictional staff and for completing the applications. ‘

2. Public Kick-off Notice; To address concerns about the ability for community interest
groups and jurisdictional staff from outside of transportation agencies to influence
project applications, Metro provided public announcements of the kick-off of the
application process and provided interested parties with a list of local agency
contacts.

3. Regional Objectives; In order to provide better information about regional objectives,
successful project examples and assistance on completing project applications, Metro
staff provided presentations to jurisdictional staff early in the solicitation period at
coordinating committee meetings.

4. . STIP Coordination; Metro and ODOT attempted to identify areas for coordination
related to STIP projects that could be supplemented with Transportation Priorities
funding applications and Transportation Priorities staff attended public comment
meetings of the STIP with information about the Transportation Priorities process.

5. MTIP Subcommmee The MTIP Subcommittee of TPAC was used to rev1ew the
draft technical scoring by project staff.

6. Public Outreach; Metro will utilize a public involvement program consistent with
' Metro’s policies on public involvement. This included early notification of process
kick-off and key decision points and opportunities for comment and a response to
those comments. Key components included the ability of the public to review and
comment on the projects and their technical rankings and draft First Cut list on
Metro’s website and a formal public hearing on the recommended allocation package
prior to the final decision meetings of JPACT and the Metro Council.
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7. Public Information; Increasing public understanding of the MTIP and Transportation
Priorities program was increased through the inclusion of Metro information,
including signage, on funded project or program materials, participation in public
events and new informational materials, and Metro’s website highlighting funded
projects.

8. Allocation Follow-up Activities; Metro committed to improve project monitoring to
ensure project development that is consistent with application materials post-
construction data collection (particularly with demonstration projects) and awards or
other recognition for quality project implementation.

Policy Direction to Narrow.from First Cut List to Final Cut List
After adoption of the First Cut List, a policy discussion of JPACT and the Metro Council resulted

in the following direction to technical staff for development of a recommendation to a Final Cut
List.

1. Honor Prior Commitments
2. Metro Planning Funded
3. Land Use and Economic Development Direction:
. Invest in all types of 2040 mixed-use and industrial lands -
. Emphasize non-road/bridge projects to maximize development and multi-modal -
objectives in mixed-use areas
. Screen all projects and programs on their relationship to the implementation of

mixed-use and/or industrial area plans and development (2040 technical score,
qualitative issues/public comments)

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Update

Metro staff recommends the 2006-09 Transportation Priorities process retain the updates that
evolved from the extensive outreach process of the 2004-07 effort. Additional policy, technical
and process issues were identified during implementation of and subsequent to the 2004-07
process, however, that should be addressed prior to kick off of the 2006-09 process.

Policy Refinement Issues

+ Integration of 2004-07 narrowing directives and General Program Policies (Investing in Tier I
and Tier II mixed-use and industrial areas and emphasis on non road/bridge projects)
»  Program policy direction changes in response to Oregon Transportatlon Investment Acts
_ ~ (OTIA 1-1TI).
» - Direction on funding of Bicycle and Pedestrian transportation control measures for air quality
»  Policy direction on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
+ Incorporate directives on Regionally Significant Industrial lands
* ODOT applications to supplement urban highway preservation projects
*  Green Streets
- Green Trails; directives to Multi-Use path category
- Encourage use of recycled materials in transportatxon projects
- Wildlife Crossings
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Technical Refinement Issues

¢ Technical Implementation of Policy refinement directives

* 2040 Qualitative technical score — Community Focus Attachment C refinement
»  Safety technical score methodology '

« Use of system level data and project level data to evaluate congestion relief

Process Refinement Issues

*  Determine whether all project appllcatlons mustbe a part of the 2004 RTP financially
constrained system.

+ Jurisdiction and Agency program/application review at TPAC and JPACT
“TOD, RTO, ITS, Clackamas Co., Multnomah Co., City and Port of Portland, Washington
Co., TriMet/SMART, Metro Plannmg, ODOT (STIP)

» Joint Public Outreach with ODOT STIP and including Transit Federal funding summary

+ Directives to Narrow from First Cut List to Final Cut List to be developed by JPACT and
Metro Council in December 2004.

» Engineering review of application scope, schedule and budget.

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Policy Refinement Recommendations
1. Integration of General Program Policies with 2004-07 Final Cut list policy direction

During the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process, JPACT directed technical staff on how to
provide recommendations to narrow from the First Cut list to a Final Cut list. This direction
included policies that could be considered as an update to general program policies for the 2006-
09 process.

To integrate the policy directive received during the narrowing process to fund projects in all
types (Type I and II) of mixed-use and industrial areas and to emphasize non-road/bridge ‘
categories, TPAC recommends the following changes to the general program policy directive.

The primary policy objective for the MTIP program and the allocation of region ﬂexlble ,
transportation funds is to:
* Leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investment to

support
- 2040 Tier I and I mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town centers

main streets and station communities)

- 2040 Tier I and II industrial areas (reglonally S1gn1ﬁcant industrial areas and industrial
areas), and

- 2040 Tier I and IT mixed-use and mdustrlal areas within UGB expansion areas with
completed concept plans

Other policy objectives include:
* Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenues
*  Complete gaps in modal systems
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* Develop a multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on funding non-road
and bridge modernization projects.
¢ Meet the average annual requirements of the State Implementation Plan for air quality for the

provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities

Secondly, the local match requirement for biéycle projects located more than 1 mile outside of
Tier I and town center 2040 land use areas is recommended to be decreased to the federally
required 10.27%.

Finally, JPACT and the Metro Council should consider limiting road and bridge projects are
proposed to no more than 60% of the total cost of candidate projects submitted for application by
each of the County coordinating committees and the City and Port of Portland. This is equivalent
to the percentage of regional flexible funds derived from the Surface Transportation Program.

2. Direction on funding of Blcycle and Pedestrian transportation control measures for air
quallty

The ,Transportation Priorities funding in 2006-07 did not meet the yearly average for providing
miles of pedestrian and bicycle improvements but had to rely on a defined ODOT maintenance
project and over building from previous years to meet this requirement as reported in the MTIP.

The general program policy statement is recommended to be updated as indicated above to state
that the Transportation Priorities process will fund a minimum of the average requirement for
implementation of the pedestnan (1.5 miles) and bicycle (5 miles) 1mprovements required by the
State Implementation Plan for air quality.

3. Functional Plan compliance as Screening Criteria for Transportation Priorities funding

Requiring compliance with the Metro functional plan would provide an incentive for local
jurisdictions to complete the planning work necessary to comply with the regional functional plan
and ensure that regional transportation funding is more closely linked to local implementation of
regional growth management pollcxes '

TPAC recommends that the following language be added to the MTIP pollcy report and
Transportation Priorities application.

Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Screening and evaluation criteria were reviewed and dlrectnon adopted for the 2004-07
Transportation Priorities program.

Screem'ng Criteria for all projects

» Highway, road and boulevard projects must be consistent w1th regional street design
guidelines :

« Project designs must be consistent with the Functional Classification System of the
2000 RTP

* Project on RTP Financially Constrained list

* Project has received support of governing body at a public meeting as a local priority
- for regional flexible funding. Adoption of a resolution at a public meeting would
qualify as receiving support of the governing body. Documentation of such support
would need to be provided prior to release of a technical evaluation of any project.
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« Statement that project is deliverable within funding time frame and brief summary of
anticipated project development schedule.

« The applicant jurisdiction is in compliance with the Metro functional plan or has _
received an extension to complete compliance planning activities. If the applicant
jurisdiction is not in compliance or has not received an extension, it must provide
documentation of good faith effort in making progress toward accomplishment of its
compliance work program. The work program documentation must be considered by
governing body of the applicant jurisdiction at a meeting open to the public and
submitted to Metro prior to the release of the draft technical evaluatlon of gro;ect

appllcatlons by Metro staff.

8. Green Streets
- Green Trails

The Metro Parks and Greenspaces Department has recently published a best practices
guidebook on the construction of trails and multi-use paths in an environmentally
sensitive manner. TPAC recommends that funding awards to multi-use path projects be
conditioned to consider the design guidelines of the Green Trail handbook during project
development.

- Use of Recycled Materials in Transportation Projects

To respond to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directive on the use of
recycled materials in federal highway projects and to create stronger markets for recycled
materials, Metro staff recommends that materials related to the Transportation Priorities
allocation process include a summary of the FHWA directive. Additionally, Metro staff
shall work with TPAC to attempt to develop a method for the award of technical bonus
points for the commitment of a project applicant to use certain types or levels of recycled
materials in road or multi-use path projects.

- Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Technical Refinement Issues
Metro staff is directed to work with TPAC to address the following technical evaluation issues.
1. Street Connectivity as Technical Measure for Road Capacity projects

Direct the MTIP Subcommittee and TPAC to evaluate whether a bonus point system for road
modernization projects can be developed that adequately defines a methodology to reward a
project that increases street connectivity. Any proposal for such a point system should be
reviewed by TPAC prior to implementation.

Clarify in the application that collector projects defined as a part of the regional transportation
system are eligible projects for Transportation Priorities funding and that are encouraged for
application if they contribute to increased street connectivity.

2. Develop technical criteria for a new Intelligent Transportation System modal category

- TPAC recommends requesting the ITS subcommittee to develop recommendations for 2008-2011
Transportation Priorities process. The recommendation should address the positive and negative
aspects of ranking ITS projects with road modernization projects and as a separate ranking
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category. The subcommittee could also recommend changes to the road modemization technical
ranking criteria if ITS projects remain within that ranking category.

Furthermore, request the ITS subcommittee review and comment on the technical rankings of the
2006-09 Transportation Priority ITS candidate applications.

3. Use of recycled materials

TPAC recommends the incorporation educational statement in Transportation Priorities and
MTIP supporting FHWA directive that when selecting materials for transportation projects,
recycled materials should be considered first.

Assign the MTIP Subcommittee and TPAC to work with professional experts in this field to
study this issue and develop recommendations on how to further address it in the 2008-11
Transportation Priorities process.

4. Refinement of 2040 Qualitative Technical Score — Attachment C

Additional knowledge has been developed about the development of mixed-use areas and their
relationship to transportation infrastructure since the development of the 2004-07 Transportation
Priorities process. The “Community Focus” qualitative analysis should be updated to reflect
refinements in evaluating differences between the readiness of planned mixed-use areas to-
develop and the relationship between a potential transportation investment and the potential
success in the development of a mixed-use area. The attachment should also be clarified on how
individual elements of the qualitative summary contribute to the overall technical score.

5. Safety Technical Score Methodology

Applicaﬁts will be asked to provide information regarding specific safety factors that will be
evaluated by a panel of transportation professionals. The method by which the panel will use this -
information in developing their project scores will be described in the application.

6. Use of system level data and project level data to evaluate congestion relief

Resolve the issue of when or how to use project level data to supplement system level data when
analyzing expected congestion relief provided by a candidate road project application.

7. Technical evaluation of road projects that provide a significant freight or transit benefit

Technical staff was directed in the existing policy report to attempt to develop a technical
evaluation to reward road projects that provide a significant freight or transit benefit. However,
no methodology was agreed upon prior to the previous allocation process. TPAC will evaluate the
benefits and drawbacks of this approach and attempt to reach a recommendation on its
implementation.

8. Regionally Significant Industrial Lands
The Regional Transportation Plan has been amended to recognize regionally significant industrial

lands as a Tier I 2040 land-use priority over other industrial lands subsequent to the policy update
of the 2004-07 Transportation Priorities process. TPAC recommends the technical scoring for
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freight and road projects be updated to award more points ‘to projects that serve regionally
significant industrial lands as a Tier I priority and other industrial lands as a Tier II priority.

2006-09 Transportation Priorities and MTIP »
Policy and Process Update 11 _ Updated 3/9/04



9. Green Trails

TPAC recommends the development of a technical bonus point system for projects that commit
to meeting particular design elements of the Green Trail handbook. This bonus point system shall
be reviewed by TPAC prior to implementation.

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Process Refinement Issues
Metro staff is directed to implement the following changes to the application process.
1. Jurisdiction and Agency program/application review at TPAC and JPACT

Arrange for the following programs and coordinating committees to provide presentations at
TPAC and JPACT as a summary of their program and/or their package of project/program
candidate applications. TOD Program, RTO Program, ITS status update, Clackamas County,
Multnomah County., City and Port of Portland, Washmgton County, TriMet/SMART, Metro
. Planning, ODOT (STIP Presentation).

2. Joint public outreach process with ODOT STIP process and Transit funding summary

A joint public outreach process with the ODOT State Transportation Improvement Program will
be implemented. This outreach will include participation by the regions transit agencies to
provide information on their planned development and expenditures of the 2006-09 period. .

3. ODOT applications to supplement STIP projects

In an effort to improve the delivery of transportation services in the region and coordination
between ODOT and regional/local policy objectives, ODOT and Metro staff have discussed the
possibility of early notification of ODOT preservation projects to allow for application for
regional flexible funds, supplemental ODOT funds, and local funds to address missing or
substandard facilities for pedestrians and/or bicycles as a part of the preservation project:

ODOT staff work with local agency partners to consider joint local, regional or supplemental
state funding for missing elements of pedestrian and bicycle facilities along state facilities
proposed for pavement preservation work in the 2006-09 STIP. This may result in ODOT
application for Transportation Priority funds to provide for these improvements. Requests for
local or regional funds should be made in context of coordination with the STIP to fully disclose
need for additional funds for state projects and to understand the potential impacts to preservation
project schedules and other state transportation programs within the region.

4, Directives to technical staff on development of recommendations to narrow from a First
Cut list to a Final Cut list

Directives to technical staff on the development of recommendations to narrow from a First Cut
List to a Final Cut List are to be developed by JPACT and Metro Council after the adoption of the
First Cut list. This was a process element that was instigated during the previous Transportation
Priorities allocation process. It is now a scheduled process element expected in the December
2004 time frame. ’
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5. Engineering Review of Application Scope, Schedule and Budget

Metro staff will work with ODOT staff to investigate whether consultant services can be-provided
to review candidate project applications for accuracy of scope, schedule and budget to ensure
projects can be delivered as described in the application and ranked fairly against similar projects.

B
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Councilor Values for the Solid Wa‘ste System

"The followmg are the values for the solid waste system expressed by Metro
Councilors at the public Work Session on July 2, 2003, They are ordered accordmg
to the priorities assigned by the Council.*

1. Protect the public investment in the solid waste systehl.

2. “Pay to Play”
Ensure that participants and users of the system pay.appropriate fees and taxes

3. Environmental sustainability. Ensure t.he system perforfns m a suetaieable manner.
4, ?reeewe public access to the disposal opﬁons (location an‘d hours).

A | 5,. ,Ens;ure regional equity—equitable (ii‘stribution of dispbsa.l options.

6. Maintain ﬁmeing sou'e'ee .fox" Met;'o general goyemment | .

7. Ensure reasonable/affordable rates.

*In addition to each value, the Metro Council has indicated that all system-rel,ate scenarios or ‘decisions will
‘mamtam safety and public health throughout the solid waste system” as a minimal threshold for operatlon. ,



