
AGENDA

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL 503 797 1 542

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX 503 797 1793

Metro

MEETING:

DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

Agenda

METRO COUNCIL/JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ON TRANSPORTATION (JPACT) PUBLIC HEARING

February 17,2005 
Thursday 
5:00 PM
Metro Council Chamber

CALL  TO  ORDER  AND  ROLL  CALL

1. Resolution No. 05-3529, For the Purpose of Allocating $62.2 Million of Burkholder
Transportation Priorities Funding for the Federal Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009,
Pending Air Quality Conformity Determination (Public Hearing only, no final action)**

2. COUNCILOR/JPACT COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN

**You have three minutes to testify orally. It is helpful to provide a written document of your 
oral testimony whenever possible.



Agenda Item Number 1.1

Resolution No. 05-3529, For the Purpose of Allocating $62.21 
of Transportation Priorities Fimding for the Federal Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009, Pending

Air Quality Conformity Determination.

Public Hearing—No final action

Metro Council/Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation Meeting
Thursday, February 17,2005 

Council Chamber



Draft - For final Metro Council consideration March 24,2005.

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOCATING $62.2 
MILLION OF TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 
FUNDING FOR THE YEARS 2008 AND 2009, 
PENDING AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION.

RESOLUTION NO. 05-3529 

Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder

WHEREAS, approximately $62.2 million is forecast to be appropriated to the Metro region 
through the federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation - Air Quality 
(CMAQ) transportation grant programs, and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council and Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) are designated by federal legislation as authorized to allocate these funds to projects and 
programs in the metropolitan region through the Transportation Priorities process, and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council and Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) have provided policy guidance to Metro staff and the Transportation Policy Alternatives 
Committee (TPAC) on the type and balance of projects and programs that are a priority for these funds 
through Metro Resolution No 04-3431 For the Purpose of Adopting the Policy Direction, Program 
Objectives, Procedures and Criteria for the Priorities 2006-09 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) and Allocation of Regional Flexible Funds, adopted March 18,2004 and further refined 
at the Metro Council work session of January 11,2005, and the JPACT meeting of January 20,2005, and

WHEREAS, Metro received approximately $130 million in project and program applications, and

WHEREAS, those applications have been evaluated by technical criteria within one of twelve 
modal categories, by a summary of qualitative factors and by a summary of public comments, and

WHEREAS, an extensive public process has provided an opportunity for comments on the merit 
and potential impacts of the project and program applications between October 15th and December 6th,
2004 and at a public hearing before the Metro Council to respond to a staff and TPAC recommendation of 
proposed projects and programs to allocate funding, and

WHEREAS, TPAC has provided recommendations to JPACT and the Metro Council on a list of 
projects and programs to allocate funding in response to the policy direction provided, considering the 
technical evaluation, qualitative factors, and public comments provided as shown in the staff report 
Attachment 1, and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted by JPACT and the Metro Council February I?*,
2005 to solicit comments on the TPAC recommendation, and

WHEREAS, JPACT took action on the TPAC recommendation March 17th, 2005, and

WHEREAS, receipt of these funds are conditioned on completion of requirements listed in staff 
report Attachment 5, and
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WHEREAS, the recommended list of projects and programs, along with all of the projects and 
programs expected to receive federal funding in the 2006 through 2009 fiscal years was analyzed for 
conformity with the State Implementation Plan for air quality and adopted within the Metropolitan 
Transportation Implementation Plan (MTIP); now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council adopt the recommendation of JPACT on the project 
and programs to be funded through the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 process as shown in staff report 

Attachment 1.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 24th day of March 2005

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 05-3529, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ALLOCATING $62.2 MILLION OF TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES FUNDING FOR THE 
FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2008 AND 2009 PENDING AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION.

Date: February 9, 2005 Prepared by: Ted Leybold

BACKGRO UND

The Transportation Priorities 2006-09; Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept program allocates 
transportation funding to Metro area transportation agencies from two federal grant programs; the Surface 
Transportation and Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality programs. The Metro region is forecast to receive 
$62.2 million from these sources in the federal fiscal years of 2008 and 2009. Previous allocations have 
identified projects and programs to receive funds during the fiscal years of 2006 and 2007.

Prior to the application process, an outreach process identified a general policy direction for the allocation 
of these funds. The primary objective of the program as adopted by the Metro Council is to leverage 
economic development through investments that support Region 2040 centers, industrial areas and urban 
growth boundary expansion areas that have completed concept plans. Other policy objectives include 
emphasizing modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenue, completing gaps in modal 
systems and developing a multi-modal transportation system.

Metro expects to distribute approximately $62.2 million in regional flexible funds during the 
Transportation Priorities process. Table 1 demonstrates the new funds forecast to be available for projects 
and programs.

Table 1: New Regional Flexible Funds Available for Programming
2006 2007 2008 2009

STP $16,800,000 $16,800,000
CMAQ $13,400,000 $13,500,000
Interstate Transfer $1,728,000
Total $1,728,000 $30,200,000 $30,300,000

More than 70 project and program applications were received requesting more than $130 million. A 
technical ranking of projects was completed for the project applications within twelve modal categories. 
This technical analysis, along with qualitative considerations was used to inform a decision process to 
select a first cut of project and program applications for public comment. Public comments were received 
for all applications and the first cut list between October 15th and December 16th 2004.

Further policy direction was provided by the Metro Council and JPACT to direct staff on how to narrow 
the First Cut List to a draft staff recommended Final Cut List. The direction included honoring past 
commitments for these funds and continuing funding of Metro planning. The direction also included 
funding projects in all 2040 mixed-use and industrial land areas and emphasizing non-road or bridge 
projects in mixed-use areas to maximize development and multi-modal objectives. Finally, all projects
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and programs were to be screened based on their relationship to the implementation of mixed-use and/or 
industrial area plans and development using the 2040 technical score and qualitative issues identified in 
project applications or through public comments.

Attached are the following updated Transportation Priorities 2006-2009 documents:

Attachment 1 includes the list of candidate applications recommended by TP AC for funding and those 
recommended for further consideration for funding, listed in the Table 1 titled “Base + Optional Adds.” 
This attachment also includes a summary of two optional add packages of projects recommended by 
TPAC for JPACT and Metro Council consideration (Tables 2,3, and 4).

Attachment 2 is a summary of program policy goals and objectives and policy direction from Metro 
Council and JPACT to technical staff on how to narrow the First Cut List to a 100% Cut List.

Attachment 3 is the executive summary of the public comment report.

Attachment 4 is an explanation of TPAC Recommendations as it relates to the program policy goals and 
objectives.

Attachment 5 is a draft recommendation outlining the conditions to be met to allow obligation of 
Transportation Priorities funds for each project or program recommended for funding.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition None known at this time.

2. Legal Antecedents This resolution allocates transportation funds in accordance with the federal 
transportation authorizing legislation (currently known as the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century or TEA-21). The allocation process is intended to implement the Transportation Priorities 
2006-09 program policies as defined by Metro Resolution No. 04-3431.

3. Anticipated Effects Adoption of this resolution would instigate an air quality conformity analysis of 
the effects of implementing these projects and programs for compliance with the State 
Implementation Plan for air quality.

4. Budget Impacts Adoption of the resolution would begin staff analysis of the air quality impacts of 
implementing the list of projects and programs as provided for in the Unified Work Program. Grant 
funds allocated to Metro planning require a match totaling 10.27% of project costs. Current options 
under consideration would include $203,400 over the fiscal years 2008 and 2009. Metro would also 
negotiate with other transportation agencies for responsibility of a portion of $419,200 of required 
local match for other regional planning activities over the course of the 2006 - 2009 time period.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the resolution as recommended.
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600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
TEL 503 797 1700 I FAX 503 797 1794

Metro

DATE: February 7, 2005

TO: Metro Council, Joint Policy Advisory Committee 
and Interested Parties

on Transportation (JPACT),

FROM: Ted Leybold: Principal Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Public Hearing on Transportation Priorities 
Recommendation

A A A A ifc A A

2006-09 Final Cut List

Following the policy direction provided by the Council and the Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation (JPACT), Metro staff released a draft recommendation to 
TP AC on the award of transportation funds. The recommendation was structured into a 
"base package" of projects that most clearly reflects the policy direction provided, 
representing approximately 85% of the funds available. A series of potential add 
packages to allocate the remaining 15% of funds were recommended for further 
consideration from a "next tier" of candidate projects that also meet policy direction but 
not as clearly as the projects in the base package.

The Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) acted on the Metro Staff 
recommendation Friday, February 4lh and recommended two options for further 
consideration. JPACT will be briefed on the TP AC recommendation February 10th and 
there will be a joint Metro Council/JPACT public hearing February 17th at 5:00 pm in the 
Council Chamber.

Attachment 1 - Table 1 summarizes the Metro staff recommendation of candidate 
projects to include in a base package and a next tier of projects to considered for 
inclusion in potential add packages to the base program. The add packages would 
allocate the remaining 15% of available funds and represent remaining policy choices for 
decision makers where the application of existing policy direction by technical staff is 
not already clear.

TP AC recommended two options for public comment, and JPACT and Metro Council 
consideration. Those options are summarized in Attachment 1 - Table 2 and listed in 
total in Attachment 1 - Tables 3 and 4.



Also included for your information is a summary of the existing Transportation 
Priorities 2006-09 program policy direction (Attachment 2), the Executive Summary of 
the comments received during the public comment period (Attachment 3), the 
explanation of the TP AC recommendation in implementing the program policy 
guidance (Attachment 4) and the draft conditions of approval for funding (Attachment 
5). These and other materials will be available to the public for consideration prior to the 

‘February V/i' public hearing.

A Metro Council work session will be held March 15lh to review the TPAC 
recommendation and public comments from the public hearing and for Council to 
provide communication to JPACT members. JPACT is scheduled to act on its 
recommendation March IT01 with final adoption by the Metro Council on March 24lh.

Candidate project descriptions and a summary of the TPAC recommendation is 
available by contacting Metro at 503-797-1839 or on the Metro website at: 
http:// www.metro-region.org/
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Attachment 1- Table 4 TPAC Recommendation 
Option B

s ___
« Planning Amount Bike/Trail AmOkA Pedestrian Amoud

of n fmiMenaarSI

Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding
Ongoing Programs 63 Bkioos SpringwaterTraii-Sellwood Gap: SE 19th

to SE Umatilla
$1,629 60 Pd3163 Forest Grove Town Center Pedestrian

Improvements
$0,660

M P10005 Regional Freight Planning; region wide $0,300
12 Bk40ii Marine Dr. Bike Lanes & TraB G<^s; 28th 

Ave. to 185th $0.96$ IS PdS054 MBwauMe Town Center MalnAHarrison/21st $0,450

rA PI0001 Required Planning: re^on
1 vrfde $1,731 •t Bk2055 Springwater Trailhead at Main City Park $0,310

Corridor Ranning 76 $0,890
Rifr>y Junction

rM PI1003 Miiwaulde LRT Supplemental EIS; Portland $2,000 73 Bk3oi2 Rock Creek TraB: Orchard Park to NW $0,675
central dty to Mtvraukie town center WIkens

nfa PB053 MuW-Use Master Rans; Lake Oswego to $0,300
Milwaukie, Tonquin Tral, Mt Scott-Scouter’s 
Loop

V* p10002 Next Priority Corridor Study
nfa Ptioir vuilamette Shoreline - Hwy 43 Transit

$0,500

alternatives analysis; Portland South Waterfront 
to Lake Oswgo $0,688

Prog-am Enhancements
M P18000 Bike Model and Interactive Map; region

wide $0,201
Subtotal: $S.720 Subtotal; $4,470 Subtotal: $1,110

Not Currently Recommended for Furtdirtg Not Currently Recommerrded for Furwling Not Currently Recommended for Funding
Corridor Ranning 57 Bksiio Jennifer St: 106th to 122nd $0,550 76 Pd1227 Tacoma Street 6th to 21st $1,402
rva PIS053 Mutti-Use Master Rans: Lake Oswego to $0,290 Bk502e TroBey Tral: Arista to Glen Echo $1,484 75 Pd210S Rockwood PedtoMAX 188th Avenue and $1,400

Milwaukie. Tonquin Trail, Mt Scott •Scouter’s 
Loop

Burnside

$1,350 U swow Powerflne TraB (north): Schuepback Park $1,500 74 Pdf 202 SW Capitol Higiway (PE); Multnomah to $0,538
alternatives analysis; Portland South Waterfront 
to Lake Oswego

to Bumtwood Dr. (PE/Con) Taylors Ferry
rA PI1003 Miwaukle LRT Supplemental EIS; Portland $1,725 53 Bksosr Washington Square Regonal Center $1256

Transit Safe Street Crossfrigs $0,500central dty to MilMuUe town center TraB: frKvy. 217 to Farmo Creek TraB
A peoie l20SVHwy 213 Interchange Reconaissance Study $0,300

53 Bk5020 Powerfme TraB (South): Barrows to Beef $0,942 A PdS007 ODOT Preservation Supplement (Powell: 50th $0,500
Bend Rd. to 1-205)

A P0121 Tualatin Valley Highway Corridor Study: Hwy 217 $1,900 12 Bk4oii Maine Dr. Bike Lanes & TraB GapsSth
$0,822to Baseline Road Ave. to 28th $0,685 66 Pd1080 SE Hawthorne: 20th to 50lh

63 P63021 SW SchoBs Ferry Road; Raleigh HP Is towi $0,436
Program Enhar>cements center

$0,200
56 P<D093 SW Murray Blvd (west side only): TV Hwy to $0,923

A P10004 Livable Streets Update: region wide Farmington (+ bike lane)
49 Pd5206 SE 129th Sidewalks «id bike lane; ScoB Creek $0,707

A TD0005 Fuller Road at 1-205 $0,500 Lji . to Moiaitain Gate Rd.
Subtotal: $6,268 Subtotal: $6,417 Subtotal: $7228

Mode Category Total; $11,988 Mode Category Total: $10,887 Mode Category Total: $8238
s RaquMM

Transit
RaguMttd

a Regional Travel Options Amount 0 TOD Amount n AmoiM
(mlWentorSI ffiMWofttnMI

Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding Recommended for Furrding
66 TDB005 Regional TOD LRT Station Area Progam $2,500 A TtlOOl 1-205 LRT, Commuter Rail, S Waterfront $16,000

lA Program management & administration $0,340
lA Regional marketing program $2,460 55 TD0002 Regional TOD Lfrban Center Program $1,500 A TM002 1-205 Supplemental $2,600

M TOO0O3 Site acquisition: Beaverton regional $2,000
lA Regional evaluation $0,300 center

93 Tt5035 Frequent Bus Capital program $2,750

rv/i 1 TravelSmart project $0,500 57 TfS12S South Metro Amtrak Station; Phase 11 $1,000
Subtotal: $3,600 Subtotal: $6,000 Subtotal: $22,380

Not Currently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommer>ded for Fur>dtr>g
A 4 TravelSmart projects $2,000 65 TD0002 Regional TOO Urban Center Progam $0,500

11 TrIlOO Eastside Streetcar (Con) $1,000
68 700003 Site acquisition: Beaverton regional $1,000

A Regional marketing progam $0,500 center 57 Tr5126 South Metro Aintrak 8tafron:Phase n $0,150
A Regional Vanpod fleet $0,503 61 TD0004 Gateway Transft Center Redevelopment $0,500

26 RCS036 SW Ash Street extension $0,851

96 708005 Regional TOD LRT Station Area Progam $1,000

Subtotal: $3,003 Subtotal: $3,000 Subtotal: $2,001

Mode Category Total: $6,603 Mode Category Total: $9,000 Mode Category Total: $24,381
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Attachment 1- Table 4 TPAC Recommendation 
Option B

gs Road Capacity Amount Road Reconstruction 1 Boulevard AmeiM
(miSonoerS) (mMoraarS) (maomofS)

Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding
74 RC60I4 SW Green burg Road:Washington Square Dr. to 

Tiedeman
$1,000

66 RR2035 Cleveland St: NE Stark to SE Powel $1,000
102 Sd3020 Rose Bggl extension: Crescent SL to Hal (PE) $0,580

•S RCt184 Beaverton-HUsdale Hwy/Oleson/Schols Ferry 
intersection (PE) $1,000

67 U1061 Burnside Street Bridge to E 14th (PE) $1,650
•2 RC7000 SE 172nd Ave:Phase t; Sunnyside to Hwy212 

(ROW)
$2,000

es N12M KOBngswocth: N Commerdal to NE MLK (PE) $0,400
Subtotai: $4,000 Subtotal: $1,000 Subtotal: $2,630

Not Currently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommended for Fur>ding Not Currently Recommended for Funding
ss Rd6127 Boones Ferry Road at Lanewood Street $1,400 91 RR10S3 Naito Parkway NW Davis to SW Market $3,840 Bd3020 Rose Biggi extension: Crescent St to Hall 

(ROW) $1,140
RC1164 Beaverton-Ffidsdale Hwy/Oleson/Scholts Ferry 

intersection (PE) $1,900

61 Fr3i66 10th Avenue at Highway 8 Intersections $0,837
B43020 Rose Bggl extension: Crescent SL to Hal (Con) $2,087

6$ RC2110 Wood N^ltage Blvd.: Arata to Halsey $0,815 66 RR203S Cleveland St: NE Stark to SE Powel $0,540 B41061 Bumskte Street Bridge to E 14th (PE) $1,710
RC7000 SE 172nd AveiPhase i; Surmyside to Hwy 212 

(Con)
$2,300

64 RR5037 Lake Rd: 21st to Hwy 224 $1,884

841260 Klfingsworth: 1-5 Overpass $0,935

44 RC6103 Clackamas County ITS: Safety and operational 
Improvements at 4 railroad crossings $0,500

61 RR2001 NE 242nd Ave.: Stark to GBsan $0,840 841260 KBBngsworih: N Commerdal to NE MLK (Con) $1,679

s« RC3114 NE 28th Avenue: East Main to Grant $1,682 TO RR1206 NW23rd Avenue: Burnside to Love)oy $2,694 69 B43164 Cornell Road: Saltzman to 119th $2535

67 843166 E Baseline; tOth to 201h $2,447
Subtotal: $8,697 Subtotal: $10,635 Subtotal: $12633

Mode Cateaorv Total: $12597 Mode Cateaorv Total: $11,635 Mode Cateaorv Total: $15,163

1 Freight "sisr’ 1 Largo Bridge RaquMtod
AmeuM 1 Graen Streets RaguMM

(mHHentaftl
Recommended for Funding Recommended for FurKling Recommended for Funding

71 RRI0I2 Seilwood Bridge Replacement Type, $2,000
re Fr4063 N Lombard: Slou^ overcrossing $2210 Size & Location Study, Preliminary 

environmental 66 061224 NE CuBy Boulevard: Prescott to KMngsworth $2,457
77 Fr3016 SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road ATMS: 1-5 to 

highway 99W $0,341

68 Fr4087 N Leadbetter Extension: N Bybee Lake CL to $1,600 93 OS2123 Beaver Creek Culverts: Troutdale, Cochran, $1,000
Marine Dr. Stark

67 Fr6066 Kinsman Road extension: Barber to Boeckman $1,400
66 FiSOOS Freight Data Collection Infrastnictore and

Archive System: Approximately 50 interchanges 
region wide

$0,179

Subtotal: $5,930 Subtotal: $2,000 Subtotal; $3,457
Not Currently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommended for Fimding Not Currentty Recommended for Funding

RR1012 Seftwood Bridge Replacement Type. $1,600 OS2123 Beaver Creek Culverts: Troutdale, Cochran, $0,470
61 Ff2074 NE Sandy Blvd. (PE/ROW): 207th to 2381h $0,630 Size & Location Study, Preliminary 

environmental
Stark

Fr4063 N Lombard: Slough overcrossing $2210
Fr4067 N Leadbetter Extension: N Bybee Lake Ct to 

Marine Dr. $1200

46 F(«0e3 SW Merman Road: Teton to 108th Avenue $2,000
Subtotal: $6,040 Subtotal: $1,600 SrAtoCak $0,470

Mode Cateaorv Total: $11,970 Mode Cateoorv Total: $3,600 Mode Cateaorv Total: $3,927

(A
0)
D)2'Cm
eS
tn
•o
RJo
DU

Roads and Bridges RecofnnrwndedTotal $19,017 
Planning and Travel Options $43,250 

Recommended Total: $02,267
Expected 2006-09 Funding Authorized: $62228
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Attachment 1-Table 1 Base Package and 
Next Tier Optional Adds

n ..T__ If
Planning

tnMmtVSI
BIksn’rsil

rmeuimvti
Pedestrian

mscfovr

Recommended for Funding ReeommerKled lor FurtdlrtB Recemmanded for Fundtog
63 Bkioo# Springwaler Trall-Seltwood Gap: SE 19th to 51.629 M P63I63 Foraat Grova Town Cantor Podestnan 50.660

Ongoing Programs SE UmaWa knprDvemctks
62 Bk40ii Marina Dr. Bike LanoeS Tral Gaps: 28th

iM pnoos Ragionat Fralght Planning: region wide 50.300 Ava. to 185th 50.966 66 P0S054 MRwaukit Town Cantor MalrVHarrttorV2trt 50.450

PO001 MPO Required Planning: region wide 51.731 61 BK2055 Springwatar Trailiaed at Main City Park 50.310
76 50.890

Corridor Planning Ruby Junction
PII003 MiSvaukia LRT Supplemental EIS: Portland central

52.000
76 Bk5028 TroBay Tral: Arista to Glen Echo (Segments 50.742

city to MUwaulde town center M)
7» 50.675

iVa MuIMJsa Master Plana: Lake Oawego to Mlwaukie. 
Tonquin Tral. ML Scott -Scoutor  ̂Loop 50.300 Vlfikana

PO002 Next Priority Corridor Study 50.500

VMttameBe ShoraRns • Hwy 43 Trans* altemativas 50.688
analyals' Portland South VMIerfronI to Lake Oswego

SuMotal; 55.515 Subtotal: 55.212 Subtotal: 11.11a
Recommended for Further Consideration in Final Cut Recommended (or Further Conatderatlon In Final Cut Recommended for Further Consideration to Final Cid

Program Enhancemants - BkSiio dannifSr St: 106th to 122nd 50.550 76 Pd122T Tacoma Streat 6lh to 21al 51.402

50200
65 50.600 78 Pd2t0S 51.400

PO004 Uvabit Streets Update; region widt Bumtwood Or. (ROW)
Bk40ii Marina Dr. BikaLanaeS Tral Gape: eth Ava 50.685 74 P61202 SW Caplol Highway (PE): Multnomah to Taylora 50.538

•w peooo Bike Model and IntaracUva Map; region wkf 50201 Ferry

Subtotal; M.401 Subtotal; 11.535 Subtotal; 13.348

Mode Cateoorv Total; 15.520 Mode Cateoorv Total; 57.847 Mode Cateoorv Total; I446S

Regional Travel Options AMClM TOO Transit
MSnmWti

Recommended for Futxing Reconvnended for Fieidlng Recommanded lor Furxlng
<M Program management 0 edminialratlon 50.340

66 Toeoos Regional TOD LRT Station Area Program 53.000 - TrIOOl 1-205 LRT, Commuter Rel. S Wbtortent Streetcar 518000

Regional marketing program 52.960 H TD0002 Regional TOD Urban Canter Program 51.000 •V6 T1IOO2 1-205 Supplemental 52.800

ivi Regional evaluation 50.300 M T00003 SRo ecquieition; Beaverton regional center 52.000 63 Trans Frequent Bus Capital program 52.750
1 TravelSmart 50.500

Subtotal; 54.100 Subtotal: 56.500 SuMotal: 621360
Recomnended for Further Consideration In Firtal Cut Recommandtd (or Further Consideration to Final Cut Reconsnonded for Fisthar Consideration to Ftoal Cut

v» 1 TravelSrrwrt 50.500 66 TO0002 Regional TOD Urban Center Program 50.500 61 Tr1106 Eastsida Streetcar (Con) 51.000
66 TD0003 SRs acquisition: Beaverton ragionei center 51.000 87 TtS120 South Metro Amtrak Station: Phaao 1 51.150
11 T00004 Gateway Transit Center Redevelopment 50.500

Subtotal; 50.500 Sitototsl: n.999 Sitototah 62.160

Mode Cateoorv Total; 54.500 Mode Cateoorv Total; 16.056 Mode Cateoorv Total: 623.606___ ___
Road Capacity MmiM Rood Reconstruction 4mm Boulevard 4mm

(imumOSI wmtnain eaBMiTt)

Recommended for Funding Recoirvntnded for Funding Recommended for Fundtog
74 RC6014 SWGreenburg Road:Washir>gton Square Or. to 

Tiedeman
5t.OOO KB 643020 Rosa BIggI axlenalon: Craacent SL to Hal (PE) 50580

67 BdlOSt Bumtode StraoC Bridga to E 14th (PE) 51.650
66 041260 KRIngswotlh: N Commercial to NE MLK (PE) 50 400

Subtotal: 51.000 Subtotal: 10.555 Sttototah 12.636
Recommended for Further Consideration In Final Cut Recommended lor Further Consideration to Final Cut Recommended for Ftsthor ConstderaUon to Ftoal Cut

66 P46127 Boones Ferry Road at Lanewood Street 51.400 RR10S3 Halo Parkwey iNW Davie to SW Market 53.840
B43020 Rose BIggI axtenslon: Creecart St to Hal (ROW) 51.140

6$ RC1184 Baaveiton-Hitlsdale Hwy/Oleson/SchoRs Ferry 51.411
Intersection (PE) 61 Pr3iee 10th Avenue at Highway 8 Inlerescbons 50.837

68 RC2110 VUbod Village Bhd.: Arata to Halsey 50.815 66 RR203S Cleveland SL:NE Stark to SEPowel 51.540
62 RC7000 SE 172nd Ave:Phaaal;Sunnyslds to Hwy 212 52.000

(ROW«51.0mmion)

Subtotal; 55.126 Subtotal: 56.217 Subtotat: 11.146

Mode Cateoorv Total: 56.626 Mode Cateoorv Total: 66.217 Mode Cateoorv Total: 13.776

1 Freight
tfVlMM
4mm i Large Bridge i Green Streets -sr

Rtcomnwnded (or Funding Recommended for Funding Reconvnended for Fundtog
76 F(4063 N Lombard: Slough evercrossmg 52210 71 RR1012 Selhvood Bridge Replecemer*. Type, Size 0 51.500 66 6S1224 n£ Cully Boulevard: PrescoU to Kihngsworth 52457

Location Study, Preliminary environmental

50.341
99W 63 6S2123 Beaver Creek Cutverts: Trout date, Cochran. Stark

66 Pf4087 N Laadbetter Extension: N Bybae Lake CL to Marlm 50.600

67 Freoes Nrwnan Road extensiort: Barber to Boeckman 51.400
6$ Frsooe FreighI Data Collection Infrastructure and Archive 50.179

System: Approximately SO Interchanges region wide
SuMotal; 66.030 Subtotal; 61.600 Sublot eh 63.467

RecorrvTterKtod for Further Cortsideration in Final Ctd Recommended for Further Consideration to Final Cut Recommended for Further Consideration to Ftoal Cut
Ff4087 N Laadbetter Extension: N Bybee Lake CL to Marlm 50.900 RRI012 Sellwood Bridga Replacement; Type, Siza0 51.000

Dr. Location Study. Prallmlnary environmantal

Subtotal: 50.500 Subtotal; 51.055 Subtotal: 56.660

Mode Cateoorv Total; 55.530 Mode Cateoorv Total; 62.655 Mode Cateoorv Total: 13.467

(0
0)ra
'E
m
00
w•areo
cc

RMds «rtd Bridges RecommeftdetfToUl 113.117
Ptani*)g and Travel Options 143.231

Recenvnended TotA 151.101
Expected 200B4I9 Fielding Aunerttod; 582.220

Remaining funds to be alocsied 55.320
Total NexITtor project cost 523.406
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Attachment 1 - Table 2

TPAC Recommended Options 
Base Package with the following changes:
Project Agency Option A 

($ millions)
Option B 
($ millions)

Add to Base Packaqe
Marine Drive Bike Lanes and 
Trail Gaps

Portland $.685

Powerline Trail North (ROW) THPRD $.600
Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX Gresham $.900
Site acquisition: Beaverton 
regional center TOD

Beaverton $.650

Southwest Capitol Highway 
Pedestrian (PE)

Portland $.538

Gateway Transit Center TOD Portland $.500
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1,000
South Metro Amtrak Station: 
Phase II

Oregon City $1,150 $1,000

Bike Model and Interactive
Map

Metro $.201

TOD Urban Center Program Metro $.500
Sellwood Bridge Multnomah Co. $.500
Southwest B-H/Scholls/Oleson 
intersection (PE)

Washington Co. $1,000

North Ledbetter extension Port of Portland $.900
Southeast 172nd Avenue Clackamas Co. $2,000
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1,000
Subtotal $6,023 $8,101
Remove from Base Packaqe
Trolley Trail ($.742)
TOD Category ($.500)
RTO Category ($.500)
Subtotal ($1,742)
Total Addition to Base $6,023 $6,359
Total Cost with Base $62,931 $63,267
Over programmed $.703 $1,039
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Attachment 2

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Policy Objectives

The primary policy objective for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 program is to 
leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investments that 
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 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 revenue

• complete gaps in modal systems

• develop a multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on funding 
bicycle, boulevard, freight, green street demonstration, pedestrian, regional 
transportation options, transit oriented development and transit projects and 
programs

• meet the average annual requirements of the State Implementation Plan for air 
quality for the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM POLICY OBJECTIVES FOR 
NARROWING TO FINAL CUT LIST

1. Support economic development in priority land use areas.

In addition to the quantitative technical summary, provide information in the staff 
report on how each project or modal category of projects addresses:
• link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs,
• transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
• support of livability and attractiveness of the region.

2. Emphasize priority modal categories in the following manner:

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 2/7/05



A. Emphasize projects in the bicycle, boulevard, freight, green street demonstration, 
pedestrian, regional transportation options, transit oriented development and 
transit categories by:
• proposing the top-ranked projects at clear break points in technical scoring in all

of the emphasis categories (with limited consideration of qualitative issues 
and public comments),

B. Nominate projects in the road capacity, reconstruction or bridge categories when 
the project competes well within its modal category for 2040 land use technical 
score and over all technical score, and the project best addresses (relative to 
competing candidate projects) one or more of the following criteria:
• project leverages traded-sector development in Tier I or II mixed-use and

industrial areas;
• funds are needed for project development and/or match to leverage large sources

of discretionary funding from other sources;
• the project provides new bike, pedestrian, transit or green street elements that

would not otherwise be constructed without regional flexible funding (new 
elements that do not currently exist or elements beyond minimum design 
standards).

C. When considering nomination of applications to fund project development or 
match costs, address the following:
• Strong potential to leverage discretionary (competitive) revenues.
• Partnering agencies illustrate a financial strategy (not a commitment) to

complete construction that does not rely on large, future allocations from 
Transportation Priorities funding.

• Partnering agencies demonstrate how dedicated road or bridge revenues are used
within their agencies on competing road or bridge priorities.

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 2/7/05



3. Asa means of further emphasis on implementation of Green Street principles, the 
following measures should also be implemented:

• Staff may propose conditional approval of project funding to further review
of the feasibility of including green street elements, particularly 
interception and infiltration elements.

• Strong consideration will be given to funding the Livable Streets Update
application in the Planning category. This work would document the latest 
research and further the training and education of green street 
implementation in the region.
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Metro
People places • open spaces

Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. 
Neither does the need for jobs, a thriving economy and good transporta-
tion choices for people and businesses in our region. Voters have asked 
Metro to help with the challenges that cross those lines and affect the 24 
cities and three counties in the Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to protecting 
open space, caring for parks, planning for the best use of land, managing 
garbage disposal and increasing recycling. Metro oversees world-class 
facilities such as the Oregon Zoo, which contributes to conservation and 
education, and the Oregon Convention Center, which benefits the 
region’s economy.

Your Metro representatives
Metro Council President - David Bragdon

Metro Councilors - Rod Park, District 1; Brian Newman, deputy council 
president. District 2; Carl Hosticka, District 3; Susan McLain, District 4; 
Rex Burkholder, District 5; Rod Monroe, District 6.

Auditor - Alexis Dow, CPA

Web site: www.metro-region.org
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Overview of Public Comments 
December 2004
This executive report provides a summary of public comments received on project and program 
funding applications for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09, Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (MTIP). All comments received during the public comment period, 
October 15 - December 6, 2004, are summarized.

Transportation Priorities 2006-09, Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept, is a regional 
transportation funding program that identifies the highest priority projects to be constructed, or 
programs to be funded, with federal transportation revenues over the next four years. Local 
jurisdictions and partners submitted transportation project applications by June 30, 2004 for 
funding consideration. Eligible projects include road reconstruction and capacity projects, 
transit improvements, bridge replacement, boulevards, pedestrian improvements, bike and trail 
paths, green streets, freight, TOD and planning projects.

Four public comment “listening posts” were held in October in Portland, Oregon City, Gresham 
and Beaverton to give residents the opportunity to speak directly to decision-makers. Other 
comments were received in the form of letters, e-mail, comment forms, post cards, faxes, 
petitions, web site responses and telephone hotline. The website comment option recorded 408 
comments during the comment period. In addition to comments, petitions were received on the 
Powerline Trail (North) project totaling 320 signatures.

The Metro Council will hold a public hearing on the draft final project list, tentatively set for 
Thursday, Feb. 17, 2005. (Please confirm the date and time with the Council Office, (503) 797- 
1540, or check the web site at www.metro-reqion.orq.)

Comments in General

The residents of the region spoke out in large numbers during the comment period. The 
number and wide range of comments indicates a continuing interest in the entire regional 
transportation system.

More than 1,200 comments were received from residents and business owners around the 
region on the proposed transportation projects. A wide range of projects received comments, 
with the Sellwood Bridge Replacement Study and the Springwater Trail: Sellwood Gap receiving 
the most attention.

Other Bike/Trail projects, including the Powerline Trail (North) and the Trolley Trail, also 
received a large amount of comments. Many Pedestrian, Road Reconstruction and Planning 
projects received a significant number of pedestrian comments, as well.

The comments indicate public interest in every facet of transportation improvement throughout 
the region. The need for safety and revitalization were often cited as reasons for supporting 
transportation projects. Access to nature was another theme relating to trails and multi-use 
paths. Economic development was cited for freight and road projects.

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary
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Summary of Comments by Mode
A total of 1,209 comments were received on the 2006-09 MTIP proposed transportation 
projects.

Large Bridge Project

A total of 108 comments were received on the Sellwood Bridge Replacement Study, with all 
but one in favor of a new bridge for safer cyciing, waiking and driving, and more efficient freight 
routing. The bridge was cailed “a death trap waiting to happen for cyclists” and vital for 
transportation connections. Some people wanted a new bridge in a new location, and one 
person thought the existing bridge should be preserved and widened. All comments agreed that 
there was an urgent need to do something about the dangerous condition of the Sellwood 
Bridge.

Bike/Trail Projects

The bike/trail project category received 353 comments, the most comments of any mode 
category. Comments related to safety and connectivity of multi-use trails in the region.

The Springwater Trail Sellwood Gap: SE 19th to SE Umatilla multi-use trail project 
received 107 comments, all but one in favor of the project. Many comments related to the 
elimination of dangerous road crossings on the trail. Cyclists and walkers expressed delight 
with the trail and their desire to close the gaps for easier, safer trail connections.

The Powerline Trail (North): Schuepback Park to Burntwood Drive in Beaverton received 
65 comments in favor of continuing this important multi-use trail in a growing area with few 
parks. The trail was seen as a vital corridor linking homes, shopping and transit while protecting 
greenspaces and wildiife. In addition, petitions totaling 320 signatures were received in favor of 
funding this trail project.

The Trolley Trail: Arista to Glen Echo received 57 comments, all but one in favor of 
compietion of this “long awaited” project. Comments mentioned the need for a safe, usable 
year-around linear park that would foster pride in the community and a leave a legacy for 
generations. It was also seen as a boon to Mllwaukle Center revival.

The Marine Drive Bike Lanes and Trail Gaps: 6th to 185th Avenue project received 47 
comments. Most comments were from cyciists who would use it more if proposed safety 
improvements were made. The trail was seen as providing scenic access along the Coiumbia 
River. It could be one of the best in Portiand, if improved.

The Rock Creek Trail: Orchard Park to Wilkens project received 26 favorable comments. 
This trail is seen as the spine of the trail network in Hillsboro; greatly needed in a dense and 
growing area. It would connect neighborhoods to empioyment, shopping, light rail, parks and a 
new library.

The Springwater Trailhead at Main City Park received 21 comments in favor of providing 
needed faciiities and connections to the Springwater Traii and light rail. It would provide a 
critical missing link in the path network.

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary
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The Powerline Trail (South): Barrows to Beef Bend Road project received 16 favorable 
comments. This trail is seen as providing an important multi-use corridor in an area lacking 
parks, sidewalks and north/south routes.

Pedestrian Projects

All pedestrian projects received 158 comments relating to safety and pedestrian links.

The Capitol Highway: Multnomah to Taylors Ferry project received 59 comments asking for 
relief from a congested area devoid of paved sidewalks or shoulders on the roads. Safety was 
seen as a problem for walkers and cyclists, now using a dirt “goat” path. The path is seen as a 
vital link to schools, shopping, recreation and residential areas. One person said improving this 
path was a misuse of government funds.

The Milwaukie Town Center: Maln/Harrison/21s, project received 48 favorable comments. 
Most were printed postcards that requested funding for a project that enhances the town 
center’s livability and creates a pedestrian link to nearby parks. Some comments stressed 
safety improvements needed to reduce risks and improve mobility.

The Tacoma Street: 6,h to 21st Avenue project received 21 comments, most in favor of further 
improving safety and aesthetics on this street for pedestrians and bicyclists. Three comments 
were against this project, partly because of proposed curb extensions.

Road Reconstruction Projects

All road reconstruction projects received 101 comments, with the most interest in Lake Road 
and Naito Parkway improvements.

The Lake Road: 21st to Hwy 224 project received 57 comments in favor of safety 
improvements to improve driving conditions and protect children with sidewalks and bike lanes. 
This project was seen as a multi-modal link that would help revive Milwaukie and improve 
connections to Clackamas Regional Center.

The Naito Parkway: NW Davis to SW Market project received 25 comments, most in favor of 
reconstructing this street. Most comments expressed the need for street repair, sidewalks and 
bike lanes to increase traffic flow in an important part of downtown Portland next to Waterfront 
Park.

Bouievard Projects

All boulevard projects received 84 comments, with Burnside Street receiving the most 
comments for improvements leading to economic development and greater access.

The Burnside Street: Bridge to E. 14th project received 44 comments, most in support of 
safety improvements for cyclists, walkers and autos. One person stated the need to transform 
the area into a Gateway to the City, called for in the Central City Plan. Others supported the 
project as important to business and economic growth. A few comments against the project 
called for traffic calming signals for bikes, and adjacent one-way streets.

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary
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The Cornell Road: Saltzman to 119th project received 20 favorable comments to help make it 
safer for bikes. One person said it was a miserable intersection that needed high priority 
funding. Others said the street had dangerous traffic with no bike lanes. Safe, healthy bike 
routes were requested for westside cycling.

The Killingsworth: 1-5 Overpass & N Commercial to NE MLK project received 16 
comments, most in favor of improving the safety and access of this “long ignored” street. The 
project was seen as filling a missing link and promoting further residential and commercial 
growth in the area. One comment was against curb extensions.

Planning Projects

All planning projects received 142 comments relating to the need for further planning for freight, 
trails, livable streets, bike information and transit.

Bike Model and Interactive Map Regionwide received 43 comments, most in favor of the 
“Map Quest for bikes” project. Comments highlighted the usefulness as roads change; the 
convenience of trip planning and the assistance in finding safer routes. One person said it is a 
great, low cost idea. One comment said it is not a priority because it is not hard to read a paper 
map.

The Wiiiamette Shoreline - Hwy 43 Transit project received 39 comments, most in favor of 
funding this planning project. Bicyclists support the project for more bike lanes and less car 
traffic to dodge on Hwy. 43. This corridor is seen as being at or near capacity, with traffic 
increasing with development. Action is seen as critical for safety and access between the South 
Waterfront area and Lake Oswego. One person said there is little support in Lake Oswego for a 
rail line.

Multi-Use Path Master Plans, Lake Oswego to Milwaukie received 36 comments in favor of 
this planning project. Most comments wanted essential links in the trails system for livability, 
access, safety and recreation opportunities. A non-motorized river crossing was requested 
between Lake Oswego and Milwaukie.

Transit Projects

All transit projects received 72 comments regarding the need for transportation links and access 
around the region.

The Eastside Streetcar project received 24 comments, most in support of the streetcar line for 
livability, access and economic development throughout the Central Eastside area, including 
Lloyd Center, Oregon Convention Center and OMSI. Comments against the project said it 
would increase auto congestion and it ignored the Hawthorne Bridge as a more cost-effective 
crossing.

South Metro Amtrak Station received 18 comments, most in favor of the enhancements to the 
existing train station and increased parking space. The project is seen as important for 
improving the popularity of Amtrak and supporting rail transport. Comments against the project 
stated that Amtrak should fund it and questioned whether it would ease auto congestion.

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary
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Transit Oriented Development Projects

All TOD projects received 74 comments, most with praise for the program for helping to fund 
mixed-use transit-oriented projects around the region.

The Regional TOD Urban Center Program received 24 comments in support of mixed-use 
projects in urban centers but not along light rail. One small developer was very happy with TOD 
as “a smart way to get smart growth.”

The Regional TOD LRT Station Area Program received 25 comments, almost all in support of 
this tool to develop higher density projects and promote creative land development.

Freight Projects

Fifty-four comments were received on the freight projects, with the N. Leadbetter Extension, 
Kinsman Road Extension and the Freight Data Collection projects each receiving 12 comments. 
Most comments requested completion of the projects for safety and better freight movement.

Road Capacity Projects

All the road capacity projects received 40 comments, with the most comments (13) in support of 
the SE 172nd Ave. Phase I: Sunnyside to Hwy 212 project to increase traffic flow and aid 
economic development in the area.

Green Streets Projects

Fifteen comments were received on the Green Streets projects, with the most comments (11) 
on the NE Cully Boulevard project, which was seen as unsafe and in need of sidewalks for 
school children.

Regional Travel Options Projects

Eight comments were received on the Regional Travel Options programs and projects. The 
Three Travel Smart projects received 5 comments and the RTO Base program received 2 
comments.

General Comments

Some comments and suggestions were received that did not relate to a specific MTIP project.
A total of 33 comments were general in nature. Some requested making bike paths and lanes 
safer and supporting bike commuters. Other comments related to the need for repairing and 
expanding roads for auto and freight movement.
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Section 3: Table of Comments by Project
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Attachment 4

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

Explanation of Metro Staff Project/Program Recommendations

Following is a summary of the rational used by Metro staff to implement the policy 
direction provided by JPACT and the Metro Council in developing a Final Cut List 
recommendation as shown in Exhibit D. The summary is organized by mode category.

Bike/Trail

• The top six technically ranked projects were nominated for inclusion in the final cut list 
base package. The fourth, fifth and sixth ranked projects had similar technical scores 
while there is a more pronounced break point between the sixth and seventh ranked 
project.

• The Marine Drive trail gaps project was initially reduced in recommended funding in 
the Base package by the amount that project was thought likely to receive through the 
state Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding program. Subsequent communication 
with the TE staff indicates the project is not likely to receive funding through that 
program. TP AC recommended this funding be restored in the Option 1 add package.

• The Trolley Trail project was reduced in recommended funding in the Base package by 
half to allow coordination with the area sewer districts for the potential use of the trail 
right-of-way for a sewer trunk line. Slowing the rate of funding for this project would 
allow better construction coordination and the potential for shared construction costs. The 
Option 2 package would eliminate all funding consideration for this project in this 
funding cycle.

• Right-of-way for the Powerline Trail from Scheupback Park to Bumtwood Drive is 
included in the Option 1 package to help secure the undeveloped Mt. Williams property 
where the project is located prior to the expiration of a purchase option owned by a 
consortium seeking to secure the property for park and trail use.

• The projects included in the Base package will meet progress needed on air quality 
Transportation Control Measures of 5 miles per biennium. Proposed projects would 
provide 6.79 miles of bicycle trail projects. However, the location of the 2.3 miles of 
MAX multi-use path project is located in the Gresham regional and Rockwood town 
centers and therefore is eligible to meet required pedestrian improvements. As proposed 
funding for the Pedestrian improvements may not meet air quality TCM requirements 
(further definition is needed for the Forest Grove Town Center project) a portion of the 
MAX path project may be needed to meet the pedestrian projects need. Elimination of 
funding for the Trolley Trail project for the base package recommendation of segments 4 
and 5 would eliminate 1.2 miles from the bike improvements provided.
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Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the bicycle modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
None of the projects in the bicycle/trail category remove or reduce a congestion barrier 
that is preventing development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, all of the 
projects, other than the Sprlngwater Trailhead project, would provide an alternative mode 
option to priority land use areas that have or are forecast to have congestion.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
The development of a regional bike system and bike access to 2040 priority land use 
areas contribute to the economic vitality of the region by increasing bike trips that do not 
require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces in those areas where efficient 
use of land is most critical. The provision of a well-designed network of bicycle facilities 
also contributes to the overall livability and attractiveness to both companies and work 
force to locate in the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
On-street bicycle projects, outside of vehicle capacity or reconstruction projects that are 
required to build bike facilities, only have the dedicated funding of a state program that 
allocates approximately $2.5 million per year to bicycle and pedestrian projects on state 
facilities. Off-street trails are one of several eligible project types that compete for 
statewide Transportation Enhancement grants of approximately $4 million per year. 
Additionally, one percent of state highway trust fund monies passed through to local 
jurisdictions must be spent on the construction or maintenance of bicycle or pedestrian 
facilities.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The bicycle projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps in the 
existing bicycle network. While the Sprlngwater Trailhead project does not strictly 
complete a gap in the provision of a bike trail or lane, it does provide needed user 
facilities on the trail system that do not exist today.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
The bicycle and trail projects recommended for further consideration would provide 8.65 
miles of a required 5 miles of new bicycle facilities for the two-year funding period. This
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assumes the MAX multi-use path project in Gresham would be applied to meeting 
requirements for the provision of pedestrian facilities and is included in the calculation of 
that category.

Boulevard

• The top three technically ranked projects were nominated for further consideration as 
there is a clear break point between the third and fourth ranked projects.

• As the Rose Biggi project is adjacent to the TOD acquisition site in Beaverton that is 
also recommended for funding, only preliminary engineering is recommended in the base 
package to reserve availability of resources for other areas of the region. PE is the 
minimum effort necessary to sustain momentum on the extension of the road north to 
Hall Boulevard.

• The Burnside Street project may receive a federal earmark that would complete PE 
funding for this project phase.

• Recommended funding for the Killingsworth project is reduced by the amount the 
project is likely to receive through the state Transportation Enhancement funding 
program. This recommendation may be revisited as the TE funding award process 
progresses. PE funding is recommended for the remaining segment between N 
Commercial and NE MLK Boulevard.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the boulevard modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Boulevard projects recommended support the redevelopment of adjacent properties 
to higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
None of the projects in the boulevard category remove or reduce a congestion barrier that 
is preventing development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, all of the projects 
would enhance the trip end experience for users of alternative modes to access priority 
land use areas that have or are forecast to have congestion.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
The recommended projects are a direct investment in priority 2040 mixed land use areas 
and support further economic development in those areas by providing the facilities and
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amenities necessary to support higher densities of development, a mix of land use types 
and higher percentage of trips by alternative modes and by enhancing land values in the 
vicinity of the project.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
While elements of Boulevard projects are eligible for different sources of transportation 
funding, they have no source of dedicated funding to strategically implement these types 
of improvements in priority 2040 land use areas.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The recommended projects add new or enhance existing pedestrian and some bike 
facilities to the regional network. The Rose Biggi project would construct a new collector 
level motor vehicle connection within a regional center to meet regional guidance on 
street connectivity.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
The Boulevard projects recommended for further consideration would only provide 
preliminary engineering funds and therefore not contribute to the required 5 miles of new 
bicycle facilities and 1.5 miles of pedestrian facilities for the two-year funding period.

Large Bridge

• The Sellwood Bridge type, size and location study and preliminary environmental work 
is proposed for funding in the base package in the amount of $1,5 million.

• The recommendation for further consideration of this project is based on this project 
best meeting the policy direction for inclusion of projects in the non-empahsis categories. 
The project has the potential for regional flexible funds to seed local and state project 
development funds that could then leverage a large allocation from federal and state 
Bridge Replacement funds to reconstruct the Sellwood Bridge. ODOT Region One is 
proposing $1.5 million in STIP funding for this project with the County providing $2.1 
million of matching funds. These funds will be used to solicit $12.8 million additional 
funds, currently under recommendation by the state bridge committee to the Oregon 
Transportation Commission for PE and right-of-way costs. The total effort will be used to 
solicit additional HBRR and other federal funds in the future to complete construction of 
the project.

• An additional $500,000 is recommended in the Option 2 package to solicit discussion 
on the need for additional Transportation Priorities funding to secure the $12.8 million of 
HBRR Local Bridge funds.
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Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the large bridge modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Sellwood Bridge project supports the redevelopment of the South Waterfront and 
Tacoma main street and the greater North Milwaukie industrial area. Industrial, office 
and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may serve traded-sector employment and 
locates that employment in the regions priority development areas that are well served by 
existing urban infrastructure.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas.
Due to bridge cracking, the Sellwood Bridge is currently closed to all vehicles greater 
than 10,000 lbs gross vehicle weight. This represents a significant barrier to the 
attractiveness for any business development in the vicinity of the bridge that would rely 
on truck access.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
With one 4-foot sidewalk occluded by light and sign posts, narrow travel lanes and no 
bike lanes, the current bridge is a significant barrier to access to the network of multi-use 
paths and bicycle lanes in the area. A new bridge provide greater connectivity between 
the east and west sides of the Willamette River.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
Bridge projects receive dedicated sources of revenue from federal and state funding 
sources. Award of these funds is done on a competitive process and allocation of regional 
flexible funds would be intended to develop enough project detail to effectively compete 
for those sources of revenue.

Complete gaps in modal systems
Meets the narrowing policy objectives of and providing new pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities that do not exist and are not likely to be constructed without programming of 
regional flexible funds. The project would also reopen the bridge to freight and transit 
traffic that is currently rerouted to the Ross Island Bridge approximately 2.5 miles to the 
north.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
However, a new bridge would provide new bicycle lanes, replace a single side 
substandard sidewalk, provide local freight access and serve two regional bus routes that 
can no longer use the current bridge.
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Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
As a replacement or reconstruction project, this project does not address this policy goal.

Green Streets

• The top technically ranked green street demonstration projects for street and culvert 
retrofits are recommended for the final cut list base package. While these were the only 
candidate applicants in these categories, both are strong projects and worthy of funding.

• The Cully Boulevard project will provide improvements in a 2040 mixed-use main 
street located in a low-income and minority community and will provide technical data 
on water quantity/quality improvements associated with green street techniques.

• The Beaver Creek Culverts project will support recovery of endangered species, 
removing barriers associated with transportation facilities and will leverage a large local 
match and state restoration grant (70% of total project cost). To balance the program, 
funding is recommended to be reduced by $470,000 to a regional share of $1,000,000. 
The reduction would need to be made up from other sources or by a reduction in work 
scope.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the green street modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Cully Street project would support the redevelopment of adjacent properties to 
higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. Additionally, 
green street design principals and the removal of fish barrier culverts are part of the 
region’s management plan to address the listing of several native fish species under the 
federal endangered species act. Demonstrating programmatic implementation of the 
management plan is important to staying in compliance with the act and preventing 
lawsuits or federal actions that could hinder future ability to attract traded sector jobs to 
the region.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
Neither of the applications address a specific transportation congestion barrier to 
development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, the Cully project would provide 
on-street parking, sidewalks and bicycle lanes that are lacking today and deter access and 
investment in the area.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
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The Cully Street demonstration project supports the economic development of a mixed- 
use main street. As a demonstration project for innovative stormwater management 
techniques in the public right-of-way, the project has the potential to promote a less 
costly, environmentally sensible means of managing stormwater runoff region wide. The 
Beaver Creek culverts retrofit project support economic development by supporting the 
provision of wildlife within an urban area, increasing its attractiveness to companies and 
work force to locate in the area.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue.
There are no sources of dedicated revenue to support the demonstration of innovative 
stormwater management techniques in the public right-of-way. There are state grants 
available through the Oregon Water Enhancement Board to restore stream habitat, 
including retrofit or replacements of culverts. However, these grants require local match 
funds and are competitive relative to the needs and range of project eligibility.

Complete gaps in modal systems.
As a demonstration project category. Green Streets projects do not directly address this 
policy.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan.
As a demonstration project category. Green Streets projects do not directly address this 
policy.

Freight

• All or a portion of the top five technically ranked projects are recommended for further 
consideration by Metro staff in the freight category. There was a clear break point in the 
technical score between the fifth and sixth ranked projects.

• The Base package proposes to split with the Port of Portland the increase in project 
costs discovered subsequent to application for and the proposed award of OTIA III funds 
to the N Leadbetter railroad over crossing project. Option 2 restores full funding of the 
cost increase to the project.
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Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the freight modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Lombard Slough over crossing project is the central freight connector through the 
region’s largest regionally significant industrial area with 190 companies and 8,000 
industrial jobs. If the Lombard Slough over crossing is weight limited in the future, it 
would require an 11 mile out-of-direction travel between South Rivergate, where many 
traded-sector companies are located, and Terminal 6, the region’s only inter-modal 
container terminal. The Leadbetter extension project would provide grade-separated 
access over a rail spur from a large traded-sector employer (Columbia Sportswear) and 
developing industrial land to the entrance of Terminal 6, extending the capacity of the 
existing warehouse facility and number of potential employees located there.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
Without the Lombard Slough bridge improvement, a 113 acre vacant parcel, one of 25 
industrial sites of statewide significance identified by the Governor’s Industrial lands 
Task Force and the potential for an additional 1,000 new jobs (scenario of recent Vestas 
proposal), would not be able to fully develop. The Leadbetter extension project would 
increase attractiveness to three developable parcels in the vicinity by creating an 
alternative to increasing number and length of delays caused by rail traffic blockage. The 
Tualatin-Sherwood ATMS project would Improve operating efficiencies of a congested 
major freight route connecting a large industrial area, including several hundred acres of 
vacant industrial land brought into the UGB in 2002 and 2004, with 1-5 and 99W. The 
Kinsman Road project would create a new extension from an existing regional freight 
road connector and provide new access for 175 acres of vacant industrial land in west 
Wilsonville that is awaiting development until local concurrency requirements for road 
capacity can be met.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
By supporting the retention and expansion of traded-sector companies that can grow jobs 
independent of local economic conditions and supply high-wage jobs, freight projects as 
a category support the livability and attractiveness of the region.

The freight data collection infrastructure would provide data that would allow more 
accurate tracking and forecasting of truck movements to better understand freight 
transportation needs in the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
The five recommended freight projects are road capacity, reconstruction or operations 
projects. These projects are eligible for eligible to be funded through state trust fund and
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pass through revenues. The OTIA III process has also dedicated $100 million of 
statewide funding to these types of projects.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The Lombard slough over-crossing project would prevent the closure of freight traffic on 
the regional freight system. The Kinsman Road and Leadbetter projects would provide 
new connections to the motor vehicle system.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
As capacity, reconstruction or operational projects, this project category does not address 
this policy goal.

Planning

On-Going
• MPO Required Planning is recommended for funding. This funding continues the 
practice of previous allocations (adjusted 3% annually for inflation) to the Metro 
planning department for the provision of regional transportation planning services 
necessary to carry out MPO functions. Use of regional flexible funds for this purpose 
began as an alternative to collection of dues from local transportation agencies.

• Regional Freight Planning is recommended for funding. Funding for regional freight 
planning services began in FFYs 2004 and 2005 as freight and economic development 
became prominent regional and political issues. This allocation would fund these services 
for 2006 through 2009.

Corridor Planning
• The Milwaukie light rail Supplemental EIS is recommended for funding at $2.0 of its 
$3,725 million cost from regional flexible funds. This effort is needed to make the project 
eligible to receive federal funds.

• The Willamette Shoreline - Highway 43 Transit alternatives analysis is proposed fro 
funding. Preliminary engineering phase is not recommended at this time but should await 
further development of a strategy for corridor improvements through the AA process.

• Three of the four Multi-Use master plans (Lake Oswego to Milwaukie, Tonquin Trail, 
and the Mt. Scott to Scouter’s Loop trail) are recommended for funding. These trail 
projects span multiple local jurisdictions that need technical support to prepare trails to 
enter preliminary engineering and continue efforts provided at Metro to developing 
regional trail projects through implementation of the Greenspaces bond measure. The 
Sullivan’s Gulch trail is not recommended for funding as it was not indicated as a local 
priority to the city of Portland and to the degree of cooperation and effort that will be 
needed to complete master planning work for this project.
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• The Next Priority Corridor analysis is recommended for funding. This work would 
address the fourth corridor from regional flexible funds of the 18 corridor plans the state 
Department of Land Conservation and Development requires the region to complete as 
part of the adoption of the Regional Transportation Plan, JPACT has requested ODOT 
also contribute to the completion of a second corridor study in this time frame 
conditioned on regional funding of one corridor study.

Planning Enhancements

• The Bicycle Interactive Map and Model Update is recommended for funding in the 
Option 2 package.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the planning category addresses the 
following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
None of the candidate planning activities claimed a direct link to the retention or 
attraction of a specific traded-sector business to the region. However, planning activities 
are necessary to ensure federal funding eligibility and adequate transportation services to 
the region, both essential to retaining and attracting traded-sector businesses to the region 
in general.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
The 2000 RTP allows development in the region’s priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of which is the availability of frequent transit service. The Milwaukie LRT 
Supplemental EIS and the Willamette Shoreline AA are steps in providing reliable 
frequent transit service to the Central City and Milwaukie and Lake Oswego town 
centers, key pieces of investment to ensuring the allowance of future development to 
proceed in those areas. Other planning activities proposed for funding support economic 
development by ensuring the 2040 priority land use areas are adequately served by 
transportation services and that requirements are met to allow state and federal funding to 
be allocated to projects serving those areas.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
Transportation planning activities support the livability and attractiveness of the region 
by ensuring the transportation system adequately serves the comprehensive land use 
plans of the region and local communities.
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Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
General planning transportation activities, but not specific corridor planning activities, 
are supported through limited federal planning revenues, though not enough to cover 
planning services provided to the region.

Complete gaps in modal systems
Planning activities identify and direct funding to projects that complete gaps in modal 
systems.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
Planning activities identify and direct funding to projects that develop multi-modal 
systems. This is an emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
While used to develop, coordinate and report on the implementation of the annual 
requirements, planning does not construct new facilities to meet State air quality plan 
requirements.

Pedestrian

• The top two technically ranked projects are recommended for funding on the final cut 
list base package as there is a clear break in the technical scoring between the second and 
third ranked projects and no clear break between the third and fifth ranked projects.

• $900,000 is recommended for the Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX project is in the 
Option 1 package.

• The Capitol Highway (PE) pedestrian project is recommended for funding in the Option 
1 package.

• The ODOT Preservation Supplement request is a result of regional policy request to 
ODOT. The funding amount from regional flexible funds would provide cost sharing 
with ODOT Region 1 from funding proposed in the draft STIP outside of their 
preservation program to provide pedestrian and potentially bicycle and transit 
improvements in conjunction with their preservation work. It appears at this time that 
ODOT will be able to provide pedestrian improvement treatments on the two urban 
preservation projects (Powell Boulevard: 50thto 1-205, and NW Yeon) with existing STIP 
revenues. A preliminary cost analysis of adding bicycle lanes on SE Powell between 71st 
and 82nd Avenues, consistent with the Portland TSP, was cost prohibitive at between $5 
and $7 million as a preservation supplement project.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the pedestrian modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.
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Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Pedestrian projects recommended support the redevelopment of adjacent properties 
to higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
The 2000 RTP allows development in the region’s priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of which is the availability of a well connected local street system to support 
walking trips within the mixed-use area. The Forest Grove and Milwaukle town center 
pedestrian projects are steps in providing pedestrian access on their well connected 
downtown street networks, key pieces of investment to ensuring the allowance of future 
development to proceed in those areas.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
the pedestrian projects recommended contribute to the economic vitality of the Forest 
Grove and Milwaukie mixed-use areas by providing access by users who would not 
require more land Intensive and costly auto parking spaces.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
Pedestrian projects outside of vehicle capacity or reconstruction projects that are required 
to build bike facilities only have dedicated funding limited to a state program that 
allocates approximately $2.5 million per year or as one of several eligible project types 
that compete for statewide Transportation Enhancement grants of approximately $4 
million per year. Additionally, one percent of state highway trust fund monies passed 
through to local jurisdictions must be spent on the construction or maintenance of bicycle 
or pedestrian facilities.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The pedestrian projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps, either 
with new facilities or upgrading substandard facilities, in the existing pedestrian network.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
The pedestrian projects recommended for further consideration would provide .26 miles 
(+ Forest Grove - still confirming length of project) of a required 1.5 miles of new 
pedestrian facilities within mixed-use areas for the two-year funding period. The MAX 
multi-use path project, evaluated in the Bike/Trail category could contribute a portion of 
its 2.32 miles of pedestrian improvement to meet air quality plan requirements for the 
provision of pedestrian facilities as it is located in the Gresham regional and Rockwood 
town centers.
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Road Capacity

• The SW Greenberg Road project in the Washington Square regional center is 
recommended for funding as the top tier road capacity project with a clear break point in 
project score between it and the next tier of projects (#2 through #5). The $1 million 
request would complete project funding of local resources and prior regional award of PE 
funds for a total project cost of $5 million.

• The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls Ferry/Oleson Road intersection project is located in 
the Raliegh Hills town center. Funding is recommended for a portion of the PE costs in 
the Option 2 package. Funding would be conditioned on the completion of some planning 
work for the large portion of the town center area to be impacted by the right-of-way 
acquisition process. The county is seeking to use progress on PE work to solicit state and 
federal funds for right-of-way and construction.

• Right-of-way acquisition costs of $2 million is recommended for funding of the 172nd 
Avenue project in the Option 2 package. This would address the $1.0 million estimated 
right-of-way costs and a start on construction costs. This project is located in the newly 
expanding urban area on the east side of Happy Valley. The application will leverage $10 
million of County funds to complete construction of the project. The County has begun 
master planning of the area surrounding this project and anticipates designating much of 
it as Regionally Significant Industrial Area to serve as a job base for Happy Valley. This 
is also the only project proposed for funding in the recently expanded urban growth 
boundary area, which when master planning is completed, is one of the priority land use 
emphasis areas. This funding is recommended to be conditioned on completion of the 
Damascus master plan and for the project design to be consistent with implementation of 
the master plan.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the road capacity modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The SE 172nd Avenue project will provide the primary arterial access to the future Rock 
Creek Industrial area. Forecasts of expected traded-sector jobs will be available upon 
completion of the Damascus concept plan.

The B-H/Scholls project would support the redevelopment of adjacent properties to 
higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. No specific link 
to the retention or attraction of traded-sector jobs was provided by the project applicant.
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• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
Upon completion of the Damascus concept plan, the SE 172nd Avenue project will 
address the primary urban infrastructure need to development of the future Rock Creek 
industrial area. The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls Ferry/Oleson intersection project, if tied 
to the development of a Raleigh Hills town center planning effort, is of a scale and 
impact to provide significant redevelopment opportunities in that area. The Wood Village 
Boulevard project would provide new access and development opportunity in the Wood 
Village town center.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
Road capacity projects are supported through pass through state trust fund revenues to 
local jurisdictions, system development charges and some local taxes or improvement 
districts. However, some jurisdictions have maintenance needs that are larger than state 
pass-through revenues and which generally take priority over capacity projects.

Complete gaps in modal systems
Other than the Wood Village Boulevard project, which would complete a gap in the 
motor vehicle street system between Halsey and Arata Road, these projects expand 
existing motor vehicle connections. New connections to complete gaps in the pedestrian 
and bicycle system would be provided with these projects, however.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
However, all of these projects would provide new or upgrade substandard pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities on these roads (current Greenburg Road has existing sidewalks but no 
bike lanes).

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
These projects do not address this policy goal.

Road Reconstruction

• The Cleveland Street project is recommended for funding at $1 million in the Option 2 
package. If funded, it would be necessary to work with the City of Gresham to define a 
phase of the project that could be completed with this amount or additional sources 
secured. This project demonstrated strong connections to the development of the 
Gresham regional center and adds sidewalk, bicycle and transit elements that are 
currently missing from the existing facility. It also strongly incorporates green street 
elements, providing another demonstration project for the region.

Response to Policy Guidance
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In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the road reconstruction modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
The Cleveland Street project would support the redevelopment of adjacent properties in 
the regional center to higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these 
mixed-use areas may serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the 
regions priority development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
Road reconstruction projects are supported through pass through state trust fund revenues 
to local jurisdictions, system development charges and some local taxes or improvement 
districts. However, some jurisdictions have maintenance needs that are larger than state 
pass-through revenues and which generally take priority over reconstruction projects.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The recommended project does not complete gaps in the existing motor vehicle system 
but provides new pedestrian and bicycle facilities, completing gaps in those modal 
systems.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
However, the project would provide new or upgrade substandard pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
These projects do not address this policy goal.

Regional Travel Options

• The Regional Travel Options program is recommended for further consideration at the 
level of funding needed to implement the programs strategic plan, with the exception of 
providing vanpool capital assistance, in the base funding package.

• $500,000 is recommended to be eliminated from the RTO Program in the Option 2 
package. No specific guidance on which portion of the program to eliminate was 
provided.

Response to Policy Guidance
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In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the regional travel options category 
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
The RTO program is regional in scope and therefore markets and provides travel option 
services, reducing congestion region wide.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
These programs are not supported by other sources of dedicated transportation revenues 
although they do leverage funding from private Transportation Management Associations 
and other grants.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The RTO program does not construct projects and therefore does not address this policy 
goal.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. RTO 
projects contribute to the development of a multi-modal system by educating and 
providing incentives to reduce trips or use existing pedestrian, bicycle and public transit 
facilities.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
While the RTO programs promote use of the facilities provided by the requirements, it 
does not specifically address this policy goal.

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

• The TOD rail station area and urban centers programs are recommended for funding 
equal to the previous allocation.

• The Beaverton TOD site acquisition project is also recommended for funding at $2 
million, equal to the previous allocation to the Gresham Civic station site in the previous 
allocation. This would be a $1 million cut from the requested amount. It is recommended 
that the City of Beaverton investigate use of other sources to match the large regional 
contribution to the project. $500,000 of this cut would be restored in the Option 1 
package.

• The Gateway TOD site would be funded for $500,000 in the Option 1 package.
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• The urban centers program is recommended for an additional $500,000 in the Option 2 
package but the same $500,000 is recommended to be eliminated from the TOD 
category, with no specific recommendation on what project or program to reduce, in the 
Option 2 package.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the transit oriented development 
category addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
The TOD program and recommended projects address market development barriers to 
development in 2040 priority mixed-use land use areas.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
The TOD program and recommended projects support implementation of regional and 
local comprehensive plans by supporting mixed-use development at densities and with 
amenities beyond what the current market will bear in emerging mixed-use areas.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
While urban renewal and other programs facilitate new development, transit oriented 
development projects are specifically designed to increase the efficiency of the regions 
investment in the transit system and is not supported by other sources funding.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The TOD program and projects do not address this policy goal.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. TOD 
projects contribute to the development of a multi-modal system by increasing the density 
and design of development in areas well served by existing pedestrian, bicycle and public 
transit facilities. This increases the use of those facilities and makes them more cost- 
effective.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
While the TOD programs promote use of the facilities provided by the requirements, it 
does not specifically address this policy goal.
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Transit

• The existing commitments (by Metro Resolution) to rail transit projects in the region 
are recommended for funding.

• The Frequent Bus program is recommended for funding at a rate equal to the previous 
allocation amount.

• The Eastside Streetcar is recommended for funding in the Option 1 package.

• The South Metro Amtrak station is recommended for funding at $1.15 million in the 
Option 1 package and for $1 million in the Option 2 package.

Response to Policy Guidance

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the transit modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs
Office and commercial space in the mixed-use areas served by these transit projects may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure.

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas
The 2000 RTF allows development in the region’s priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of which is the availability of frequent transit service. The existing rail 
commitments and the Frequent Bus capital improvement program are steps in providing 
reliable frequent transit service to mixed-use and industrial areas region-wide, key pieces 
of investment to ensuring the allowance of future development to proceed in those areas.

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region.
The development of a comprehensive regional transit system with frequent and reliable 
access to 2040 priority land use areas contribute to the economic vitality of the region by 
Increasing trips that do not require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces in 
those areas where efficient use of land is most critical. The provision of a well-designed 
network of transit facilities also contributes to the overall livability and attractiveness to 
both companies and work force to locate in the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
The existing rail commitments and the Eastside Streetcar fund applications are used to 
leverage large federal grants to construct those projects. Currently, TriMet general fund 
revenues are committed to transit service as a means of not having to cut bus service 
hours and to start new light rail service during the on-going recession. While this was a
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resource allocation choice, on-street capital improvements for the Frequent Bus program 
now come solely from the Transportation Priorities program. The south Amtrak station 
improvements are not eligible for any other source of transportation revenues.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The rail commitment s and Eastside Streetcar projects extend high frequency service to 
new areas consistent with the RTP and local Transportation System Plans, however, they 
do not strictly fill in gaps within the existing rail network. Frequent Bus improvements 
will allow new frequent bus service connecting gaps in the existing system.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
Transit projects contribute to the development of a multi-modal system by providing 
higher efficiency transit service in the corridors served by those projects.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
While the rail commitment and Frequent Bus program do not result directly in the 
provision of additional service hours as required by the air quality implementation plan, 
they do contribute to service efficiencies that can then be reallocated to providing 
additional transit service.

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 19 2/7/05



Attachment 5

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

Conditions of Program Approval

Bike/Trail

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

(Bk2052) The MAX multi-use path project funding is conditioned on the demonstration 
of targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction 
mitigation phase to the significant concentration of Hispanic and low-income populations 
in the vicinity of the project.

(Bk3072) The Powerline Trail (Schuepback Park to Bumtwood Drive) funding is 
conditioned on the execution of the purchase option of the Mt. Williams property for use 
of right-of-way for the project. If the purchase option is not executed, Metro may rescind 
the funds for fijture reallocation.

Boulevard

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guide book (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002).

All projects will incorporate stormwater design solutions (in addition to street trees) 
consistent with Section 5.3 of the Green Streets guide book and plant street trees 
consistent with the planting dimensions (p 56) and species (p 17) of the Trees for Green 
Streets guide book (Metro: 2002).

(Bd3020) The Rose Biggi project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of targeted 
public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation phase to 
the significant concentration of Hispanic and low-income populations in the vicinity of 
the project.

(Bdl051) The E Burnside project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of targeted 
public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation phase to 
the significant concentration of low-income population in the vicinity of the project.

(Bdl260) The Killingsworth project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of Black and low-income populations in the 
vicinity of the project.
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Large Bridge

(RR1012) Funding of the Sellwood Bridge project is contingent on the programming $1.5 
million of STIP funding and Multnomah County prioritizing the Sellwood Bridge as the 
first priority large bridge project for receipt of HBRR funds after completion of the 
Sauvie Island bridge in 2007.

Freight

(Fr4063): Funding of the N Lombard project is contingent on the demonstration of a 
financial strategy that does not rely on large (> $2 m) future contributions from the 
Transportation Priorities process.

(Fr4087): Funding for the Ledbetter over crossing project is contingent on the 
programming of $6 million in ODOT OTIA III funding and $2 million of local match by 
the Port of Portland to the project.

The N Lombard and N Ledbetter over crossing project funding is conditioned on the 
demonstration of targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and 
construction mitigation phase to the significant concentration of Black population in the 
vicinity of the project.

Green Streets

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
and Green Streets guidebooks (Metro; June 2002).

(GS1224): The Cully Boulevard project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of Black, Hispanic and low-income populations in 
the vicinity of the project. It is also conditioned on provision of results of the water 
quantity and quality testing as described in the project application.

Planning

(P10002): The RTF Corridor Plan - Next Priority Corridor is conditioned on a project 
budget and scope being defined in the appropriate Unified Work Program.

Pedestrian

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.
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All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002).

Road Capacity

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002).

(RC7001) The 172nd Avenue project funding is conditioned on a project design that 
implements the transportation guidelines and recommendations of an adopted Damascus 
concept plan. Based on the results of the plan, the County may request a different arterial 
improvement location or scope.

(RC 1184) The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls Ferry/Oleson Road intersection PE funding 
is conditioned on the provision of a redevelopment plan being completed for the area 
encompassed by the project construction impacts in conjunction with PE activities. A 
general scope for such redevelopment plan will be further defined prior to the March 17th 
JPACT meeting. Demonstration of a financial strategy (not a commitment) for funding of 
right-of-way and construction that does not rely on large future allocations from regional 
flexible funds is also required prior to programming of awarded funds.

Road Reconstruction

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002).

(RR2035) Cleveland Avenue is conditioned on the provision of green street elements as 
described in the project application.

Regional Travel Options

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

(TD8005): Upon completion of a fiill funding grant agreement, station areas of the 1-205 
MAX and Washington County commuter rail are eligible for TOD program project 
support.

Transit
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Capital projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

Allocations to Interstate MAX, South Corridor planning and priority project 
development, Washington County commuter rail, and North Macadam development per 
Metro Resolution Nos. 99-2442, 99-2804A and 03-3290 will be limited to actual interest 
and finance costs accrued and not those forecasted for cost estimating purposes as 
defined within the resolutions. Residual revenues will be reallocated through a 
subsequent MTIP update or amendment.

(TRl 106) The Eastside Streetcar project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of low-income population in the vicinity of the 
project. It is also conditioned on the securing of other funding to complete the 
preliminary design and engineering costs of the project.
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