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Meeting: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC)

Date: Friday, January 29, 2015

Time: 9:30 a.m. to 12 p.m. (noon)

Place: Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber
9:30 AM 1. CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM John Williams, Chair
9:35 AM 2. COMMENTS FROM THE CHAIR AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS John Williams, Chair
9:45 AM 3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON AGENDA ITEMS

9:50 AM 4. *

9:55 AM 5.

10:05 AM 6. *

10:15 AM 7. **

10:45 AM 8. #

11:00 AM 9. *

11:30AM 10. *

12:00PM 11.

CONSIDERATION OF THE TPAC MINUTES FOR
DECEMBER 18, 2015

MTIP QUARTERLY AMENDMENT SUMMARY REPORT (10/1 TO
12/31/2015)
e Information

MTIP OBLIGATION & PERFORMANCE REPORT

e Provide quarterly summary of Transportation Improvement
Program amendments, programming adjustments and financial
plan adjustments. Information

RTO STRATEGIC PLAN AND 2017-19 GRANT PROGRAM

e Discuss the RTO Strategic Plan update and timeline for grant
funding. Information/Discussion

2018 RTP UPDATE: 2016 ACTIVITIES AND MILESTONES

o Brief TPAC on 2016 activities and engagement,
Information/Discussion

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM UPDATE

e Provide an update on the Transit-Oriented Development
Program Strategic Plan Information/Discussion

SW CORRIDOR DRAFT MODE RECOMMENDATION

e Provide an update on the SW Corridor project and the
draft mode recommendation Information/Discussion

ADJOURN

Ken Lobeck,
Ted Leybold, Metro

Ken Lobeck,
Ted Leybold, Metro

Dan Kaempff,
Ted Leybold, Metro

Kim Ellis, Metro

Jonathan Williams,
Megan Gibb, Metro

Malu Wilkinson,
Chris Ford, Metro

John Williams, Chair

Upcoming TPAC Meetings:
e Friday, February 26, 2016

e Friday, March 25,2016 #
e Friday, April 29, 2016

Material will be emailed with meeting notice
kk

Material will be distributed at the meeting.

Material will be emailed at a later date after notice

For agenda and schedule information, call 503-797-1750.
To check on closure/cancellations during inclement weather please call 503-797-1700.




Metro respects civil rights

Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes that ban discrimination. If any person believes they have been discriminated against

regarding the receipt of benefits or services because of race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability, they have the right to file a complaint with Metro. For information

on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a discrimination complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536. Metro provides services or

accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an interpreter at public meetings. If you need a sign language interpreter, communication

aid or language assistance, call 503-797-1890 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 5 business days before the meeting. All Metro meetings are wheelchair

accessible. For up-to-date public transportation information, visit TriMet’s website at www.trimet.org.

Théng bao vé sy Metro khdng ky thi cia

Metro t6n trong dan quyén. Muén biét thém thong tin vé chwong trinh dan quyén
clia Metro, hodc muén |ay don khi€u nai vé sy ky thi, xin xem trong
www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Néu quy vi can théng dich vién ra dau bang tay,

tro gilp vé ti€p xuc hay ngdn ngit, xin goi s6 503-797-1890 (tir 8 gi®y sdng dén 5 gi®y
chiéu vao nhirng ngay thudng) trudc budi hop 5 ngay lam viéc.

NosiaomneHHAa Metro npo 3a60poHy AUCKpUMIHaLiT

Metro 3 noBaroto cTaBUTLCA A0 FPOMAZAHCBKMX Npas. A oTpumaHHA iHpopmauii
npo nporpamy Metro i3 3axucTy rpoMagAHCbKMX Npas abo Gopmm ckapru Npo
AMCKPUMIHaLito BiaBigaiiTe carT www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. abo fkw,o Bam

noTpibeH nepeknagay Ha 36opax, A4/19 3340BOSIEHHA BALIOro 3anuTy 3atesiepoHyinTe
33 Homepom 503-797-1890 3 8.00 o 17.00 y poboui AHi 33 N'ATb poboumnx AHIB A0
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Ogeysiiska takooris Ia’aanta ee Metro

Metro waxay ixtiraamtaa xuquuqda madaniga. Si aad u heshid macluumaad ku
saabsan barnaamijka xuquuqda madaniga ee Metro, ama aad u heshid wargadda ka
cabashada takoorista, boogo www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Haddii aad u baahan

tahay turjubaan si aad uga gaybgaadatid kullan dadweyne, wac 503-797-1890 (8
gallinka hore illaa 5 gallinka dambe maalmaha shagada) shan maalmo shaqo ka hor
kullanka si loo tixgaliyo codsashadaada.
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Paunawa ng Metro sa kawalan ng diskriminasyon

Iginagalang ng Metro ang mga karapatang sibil. Para sa impormasyon tungkol sa
programa ng Metro sa mga karapatang sibil, o upang makakuha ng porma ng
reklamo sa diskriminasyon, bisitahin ang www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Kung

kailangan ninyo ng interpreter ng wika sa isang pampublikong pulong, tumawag sa
503-797-1890 (8 a.m. hanggang 5 p.m. Lunes hanggang Biyernes) lima araw ng
trabaho bago ang pulong upang mapagbigyan ang inyong kahilingan.Notificacion de
no discriminacién de Metro.

Notificacion de no discriminacion de Metro

Metro respeta los derechos civiles. Para obtener informacion sobre el programa de
derechos civiles de Metro o para obtener un formulario de reclamo por
discriminacion, ingrese a www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights . Si necesita asistencia
con el idioma, llame al 503-797-1890 (de 8:00 a. m. a 5:00 p. m. los dias de semana)

5 dias laborales antes de la asamblea.

YBeaomneHue o HeaoNyWEeHUU AUCKPMMUHaL MK oT Metro

Metro yBarkaeT rpaxgaHckue npasa. Y3Hatb o nporpamme Metro no cobntogeHnto
rPa*KAAHCKMX MPaB U NoAy4nTb GOpPMY XKanobbl 0 AUCKPUMMHALMM MOXKHO Ha Beb-
caiite www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Ecan Bam HysKeH nepeBoAumK Ha

obLecTBeHHOM co6paHum, OCTaBbTe CBOM 3aNpoc, NO3BOHMB No Homepy 503-797-
1890 B paboune gHu ¢ 8:00 o 17:00 1 3a NATb pabounx fHei [0 AaTbl cObpaHuA.

Avizul Metro privind nediscriminarea

Metro respecta drepturile civile. Pentru informatii cu privire la programul Metro
pentru drepturi civile sau pentru a obtine un formular de reclamatie impotriva
discrimindrii, vizitati www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Daca aveti nevoie de un

interpret de limba la o sedinta publica, sunati la 503-797-1890 (intre orele 8 si 5, in
timpul zilelor lucratoare) cu cinci zile lucrdtoare nainte de sedintd, pentru a putea sa
va raspunde in mod favorabil la cerere.

Metro txoj kev ntxub ntxaug daim ntawv ceeb toom
Metro tributes cai. Rau cov lus ghia txog Metro txoj cai kev pab, los yog kom sau ib
daim ntawv tsis txaus siab, mus saib www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Yog hais tias

koj xav tau lus kev pab, hu rau 503-797-1890 (8 teev sawv ntxov txog 5 teev tsaus
ntuj weekdays) 5 hnub ua hauj lwm ua ntej ntawm lub rooj sib tham.
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600 NE Grand Ave.
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2016 TPAC Work Program

Asof1/22/15

NOTE: Items in italics are tentative; bold denotes required items

February 26,2016

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional

Leadership Forum #1 Information/Discussion (Kim
Ellis; 40 mins)

e MTIP & RFFA Policy Update Information/Discussion
(Dan Kaempff; Grace Cho; 40 mins)

e Vehicle Electrification Project Options
Information/Discussion
(Ted Leybold, Caleb Winter, 20 mins.)

e DEI - Equity Strategy Draft Presentation
Information/Discussion (Juan Carlos Ocafia-Chiu; 30
mins)

March 25,2016

e MTIP & RFFA Policy Update Recommendation (Dan
Kaempff; Grace Cho; 30 mins)

e Draft Regional Transit Vision Information/Discussion
(Jamie Snook, TriMet, SMART; 35 mins.)

e WSDOT Update Information/Discussion
(Michael Williams; 25 mins

e RFFA Criteria Options Information/Discussion (Dan
Kaempff; Ted Leybold; 30 mins)

¢ Transit Budget Process Update Information/Discussion
(Eric Hesse, Ted Leybold;15 mins)

April 29,2016

e DEI - Equity Strategy Presentation
Information/Discussion (Juan Carlos Ocafia-Chiu; 30

mins)

e ODOT Region 1 ACT prioritization_
Information/Discussion (30 mins Grace Cho, Ted
Leybold)

Event: April 22 - 8am-12pm at OCC: RTP Regional Leadership
Forum #1 (Trends, Challenges and Vision for the Future)

May 27,2016

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional Leadership
Forum #2 Information/Discussion (Kim Ellis, 40 mins)

June 24,2016

e 2018 RTP Update: Transportation Equity Priority
Outcomes Information/Discussion (Grace Cho, Metro;
35 mins)

July 29, 2016

Event: RTP Regional Leadership Forum #2 (date TBD)

August 26, 2016

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional

Leadership Forum #3 Information/Discussion (Kim
Ellis, 30 mins)

e 2018 RTP Update: Performance Targets
Information/Discussion (John Mermin; 40 mins)

September 30, 2016

Parking Lot:

e MAP-21Implementation

e ODOT Enhance/Fix-It Process

e TAP project delivery contingency fund pilot
update (Leybold, Cho)

e Special Transportation fund Allocation Process
(Cho)

e Coordinated Transportation Plan for Elderly and
People with Disabilities (Cho)
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TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES COMMITTEE
December 18,2015
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber

MEMBERS PRESENT AFFILIATION

John Williams Metro

Judith Gray City of Portland

Nancy Kraushaar City of Wilsonville, representing Cities of Clackamas County
Katherine Kelly City of Gresham

Eric Hesse TriMet

Chris Deffebach Washington County

Karen Buehrig Clackamas County

Don Odermott City of Hillsboro, representing Cities of Washington Co.
Adrian Esteban Community Representative

Cora Potter Community Representative

Carol Gossett Community Representative

Steve White Community Representative

Dave Nordberg Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Joanna Valencia Multnomah County

Nick Fortey Federal Highway Administration

MEMBERS EXCUSED AFFILIATION

Lynda David Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
ALTERNATES PRESENT AFFILIATION

Phil Healy Port of Portland

Jason Gibbens Washington State Department of Transportation

Alan Snook ODOT

STAFF: Ted Leybold, Dan Kaempff, Kim Ellis, Grace Cho, Ken Lobeck, Jeffrey Raker, Jamie Snook, Lisa
Hunrichs, Lake McTighe, John Mermin

1. CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM

Chair John Williams declared a quorum and called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m.

2. COMMENTS FROM THE CHAIR AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS

John Mermin (Metro) announced the Performance Measures Workshop on January 25. Cities, counties
and regions are using performance measures to inform their transportation plans and investment
decisions. The workshop will be an opportunity to share ideas that will inform local transportation
plans and discussions about performance measures in the Regional Transportation Plan.

Chair Williams also noted that a flyer regarding the implementation of the Climate Smart is available
to committee members and the public.



3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON AGENDA ITEMS.

There were no citizen communications.

4. CONSIDERATION OF THE TPAC MINUTES FOR OCTOBER 30, 2015

MOTION: Ms. Judith Gray moved and Ms. Carol Gossett seconded the motion to adopt the TPAC
minutes from November 20, 2015.

ACTION: With all in favor, the motion passed.

5. 2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

Ms. Kim Ellis provided the committee with an update on RTP technical work groups and next steps.
She presented a roster for the technical work groups and noted that the schedule for the year will be
posted on the Metro calendar and website. Some groups (freight, transit, equity) will begin meeting in
January, others will begin in February or later in the year. She noted that Metro Council approved the
RTP work plan and engagement plan on December 8. The roles of the work groups are important, as
they help provide input on the planning work, shape materials, and identify topics for TPAC and MTAC
discussions. Work group members also have a key role in keeping their jurisdictions and organizations
informed and identifying issues or concerns raised by those entities for discussion by the work groups
throughout the process. Work group leads will identify opportunities for collaboration and Metro
communications staff will send out quarterly e-mails to interested parties lists to provide information
and updates about project progress. In January, Ms. Ellis will return to TPAC with more information
about 2016 activities.

6. PORTLAND METRO AREA HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE PROJECT

Ms. Lainie Smith provided an update on the highway performance measures project. The project aims
to recommend highway performance measures that address safety, mobility, and decision-making
tools for application in long range planning and development review in the Portland metro area. The
end products for recommendation will include:

e asmall set of performance measures for mobility and safety for application in the Portland
metropolitan area

e adecision-making framework that shows where, under what circumstances, and how certain
the performance measures could apply in long range planning and development review.

Members requested and Ms. Smith provided clarification about the timeline for the project and Ms.
Smith answered questions about how the changes might apply to various project in their specific
jurisdictions. Members also suggested working group sessions that would allow opportunities for
involvement so that the outcome would be reflective of input from around the region prior to
finalization. Ms. Smith noted that ODOT would be reaching out to regional partners as the project
progressed. She also provided a flyer for the project (included in the packet) which outlines the goals,
objectives and timeline for the project.

7. FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION LEGISLATION UPDATE

Mr. Ted Leybold provided a briefing on the new federal legislation and its impacts on funding and
future planning work program. Committee members appreciated the clarification on past and current
issues and reviewed items that might directly impact their individual jurisdictions. Mr. Leybold’s

TPAC Meeting Minutes — 12/18/2015



PowerPoint presentation that highlighted the specific changes will be added to the meeting packet
available online.

8. MPO CONSIDERATON OF ODOT ENHANCE FUNDING

Mr. Ted Leybold presented an update on ODOT Enhance process and discussed potential MPO
communication to Region 1 ACT as proposed in a draft comment letter. The next steps include
discussion at JPACT in January 2016, submission of a comment letter to ODOT Region 1 ACT before
February 1, 2016. Following those activities, Region 1 ACT will narrow to a 100% list by May 2016.
TPAC members provided comments on the draft letter, requesting that it be simplified and to clarify
that projects that are a part of corridor shared investment strategies within the region are not of
higher priority than projects outside of those shared investment strategy areas.

9. ADJOURN Chair Williams noted that the next meeting be held on January 29, 2016. The meeting
was adjourned at 11:50. a.m.

Respectfully submitted,
- 5 )
I:."- If . ),l'\ l' Ilr'A._— {—.

Lisa Hunrichs, Planning and Development

TPAC Meeting Minutes — 12/18/2015



ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 18, 2015

DOCUMENT Doc
ITEM TYPE DATE DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT No.
1 Agenda 12/18/15 12/18/15 TPAC Agenda 121815T-01
Work
2 12/10/15 2016 TPAC Work Program 121815T-02
Program
Meeting .

3 Summary 11/20/15 11/20/15 TPAC meeting summary 121815T-03

4 Handout 12/9/15 2018 RTP Update Technical Work Groups 121815T-04
(Member Rosters)

5 Handout 12/10/15 2018 RTP Update Technical Work Groups 121815T-05
(Flyer)

6 Handout 12/14/15 Climate Smart Strategy Flyer 121815T-06

November Portland Metro Area Highway Performance

7 Handout 2015 Project Flyer and Attachment (Table 7) 121815T-07
Association of MPOs Fixing America’s Surface

8 Handout 12/11/15 Transportation (FAST) Act Summary 121815T-08
To: TPAC and Interested parties
From: Grace Cho, Associate Transportation
Planner and Ted Leybold, Resource

9 Memo 12/16/15 Development Director 121815T-09
Re: 2018-2021 MTIP Coordination Policy -
Participation and Key Message for ODOT
Allocation Process
2019-2021 Enhance Proposals (Submitted

10 Handout 11/20/15 11/20/15) 121815T-10
To: Commissioner Roy Rogers, Chair Region 1
Area Commision on Transporation

11 Draft Letter January Frorp: Craig Dirksen, Metro Councilor / JPACT 121815T-11

2016 Chair

Re: MPO Comments on ODOT Allocation of
Federal Transportation Funding

TPAC Meeting Minutes — 12/18/2015
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Metro | Memo

Date: January 19, 2016

To: TPAC and Interested Parties

From: Ken Lobeck and Pamela Blackhorse

Subject:  TIP adjustments for October — December 2015

BACKGROUND:

Attached is the summary of Transportation Improvement Program amendments, programming
adjustments and financial plan adjustments for October through December 2015. These
adjustments are distributed to TPAC on a quarterly basis.

Please contact us if you have any questions.
2015-18 MTIP Programming Adjustments: First Quarter of FFY 2016

The following FFY15-18 MTIP amendments, programming adjustments or financial plan
adjustments were processed in the period October through December 2015.



Metro

1st Quarter FFY 2016 (October 1 - December 31, 2015)

MTIP Amendment Summary Report

AMENDMENT MODIFICATION
NUMBER | ODOT KEY PROJECT NAME TYPE AGENCY REQUESTED BY REQUESTED ACTION
NW Brookwood Pkwy: NW Meek Rd - NW Washington
1056 19466 |Shute Rd Administrative County Vaughan Rademeyer Slip RW phase to 2016
1-84/1-5: BANFIELD INTERCHANGE DECK Formal - Reso No Add new project to 2015-2018 STIP as approved by OTC in April. To be funded from bottom line of State
1057 19531 |OVERLAY & BRIDGE RAIL RETROFIT 15-4642 oDOT Anna Dunlap Bridge FP.
1-405: FREMONT BRIDGE APPROACH RAMPS | Formal - Reso No Add new project to 2015-2018 STIP as approved by OTC in April. PE from Key 18589. CN from bottom line
1058 19533 |MODULAR JOINT REPLACEMENT 15-4642 oDOT Anna Dunlap of State Bridge FP.
AMTRAK CASCADES PASSENGER RAIL Formal - Reso No Amend the 15-18 STIP to add Amtrak Cascades Passenger Rail Operation 2015-2018 by transferring
1059 19633 |OPERATION 2015-2018 15-4642 oDOoT Amanda Sandvig $8,588,799 from the Statewide FP and federal match from ODOT Rail.
Formal - Reso No Cancel the PE phase of K15598 OR-99E Bridge at Kellogg Lake and add $1,175,749 to increase the CN
1060 15598 | OR 99-E Bridge at Kellogg Lake 15-4646 oDOoT Amanda Sandvig phase of K18018 17th Ave Trail: SE Ochoco - SE McLoughlin to $2,936,639.
17th Avenue Multi-use Trail: SE Ochoco - SE | Formal - Reso No Cancel the PE phase of K15598 OR-99E Bridge at Kellogg Lake and add $1,175,749 to increase the CN
1061 18018 |McLoughlin 15-4646 oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer | phase of K18018 17th Ave Trail: SE Ochoco - SE McLoughlin to $2,936,639.
Amend K18795 US26: SE 20th Ave-34th Ave to move $350,000 from K18840 Powell-Division Corridor
Safety & Access to Transit to increase CN on K18795 to $2,863,455. Move $290,000 from K18840 to the
1062 18795 |US26 (Powell Blvd) SE 20th - SE 34th Administrative oDOT Vaughan Rademeyer Region 1 FP due to scope reduction and change match ratio for K18840 to 11.93%.
Amend K18795 US26: SE 20th Ave-34th Ave to move $350,000 from K18840 Powell-Division Corridor
Powell-Division Corridor Safety & Access to Safety & Access to Transit to increase CN on K18795 to $2,863,455. Move $290,000 from K18840 to the
1063 18840 Transit Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer | Region 1 FP due to scope reduction and change match ratio for K18840 to 11.93%.
Combine K19399 into K14429 Kinsman Rd: SW Boeckman - SW Barbur to add a construction phase of
1064 14429 |Kinsman Road: SW Boeckman to SW Barbur | Administrative Wilsonville Amanda Sandvig $4,730,000
Kinsman Rd: Boeckman Rd - SW Barber Combine K19399 into K14429 Kinsman Rd: SW Boeckman - SW Barbur to add a construction phase of
1065 19399 | (Wilsonville) Administrative Wilsonville Vaughan Rademeyer $4,730,000
US30BY(Sandy Blvd): NE 105th Ave Amend K18796 to change the project name to US30BY (Sandy Blvd): NE 105th Ave (Portland) CMR-02 and
1066 18796 |(Portland) Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer  mile points to 11.58 -11.63
Amend K18778 US30: NW McNamee Rd - NW Bridge Ave to increase CN to $6,387,000 by adding $25,000
1067 18778 | US30: NW McNamee Rd - NW Bridge Ave Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer  Bike/Ped Quick Fix funds from K17599.
Add the project to the 15-18 STIP. Increase PE to $711,671 and add RW for $120,000 by moving $531,671
from the OT phase per Charter & CMRO1. This project was already in the MTIP so we just make the
1068 17516 |FFO - I-5: Interstate Bridge - Hassalo St Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer  |programming changes in TT. MKA
Regional Signal System-ConOps & Add K19702 Regional Signal System-ConOps & Implementation with $167,168 from K19287 and $947,286
1069 19702 |Implementation Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer from K19289. Increase K17458 ITS Network with $14,488 from K17459 and $5,572 from K19287
Transportation System Management & Add K19702 Regional Signal System-ConOps & Implementation with $167,168 from K19287 and $947,286
1070 9287/1928 Operations Program Administrative Metro Caleb Winter from K19289. Increase K17458 ITS Network with $14,488 from K17459 and $5,572 from K19287
Add K19702 Regional Signal System-ConOps & Implementation with $167,168 from K19287 and $947,286
1071 17458 |ITS Network Equipment Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer from K19289. Increase K17458 ITS Network with $14,488 from K17459 and $5,572 from K19287
TTIP Enhancement for Arterial Traveler Add K19702 Regional Signal System-ConOps & Implementation with $167,168 from K19287 and $947,286
1072 17459 |Information Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer |from K19289. Increase K17458 ITS Network with $14,488 from K17459 and $5,572 from K19287
Cancel K17718 and K19202 to move $2,140,000 to K19201 2016 Interstate Sign Replacement increasing
1073 19201 |2016 Interstate Sign Replacement Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer | PE to $540,000 and CN to $3,600,000. (Keys 17718 and 19202 are Non-MPO projects).
Red Electric Trail: SW Bertha - SW Vermont Cancel K14440 and add $208,660 of unobligated funds to K17268 Red Electric Trail: SW Bertha - SW
1074 17268 Sec Administrative Portland Vaughan Rademeyer  |Vermont Sec to increase PE to $642,643. Correct rounding on K17268.
SW Capitol Highway: Multnomah to Taylors Cancel K14440 and add $208,660 of unobligated funds to K17268 Red Electric Trail: SW Bertha - SW
1075 14440 |Ferry Administrative Portland Vaughan Rademeyer  |Vermont Sec to increase PE to $642,643. Correct rounding on K17268.
Combine K18803 into K18802 and rename to I-84: Jordan Rd. - Multnomah Falls. Change milepoints to
1076 18802 |1-84 Jordan Rd - Multnomah Falls Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer reflect the combined project. This project was not in the MTIP so we migrated the project from 12-15.




Metro

1st Quarter FFY 2016 (October 1 - December 31, 2015)
MTIP Amendment Summary Report

AMENDMENT MODIFICATION
NUMBER | ODOT KEY PROJECT NAME TYPE AGENCY REQUESTED BY REQUESTED ACTION
US26: Ross Island Intchg NB Conn Deck Add $35,700 to PE phase from State Bridge FP & $11,000 to CN from K17601. This is a duplicate, see
1077 18563 |Overlay Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer |Amendment Number 1050 from last quarter.
Amend K17306 SMART Preventative Maintenance FY13 to cancel project as requested by Patty Fink
1078 17306 | SMART Preventive Maintenance FY13 Administrative SMART Patty Fink 7/29/15
Clackamas
1079 18414 |SE 120th Ave Extension: S of SE Capps Rd. Administrative County Christina Hopes Slip K18414 SE 120th Ave Extension: S of SE Capps Rd to 2016 and add to 2015-18 STIP
Amend K18804 1-205: Johnson Creek - Glenn Jackson Bridge to increase PE to $540,000 and CN to
$10,966,000 by adding $100,000 from IM plan $90,000 from Bridge plan and $316,000 from K17697.
1080 18804 |1-205: Johnson Creek - Glenn Jackson Bridge | Administrative OoDOT Vaughan Rademeyer | Advance CN to 2017 per ODOT Charter.
Amend K18804 1-205: Johnson Creek - Glenn Jackson Bridge to increase PE to $540,000 and CN to
$10,966,000 by adding $100,000 from IM plan $90,000 from Bridge plan and $316,000 from K17697.
1081 17697 | US26: SE Powell Blvd at 116th Ave Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer | Advance CN to 2017 per ODOT Charter.
Amend K18806 US26: Cornelius Pass Rd - NW 185th Ave to increase CN to $30,931,636 with S5M JTA
1082 18806 |US26: Cornelius Pass Rd - NW 185th Ave Administrative Hillsboro Vaughan Rademeyer |from the FP per SB270 and $9M Local Agency Funds. Change state match on Urban STP to JTA.
1083 19301 Southwest in Motion (SWIM) Administrative Portland Vaughan Rademeyer Slip funding to 2016
Amend K19299 Portland Central City Safety Project - Phase 2 to increase PL to $949,515 by moving
1084 19299 | Portland Central City Safety Project - Phase 2| Administrative Portland Amanda Sandvig $670,901 from PE. Slip PE to 2017.
Durham Rd/Upper Boones Ferry Rd. OR99W -
1085 18311 |I-5 Administrative Tigard Vaughan Rademeyer Slip CN to 2017
Fanno Crk Trail: Woodard Pk to Bonita Amend K19327 to correct the project name to: Fanno Crk Trail: Woodard Pk-Bonita Rd/85th Ave-Tualatin
1086 19327 |Rd/85th Ave - Tualatin BR Administrative Tigard Amanda Sandvig Br.
SE 129th Avenue - Bike Lane and Sidewalk Change $1,597,491 of CN fed funds to Urban STP as requested by Kelly Jacobsen. Slip RW to 2017 and CN
1087 19280 |Project Administrative Happy Valley | Kelly Jacobsen to 2018.
Amend K19100 Region 1 Active Traffic Management (ATM) (TIGER) to increase CN to $14,105,000 by
1088 19100 |US26 ATMS/ITS Administrative oDOoT Matt Freitag adding $2.5M (shown as A/C) award from Oct 2015 OTC meeting.
Amend K19099 OR224/0R212 Corridor ITS to add a CN phase of $700,000 as awarded by the OTC in
1089 19099 |OR224/0R212 Corridor ITS Administrative OoDOT Vaughan Rademeyer  October 2015.
Amend K19204 1-205: Pacific Hwy - Abernethy Bridge to add a CN phase of $7M as awarded by the OTC in
1090 19204 |1-205 Pacific Hwy - Abernathy Bridge Administrative oDOoT Vaugan Rademeyer October 2015.
1091 17757 | Main St Ph2: Rail Corridor-Scoffins Administrative Tigard Seth Brumley Slip PE to 2017 and ROW and CN to 2018 for project K17757
Amend K18841 OR217: Allen-Denney Southbound Split Diamond to reduce CN to $5,095,832 to match
OR217: Allen-Denney Southbound Split the Draft IGA by removing $20,473 Enhance Federal funds and $525,685 Statewide Enhance Match and
1092 18841 |Diamond Administrative oDoT Ana Jovanovic reducing local agency funds by $2,008
1093 19356 | OR212: UPRR Structure - Rock Creek Administrative oDoT Matt Freitag Amend K19356 OR212: UPRR Structure - Rock Creek to change the highway to no.171
OR213: Intersection Improvements Couch - Amend K16150 OR213: Intersection Improvements Couch - Division to increase CN to $4,912,740 by
1094 16150 |Division Administrative oDoT Vaughan Rademeyer adding $438,740 Regional funds.
1095 18306 | East Metro Connections ITS Administrative Gresham Sam Hunaidi For project K18306 move $120k from OTH phase and $175k from CN phase to increase PE to $355,000
1096 18795 |US26 (Powell Blvd) SE 20th - SE 34th Administrative 0oDOT Nate Scott Slip K18795 US26 (Powell Blvd): SE 20th-34th CN to 2017
Add new project Key19691 |-84 and |-205 Barrier Installation with $5,600,000 award from the OTC in
1097 19691 |1-84 AND I-205 BARRIER INSTALLATION Administrative oDOoT Vaughan Rademeyer | October 2015
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Metro | Memo

Date: January 20, 2016
To: TPAC and Interested Parties
From: Ken Lobeck, Funding Programs Lead, 503-797-1785

Subject:  Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) Federal Fiscal Year 2015
Obligation and Performance Report

BACKGROUND:

Attached with this staff memo are the 2015 Annual Listing of Federally Obligated Projects and
Obligation Performance Summary for projects that obligated their Federal funds from October 1,
2014 to September 30, 2015.

Attachment 1 provides a summary of the FFY 2015 Obligation Performance. The summary
explains associated issues that arose during FFY 2015 preventing Federal transportation fund
obligations resulting in MTIP “slip” amendments to move the 2015 programmed funds into
2016.

Attachment 2 is the Annual Listing of Federally Obligated Projects that occurred during the
period from October 1, 2014 to September 30, 2015.

Please note the request at the end of Attachment 1 for TPAC input on the idea of initiating
a work group to discuss and provide guidance on addressing issues in the project obligation
and delivery process.

Please contact Ken Lobeck at if you have any questions.



Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) Federal Fiscal Year 2015 Obligation
and Performance Report

Attachment 1: Obligation Performance Summary

Overview:

Programming in the MTIP is based on an approved forecast of revenues expected to be available
through annual appropriations of Federal transportation funds. Federal funds are obligated by
their respective programming phase: Planning, Preliminary Engineering (PE), Right-of-Way,
Utility Relocation, Construction, or Other phase within the MTIP. The approved obligation
represents the Federal government’s legal commitment to pay the Federal share of the project
costs. Two methods exist for the lead agency to obligate their Federal funds for a specific MTIP
project phase.

For Federally funded planning and roadway capital improvement projects, the lead agency will
work with ODOT’s Local Agency Program to complete the requirements to obligate their funds.
The ODOT Local Agency Program fulfills FHWA stewardship responsibilities and supports
Local Public Agencies (LPA) in the delivery of their Federal-aid transportation projects.

For Federal Transit Administration (FTA) projects, obligation occurs when the FTA grant is
awarded. The grant award approval date represents the “obligation” date for the project. The lead
agency works directly with FTA to obtain their grant approval by utilizing FTAs Transit Award
Management System (TrAMS).

Once funds have been obligated, the project sponsor/lead agency begins incurring eligible
project expenses and then requests reimbursement. The reimbursement request must demonstrate
that the recipient incurred the costs consistent with the project agreement and all Federal
requirements.

Obligation Performance Review Findings:

From October through November 2015, ODOT and Metro staff reviewed the project obligation
process with a focus on Metro funded projects examining why 2015 funding had to be “slipped”
into 2016. The review covered how well Metro and ODOT forecasted project obligations, the
level of difficulty to complete the obligation process, and evaluated why some projects were not
ready to obligate their Federal funds and had to be “slipped” out to 2016. A summary of the
reasons why project funds were not obligated during 2015 included the following:

e Unrealistic Project Schedules: MTIP programming is based on the project schedule that
identifies the estimated start dates for the applicable phase (i.e. Planning, Preliminary
Engineering, R/W, Utility Relocation, and Construction). Several projects that required
phase slips into 2016 were due to overly optimistic schedules that did not fully consider
the time and requirements to either start the phase or complete the phase scope elements.

e Project Scoping Issues: By far, most of the delays to initiate the Planning or Preliminary
Engineering (NEPA & final design) phases resulting in slips into 2016 were due to
inadequate project scoping. Project scoping is the process that identifies specific project
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work/scope elements needed to complete the phase. As a result of the poor scoping,
delays resulted in completing the required Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) enabling
the project to move forward to obligate its Planning or Preliminary Engineering Federal
funds.

e Project Cost Methodology Issues: Several project costs estimates especially for the
Preliminary Engineering and Construction phases were incorrect. Until the phase cost
issues are resolved, the project phase cannot move forward.

o Staffing Capacity to Manage and Deliver Projects: Some project delays were due to the
lead agency not having adequate staff to lead and manage the project due to other
existing commitments.

o Staff Inexperience with the Federal Transportation Project Delivery Process: Some
delays were due to staff inexperience with the Federal transportation project delivery
process requiring additional time to complete required obligation steps.

e External Factors Not Anticipated: A few delays also occurred as a result of external
factors not anticipated (e.g. delays from other agencies involved in the project delivery
process) and outside of the lead agency or ODOT’s control that prevented the fund
obligation from occurring.

Out of 160 projects with funds programmed in phases during FFY 2015, a total of seventy-one
projects (both Metro and ODOT projects) did not obligate their 2015 phase funding as
programmed, and required an amendment during September/October to slip their 2015 phase
funding into 2016. The “slip” percentage was 44.4%.

As a result of the project slips and delays to obligate project funds, Metro and the ODOT Region
1 Local Agency Liaisons (LAL) have cooperatively begun addressing the delays. Several process
improvements have been initiated to reduce the obligation delays which include:

e Establishing improved lines of communications between Metro, ODOT, and the lead
agency to help identify potential projects issues and solutions as early as possible.

e Clarifying roles and responsibilities concerning obligation responsibilities.

e Initiating Metro staff participation on monthly ODOT project delivery review meetings.

e Initiating a quarterly Metro/LAL process meeting to discuss policies, issues, and needed
process corrections to improve the Federal transportation obligation and delivery process.

e Developing specialized project monitoring worksheets to help improve project obligation
estimates.

e Approaching the Federal transportation project delivery process utilizing closer
coordination and communication between Metro and ODOT from initial project funding
award through MTIP/STIP programming, fund obligations, fund expenditure/
reimbursements to the delivery of the project scope elements, and finally to close-out.

As Metro and the ODOT LALSs have explored possible improvements, another idea has emerged
which Metro staff is requesting TPAC input. The idea involves creating a TPAC working group
that would be comprised of Metro and ODOT staff, plus local agency public works directors,
transportation engineers, or other agency staff involved with the Federal transportation project
delivery process. Project delivery issues, concerns, policies, etc. could be addressed through this
working group. If the idea of a working group is of interest to the TPAC, staff could bring back a
more detailed overview of the concept at a future TPAC meeting.
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Nondiscrimination Notice to the Public
Metro hereby gives public notice that it is the policy of the Metro Council to assure full compliance with Title VI of

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental
Justice and related statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. Title VI requires that no person in the
United States of America shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, or national origin be excluded from the
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity for which Metro receives federal financial assistance. Any person who believes they have been aggrieved
by an unlawful discriminatory practice under Title VI has a right to file a formal complaint with Metro. Any such
complaint must be in writing and filed the Metro’s Title VI Coordinator within one hundred eighty (180) days
following the date of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For more information, or to obtain a Title VI
Discrimination Complaint Form, see the web site at

www.oregonmetro.gov or call 503-797-1536.



http://www.oregonmetro.gov/

Metro is a Federally Mandated metropolitan planning organization designated by the
governor to develop an overall transportation plan and to allocate federal funds for the region. The Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) is a 17-member committee that provides a forum for elected
officials and representatives of agencies involved in transportation to evaluate transportation needs in the region
and to make recommendations to the Metro Council. The established decision-making process assures a well-
balanced regional transportation system and involves local elected officials directly in decisions that help the
Metro Council develop regional transportation policies, including allocating transportation funds.

JPACT Committee Members: http://www.oregonmetro.gov/regional-leadership/metro-advisory-
committees/joint-policy-advisory-committee-transportation

The preparation of this report was financed in part by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration. The opinions, findings and conclusions expressed in this report
are not necessarily those of the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration and Federal
Transit Administration.






ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

The 2015 Annual Listing of Federally Obligated Projects lists the Metro area programs and projects for
which Federal transportation funds have been obligated. The programs and projects listed in this report
are organized by location, either as serving the region as a whole, or as located in Clackamas,
Multnomah or Washington County. Table 1 lists the projects obligated through the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). Table 2 lists projects obligated through The Federal Transit Administration FTA).

This report provides a yearly update about the progress of projects scheduled for construction or
implementation and is useful for understanding the process by which federal investments are made in
the communities of this region.

This document is available for downloading on the Metro website at: www.oregonmetro.gov/mtip.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)

The RTP is the guiding policy document which outlines the long-range vision of the region’s urban
transportation system. As a component of the policy document, it identifies priority transportation
investments (i.e. projects and programs) for the next 25 years which will help achieve the long-range
vision. The RTP list represents priorities beyond what can be afforded by the region in any given year. As
a result, Metro is required to develop a four-year expenditure plan known as the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) for the Portland urban area For projects to receive federal
transportation funding, they must be included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (MTIP)

The Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) is the federally mandated four year
schedule of expenditures (i.e., spending) of federal transportation funds as well as significant state and
local funds in the Portland metropolitan region. As a report, the MTIP provides the upcoming four-year
implementation schedule of transportation projects in the Portland region. The MTIP also demonstrates
how the transportation projects to be implemented comply with federal regulations regarding project
eligibility, air quality impacts, environmental justice and public involvement. The MTIP serves as the
implementation strategy for the first four years of the region’s long-range transportation plan (RTP).The
MTIP coordinates spending of federal and state transportation funds for four different public agencies:
Metro, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation
District (TriMet), and South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART).

Programming in the MTIP is based on a forecast of revenues expected to be available through annual
appropriations and apportionments of federal transportation funds. Forecasted revenues are assigned
to forecasted costs by project phase, such as design and engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and
construction. As funding actually becomes available each federal fiscal year, programming is adjusted for
that year based on project readiness, with some projects slipping to future years while others move to
the current year. Projects in this report are also in the MTIP.
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ABOUT OBLIGATIONS

An obligation in the context of this report is the Federal government’s legal commitment to pay the
Federal share of a project’s cost. An obligated project is one that has been authorized by the Federal
agency as meeting eligibility requirements for federal funds. Projects for which funds have been
obligated are not necessarily initiated or completed in the program year. For obligations on a
construction project, typically the project needs to complete a competitive bid process and begin
construction if an acceptable bid is received. Alternatively, projects may have obtained permission
to proceed to construction using local funds, with the ability to be obligated and reimbursed with
federal funds at a later date. Some of those projects in this report may already have been
constructed.

The amount of the obligation usually does not equal the total cost of the project. An obligation may
be for only one phase of a multi-phased project, and the obligation amount listed does not account
for local funding spent on a project.

For Federal Transit Administration (FTA) projects, obligation occurs when the FTA grant is awarded.
For Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) projects, obligation occurs by phase when a project
agreement is executed and FHWA authorizes the federal funds. A project agreement defines specific
project elements that are eligible for funding; how financing will occur; and agency roles,
responsibilities and liabilities.

Once funds have been obligated, the project sponsor/lead agency begins incurring eligible project
expenses and then requests reimbursement. The reimbursement request must demonstrate that
the recipient incurred the costs consistent with the project agreement and all federal requirements.

Occasionally, an agency may request that funds be “de-obligated” from a project. This occurs most
frequently when the sponsor agency has completed the phase of a project without using all the
obligated funds. It also occurs if the agency has decided not to proceed with that project or if an
agency decides to change sources of funding for a project. In the case of changing sources of funds,
there may be a report entry showing the obligation of the second funding category to the project.
De-obligations are shown on the obligation table in parenthesis ( ).

Following are the projects in the Portland metropolitan area that were obligated in Federal
Fiscal Year 2015 (October 1, 2014 — September 30, 2015),

Frequently used fund types

In the Annual Listing of Federally Obligated Projects table, there are a number of fund types that
are listed as acronyms or use initials. Here is a list of frequently used fund types found in the
tables.

e CMAQ - Congestion Mitigation Air Quality funds
e HPP — High Priority Project funds

e HSIP — Highway Safety Improvement Program

e NHS — National Highway Safety funds

e STP -Surface Transportation Program funds

e TAP —Transportation Alternatives Program funds
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For further information on these fund types: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/federalaid/projects.cfm

Further information

For additional information regarding specific projects contained within this report, please
contact the lead agency.

For questions about this report, please contact Pamela Blackhorse,
pamela.blackhorse@oregonmetro.gov
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project | ODOT Key Project Title
No. No.
Beaverton 0535039-00 14400 |SW Rose Biggi: Hall Blvd - Crescent St
Beaverton 0535035-00 17460 |ORS8 & OR10: Hocken - 107th/Western (SCATS)
Clack
zzuiTyas S171030-00 = 15555  FFO-OR212/224:Sunrise Corridor(l-205-SE 122nd Ave)
Clack
zguiTyas C005065-00 = 15599  OR213, Harmony, Sunnyside Rds, Sidewalk/Signals
DEQ 0000234-00 19108 |Portland Metro Area Clean Diesel Upgrade
Forest Grove | 2620010-00 16063 |B Street: 23rd Ave - Primrose Ln
Forest Grove 2620009-00 18003 |OR8 @ Quince St - Turn Lanes & Pedestrian Crossing
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Project Phase

Preliminary Engineering

Right of Way

Construction

Other

Preliminary Engineering

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Preliminary Engineering

Right of Way

Other

Construction

Construction

Construction

Right of Way

Preliminary Engineering

Other

Right of Way

Fund Type

STP- URBANIZED
AREAS>200,000

STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU
EXT

SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP-
21 EXT

CONGESTION MITIGATION S-
LU EXT

CONGESTION MITIGATION S-
LU EXT

STP R/H PROT DEV - STEAO3

STP - R/H HAZ ELIM - TEA21

STP - R/H HAZ ELIM - STEAO3

RAIL HWY CROSSING HAZARD
ELIM

STP-RL-HWY-CROSSING HAZ.
ELIM

RL HWY CROSS HAZ ELIM S-LU

EXT

STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU
EXT

TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP
>200K

CONGESTION MITIGAT MAP-
21 EXT

TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP
>200K

TRANSP ALTERNATIVES PROG
FLEX

TRANSP ALTERNATIVES PROG
FLEX

MIN GUARANTEE-EXEMPT-
TEA21

STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU
EXT

STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU
EXT

STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP-
21 EXT

Federal Amount
Programed 2015

S0
S0
S0
S0

S0

S0

S0
$233,298
$500,000

$35,000

$258,665

$61,374
$321,882
$89,730

$701,331

Federal Amount
Obligated 2015

Total Project Cost
Estimate

(5206,925)
($243,100) 54,018 360
$439,527
$116,012
($119,492) $835,841
$4,181
$219,809
$313,455
$379,828 $106,825,979
$389,010
$1,125,207
($222,530) %0
$233,298 $784,000
500,000 $1,971,500
$7,573
$86,776 470108
$172,786
$61,374
$81,654
$89,730 $4,171,382

$701,331
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project  ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Right of Wa STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU 157,028 157,476 1,885,000
Gresham | 3125053-00 14393  NE Cleveland Ave: Stark St - Powell Blvd '8 Y ol 2157, 2157, °1,885,
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- $15,302
Gresham 3125041-00 14413 | Max Trail: Ruby Jct. - Cleveland Station - 21 S0 $3,951,135
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- $28,807
21
Construction STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $175,443
Gresham 3125051-00 15601 |190th Dr: Pleasant View/Highland - Willow Parkway - 21 $442,973 $1,536,380
Construction STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $267,530
21
Prelimi Engi i NATL HIGHWAY SYS - TEA21 53,838 53,838 1,075,000
Gresham | 3125052-00 = 18306 East Metro Connections ITS refiminary Engineering 253, 253, 21,075,
Gresham 3125056-00 19279 |Sandy Blvd: NE 181st Ave To East Gresham City Limit  Preliminary Engineering STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $596,350 $596,350 $3,993,202
21 EXT
Other CONGESTION MITIGATION $530
Hillsboro 0000244-00 19185 |Rock Creek CNG Fueling Infrastructure (Hillsboro) Other EL?':;FSTION MITIGATION 5- $1,169,000 517,198 $3,269,333
Other CONGESTION MITIGAT MAP- $1,151,268
21 EXT
Construction SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL S- 0 10,613 495,000
Lake Oswego = 4055012-00 17148  Pilkington Pathway: Jean Rd-Dawn St uet U Exr ? ? 3
Boones Ferry Rd: Oakridge Rd/Reese Rd - Madrona St | Preliminary Engineerin EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 2,000,000 2,000,000 26,440,000
Lake Oswego = 4055014-00 18809 | - Y idge R/ iminary Engineering  EQ ? ? 3
Bike/Ped Improvements
Plannin Urban STP 0 219,898 278,614
Metro IGA 30814 15584 |Livable Streets Policy and Guidebooks (2010) e » » 3
Pl i STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU 0 7,036 334,336
Metro 0000201-00 = 15586  Westside Trail Master Plan anning o > (57,036) 2334,
Plannin CONGESTION MITIGATION S- 0 12,671 150,000
Metro 0000209-00 17457 | Arterial Performance Measure RCTO "8 LU EXT ? (512,671) #150,
Metro IGA 30814 18005 |Regional Freight Passenger Rail Investment Strategy Planning Urban STP S0 $200,000 $417,920
(2013)
Planning STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $2,541,190
21
Metro PR17003-00 = 18008 State Planning And Research Program FFY2015. Planning ;IPE')L(JTRBAN'ZED >200K MAP- ) 52,320,131 $1,268,806
Planning STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU ($1,022,675)
EXT
Pl i Urban STP 1,138,500 1,138,500 1,268,806
Metro IGA30814 18008  Metro Planning 2015 anning roan 21,138, 21,138, 21,268,
Pl i Urban STP 0 500,000 557,277
Metro IGA 30814 18016 | Corridor & Systems Planning (Powell/Division) anning roan ? 2500, 9557,
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Plannin Urban STP 0 270,505 1,161,262
Metro IGA 30814 18089 |Metro Planning (2013) e » » 3
Pl i Urban STP 0 52,288 66,687
Metro IGA30814 | 18312 2014 Regional TSMO Program anning roan 2 252, 266,
Pl i Urban STP 60,000 60,000 66,687
Metro IGA30814 | 18313 2015 Regional TSMO Program anning roan 560, 260, 266,
Plannin Urban STP 50,000 50,000 55,723
Metro IGA 30814 18314 2014 Regional ITS Architectural Update "8 3 ? ?
Pl i Urban STP 0 50,000 55,723
Metro IGA 30814 18315 2014 Regional ITS Communication Master Plan anning roan ? 250, 255,
Other INTELLIGENT TRANS SYS MAP- 191,680 191,680 239,600
Metro 0000243-00 19529 |I-84 Multimodal Integrated Corridor Management 21 ? ? 3
Other SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- 318,000 318,000 354,397
Metro S000978-00 19551 |Metro Drive Less Connect Outreach Program (2015-17) 21 EXT ? ? 3
Constructi HIGH PRIORITY PROJ SEC 1702 0 38,966 4,746,643
Milwaukie  4865014-00 ~ 14064 SE Lake Rd: Oatfield Rd-Where Else Ln onstruction > >38, 24,746,
Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED $42,442
AREAS>200,000 )
17th Ave Trail: SE Och - SE Mcl hlin - Link Troll imi i i - -
Milwaukie 4864016-00 18018 .ve rai .c 0oco . cloughlin - Link Trolley | Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU $220,883 $3,308,814
& Springwater Corridor Trail EXT
Right of Way STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU $143,568 $143,568
EXT
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- $29,809 $10,500,000
Mult h
uttnoman - 0454401-00 16196  Broadway St: Willamette R (Broadway) Br Painting , 21 $7,914,186
County Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- $535,340
21
Multnomah C051105-00 18019 Arata Road: 223rd - 238th (Fairview/Wood Village) Right of Way SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU $502,488 $502,488 $4,468,201
County Sidewalks, Lighting & Landscape EXT
Construction RAIL HWY PROTECT DEV MAP- $12,937
Mult h
uttnoman - 5400936-00 19043  NE 244th Ave Rail Crossing , 21 $60,000 $410,000
County Construction RAIL HWY PROTECT DEV MAP- $62,084
21
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU $19,622
2009 Signal U des Vari High Vari
oDoT S000771-00 = 13739 >1ghal Upgrades Various Highways varlous , EXT $0 $3,303,000
Counties Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- $43,751
21
Construction NATIONAL HWY PERF S0 $275,987 $10,000,000
DOT 404 3- 14 FFO - 1-2 NE Ai Way | h
OoDO S064043-00 856 (0] 05 @ irport Way Interchange PROGRAM EXT
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- ($127,415)
21
opboT S020022-00 = 15044  OR8: Minter Bridge Rd - SW 331st Ave Construction ;L;RFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- 50 5385,911 $15,976,212
Annual Listing of Federally Obligated Projects 2014-15 6 12/29/2015




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency

oDoT

oDOoT

oDoT

oDoT

oDoT

oDoT

oDoT

oDoT

oDoT

FHWA Project
No.

S001374-00

S091078-00

S091062-00

S068007-00

7365011-00

C005090-00

S001392-00

S091076-00

S064047-00

ODOT Key
No.

15140

15190

16142

16150

16968

17034

17516

17521

17524

Project Title

I-5: Holladay - Marquam & 1-405: Fremont Bridge

OR99W: N Victory Blvd - N Argyle St

FFO - OR99W: I-5 NB Ramps

OR213:Cascade Hwy N @ Stark & Washington - Access
Mgmt; Median/Curbs

OR99W: Gaarde/McDonald - Intersection Imprvmts
Henrici Rd Stormwater Improvement Project

I-5: Interstate Bridge - Hassalo St

OR99W: Tualatin River Bridge #01417S

1-205: Columbia Slough & NE Alderwood Rd Brs
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Project Phase

Fund Type

Construction

Construction

Other

Preliminary Engineering

Construction

Preliminary Engineering

Preliminary Engineering

Right of Way

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Preliminary Engineering

Construction

Preliminary Engineering

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP-
21 EXT
BRIDGE 85% ON/OFF S-LU EXT

SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU
EXT

SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU
EXT

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG

STP OPTIONAL SAFETY -
STEAO3

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG
EXTENS

STP OPTIONAL SAFETY-RE.

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG
EXTENS
NATL HIGHWAY SYS - STEAO3

EMERGENCY RELIEF

INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE
STEAO3

NATIONAL HWY PERF
PROGRAM EXT

BRIDGE 85% ON/OFF S-LU EXT

BRIDGE 85% ON/OFF S-LU EXT
NHS- NATL HIGHWAY SYS S-LU
EXT

HIGH PRIORITY PROJ SEC 1702

STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP-
21 EXT

Federal Amount
Programed 2015

S0
S0
S0

S0

$0

$703,327

$4,085,634

S0
$0

S0

$2,502,570

S0
$2,090,692

$6,505,425

Federal Amount Total Project Cost
Obligated 2015 Estimate
$811,935
$150,992 $22,666,000
$7,860
$215,040 $9,668,000
$215,257 $2,414,000
$4,853
$1,405,346
$167,844
5495,573 $7,354,928
$776,411
$1,115,960
$2,053,545
$3,380 $10,357,816
$40,622 $192,000
$259,004 $1,300,000
$51,963
5126,331 $3,125,000
$747,313
$21,697 $1,275,999
$511,695
$7.250,000 $18,959,981
12/29/2015




FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Prelimi Engi i EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 0 61,142 1,996,998
oDOoT S068014-00 17568 OR213 (82nd Ave): King Rd - Lake Rd reliminary Engineering  EQ ? 261, #1,99,
Preliminary Engineering EXTENSION OF ALLOC $88,429
ODOT S000769-00 17697 2014 & 2015 Signal Upgrades o 3 3 PROGRAMS S0 $816,000
Preliminary Engineering REDISTRIB CERTAIN $106,115
AUTHORIZE
Construction HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG $409
Construction HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG $4,306
OR210: OR217 To C de Ave Scholls Int ti
oDoT S143006-00 17703 0 ascade Ave Scholls Intersection , $0 $2,916,789
Improvements, Sidewalks Construction HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG $90,190
Construction HWY SAFETY IMP PROG S-LU $147,967
EXT
Preliminary Engineering HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG S0 $89,453
Right of Way HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG S0 $163,002
ODOT S029020-00 17704 |OR8: SW 185th Ave Tualatin Valley 3 $4,947,999
Construction SEC 164 PEN -HSIP MAP-21 $519,636
3 EXT $2,939,587
Construction SEC 164 PEN -HSIP MAP-21 $2,039,315
EXT
Construction HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG $130,607
Constructi ET;ETA?AY SAFETY IMP PROG 2698,056 $626,349
opoT S068024-00 = 17707 | OR 213 (82nd Ave): Sandy Blvd onstruction ETENS ' $1,169,946
Preliminary Engineering HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG S0 $163,373
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- $15,300 $80,579
21 EXT
opoT S068029-00 = 17708 | OR 213 (82nd Ave): SE Duke Street Construction SEC 164 PEN -HSIP MAP-21 »102,860 $1,228,000
EXT
" $688,053
Construction SEC 164 PEN -HSIP MAP-21 $533,554
EXT
Construction NATIONAL HWY PERF $30,225
ODOT S029021-00 18000 OR8:SW 331st Ave - Quince St 3 PROGRAM EXT S0 $4,900,000
Construction NHS- NATL HIGHWAY SYS S-LU $32,957
EXT
Other EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 41,276 45,816 2,327,546
oDOoT S001479-00 18262 |I-5 SB: Broadway-Weidler Exit Ramp Q 3 > 3
Other STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- 0 2,716 111,445
oDoT S000877-00 18307 |Traffic Signal Sysytem Software Upgrade 21 ? (> ) 3
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project  ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Preliminary Engineering SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU $110,664 $25,659
EXT
opoT S000826-00 18309  1-5/I-205 Bi-State Travel Time Signage Construction ;IP'URBAN'ZED >200K MAP- 200,000 $619,480
: $430,237
Construction CONGESTION MITIGATION ($200,000)
MAP-21
Preliminary Engineering INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE S0 $171,090
ODOT | S001447-00 18379 I-5:Marquam Bridge - Capitol Highway Construction NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERF S8771 $10,955,999
PROGRAM 50
Construction NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERF $553,751
PROGRAM
Preliminary Engineerin SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- 0 460,639 2,700,000
ODOT S000885-00 18433 Interstate Operations Improvements iminary Enel e 21 EXT > > 3
Preliminary Engineerin NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERF 462,692 386,757 3,093,895
oDOoT S001472-00 = 18564 15 Over NE Hassalo & NE Holladay St - Deck Overlay iminary tngineering ? ? 3
PROGRAM
Preliminary Engineerin NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERF 1,095,000 1,075,885 6,351,000
oDOoT S026122-00 18583  US26: Boring Road Oxing Bridge Repair iminary Engineering ? ? 3
PROGRAM
Preliminary Engineerin SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- 945,754 1,035,601 4,058,000
oDOoT S068028-00 18757 OR213 Operational Improvements iminary Engineering o1 ? ? 3
Preliminary Engineering MIN GUAR-SPECIAL LIM- $25,452
TEA21
Preliminary Engineering STP - STATE FLEXIBLE - STEAO3 $32,882
OoDOT S029027-00 18758 |OR8 Operational Improvements o X X $148,055 $964,000
Preliminary Engineering REDIST CERTAIN AUTH MAP- $39,376
21 EXT
Preliminary Engineering EQUITY BONUS LIMITATION $50,344
Preliminary Engineeri MIN GUARANTEE-EXEMPT- 43,070 47,808 205,000
oDOT S144027-00 18761 OR217:SW Allen Bivd & SW Denny Rd reliminary tngineering TEAd1 243, 47, 5205,
Preliminary Engineeri NHS- NATL HIGHWAY SYS S-LU 241,374 264,304 2,666,000
opoT S174013-00 = 18772 | OR212: SE Richey Rd - US26 Clackamas reliminary tngineering Exr 2241, 2264, 52,666,
Preliminary Engineering NHS- NATL HIGHWAY SYS S0 $98,254
opoT S092053-00 18778  US30: NW McNamee Rd - NW Bridge Ave Right of Way NHS- NATL HIGHWAY SYS 529,476 $6,945,000
: $148,055
Right of Way SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- $132,643
21 EXT
US26: SE 20th Ave - SE 33rd Ave - C Ik Right of W, HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG 368,880 409,457 3,407,655
opoT S026117-00 18795 - ve ra Ave - Lrosswa 'ght ot Way »368, 2409, 23,407,
Signals/ADA Upgrades
Preliminary Engineerin INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE 448,650 504,905 500,000
opoT S064052-00 = 18804 |1-205: Johnson Creek To Glen Jackson Bridge iminary Engineering STEAGS > 2 2
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project  ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Preliminary Engineerin EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 681,099 36,007 759,054
oDOoT S064054-00 = 19070  1-205: -84 - SE Stark/Washington Street iminary Engineering | EQ ? ? 3
Prelimi Engi i EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 134,595 147,382 150,000
opoT S171040-00 | 19099  OR224/OR212 Corridor ITS reliminary Engineering | EQ 2134, 2147, 2150,
Prelimi Engi i NATL INFRA INVEST TIGER VI 661,123 200,000 13,042,225
oDOT S047113-00 19100 |Regional Active Traffic Management (ATM) reliminary tngineering 2661, 2200, 313,042,
Right of Wa SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- 476,466 528,878 1,431,000
oDoT S068030-00 19141 |OR213: King Rd Mt Scott Creek Bridge ADA Ramps '8 y 21 EXT ? ? 3
Preliminary Engineerin EQ BONUS SPEC LIM S-LU EXT 368,880 563,003 400,000
opoT S064053-00 19204 1-205: Pacific Hwy - Abernathy Bridge iminary Engineering Q ? ? 3
Preliminary Engineerin SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU 44,865 49,127 350,000
oDOoT S064051-00 =~ 19265  1-205 Shared Use Path At Maywood Park - ADA iminary Engineering i 3 ? 3
oDOT S001471-00 19266 I-5 Shared Use Path: N. Jantzen Drive-Tomahawk Preliminary Engineering SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU $94,216 $106,030 $395,000
Island EXT
Preliminary Engineering BRIDGE PROGRAM - 85% $3,005
oDoT S081070-00 19442 |OR99E: Crystal Springs Creek Bridge — - - ON/OFF $39,514 $44,036
Preliminary Engineering NATIONAL HIGHWAY PERF $40,262
PROGRAM
Preliminary Engineering HIGHWAY SAFETY IMP PROG $327,842 $363,905 $1,602,672
Preliminary Engineering BRIDGE 85% ON/OFF S-LU EXT $2,357
2016 Region 1 Local R i | HSIP
obort $143008-00 19528 S(c:)hc?llseSgil(:'nr;l Sa(;Z: E:Ei;:&lfgna perades (1) Prelimi Engi i NATIONAL HWY PERF $115,521
g y reliminary Engineering $448,650 ’ $1,372,500
PROGRAM EXT
Preliminary Engineering BRIDGE PROGRAM - 85% $379,865
ON/OFF
. Preliminary Engineering NATIONAL HWY PERF $517,652 $574,594 $576,900
DOT 1481- 1 I- R217:B Deck |
OoDO S001481-00 9535 5/0 ridge Deck Overlays PROGRAM EXT
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX S-LU 0 869,777 2,221,000
Oregon City = 5520029-00 | 17013  Main St: 5th St - 10th St uet i > > 2
NE Columbia Blvd At MLK Jr Blvd - Sid Ik, ADA Right of W STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU 650,543 650,543 3,086,270
Portland  5900276-00 = 13502 olumbia Bl rEvd - sidewall 'gnt ot ay 2650, 2650, >3,086,
Ramps EXT
portland 5900234-00 14407 Springwater Trail: SE Umatilla St - SE 19th Ave (Multi- |Preliminary Engineering HIGH PRIORITY PROJ SEC 1702 S0 $5,565 $690,000
Use Path)
Construction STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU $108,051
Portland 5900222-00 14408 |N Lombard St: Columbia Slough O-Xing - EXT S0 $2,255,909
Construction STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU ($181,041)
EXT
Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED S0 $14,270
NE/SE 50's Bik :NETh To SE Woodstock
Portland 5900220-00 15589 ./ s Bikeway ompson To oodstoc . AREAS>200,000 $1,522,344
(Bike Route) Right of Way STP- URBANIZED S0 ($2,302)
AREAS>200,000
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Construction TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP 0 115,607 801,938
Portland 5900274-00 16253 | Pedestrian Crossings At 4 Schools o >200K ’ ’ ;
) ) . Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED ] ($17,504) $2,072,885
Portland 5900211-00 16771 102nd Ave: NE GI - SE Washingt Sid Ik
ortlan nd Ave isan ashington (Sidewalks) AREAS>200,000
Construction STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $86,366
Portland 5900248-00 17041 |Safe Routes To Schools - Bike/Ped - 21 S0 $656,024
Construction SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL S- $96,251
LU EXT
portland 5900243-00 17374 N Willamette Greenway Trail: Columbia Blvd-Steele Planning STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU ] ($89,704) $495,709
Bridge EXT
Construction CONGESTION MITIGATION 1,097,139 870,695 1,522,890
Portland 5900272-00 17463 |Active Corridor Management (Various City Streets) uet MAP-21 ? ? 3
Other TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP $40,378 $40,379
>200K
Construction TRANSP ALTERNATIVES PROG $43,070 $43,070
Portland 5900277-00 17888 |SE Holgate & Ramona:122nd-136th Ave - Sidewalks : FLEX $1,711,631
Construction TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP $241,685
: >200K $913,379
Construction TAP -URBANIZED AREAS POP $665,467
>200K
portland 5900279-00 18023 Burfgard/Lombard @ North Time Oil Road - Bike Lanes |Right of Way SURFACE TRANS FLEX- MAP- $211,946 $211,946 $2,633,456
& Sidewalks 21 EXT
Other STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- 125,000 125,000 139,307
Portland 5900278-00 18024 |Regional Over-Dimensional Truck Route Plan 1 > > s
X . . Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED S0 ($42,442) $4,042,000
Portland 5900256-00 18025 | Portland Bike Sh P t
ortlan ortland Bike Sharing Projec AREAS>200,000
Construction SURFACE TRANS FLEX - MAP- 2,887,224 338,579 4,540,000
Portland  5900260-00 ~ 18340  NW Thurman St: Macleay Park Bridge uet o1 ? ? 3
Other CONGESTION MITIGAT MAP- 577,000 576,864 1,154,000
Portland 0000241-00 19187 |Kerby CNG & RNG Fueling Infrastructure (Portland) 21 EXT ? ? 3
Oth CONGESTION MITIGATION 0 451 100,000
PSU S000791-00 = 17456  Portal Archived Data User Services er aboat > (>451) 5100,
Other STP- URBANIZED $125,000 $125,622 $139,307
PSU 0000235-00 18318 |Portal Archived Data User Servi
ortal Archived Data User Services AREAS>200,000
Preliminary Engineerin CONGESTION MITIGAT MAP- 949,483 949,483 5,230,092
Sherwood | 6710005-00 18026 | Cedar Creek/Tonquin Trail: OR99W - Murdock Rd iminary Engineering o1 ? ? 3
Other CONGESTION MITIGAT MAP- 419,039 419,039 467,000
Sherwood 6710006-00 18280 |Cedar Creek/Tonquin Trail: OR99W - Murdock Rd 21 EXT > > s
. Main Street: Rail Corridor To 99W - Pedestrian Preliminary Engineering STP- URBANIZED S0 $4,870 $3,553,866
Tigard 7365009-00 15600
& Amenities AREAS>200,000
Other STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- 262,909 262,909 1,114,454
Tigard C067105-00 18311 |Durham Rd/Upper Boones Ferry Rd: OR99W - I-5 21 EXT ? ? 3
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Lead Agency | FHWA Project ODOT Key Project Title Project Phase Fund Type Federal Amount Federal Amount | Total Project Cost
No. No. Programed 2015 Obligated 2015 Estimate
Construction TRANSP ALT PROG FLEX $385,362
Tualatin Hill
walBtin BS - 6000233-00 | 17273 Westside Trail: Rock Creek Trail - Bronson Creek Trail , MAP21 EXT $1,597,491 $2,673,954
P&R Construction TRANSP ALT PROG FLEX $1,212,129
MAP21 EXT
Construction STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $109,747
Washingt
asniNBON 506710100 = 17461 Tualatin-Sherwood Rd: OR99W-Teton Ave : 21 $911,795
County Construction STP-URBANIZED >200K MAP- $802,048
1 $2,100,000
Washington Other STP- URBANIZED AREAS S-LU 224,325 224,325
"8 C067104-00 17461 |Tualatin-Sherwood Rd: OR99W-Teton Ave ? ?
County EXT
Wilsonville 8280013-00 17264 F|:ench Prairie Bridge: .Boones Ferry Rd-Butteville Rd- |Other STP-URBANIZED AREAS RE. $1,250,000 $1,250,000 $1,393,068
Bike/Ped/Emer Veh Xing
Wilsonville Other CONGESTION MITIGATION $70,000 $70,000 $120,000
2 14- 191 Wil ille SMART: CNG Fueli i
SMART 8280014-00 9193 ilsonville S CNG Fueling Station Upgrade MAP-21
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FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION (FTA)

Lead Agency FTA Grant No. ODOT Key No. Project Name FTA Section Code - FTA Fund Type Amount Obligation Total Project
Programmed Amount Cost Estimate
Metro OR-95-X051 18013 Region Travel Options Program 2014 - STP 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $1,750,684 $1,750,684 $1,951,058
ODOT-Public Transit OR-95-X063 19551 Metro Drive Less Connect Outreach Program (State STP) 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $318,000 $318,000 $354,397
ODOT-Public Transit OR-65-X012 19557 Ride Connection - 5310 E&D Transit Capital STP Tsfr (2015-17) 49 USC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities (FHWA $4,144,495 $4,144,495 $4,618,851
ODOT-Public Transit OR-65-X012 19558 TriMet - 5310 E&D Capital STP Tsfr (2015-17) Zf;rl)JSC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities (FHWA $2,284,757 $2,284,757 $2,546,258
ODOT-Public Transit OR-65-X012 19559 Wilsonville - 5310 E&D Capital STP Tsfr (2015-17) Zf;rL)JSC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities (FHWA xfer) $68,195 $68,195 $76,000
Portland State University | OR-26-7012 N/A Portland State University Project Miscellaneous R&D $0 $943,984 $943,984
49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula $309,284
SMART/Wilsonville OR-90-X178 18027 SMART Bus Capital, Assoc Imp & Prev Maint 29 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula $376,000 $60,000 $470,000
SMART/Wilsonville OR-16-X044 19134 FY13 & FY14 - 5310 Mobility Management 49 USC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities $20,141 $16,113 $20,141
SMART/Wilsonville OR-16-X044 19136 FY13 & FY14 - 5310 Mobility Management 49 USC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities $19,466 $15,573 $19,466
SMART/Wilsonville OR-34-0004 19137 FY14 5339 Software 49 USC 5339 - Alternatives Analysis Program $56,839 $45,471 $56,839
SMART/Wilsonville OR-95-X031 19054 14-15 CMAQ/STP - TDM Program (STP) 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $82,924 $74,408 $82,924
TriMet OR-95-X054 18010 FY15 STP Preventive Maintenance 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $2,975,000 $2,975,000 $3,315,502
TriMet OR-95-X038 19053 TriMet Employer Program (RTO) STP - FY15 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $459,973 $459,973 $512,619
TriMet OR-95-X053 | 18043/18047 2015 Regional Rail Debt Service Bond (CMAQ) 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $11,144,545
TriMet OR-95-X053 18045 2015 Regional Rail Debt Service Bond (STP) 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,572,272
TriMet OR-03-0126 18055 5309NS Portland to Milwaukie Light Rail (FY15) 49 USC 5309 - Fixed Guideway Modernization $100,000,000 | $100,000,000 | $1,490,350,173
TriMet OR-90-X166 18039 FY15 5307 Bus Preventive Maintenance 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula $37,642,864 $23,583,751 $47,053,580
TriMet OR-34-0001 18704 FY15 5339 Bus Purchase 49 USC 5339 - Alternatives Analysis Program $2,900,000 $1,825,429 $28,625,000
TriMet OR-16-X042 18049 FY15 (5310) TriMet Enhanced Mobility Program 49 USC 5310 - Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities $1,931,250 $762,545 $3,862,500
TriMet OR-95-X054 17905 Hillsboro Bike and Ride (Orenco Station) STP 49 USC 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula (FHWA xfer) $80,000 $80,000 $89,156
TriMet OR-54-0001 18041 Rail Preventive Maintenance (2015) 49 USC 5337 - State of Good Repair $18,500,000 $11,704,950 $52,325,000
TriMet OR-54-0001 18454 2015 State of Good Repair Program 49 USC 5337 - State of Good Repair $585,000 $6,691 $731,250
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About Metro

Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. Neither does the need for jobs, a thriving
economy, and sustainable transportation and living choices for people and businesses in the region. Voters have
asked Metro to help with the challenges and opportunities that affect the 25 cities and three counties in the
Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to making decisions about how the region grows. Metro
works with communities to support a resilient economy, keep nature close by and respond to a changing climate.
Together we’re making a great place, now and for generations to come.

Stay in touch with news, stories and things to do.

www.oregonmetro.gov/connect

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors

Shirley Craddick, District 1
Carlotta Collette, District 2
Craig Dirksen, District 3
Kathryn Harrington, District 4
Sam Chase, District 5

Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans
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Rendering of HUB 9

The year in review

With demand for housing outstripping supply,
Metro’s Transit Oriented Development

(TOD) Program had a busy year supporting
opportunities to live and work in transit served
neighborhoods. Four projects opened, three
projects started construction, and three more
received funding approval.

A highlight was the opening of The Rose, a four-
story apartment complex in Portland’s Gateway
neighborhood. Through a combination of TOD
funding, Portland Development Commission
funding for new streets, and support from the
city’s Multiple Unit Tax Exemption program, the
developer was able to set aside 36 of the 90 units
for households earning 60 percent or less of area
median income.

A second milestone occurred in December

2014 with the TOD program’s acquisition of
the Furniture Store property at 82nd Avenue
and Division Street in Portland to create transit
served affordable housing. Located in the heart
of the Jade District, the site will be served by the
future Powell-Division bus rapid transit service.
A developer for the property will be selected in
early 2016.

This fiscal year featured the opening of four
innovative projects:

e The Rose, a four-story mixed income
apartment project in Portland’s Gateway
neighborhood. The project includes 36
regulated affordable units among its 90
residential units.

e The Radiator, a five-story development with
29,300 square feet of offices and 2,900 square
feet of retail. To minimize its environmental
footprint, The Radiator features an innovative
timber construction technique and uses waste
heat from the neighboring New Seasons
market to power its heat and cooling systems.

e Hub 9, a six-story development with 124
residential units, 1,483 square feet of office
space, and 8,403 square feet of retail space.
Hub 9 is located immediately adjacent to
Hillsboro’s Orenco MAX Station.

® Moreland Station, a four-story development
with 68 residential units in southwest
Portland. Residents will be able to walk to
the new MAX Orange Line service.

Three projects under construction:

¢ Northwood, a 57-unit project steps from
the Kenton Yellow Line MAX station.

® Block 75, a 10-story, mixed-use project
with 75 residential units, 31,000 square feet
of office space, and 8,300 square feet of
retail at the intersection of Martin Luther
King Boulevard and Burnside Avenue.

¢ Clay Creative, a five-story creative office
space at the edge of Portland’s Inner East

Side.

The seven TOD projects completed or under
construction represent approximately $120
million in direct investment and 422 full time
equivalent construction jobs.

FY 2014-15

Projects opened Projects
Moreland Station approved
Portland The Signal
The Rose Beaverton
Portland First and
The Radiator Lombard
Portland Beaverton
Hub 9 Concordia
Hillsboro Portland
Southeast

82nd Avenue

Under construction Ve
and Division

Northwood Street land
Portland acquisition
Block 75 (the Furniture
Portland Store)

ortlan Portland

Clay Creative
Portland



2000
Buckman Terrace
Center Commons

2001
Central Point

2002
Russellville Park I and I

Villa Capri West

2005
The Merrick

2006
North Flint

North Main Village

2007
Nexus
Pacific University
The Beranger
The Rocket

The Watershed

2009
3rd Central
Broadway Vantage
bside 6
Patton Park
Russellville Park Il

2010
Town Center Station

2011
The Knoll
Civic Drive MAX Station

2012
20 Pettygrove
K Station

Acadia Gardens

2013
Eastside Lofts
Hollywood Apartments
Milano
OCOM
University Pointe
The Prescott

2014
4th Main

2015
Moreland Station
The Rose
The Radiator
Hub 9

The Nexus
©®Hub 9

4th Main
@@ @ ¥ifla Capri West

. Pacific University

Program accomplishments
FY 14-15 | TOTAL

Trips 93,836 | 831,256
Transit-oriented development creates places for
people to live and work near high quality transit.

Each year, over 800,000 more travel trips are made by
transit, rather than by car, as a result of TOD program
supported projects.

OWesfgate
averton Rot

Residential units 282 | 3,296

TOD projects increase housing affordability by O)
increasing the supply of housing in areas with lower

commuting costs. To date, the TOD program has

supported construction of approximately 3,300

housing units. Of these, 729 are set aside for

households earning less than 60 percent or less of the

area median income.

Commercial
space 42,086 | 399,769

Developing retail, restaurants and offices in transit
served areas enlivens neighborhoods and reduces
commuting costs. Mixed-use TOD projects completed
to date include 165,619 square feet of retail and
234,150 square feet of office and other commercial
space.

Acres protected 47 | 526

All of the TOD projects completed to date required
only 54 acres of land compared to the 580 acres
that would be needed to develop these projects in
areas without transit. Compact development requires
less taxpayer funded infrastructure to serve, reduces
commuting costs, and helps preserve agricultural and
natural areas.
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Making a great place

Clean air and clean water do not
stop at city limits or county lines.
Neither does the need for jobs, a
thriving economy, and sustainable
transportation and living choices
for people and businesses in the
region. Voters have asked Metro
to help with the challenges and
opportunities that affect the 25
cities and three counties in the
Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes
sense when it comes to providing
services, operating venues and
making decisions about how the
region grows. Metro works with
communities to support a resilient
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by and respond to a changing
climate. Together, we're making
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generations to come.
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2 Metro’s support turned the corner for the lending
i H.Jﬁlill!m . R e . /nst/tut/qns, appra/sers a_nd investors. As_a res_u/t,
' e S The Radiator is a leader in carbon reduction, job

X creation, energy conservation, and office space all
coming together in northeast Portland.

Ben Kaiser
Kaiser Group, Inc.

The Metro TOD grant helped us provide a viable
mixed income, transit oriented development in
Gateway without the use of LIHTC (Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit) funds. Because of this support,
36 housing units will remain affordable for 60 years.

Gordon Jones
Developer

TOD program support allowed us to respond to
growing demand for rental housing by bringing
57 housing units to the Kenton station area with
a design that fits well with the neighborhood’s
historic character.

Mary Hanlon
Hanlon Development, LLC

| rhe Kénton

Program financing Sources of funds

Over the seventeen years since the TOD
y - . . 1% Metro general funds
program’s inception in 1998, program

. 4% TOD program income
financing has totaled more than $43 /
million cumulatively. Regional partners 4% Interest earnings
have allocated federal transportation 90%

Regional transportation funds

funds to support the TOD program as
part of the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program planning process.
MTIP funds, currently $3 million

annually, are then exchanged to provide Uses of funds

local funding for project investments and

program operations. Historically, other 1o, 29%

funding sources have included direct Land ey

federal transportation grants, income from eausien

property transactions, interest earnings 18% 3% Projects in construction
and Metro general funds. ke 27% 2% Frojects n design

Future
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i GREAT PLACES Southwest Corridor High Capacity
- Corridor Transit Mode Comparison

Portland « Sherwood e« Tigard « Tualatin
Beaverton « Durham e King City

Washington County » ODOT e TriMet » Metro December 31, 20 15

The goal of this document is to present detailed technical information on a wide range of considerations for bus
rapid transit (BRT) and light rail transit (LRT) travel modes. This document does not provide a recommendation

; : . L o : . CONNECT
or weigh the factors against each other. The information included in this memo will be synthesized and ]
referenced within a staff recommendation report, to be released by the end of January 2016. www.swecorridorplan.org

» i

In late February 2016, the Southwest Corridor Steering Committee is scheduled to decide whether bus rapid . $@sWCorridor
transit or light rail is the preferred high capacity transit mode for further study. The preferred transit mode will swcorridorplan@oregonmetro.gov
be incorporated into a draft ‘Preferred Package’ of investments for the Southwest Corridor for further public 503-797-1756

review. The Preferred Package will be finalized at the May 2016 steering committee meeting.



HOW TO NAVIGATE THIS DOCUMENT ELECTRONICALLY

Many of the considerations at play in the decision between bus rapid transit and light rail are
inextricably linked. To help you understand these relationships, this document includes several
interactive features to make it easier to navigate.

Keep an eye out for these elements to help you explore the information in a "choose your own
adventure" style:

Buttons in the graphic table of contents:

ridership, p. 26

Links to related information in the sidebar and body text:
service frequency, p. 31

Links in the summary tables:

equity, p. 24

Shortcuts to return to the table of contents:

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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Project background 4

PROJECT GOALS

The Southwest Corridor Plan is a collaborative effort between project partners Portland, Sherwood,
Tigard, Tualatin, Beaverton, Durham, King City, Washington County, ODOT, TriMet and Metro. It is a
comprehensive approach to achieving community visions through integrated land use and transportation
planning. The Plan is rooted in the adopted local land use plans of the corridor communities, including
the Barbur Concept Plan, the Tigard High Capacity Transit Land Use Plan, Linking Tualatin and the
Sherwood Town Center Plan. In support of these community visions, the Southwest Corridor Plan

The Southwest Corridor Plan Purpose and Need statement,
adopted January 2014, includes thirteen project goals:

1.

Serve the existing and projected transit demand in the
corridor

Steering Committee has recommended a Shared Investment Strategy that includes key investments in 2. Improve transit service reliability in the corridor
transit, roadways, active transportation, parks, trails and natural areas. . :
3. Improve transit frequency and travel times
@ gosdway. B;ke and Local B | i . 4. Provide options that reduce overall transportation
Roadways - H H H i H H
x edestrian Projects 225 ocal Bus Service mprovemgnts % igh Capacity Transit costs
d% Pedest v Transit :'. o;z:g;y s
DoWNTGIN bownIGiin 5. Improve multimodal access to a range of housing

PORTLAND

PORTLAND

BEAVERTON-**"

BEAVERTON=**" BEAVERTONI;*"

HILLSDALE

oPCC!

PCC
SYLVANIA SYLVANIA
.

SYLVANIA
TIGARD

KING
Iy

TUALATIN

SHERWOOD, SHERWOOD
WEST WEST

LINN LINN

WEST
LINN

) J

Roadway, bike and pedestrian projects
Project partners have identified a list of priority projects to improve safety and connectivity throughout
the corridor. Staff are working to identify potential funding strategies for these projects.

Local bus service improvements

Through the Southwest Service Enhancement Plan, TriMet has evaluated the existing bus routes
throughout the Southwest Corridor and recommended an array of improvements, including service
upgrades, route changes and new routes. These improvements will be phased in as funding allows,
starting with the new Line 97 between Sherwood and Tualatin opening in summer 2016.

High capacity transit (HCT)

Bus rapid transit (BRT) and light rail transit (LRT) alternatives are being considered for several alignments
that connect downtown Portland, Southwest Portland, Tigard and Tualatin. The purpose of this
document is to explore the advantages and disadvantages of these two HCT modes.

10.

11.

12.

13.

types and businesses in growing communities

. Improve potential for housing and commercial

development in the corridor and encourage development
in centers and transit-oriented development at stations
along the corridor

. Ensure benefits and impacts promote community

equity

. Increase multimodal transportation options and

improve mobility in the corridor

. Complete multimodal transportation networks in the

corridor

Advance transportation projects that increase active
transportation and encourage physical activity

Provide transit service that is cost effective to build and
operate with limited local resources

Advance transportation projects that are sensitive to
the environment, improve water and air quality and
help reduce carbon emissions

Catalyze improvements to natural resources, habitat
and parks in the corridor

return to the table of contents, p. 3



HCT project narrowing

5

EARLY NARROWING OF MODE AND ALIGNMENT

In the early stages of the Southwest Corridor project, many
HCT modes and alignments were evaluated. The diagram
below shows when rapid streetcar and WES commuter rail
improvements were removed from consideration for this
project, as well as HCT on 99W in Tigard. Since 2013, the
project has focused on LRT or BRT to Tigard or Tualatin.

2009-11 2012 2013

LRT to Tigard
LRT to Tualatin
BRT to Tigard
BRT to Tualatin

BRT hub and spoke

BRT to Sherwood
(mixed traffic)

QR

HCT in exclusive ROW
to Sherwood

HCT on 99W
south of Portland

WES commuter rail
improvements

Streetcar

HCT on I-5

PO DDD DD

RO X

ADD!

m
O
=
m
=
]
<
m
o

D
® &

IDENTIFIED
FOR SEPARATE
FUTURE STUDY

After the steering committee’s 2013 Shared Investment Strategy recommendation, a refinement study
was initiated to narrow high capacity transit (HCT) options and identify a list of roadway and active
transportation projects to support the HCT project. Through this refinement phase, the steering
committee has made several narrowing decisions, and further decisions will be made in early 2016.

March 2014

The steering committee removed several options
with ‘fatal flaws’ prior to more detailed analysis
leading up to the June 2014 decision, including
BRT along the south side of the PCC Sylvania
campus and LRT on Hunziker Street in Tigard.

June 2014

The steering committee removed several HCT
alignment options and requested additional
refinement work from staff on the remaining
options. The options removed included a tunnel
to Marquam Hill from South Waterfront, a “long
tunnel” that served Multnomah Village, BRT in
mixed traffic through Hillsdale, and an Upper
Boones Ferry option west of Bridgeport Village.

July 2015

The steering committee removed tunnels
to Marquam Hill and Hillsdale and accepted
technical modifications to the remaining options.

January 2016

The steering committee is scheduled to consider
which HCT alignment and terminus options to
study further in Tigard and Tualatin.

February 2016

The steering committee is scheduled to consider
whether LRT or BRT is the preferred HCT mode
to study further, as well as whether to continue
studying an LRT tunnel to PCC Sylvania. This
mode will be incorporated into a draft Preferred
Package of transportation investments to support
community land use goals for further public review.

HCT alignment narrowing

removed in 2014-2015

Purple:
currently under consideration

TIGARD

LAKE
OSWEGO

KING
CITY

TUALATIN

May 2016

The steering committee is anticipated to
recommend a Preferred Package, which will
include the recommended HCT project and a
funding strategy for priority roadway and active
transportation projects.

Future analysis

Once the HCT project and associated road, bike
and pedestrian projects are undergoing federal
review through the National Environmental Policy
Act, staff will assess a wide array of positive and
negative impacts and compare to not investing
in transportation improvements for the Corridor.



\What are BRT and LRT?

6

-

EmX bus rapd transit in Eugene

For the purpose of this memo, a bus rapid transit (BRT)
line in the Southwest Corridor is assumed to include:

* 11 to 12 mile alignment serving 14 to 15 stations

between downtown Portland and Bridgeport
Village

Operations in exclusive transitway for 78 to 85
percent of the alignment

60-foot articulated buses that carry up to 86
passengers (fuel/propulsion type to be determined)

Special BRT system branding

Advance fare collection with upcoming e-fare system,
boarding through all doors and level boarding

Most stations spaced around 2 to 3% mile apart

Improved bike and pedestrian access to stations
and along the line

Service frequency of 15 minutes or better all day

New and expanded park-and-ride lots

MAX light rail in Portland

For the purpose of this memo, a light rail (LRT) line in
the Southwest Corridor is assumed to include:

* 11 to 12 mile alignment serving 14 to 15 stations

between downtown Portland and Bridgeport
Village (including existing Lincoln Street station)

Operations in exclusive transitway for 100 percent
of the alignment

Two-car trains (electric) that carry up to 266
passengers

Branding consistent with existing MAX system

Advance fare collection with upcoming e-fare system,
boarding through all doors and level boarding

Most stations spaced around %2 to 34 mile apart

Improved bike and pedestrian access to stations
and along the line

Service frequency of 15 minutes or better all day

New and expanded park-and-ride lots

HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT IN THE
PORTLAND METRO REGION

Whether BRT or LRT, a Southwest Corridor
line would tie into a region-wide high
capacity transit network with a history
stretching back to the 1980s. In 2016,
CTRAN will open The Vine, the region’s first
BRT line in Vancouver. The Powell-Division
project is anticipated to add another BRT line
to the region, and the first for TriMet. A BRT
line in the Southwest Corridor would be a
bigger investment than The Vine or Powell-
Division, with an exclusive busway for most
of the line.

1986 Eastside MAX Blue Line
1998 Westside MAX Blue Line
2001 Airport MAX Red Line
2004 Interstate MAX Yellow Line

2009 WES Commuter Rail
[-205 MAX Green Line

2015 MAX Orange Line

2016 The Vine BRT in Vancouver (G-TRAN)
~2020 Powell-Division BRT
~2025 Southwest Corridor BRT or LRT

TriMet MAX light rail system today

return to the table of contents, p. 3



Alignment assumptions

/

For the purpose of this document, certain assumptions have been made about which alignments to use for ridership
projections, travel times and costs. Both modes share the same ‘base’ alignment, to provide as much of an ‘apples-
to-apples’ comparison as possible. In addition to the base, this document includes the alignment options that serve
the PCC Sylvania campus directly because they are considerably different between BRT and LRT and the steering
committee is scheduled to consider a decision on the LRT tunnel to PCC at the same time as the mode decision. A
memo evaluating several alternative connections to PCC Sylvania is being released concurrently with this document.

Note: these alignments are for analysis purposes only and do not indicate a preferred alignment.

For more information on the performance of the other alignment options not included in the base or PCC alignments,
see previously released Key Issues Memos and Evaluation Reports on the project website at www.swcorridorplan.org.

Base alignment for BRT and LRT:

¢ Naito Parkway in South Portland , i
. .DOWNTOWN
e Barbur Boulevard from Naito to 60th Avenue, including a station at 53rd Avenue : PORTL{:}ND;

with a park-and-ride lot and an enhanced walk/bike connection to PCC campus

e 68th/70th Avenue couplet in the Tigard Triangle

SOUTH

e Ash Avenue option in downtown Tigard PORTLAND

¢ Adjacent to freight rail in Southeast Tigard

e Terminus at Bridgeport Village

HILLSDALE
PCC alignment for BRT: same as base alignment except between

Barbur Transit Center and Tigard Triangle

e Capitol Highway / 49th Avenue with a station near Capitol
Hill Library and Holly Farm Park

e Station at “front door” of Sylvania campus BARBUR TC

e Connection to Tigard Triangle via new bridge over

I-5 from Lesser Road PCC SYLVANIA

PCC alignment for LRT: same as base alignment
except between 53rd Avenue and Tigard Triangle

TIGARD TC
Alignments and
stations for analysis
=@= base (BRT and LRT)
=@= BRT to PCC

=0= LRT to PCC

=0= other options

e Long bored tunnel from 53rd Avenue to Tigard
Triangle (similar costs and travel times for short

bored tunnel)
e Station with park-and-ride lot at 53rd Avenue BRIDGEPORT

. : VILLAGE
¢ Underground station on north side of campus

HCT TERMINUS & OTHER DECISIONS
CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW

In November 2015, staff recommended
removing the downtown Tualatin terminus
for consideration at the January 2016 steering
committee meeting. In order to provide up-to-
date information for a February mode decision,
the base and PCC alignments analyzed in this
memo assume steering committee agreement
with the recommendation and terminate at
Bridgeport Village for both BRT and LRT.

The other alignments recommended for
removal in the November report, which
include the two loop options in downtown
Tigard and a portion of the adjacent to I-5
option, are not included in the base alignment
and thus are not discussed in this document.

ASSUMED IMPACTS

HCT would be able to provide fast, reliable
travel times by operating mostly in exclusive
transit lanes. The transitway itself would
require an extra 26 to 28 feet of width, plus
more at stations and where upgraded bike
lanes and sidewalks are needed. In some
areas, vacant land or under-utilized parking
would make it easy to find this extra width
with few impacts, but in others it may be
necessary to convert one or two auto lanes
to transit use or widen the roadway and
purchase the adjacent properties.

Converting auto lanes to transit use is
only under consideration in areas where
preliminary traffic analysis indicates that
doing so would not negatively impact
traffic. Accordingly, two auto lanes would be
maintained in each direction along Barbur
Boulevard from the Barbur Transit Center to
Naito Parkway. South of Tigard, LRT and BRT
would be mostly out of roadways altogether.

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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Summary table:

project goals

mobility land use

community

cost-effectiveness

land use and development, p. 11

access to key places, p. 13

travel time, p. 16
2035 PSU to Bridgeport Village

reliability, p. 17

rider experience, p. 18

capacity for current & future
demand, p. 19

road, bike & pedestrian projects,
p- 20

local bus service, p. 21

public opinion, p. 23

equity, p. 24

ridership, p. 26
2035 average daily new system
transit trips and line riders
capital cost, p. 27

current estimate in 201435,
w/o finance & escalation

operating and maintenance costs, p. 28
current estimate based on 2035 ridership

bus rapid transit (BRT)

base* PCC*

While BRT would include many amenities that attract development,
there is insufficient research nationally to quantify the amount of
private investment.

Access to PCC Sylvania via BRT
would require a half mile walk or
a transfer to another connection.

Would include on-campus BRT
station to serve PCC Sylvania.

42 min peak
37 min off-peak

38 min peak
34 min off-peak
Generally less reliable, especially during peak periods, due to mixed

traffic segments and limited signal priority. Less likely to be disrupted in
extreme circumstances, such as unusually hot weather.

light rail (LRT)

base* PCC*

Introduction of LRT has a documented impact on development,
attracting private investment to station areas.

Access to PCC Sylvania via LRT
would require a half mile walk or
a transfer to another connection.

Would include underground on-
campus LRT station to serve PCC
Sylvania.

32 min peak
31 min off-peak

31 min peak
30 min off-peak
Generally more reliable, due to 100% exclusive transitway and signal

priority. More likely to be disrupted by unusually hot weather, blocked
tracks and other extreme circumstances.

Both modes would include enhanced station amenities, level boarding, and boarding through all doors. LRT would provide a smoother ride.

BRT would have limited capacity to serve rush hour ridership growth
beyond 2035 because of its smaller vehicle size.

LRT could increase service frequencies to serve future rush hour
ridership growth beyond 2035.

Both modes would include road, bike and pedestrian improvements along the length of the alignment and to provide access to stations.

For both BRT and LRT, local bus service would be optimized to improve connections to key locations and transit stations.

In a December 2015 survey, 25 percent of 600 respondents moderately
or strongly favored BRT for the Southwest Corridor.

In a December 2015 survey, 61 percent of 600 respondents moderately
or strongly favored LRT for the Southwest Corridor.

Both BRT and LRT would increase access to many educational opportunities and job centers throughout the corridor for a range of demographic
groups, including those with higher than average rates of poverty, English as a second language, seniors and youth.

9,800 new transit trips
28,500 line riders

9,900 new transit trips
28,300 line riders

$1.0 billion $1.0 billion

$2.32 per rider $2.24 per rider

*see Alignment assumptions, p.7, for more information on the base and PCC alignments

12,800 new transit trips
39,700 line riders

15,500 new transit trips
42,500 line riders

$1.8 billion $2.1 billion

$1.59 per rider $1.48 per rider



Summary table: logistics

operations

finance

vehicle capacity, p. 30

service frequency, p. 31

2035 PSU to Tigard

(see p. 29 for frequencies south of Tigard)

transit mall capacity, p. 32

transit signal treatment, p. 34

interlining, p. 33

federal funding, p. 36

local funding, p. 37

bus rapid transit (BRT)

base* PCC*

86 passengers per vehicle

3.0 min peak
(demand for 2.9 min)
12 min off-peak

3.3 min peak
12 min off-peak

To meet demand, 18 to 20 BRT vehicles would be added to the Transit
Mall in each direction during the peak hour in 2035, which could result
in bus bunching at stations and at the northern terminus.

Higher service frequencies would limit how often buses would receive
signal priority, especially during rush hour.

Would not interline with another transit line because there would be no
BRT line to connect to from the north end of the Transit Mall.

The absence of comparable high-level BRT projects in the United States
makes it more difficult to gauge the competitiveness of a Southwest
Corridor BRT project for federal funding.

light rail (LRT)

base* PCC*

266 passengers per vehicle

6.7 min peak
15 min off-peak

Because a Southwest Corridor LRT line would interline with an existing
MAX line, there would be little to no increase in hourly LRT vehicles
on the Transit Mall, which would preserve capacity for future system
growth.

Less frequent service would allow LRT vehicles to receive signal priority
or preemption through most intersections.

Would interline with the MAX yellow or green line.

The Portland region’s history of receiving federal New Starts funding
for MAX projects, paired with the anticipated strength of a Southwest
Corridor LRT line, suggests that LRT could be competitive for federal
funding.

While a BRT project would cost less to construct than an LRT project, LRT would outperform BRT in terms of ridership, travel time and capacity for
future ridership growth. Due to this difference in both costs and benefits between the two modes, it is difficult to assess the relative feasibility of

receiving the necessary local funding.

*see Alignment assumptions, p.7, for more information on the base and PCC alignments



LAND USE 10

Why does land use matter?
land use and development, p. 11

The Southwest Corridor Plan is rooted in the adopted local land use plans of the corridor communities,
¢ including the Barbur Concept Plan, the Tigard High Capacity Transit Land Use Plan, Linking Tualatin
access to key places, p. 13 ¢ and the Sherwood Town Center Plan. The project could support these land use visions by encouraging
:  private investment in residential and commercial development along the HCT alignment. In addition
to land use and development goals, each city identified and prioritized key places throughout the
corridor to connect to the high capacity transit alignment, including Marquam Hill, Crossroads (Barbur
Transit Center), downtown Tigard and Bridgeport Village.

Key questions:

e How well would BRT and LRT support the land use visions of the corridor communities? How
much private investment would BRT or LRT encourage along the HCT alignment?

e What differences are there between the key places that BRT or LRT would serve? How would
access to PCC Sylvania differ between BRT and LRT?

Key findings:

¢ Both BRT and LRT would serve many of the areas prioritized for future development in the corridor
land use vision.

¢ Introduction of LRT has a documented impact on development, attracting private investment to
station areas. While BRT includes many of the same amenities as LRT and streetcar that attract
development, there is insufficient research nationally to quantify the amount of private investment.

e Both modes would directly or indirectly improve transit access to several ‘essential’ key places
throughout the corridor, including Marquam Hill, the Tigard Triangle and Bridgeport Village.

e BRT and LRT would have stations in similar locations, with the exception of the PCC Sylvania area.
BRT could serve the Sylvania campus directly at little additional capital cost, while LRT would
require a tunnel in order to provide direct service to the campus. Several concepts are under
consideration for improving access to the campus with HCT on Barbur (base alignment), including
: a bus hub on campus, an aerial tram to a station at Barbur/53rd and a special branded bus that
RELATED PROJECT GOALS could share the HCT transitway in certain areas to bypass traffic.

- Improve potential for housing and commercial
development in the corridor and encourage
development in centers and transit-oriented
development at stations along the corridor

- Improve multimodal access to a range of housing
types and businesses in growing communities
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LAND USE | land use and development: land use vision

How well would BRT and LRT support the land use visions of the corridor communities? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

To create the Southwest Corridor Plan, representatives
of cities and counties throughout the corridor looked to
local land use plans and policies to identify areas where
the communities wanted to focus new development. The
resulting ‘land use vision” compiled and coordinated these
plans. The map on the right illustrates these land use goals for
the corridor, highlighting areas where communities envision
retail, commercial, employment, industrial, mixed use and
higher intensity residential development.

As a result of this land use focused process, the HCT
alignments have been designed to improve access to the
places in the corridor that have been prioritized for future
development. Locations identified for future development
in the land use vision that could be served by the HCT line
include Marquam Hill (with a bike/pedestrian connection), the
historic segment of Barbur Boulevard, the PCC Sylvania area,
downtown Tigard, the Tigard Triangle and Bridgeport Village.

In addition to the HCT line under consideration, project
partners have identified many priority roadway, bike and
pedestrian projects that would improve access to the key
destinations in the corridor and further support the land use
vision. These projects would improve access not only along
the HCT line and to its stations, but also in other areas not
directly served by HCT, such as Sherwood and King City.
See road, bike & pedestrian projects, p. 20, for more
information on these projects.

=
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* Retail / Commercial
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Mixed Use
<
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- access to key places, p. 13

- equity, p. 24

return to the table of contents, p. 3



LAND USE | land use and development: impact on private investment 1./

How much private investment would BRT or LRT encourage along the HCT alignment?

In an attempt to quantify the effects of HCT on potential future development outcomes, Metro commissioned Johnson
Economics to run a predictive development model for the corridor. The results of that work are summarized here.

Existing literature is extensive on the effects of LRT on development, with years of statistically relevant data that
point to a clear value premium associated with this particular transit investment. Consequently, the LRT outputs from
the model show impacts on development in the corridor that align with national trends and are grounded by local
experience. The following table summarizes the assumed average value premiums for properties within the impact
radius, for both a low range and a high range estimate:

LRT value premium (base)

use type impact radius low range high range
ownership residential 1/4 mile 4.0% 6.0%
rental residential 1/4 mile 5.6% 8.4%
office 1/8 mile 96% | 14.4%
retail 1/8 mile 80% | 12.0%

The table below summarizes the predictive increase in development activity that could happen over 20 years as a
result of an LRT investment in the Southwest Corridor. The model estimates that the value premiums associated with
LRT would effectively increase development outcomes along the corridor by approximately 13 to 15 percent overall.

increased development with LRT over 20 years (base)

construction commercial change in real
investment residential units space market value
low range $574 million 5,100 23,100 $836 million
high range $642 million 5,600 75,400 $930 million

The land development impacts of BRT have not been extensively studied. Since there are few BRT lines in the United
States with a design similar to that of the proposed Southwest Corridor BRT, there is a lack of viable data to establish
value premiums for the model. However, the BRT envisioned for the Southwest Corridor would include many of the
design elements of light rail and streetcar projects that are known to encourage private investment, including stations
with shelters, benches, and real-time arrival information, a permanent alignment largely in exclusive right-of-way,
branding, and high projected ridership. Based on the quality of the BRT line under consideration, it can be assumed
that it would induce some level of development, but there is insufficient data to quantify an amount.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- access to key places, p. 13

- equity, p. 24

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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What differences are there between the key places that BRT or LRT would serve?

Early on in the Southwest Corridor Plan, project
partners identified and prioritized key places to
directly or indirectly connect to an HCT line. Both
the BRT and LRT alignments provide access to several
of the ‘essential’ key places, including Marquam Hill

.. Key Places

O Essential
O Priority

3 =5 e
¢ s
<

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- land use and development, p. 11
- travel time, p. 16

- public opinion, p. 23

(OHSU and the Veterans Hospital), Crossroads (Barbur _ @O " equity, p. 24
Transit Center), the Tigard Triangle, downtown Tigard Opportunity - ridership, p. 26
and Bridgeport Village. Several other essential places Heighbarhesd HILLSDALE el cost. o 57
would be connected to either BRT or LRT indirectly > 2
with local bus lines, such as Sherwood, downtown S @

Tualatin and Washington Square. The Portland W sToN A gon

Community College (PCC) Sylvania campus is the only e b s

essential place where there is a notable difference in MIRRAY I WY e

the options available for routing BRT or LRT directly to SEIONS O, =T e U

the campus. Tigash O

Marquam Hill KRU@VAYQ

Marquam Hill, which is home to both the Oregon

Health Sciences University (OHSU) and the Veterans Bmmﬁ?p@

Affairs Medical Center (VA), would require a special VILLAGE

connection for HCT access due to the steep grades O DOWNTOWN

separating the area from Barbur Boulevard. Several Vo)) O

LRT tunnel options with an underground Marquam SHER{TO®D TC O

Hill station have been studied, but were removed DOV‘%WN

from consideration by the steering committee in SHERWOGOD

2014 and 2015 because the high costs and impacts

of tunneling were not justified by the projected gains

in travel time and ridership. Current cost estimates assume some form of mechanized connection near Gibbs Street
for pedestrians and bicyclists to access OHSU and the VA from an HCT station on either Barbur or Naito Parkway.

Sherwood

High capacity transit to Sherwood in exclusive ROW was removed from consideration by the steering committee
in 2012, and BRT to Sherwood in mixed traffic was removed in 2013 (see page 5 for a timeline of HCT project
narrowing). Since then project partners have continued to identify ways of improving access to Sherwood, in particular
along Tualatin-Sherwood Road, which is an important employment area. TriMet’s Southwest Service Enhancement
Plan recommended a new bus line on Tualatin-Sherwood Road, which will be opening as the Line 97 in July 2016
and would connect to the HCT line at Bridgeport Village (see local bus service, p. 21). The list of roadway, bike and
pedestrian projects prioritized for the corridor also includes a project to widen Tualatin-Sherwood Road to two lanes

! C e ) . . . turn to the table of contents, p. 3
in each direction with bike lanes and sidewalks (see road, bike & pedestrian projects, p. 20). return o the table of contents, p
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Sylvania has the largest enrollment of the four PCC campuses. In the fall 00 BRT RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

2015 term, the campus had 14,200 students, or a full-time equivalent of
3,100. Yet due to its location in a residential area on a hill, the Sylvania
campus is challenging to serve with transit. While some students, teachers
and staff ride the line 78 and 44 buses or use the hourly PCC shuttles
today, a majority drive alone.

As part of the City of Portland’s Comprehensive Plan update (in progress),
PCC Sylvania is recommended to receive the “Institutional Zone”
designation on the Comprehensive Plan Map. High capacity transit service
to the PCC Sylvania campus would support this new designation and
subsequent classification as a Campus Institutional Zone on the City’'s
zoning map. Application of the Campus Institutional Zone to the Sylvania
campus would enable additional transit-supportive campus development,
including new educational facilities and potentially student housing.

How would access to PCC Sylvania differ between BRT
and LRT?

HOLLYWOOD

BEAVERTON

SELLWOOD

MILWAUKIE

LAKE
OSWEGO

TUALATIN

SHERWOOD
WEST LINN

AREAS WITH TRANSIT ACCESS
TO PCC SYLVANIA: 2035 PEAK

includes walk, wait, in-vehicle

BRT could serve the Sylvania campus directly via Capitol
Highway and a new bridge over I-5, at little additional capital

cost compared to the base BRT alignment. Although the PCC s

. A LRT
alignment would be slower than the base, the two would NN
have similar ridership due to the on-campus station and an 00;,/500;,/)

additional station on Capitol Highway (see ridership, p. 26).

For LRT, providing an on-campus station would require a tunnel because
the grades dropping from the campus down to the Tigard Triangle would
be too steep for trains. Because the tunnel would only add an extra minute
of travel time, it would attract more line riders than the base LRT alignment
(see ridership, p. 26).

Project staff have studied several other approaches to improving access to
PCC in conjunction with an HCT alignment on Barbur. The base alignment
in this memo assumes an enhanced walk and bike connection from a
station at Barbur and 53rd Avenue for the purpose of modeling and
cost estimates. The other concepts under consideration, which could be
combined, include a bus hub on campus, an aerial tram or a special branded
bus that could run on the light rail transitway to bypass traffic. For more
information, see the technical memo ‘PCC Sylvania Enhanced Light Rail
Connection Options’ on the project website at www.swcorridorplan.org.

and transfer time

PCC alignment only

WILSONVILLE

base + PCC alignments

EXPO

HOLLYWOOD

BEAVERTON

SELLWOOD

MILWAUKIE

LAKE
. OSWEGO

y
TUALATIN

SHERWOOD
WEST LINN

WILSONVILLE

- land use and development, p. 11
- travel time, p. 16

- public opinion, p. 23

- equity, p. 24

- ridership, p. 26

- capital cost, p. 27

return to the table of contents, p. 3


http://www.swcorridorplan.org

MOBILITY

15

travel time, p. 16
reliability, p. 17
rider experience, p. 18
capacity for current & future demand, p. 19
road, bike & pedestrian projects, p. 20

local bus service, p. 21

RELATED PROJECT GOALS

- Serve the existing and projected transit demand in
the corridor

- Improve transit service reliability in the corridor
- Improve transit frequency and travel times

- Provide options that reduce overall transportation
costs

- Improve multimodal access to a range of housing
types and businesses in growing communities

- Increase multimodal transportation options and
improve mobility in the corridor

- Complete multimodal transportation networks in
the corridor

- Advance transportation projects that increase
active transportation and encourage physical
activity

Why does mobility matter?

Many of the project goals focus on improving mobility throughout the corridor by providing a range
of safe, fast, reliable and accessible options for getting around. Mobility encompasses not only the
improvements that HCT would provide, but also roadway, bike and pedestrian projects and local bus
service changes that could be implemented along with HCT. Because the corridor and region are growing,
it is also important to assess whether each mode will provide the capacity to serve future transit demand.

Key questions:

How would travel time compare between BRT and LRT? Why would BRT be slower than LRT?
How would reliability compare between BRT and LRT?

How would the rider experience differ from standard buses and between BRT and LRT?
Would each mode serve the projected ridership demand both today and into the future?

What road, bike and pedestrian projects are included in the Southwest Corridor Plan? Would
either mode allow for more roadway, bike and pedestrian projects in the corridor?

What local bus service changes are proposed for the corridor? What differences would there be
between BRT and LRT in terms of local bus service?

Key findings:

For the base alignment, LRT would usually be around 4 minutes faster than BRT, but 7 minutes
faster during rush hour. Direct HCT service to PCC Sylvania campus would add 1 minute for LRT
and 3 to 4 minutes for BRT.

LRT would be more reliable day-to-day, but BRT would be less likely to be disrupted in extreme
circumstances such as unusually hot weather or obstacles blocking the transitway.

Both modes would include enhanced station amenities compared to local bus stops, level boarding
and boarding through all doors, but LRT would provide a smoother ride.

BRT would have limited capacity to serve rush hour ridership growth beyond 2035 because of its
smaller vehicle size. LRT could increase service frequencies to double its peak capacity beyond 2035.

Both BRT and LRT would include bike and pedestrian improvements along the alignment and to
provide access to stations.

For either mode, local bus service would be adjusted with HCT to optimize service and allocate
operating hours efficiently and equitably throughout the corridor. The lower per-rider operating
cost of LRT may help allow for more of the local bus improvements identified in the Service
Enhancement Plan.
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How would travel time compare
between BRT and LRT?

The chart on the right shows the estimated
peak (rush hour) and off-peak travel times
for the base and PCC alignments for each
mode in 2035. For the base alignment, LRT
would usually be around 4 minutes faster
than BRT, but 7 minutes faster during rush
hour. Direct HCT service to PCC Sylvania
would add 1 minute for LRT and 3 to 4
minutes for BRT.

Travel times would differ between the peak
and off-peak periods because of the extra
delay time HCT would experience at some
signalized intersections during rush hour.
Signal delay times have been estimated for
both BRT and LRT and are at least partially
included in the travel times presented here
and the assumptions for the travel demand

2035 TRAVEL TIME | PSU to Bridgeport Village

base
2> 15 <O 12 <O 7 VT
BRT : ; ; : :
PCC : 5 : : !
TSR OIS 37 min
base )
ST EETEKONEY 30 min
LRT : ; : 5 :
PCC : : - _
SEEETEEEOEETIEEONES 31 min :
10 20 30 40 50
rush hour NOTE: Due to rounding,

segment times may not

off-peak ”-’-’ total time add up to total times.
2 & .

2
2 Vg eS 63}0,
(A ; (% > %,
c ¢ Ox

model. BRT is estimated to experience an average of 6 minutes of delay in the peak and 2 minutes in the off-peak in
2035. For LRT, the range of signal delay is estimated to be 40 seconds to 2 minutes in the peak only. This 40 seconds
of peak delay has been incorporated into the travel times and the ridership assumptions. With the full 2 minutes of
peak delay at signals, LRT ridership would be slightly lower.

Why would BRT be slower than LRT?

BRT would be 4 to 7 minutes faster than LRT for three primary reasons:

e LRT would run exclusively in its own transitway and interact with auto traffic only at intersections, which would
allow for reliable travel times. For BRT, these travel times assume 16 percent of the alignment would operate in
mixed traffic in order to reduce costs and minimize impacts. (See reliability, p. 17, for a map of where BRT could
potentially operate in mixed traffic.) Congestion in the mixed traffic segments could slow down the BRT vehicles

and affect reliability.

e There is more operator variability for BRT than for LRT due to the additional need to guide the BRT vehicles from
side to side in a dedicated transitway, as well as interactions with other vehicles while in mixed traffic.

¢ Particularly during the peak periods, the higher service frequency of BRT would result in extra delay time at signals
because not all vehicles could receive signal priority (see transit signal treatment, p. 34).

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- access to key places, p. 13

- reliability, p. 17

- rider experience, p. 18

- public opinion, p. 23

- service frequency, p. 31

- transit signal treatment, p. 34

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How would reliability compare between BRT and LRT? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
Based on modal characteristics and preliminary design, general assumptions can be made about reliability for BRT and - travel time, p. 16

LRT in the Southwest Corridor, both in terms of day-to-day performance and extreme circumstances. . rider experience, p_18

In terms of day-to-day reliability, mea.ning both on.—tim.e performgnce and variation in travel times, LRT .v.vould Iikgly . public opinion, p. 23
outperform BRT on average because it would receive signal priority more often than BRT due to the ability of trains _

to hold more people than buses, resulting in more time between trains (see transit signal treatment, p. 34). - service frequency, p. 31
Additionally, LRT would operate only in exclusive transitways while BRT would include portions in mixed traffic to . transit signal treatment, p. 34

reduce costs and property impacts. The current assumption is that about 2 miles (16 percent) of the BRT alignment
would run in mixed traffic, or up to about 3 miles (24 to 27 percent) if mixed traffic options along Barbur Boulevard
or Capitol Highway near PCC Sylvania are included. Within these mixed traffic areas BRT may be unable to bypass
congestion. See the map below for the mixed traffic segments currently assumed for the

purpose of modeling ridership and travel times and estimating capital costs. 2
.. DOWNTOWN

Additionally, BRT vehicles would be more likely to bunch together due to the higher /PORTLAND'
service frequency required to meet ridership demand, especially during the peak i
hours, when vehicles may need to run 3 minutes apart by 2035. Once buses bunch (A AL
together, arriving at stations at the same time rather than evenly distributed, the SOUTH:
wait time between bus arrivals would increase and buses would be more likely PORTUAND

to run off schedule. (Note that bus bunching, or platooning, could theoretically

be implemented intentionally as a means of improving on-time performance

while sacrificing scheduled frequency, but would likely be infeasible for a

Southwest Corridor BRT line). See vehicle capacity, p. 30, for more HILLSDALE
information.)

In extreme circumstances, the flexibility of BRT can become an
asset. While a light rail train could be delayed as a result of
blocked tracks, BRT vehicles could depart from the transitway
to avoid an obstacle. Additionally, BRT vehicles would not
be hindered by unusually hot weather, which can delay
LRT by restricting maximum travel speeds. Both modes

could be delayed as a result of power outages to

traffic signals, though LRT would require substitute

shuttle buses if the power supply to the train was

lost.

TIGARD TC

BRT mixed traffic
assumptions

— mixed traffic

_ exclusive ROW, with
mixed traffic option

BRIDGEPORT .
VILLAGE exclusive ROW return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How would the rider experience differ from standard buses and between BRT and LRT? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

BRT in the Southwest Corridor would be relatively similar to LRT in terms of station amenities and the boarding process. - travel time, p. 16
At stations, both modes would have shelters, benches and real-time arrival information. Both modes would provide
level boarding using raised stations and low-floor vehicles, which improves accessibility and speeds up boarding times.
BRT and LRT would both use advance payment with TriMet’s upcoming electronic fare system, which also speeds up - public opinion, p. 23
boarding times and allows people to board at any door.

- reliability, p. 17

- ridership, p. 26

BRT could include bike storage either within the vehicles, as seen on existing MAX trains, or on the front of the . service frequency, p. 31
vehicles, like a standard TriMet bus. Bike storage on the front of the BRT vehicles would increase delay time at stations -
compared to what is currently assumed in the travel times and modeling results. - interlining, p. 33

For both BRT and LRT, the exclusive transitway can improve the rider experience by providing a more prominent view
of where the HCT line runs. Mixed-traffic sections of the BRT alignment may not provide as strong of a visual cue of
where the route is going.

While modern BRT vehicles provide a comparable level of amenities to light rail, they are often challenged to provide
an equal ride quality. Since trains run on tracks rather than pavement and turning movements are more gradual and
less frequent, LRT vehicles typically deliver a smoother ride than buses, thus making it easier to read or work on board.
Additionally, articulated BRT buses, which allow for more passengers than the standard TriMet buses, include a trailer
that tends to sway, causing more vertical and horizontal movement for riders in the back.

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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Would each mode serve the projected ridership demand both today and into the future?

Long-term ridership capacity for BRT and LRT would be constrained by the maximum service frequency that the
Transit Mall in downtown Portland would allow. An analysis of Transit Mall operations found that either BRT or LRT
could operate at a frequency of up to 3 minutes without significant issues on the Transit Mall. (See service frequency,
p. 31, and transit mall capacity, p. 32, for more information.) For BRT, this 3 minute frequency restriction would
result in overcrowding during weekday rush hours sooner because of the smaller vehicle size.

At 86 passengers per bus, the maximum hourly passenger capacity of BRT would be around 1,720. Ridership
projections estimate a rush hour demand of approximately 1,540 to 1,740 passengers per hour at the busiest point
on the line by 2035. The PCC alignment for BRT would have lower demand at the busiest point along the line, Barbur
and Gibbs Street, because fewer people would take trips from south of PCC to north of Barbur/Gibbs as a result of
the slower travel times compared to the base alignment. Ridership to the Sylvania campus would be higher with direct
access, but many of these people would come from south and west of the campus and thus wouldn’t contribute
to the crowding at Barbur and Gibbs. Beyond 2035, there would be no additional rush hour capacity for the base
alignment, but the PCC alignment would have room for around 180 additional riders per hour. In other words, 89 to
100 percent of the maximum rush hour capacity would be utilized by 2035 with BRT.

Light rail, with a vehicle capacity of 266
passengers, could accommodate a maximum
of 5,320 riders per hour. Ridership projections
estimate a rush hour demand of around 2,300
passengers per hour at the busiest point in
2035. Beyond 2035, the line could eventually
serve over 3,000 more riders per hour by
increasing the service frequency to up to 3
minutes. In other words, in 2035, the LRT line
would be utilizing less than half of its long-
term maximum rush hour capacity, allowing for
significant growth in ridership for the future as
the region grows.

5,000 |-----ooooeei e S RS
capacity for about
3,000 more riders per
hour beyond 2035 with
increased service

0100 T PR T

3'000 ..........................................................
capacity for
about 200
exceeds more riders
capacity per hour
2,000 |- N N

demand

RIDERS PER HOUR

(Note that service frequencies of 3 minutes
could result in more signal delay than the 40
seconds to 2 minutes currently assumed for LRT
with 6.7 minute headways during rush hour
in 2035. See travel time, p. 16, for more
information.)

1,000

2035 hourly ridership
demand during rush
hour at the busiest
...... .| . point on the line
(Barbur Bivd & Gibbs St)

base PCC base PCC
BRT LRT

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- ridership, p. 26

- vehicle capacity, p. 30

- service frequency, p. 31

- transit mall capacity, p. 32

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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What road, bike and pedestrian projects are included in the
Southwest Corridor Plan?

The current capital cost estimates already include approximately $75
million in road, bike and pedestrian projects that overlap with the
HCT alignments, such as bringing bike lanes and sidewalks along
Barbur Boulevard up to current standards and adding a new crossing
over OR-217 for transit, bikes, pedestrians and potentially autos.
Many other projects have been identified to improve access to HCT
stations, and would also be eligible for federal transit funding, but
haven't yet been incorporated into the HCT capital costs.

Project partners have also prioritized a list of projects that would
improve access to key places and support the land use vision
throughout the Southwest Corridor communities. This broader
list includes projects such as widening Tualatin-Sherwood Road to
improve connectivity along an important industrial employment
corridor.

The map on the right shows all of the roadway, bike and pedestrian
projects that have been prioritized for the Corridor, including the
projects along the HCT alignment, the station-supportive projects
and the broader land use supportive projects.

Would either mode allow for more roadway, bike and
pedestrian projects in the corridor?

(=

Roadways

o>

Bicycles

Roadway, Bike and
k Pedestrian Projects

Pedestrians
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RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- equity, p. 24

- capital cost, p. 27

- local funding, p. 37

There is currently no assumption that either mode would allow for more roadway, bike and pedestrian projects
than the other. Because the funding strategy for either mode has not yet been developed, it is too early to tell what
implications the difference in project capital cost between BRT and LRT would have on the capacity to fund other
projects around the corridor or the region.

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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What local bus service changes are proposed for the corridor?

anm=) Local Bus Service Improvements
Alongside the Southwest Corridor HCT planning process, TriMet s

has developed the Southwest Service Enhancement Plan (SWSEP)
to identify priorities for improving local bus service throughout -
the Southwest part of the region. The map on the right highlights e
the frequency upgrades and new bus lines that are proposed in

the SWSEP. The new line 97 on Tualatin-Sherwood Road, which is
expected to begin service in summer 2016, will provide an important
connection between Sherwood and Tualatin, and eventually to a
potential HCT terminus at Bridgeport Village. The remaining changes
will be implemented over many years as necessary funding becomes
available.

Transit

PCC
SYLVANIA

The Southwest Corridor HCT line would help allow for many of the
proposed SWSEP improvements because it would attract new transit
ridership in the corridor and could carry many riders more efficiently
than local bus service does today. As a result, HCT could free up
operating hours for new bus lines and service improvements in the e

. WEST
under-served areas of the corridor.

LINN

Later in the HCT planning process, the proposed changes in the
SWSEP would be revisited to account for the HCT line. Certain lines
could be reduced in frequency, shortened, or rerouted in order
to optimize service and allocate operating hours efficiently and
equitably throughout the corridor.

What differences would there be between BRT and LRT in terms of local bus service?

While LRT would cost about the same as BRT to operate in total, LRT would attract more riders, resulting in a lower
operating cost per rider than BRT (see operating and maintenance costs, p. 28). This higher cost efficiency might
allow for more local bus service improvements across the corridor with LRT than with BRT.

Additionally, there may be opportunities to allow local buses to use the light rail transitway in certain areas to bypass
congestion. BRT wouldn’t be able to accommodate buses on the transitway because of the high service frequencies
(see service frequency, p. 31). For more information on some potential shared transitway scenarios, see the technical
memo ‘PCC Sylvania Enhanced Light Rail Connection Options’ on the project website at www.swcorridorplan.org.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

- operating and maintenance costs, p.
28

- transit mall capacity, p. 32

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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. . . Why does community matter?
public opinion, p. 23

Decision makers consider technical and operational issues along with the public interest and support
¢ when determining the best mode for a corridor. Transportation models indicate that more riders
equity, p. 24 ¢ would choose to ride light rail than bus rapid transit, but this should be considered along with input
¢ from the public. Ultimately the success of an HCT project relies on transit riders using the line since it
meets their daily needs and supports desires for their communities.

Key questions:
¢ What is known about public preferences for BRT or LRT?

¢ What differences are there between BRT and LRT in terms of equity?

Key findings:
¢ To date, a majority of survey respondents moderately or strongly prefer LRT over BRT.

e The public has requested additional information regarding the trade-offs and details of both
LRT and BRT, including more information on how either mode would impact traffic, cost-benefit
analysis, how either mode may impact redevelopment opportunities and housing affordability,
and how existing bus service would be impacted.

e Both BRT and LRT would increase access to many educational opportunities and job centers
throughout the corridor for a range of demographic groups, including those with higher than
average rates of poverty, English as a second language, seniors and youth.

e Based on current designs, both modes would improve bike and pedestrian facilities along the
length of the HCT line.

RELATED PROJECT GOALS

- Provide options that reduce overall transportation
costs

- Improve multimodal access to a range of housing
types and businesses in growing communities

- Ensure benefits and impacts promote community
equity
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What is known about public preferences for BRT or LRT? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

To date, project partners have collected public input on a preferred mode for the Southwest Corridor through open- - access to key places, p. 13
ended questionnaires, online surveys, and in-person dialogue. Closed-ended survey responses in May, June, October
and November 2015 point to important factors and outcomes that the public wants decision makers to consider for
the project, including: - reliability, p. 17

- travel time, p. 16

¢ reliable, fast travel times - rider experience, p. 18
e high ridership numbers that will result in fewer cars on the road

e access to employment and education centers

Open-ended survey questions and in-person discussions have provided a sense of how the public views the trade-
offs between the mode options, and what further information people need in order to form an opinion about their
preference. A sampling of comments include:

¢ Some respondents perceive BRT to be less noisy, more flexible and less expensive

¢ Some respondents feel that LRT is worth the upfront additional expense in order to have a system that will serve
ridership long into the future

¢ Some respondents feel that LRT will be a more attractive option for the most riders

e Some respondents want more detail about how BRT would function in the corridor, including the location of
transit stops and where BRT may run in mixed traffic

¢ Some respondents want more information on the costs and benefits of each option
e Some respondents want more information about how either mode option would impact existing local bus service

e Some respondents want more information about how each mode option would impact redevelopment potential
for new retail, housing and employment in the area

In a December 2015 online survey, people were asked to indicate their preference between BRT and LRT for a
Southwest Corridor HCT line. Respondents favored LRT over BRT at over a two to one ratio (61 percent LRT and 25
percent BRT), and 14 percent were unsure or neutral.

Results from December 2015 online survey (600 responses)

9% 4% 15%

strong BRT moderate BRT  neutral/ moderate LRT strong LRT
support support don’t know support support

There will be several additional opportunities for the public to ask questions and provide feedback on their preferred
mode choice in January and February. return to the table of contents, p. 3
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What differences are there between BRT and LRT in terms of equity?

Populations with increased access to high capacity transit

Both BRT and LRT would increase access to many educational opportunities and job centers throughout the corridor
for a range of demographic groups, including those with higher than average rates of poverty, English as a second
language, seniors and youth. Because LRT would provide faster and more reliable travel times and people generally
prefer riding in trains over buses, more people would view LRT as a viable mode of transportation and shift over from
driving, biking or walking (see ridership, p. 26).

In the future, BRT would reach its maximum capacity at rush hour sooner than LRT (see capacity for current & future
demand, p. 19). Over-crowded buses during the peak hour would lead people to wait longer for an emptier
vehicle, adjust their travel schedules to avoid the busiest times, or choose a different way to travel.

Walk/bike improvements and access for seniors, youth and people who don’t drive

Based on current designs, both modes would improve bike and pedestrian facilities along the length of the HCT line.
Either mode would also include improvements to increase safety and access for people traveling to HCT stations,
which would be eligible for 50 percent federal funding as part of the transit package. These projects would include
bike lanes, sidewalks and new crosswalks. See road, bike & pedestrian projects, p. 20, for more information.

Access to education

Increasing access to educational opportunities in the corridor is one of the top priorities identified by the public when
they are asked what benefits they want to see from the Southwest Corridor project. Either mode would connect
people to a variety of high schools, colleges and universities throughout the corridor. These connections would
increase access for a diverse group of residents to educational and career opportunities, which could impact family
stability, earning potential, and regional economic development.

In particular, increasing region-wide access to PCC Sylvania has been identified as an important project outcome.
Direct HCT access to the campus could be provided at little additional capital cost with BRT, but would require a
costly tunnel for LRT. Other approaches to improving access to PCC along with an LRT alignment on Barbur Boulevard
are also being studied, such as a bus hub concept, an aerial tram and a special branded bus that could share the LRT
transitway. See access to key places, p. 13, for more information.

Access to job centers

Increasing access to job centers and employment opportunities in the corridor is also one of the top project priorities
identified by the public. Selecting LRT or BRT as the preferred mode would not directly impact how the HCT line
would connect to existing and future job centers in the corridor.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- land use and development, p. 11
- access to key places, p. 13

- road, bike & pedestrian projects, p.
20

- ridership, p. 26

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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. . Why does cost-effectiveness matter?
ridership, p. 26

Because there are considerable differences between BRT and LRT in terms of both costs and benefits,

¢ itisimportant to understand these trade-offs. This section includes the current estimates of ridership,

capital cost, p. 27 :  capital cost and operating cost for each mode, but the goal of this report is not to provide a quantitative
1 cost-benefit analysis of these factors. There is no simple approach to weighing the one-time cost of

construction against the ongoing operating and maintenance costs, and such a comparison is further

operating and maintenance costs, p. 28 complicated due to the difference in funding sources between capital and operating costs.

It is also critical to understand that the estimates of ridership and operating cost represent one
snapshot in time, namely 2035, and would change over time along with changes in population and
travel patterns. The current project timeline estimates an opening year around 2025, so the estimates
represent approximately 10 years after opening. Ridership demand would likely be lower in the
opening year, and would continue to rise beyond 2035.

Key questions:

e How would ridership compare between modes? How would ridership differ with direct HCT
service to PCC Sylvania?

¢ How would capital cost differ between BRT and LRT?

¢ How would the operating and maintenance cost differ between BRT and LRT?

Key findings:

e Assuming the base alignment for both modes, LRT would attract approximately 31 percent more
new system transit trips and 39 percent more line riders than BRT in 2035. The BRT alignment
to PCC would have similar ridership to the base alignment because the trips gained by providing
direct access to the campus would be offset by the trips lost as a result of the slower travel time.
Compared to the base alignment, the LRT tunnel to PCC Sylvania would increase line ridership by
7 percent and new system trips by 13 percent.

e For the base alignment, LRT would cost about 80 percent more than BRT due to the costs of
tracks, electrification, utility relocation, etc. The PCC tunnel would add around $330 million, or 18
percent, to the base cost for LRT, while the PCC option for BRT would only add about $10 million
(20149, not including finance costs and escalation). Assuming the PCC alignment for both modes,
LRT would cost just over twice as much as BRT.

¢ Based on 2035 ridership, BRT would cost approximately $2.24 to $2.32 per rider to operate and

RELATED PROJECT GOALS maintain, and LRT would cost around $1.48 to $1.59.

- Provide transit service that is cost effective to build
and operate with limited local resources
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Two key numbers are used to measure ridership performance: new system transit trips and line ridership. New system
transit trips measures the overall growth in transit ridership across the system, calculated as the difference in the total
number of daily transit trips between a scenario with the project and a no-build scenario without the project. These
new transit trips could have otherwise been taken by car, bike or walking. Line ridership, in contrast, is the number of
trips on the new HCT line each day, irrespective of how those trips would have been taken if the project didn't exist.
This measure includes both the new transit trips and the existing transit riders who would benefit from the improved
reliability and travel times that the HCT project would provide.

How would ridership compare between

2035 AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP
modes? : : : :

Assuming the base alignment for both modes, LRT
would attract approximately 31 percent more new
system transit trips and 39 percent more line riders

BRT

base

28,500

PCC

28,300

than BRT kd in 2035. §
an on weekdays In base 12,800

: 39,700
15,500 | '

Why would LRT attract more riders? LRT
Light rail is projected to attract more riders than BRT

for three reasons. First, LRT service would be faster : : : : :
and more reliable than BRT service, especially during 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000
rush hour. Second, it is documented and accepted e

by the Federal Transit Administration that rail modes

attract more riders than buses or BRT. This rider

preference for LRT over BRT is programmed into Metro’s travel demand model, as it is in other models utilized
throughout the country. Third, LRT would interline with either the existing Green or Yellow MAX line, providing a
one-seat ride between the Southwest Corridor and areas east of the Willamette River, which would require transfers
with a BRT line that would terminate near Union Station.

PCC 42,560

How would ridership differ with direct HCT service to PCC Sylvania?

Compared to the base alignment, the LRT tunnel to PCC Sylvania would increase line ridership by 7 percent and new
system trips by 13 percent. The BRT alignment to PCC would have similar ridership to the base alignment because the
trips gained by providing direct access to the campus would be offset by the trips lost as a result of the slower travel
time. In addition, a new park-and-ride lot along Barbur Boulevard near 53rd Avenue is assumed for both the BRT and
LRT base alignments and the LRT to PCC alignment, which would all pass by the park-and-ride lot location. BRT to
PCC, however, could not access the site because of its route along Capitol Highway, so the park-and-ride lot is not
assumed to be included and the resulting ridership is not captured.

Ridership projections do not assume redevelopment at the PCC Sylvania campus location, which could be induced by
new HCT service, or alternative connection options such as a PCC Sylvania bus hub or an aerial tram. Actual ridership
could be higher depending on future campus development and other connection scenarios.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
- access to key places, p. 13
- rider experience, p. 18

- capacity for current & future demand,
p. 19

. equity, p. 24
- service frequency, p. 31

- federal funding, p. 36

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How would capital cost differ between BRT and LRT? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
For the base alignment, LRT would cost about 80 percent more than BRT. The PCC tunnel would add around $330 » access to key places, p. 13
million, or 18 percent, to the base cost for LRT, while the PCC option for BRT would add about $10 million (2014$, not

- road, bike & pedestrian projects, p.
including finance costs and escalation). With the PCC alignment included for both modes, LRT would cost just over 20 . — >

twice as much as BRT.
- federal funding, p. 36

25 bl“lon ....................................... . |Oca| fundlng’ p 37
2 billion

1.5 billion

1 billion

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST
2014$ excluding finance & escalation

capital cost range
(Bridgeport Village terminus)

I highest cost alignment

lowest cost alignment

Why is LRT more expensive than BRT?

In general, LRT is more expensive to construct than BRT because the trains require tracks, utility relocation, electrification
systems, signal upgrades and more/wider structures. LRT would also include more property acquisition costs because
the trains would require a slightly wider transitway and a wider turn radius than BRT.

O5billion J-o-rrrrrrrrrrrr e

Sixteen percent of the BRT alignment is assumed to run in mixed traffic for these cost estimates. (See reliability,
p. 17, for a map of where BRT is currently assumed to operate in mixed traffic) Operating in mixed traffic can
reduce capital cost by avoiding the need to widen the roadway, which often requires rebuilding bridges or acquiring
properties. For example, these cost estimates assume that BRT would operate in an exclusive busway on Capitol
Highway and 49th Avenue for the PCC alignment and along Barbur Boulevard south of Crossroads for the base
alignment. Shifting to a mixed traffic alignment in either of these segments would reduce the project capital cost by
around $30 million (2014$%, not including finance costs and escalation). Final decisions as to where BRT would run in

mixed traffic have not been made. return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How would the operating and maintenance cost differ between BRT and LRT? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

The chart below illustrates the differences in operating and maintenance (O&M) cost between BRT and LRT, in terms - local bus service, p. 21

of both the total annual cost and the average cost per rider, based on ridership projections for 2035. . service frequency, p. 31

- interlining, p. 33

S S 2035
< S -
: cosT - federal funding, p. 36
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While each two-car LRT train would cost 153 percent more to operate per hour than each articulated BRT bus ($296
and $117 per hour, respectively), each train would hold 210 percent more passengers than each bus (see vehicle
capacity, p. 30). As a result of its lower vehicle capacity, BRT would need to operate at a higher service frequency
in order to meet the ridership demand, and accordingly would have a higher total number of operating hours than
LRT (see service frequency, p. 31). This higher service frequency of BRT paired with a lower cost per vehicle hour
balances out to a similar total annual operating cost for both modes of around $20 million. However, because LRT
would attract more line riders than BRT (see ridership, p. 26), the per-rider O&M cost would be lower for LRT. While
LRT would cost around $1.59 per ride for the base alignment, the BRT base would cost around $2.32 per ride, or 46
percent more than LRT.

For both BRT and LRT, the PCC alignment would have a lower O&M cost per rider than the base alignment. For LRT,
this difference is a result of the higher ridership that the PCC station would attract, paired with no difference in the
total O&M cost. For BRT, the line ridership would be similar between the two alignments while the total O&M cost
would be lower with the PCC alignment because less frequent service would be required during rush hour than with
the base alignment (see service frequency, p. 31).
return to the table of contents, p. 3
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. . Why do operational considerations matter?
vehicle capacity, p. 30

The technical details of how each mode would operate are important in evaluating whether BRT or

LRT is the best fit for the Southwest Corridor.

service frequency, p. 31 . . . , .
Because TriMet has experience operating the MAX light rail network but not a BRT system, the

¢ operational logistics of a Southwest Corridor BRT alignment are less well understood. As a result, the
transit mall capacity, p. 32 : information in this section addresses BRT in more detail than LRT.

interlining, p. 33 i Key questions:
: e How would vehicle capacity compare between BRT and LRT? Would platooning, or running two

. . buses together, be feasible?
transit signal treatment, p. 34

e How frequently would HCT vehicles need to run in order to meet ridership demand? What is the
most frequent service that BRT or LRT could provide?

¢ What effect would transit mall capacity have on BRT and LRT operations?
¢ How would interlining differ between BRT and LRT?

¢ How are signal treatments used for transit in the Metro region today? How would signal treatments
differ between LRT and BRT?

Key findings:

e Each BRT bus would have a maximum capacity of approximately one third the number of passengers
as an LRT train. Platooning buses appears operationally infeasible.

e By 2035, BRT vehicles would need to run 3 to 3.3 minutes apart in order to meet ridership demand
during the peak hour and LRT trains would run 6.7 minutes apart. It is assumed that 3 minutes is
the maximum service frequency that either mode could accommodate.

e Transit Mall capacity is a concern for BRT in the peak periods at Union Station (the northern
terminus) and at the intersection of SW Lincoln Street and 4th Avenue.

e |RT would interline with either the yellow or green MAX line, while BRT would not interline with
another transit line because there would be no BRT lines from the north to connect to.

¢ Both LRT and BRT would have opportunities for enhanced transit signal treatments, but the high
service frequency of BRT would limit how often the buses could receive signal priority during rush
hour.
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How would vehicle capacity compare between BRT and LRT?

Light rail would have a capacity of 266 passengers per two-car train. For BRT, the largest capacity vehicle available in
the region would be an 86-passenger single-articulated bus. While larger-capacity buses are used in other countries,
only 86-passenger vehicles are built in the United States, which is a requirement for federal New Starts funding.

Would platooning, or running two buses together, be feasible?

In order to increase the capacity of a BRT system, one idea is to operate buses in pairs, known as platooning. These
pairs of buses would, ideally, arrive at each station together, and travel through intersections together.

3.5 min

— - -

EVENLY DISTRIBUTED BUSES
7 min

A

PLATOONED BUSES

With platooning, less frequent service could be provided while serving the same number of riders, as illustrated in
the diagram above. This reduced frequency could potentially speed up travel times and improve reliability by reducing
delay time at signals, because each pair of buses would be more likely to receive signal priority. However, platooning
may not work as intended in practice, as it would be difficult to balance passenger loads and boarding times between
the two paired buses, resulting in varying station dwell times (i.e. the time it takes for passengers to get on and off).
Differing dwell times could lead to the platoon splitting up, thereby eliminating its intended benefits.

Los Angeles Metro considered platooning to address overcrowding on its Orange Line BRT, and concluded that the
concept should not be implemented because the scheduled platoons can become delayed in an attempt to keep the
pair of buses together, and platooning would increase dwell times at stations.

An additional challenge of platooning in the Portland region is the required length of the stations. A pair of buses
would occupy a station platform of about two-thirds the length of a downtown Portland city block. In the Transit
Mall, this would constrain locations suitable for Southwest Corridor BRT stations, and limit their use by other bus
lines. Other bus lines, including new BRT lines such as Powell-Division, would mostly have to be consolidated in the
remaining blocks not used by MAX or Southwest Corridor BRT.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

- capacity for current & future demand,
p. 19

- service frequency, p. 31

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How frequently would HCT vehicles need to run in order to meet ridership demand? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
The table below shows the service frequencies that would be required to meet the projected 2035 ridership demand - travel time, p. 16
while maintaining a minimum level of service of 15 minute frequencies. Because transit demand is higher closer to - :
, : _ ) ) - rider experience, p. 18
downtown Portland, more frequent service would be required along the northern portion of the alignment in order to
provide sufficient passenger capacity without a disproportionate increase in operating and maintenance costs. (Today, - capacity for current & future demand,
many MAX and bus lines include some vehicles that turn around before the end of the line.) A more detailed service p.19
plan will be developed prior to project opening, including opening year service frequencies and locations where some . ridership, p. 26

vehicles may turn around before the end of the line.
- operating and maintenance costs, p. 28

2035 - vehicle capacity, p. 30
peak (rush hour) off-peak
base: 2.9 Number of minutes between HCT - transit mall capacity, p. 32
Portland to Tigard i 12 vehicles in each direction
- PCC: 3.3 :
g ., ............................................ “ . Same frequen(jy fOI’ base and PCC
south of Tigard 8.6 15 alignments unless noted otherwise
- 15 minute service frequencies
Portland to Tigard 6.7 15 reflect TriMet minimum standard
=2 OO NS for frequent service operations
= south of Tigard 15 15 - Numbers in red indicate frequencies
: that exceed the 3 minute limit

Why would BRT need to operate at a higher frequency than LRT?
Because BRT buses accommodate fewer passengers than LRT trains (86 to 266), BRT would need to run more frequently
than light rail in order to meet the projected demand (see vehicle capacity, p. 30).

What is the most frequent service that BRT or LRT could provide?

The current assumption is that either BRT or LRT could operate at a frequency of up to 3 minutes, or 20 vehicles per
hour, without significant issues on the Transit Mall (see transit mall capacity, p. 32). Ridership projections suggest
that the BRT base alignment would need to provide a rush hour service frequency of 2.9 minutes, or 21 vehicles
per hour, by 2035. In other words, ridership demand would exceed the capacity that 3 minute headways would
provide (20 vehicles per hour). BRT to PCC would require 3.3 minute frequencies during rush hour in 2035 to meet
the ridership demand, or 19 vehicles per hour. As a result, the BRT vehicles would likely be overcrowded during rush
hour and some passengers may need to wait until the next bus (see capacity for current & future demand, p. 19).

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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What effect would transit mall capacity have on BRT and LRT operations?

Today, the Transit Mall on 5th and 6th Avenues in downtown Portland carries 16 TriMet
bus lines along with the Green and Orange/Yellow MAX lines all day, as well as five
C-TRAN bus lines in the morning and afternoon. Estimates show that the mall can carry
up to 120 buses per hour. Stations for LRT are separate from bus stops, and LRT vehicles
and buses weave along the route, leapfrogging each other to reach their respective stop
locations.

A Southwest Corridor LRT line would interline with either the existing Yellow or Green
Line MAX. Southwest Corridor LRT would utilize the same MAX tracks and stations, and
with similar service frequencies, which would result in few or no additional LRT vehicles
on the Transit Mall. Local bus service planning with a light rail project will not occur until
later in the planning process, but it is likely that duplicative local bus service would be
reduced, resulting in fewer standard buses on the Transit Mall.

A Southwest Corridor BRT line would introduce new vehicles to the Transit Mall because
it would not interline with any existing service and could not interline with the Powell-
Division BRT route since both would connect to the southern end of the Transit Mall.
Current plans assume the northern terminus of a Southwest Corridor BRT would be near
Union Station. As with LRT, BRT service would likely result in fewer standard buses on the
mall from reductions in duplicative local service.

Projected BRT service frequencies (see service frequency, p. 31) generate concerns
about bus bunching at Transit Mall stations and at the northern terminus, where the
vehicles would not only stop for passengers but also lay over to provide breaks for drivers.
If BRT is chosen as the preferred mode, routing to the Transit Mall will be evaluated in
detail during the Draft Environment Impact Statement.

The current assumption is that either BRT or LRT could operate at a frequency of up to
3 minutes, or 20 vehicles per hour, without significant issues on the Transit Mall. This
3-minute headway restriction is an estimate of the frequency threshold at which transit
service would deteriorate because transit vehicles could not be granted sufficient signal
priority at intersections outside of downtown Portland and the vehicle bunching entering
and progressing along the Transit Mall would cause intersection blockages and delays at
stations. A 3-minute headway provides a baseline to compare peak capacities of each
mode.
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RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

- capacity for current & future demand,
p. 19

- local bus service, p. 21
- service frequency, p. 31

- interlining, p. 33

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How would interlining differ between BRT and LRT?

A Southwest Corridor LRT alignment would be interlined with either the MAX Yellow Line, which currently interlines
with the Orange Line, or the Green Line, which currently terminates at the south end of the downtown Portland
Transit Mall. The decision on which of these lines would interline with each other would be made at a later date based

on service frequencies, travel patterns and public input.

Because there are no existing BRT alignments on the Transit Mall, a Southwest Corridor BRT alignment would terminate
at the north end of the Transit Mall, near Union Station. A Southwest Corridor BRT alignment would not be able
to interline with the Powell-Division BRT project currently under development because both lines would connect to
the Transit Mall from the south. Either the Southwest Corridor or the Powell-Division BRT line could potentially be
extended beyond the Transit Mall to the north as part of a future project, but there are no such plans at this time.
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The opportunity to interline with an existing MAX line would provide three benefits for LRT: it would preserve Transit
Mall capacity, reduce operating costs, and provide one-seat rides for transit riders crossing the Willamette River.
Because the Yellow and Green lines already serve the Transit Mall to Portland State University, interlining with either of
these would in effect be an extension of the existing service, so few or no additional LRT vehicles would be introduced
onto the Transit Mall at any one time and the operating hours along the Transit Mall would already be accounted for
by the Yellow or Green Line service. For a Southwest Corridor BRT line, the BRT buses on the mall and the operating
costs would both be new to the system. Finally, LRT would provide a one-seat ride across the Willamette River, while

BRT would require a transfer because it would terminate at Union Station.

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

- rider experience, p. 18

- operating and maintenance costs, p. 28

- transit mall capacity, p. 32

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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How are signal treatments used for transit in the Metro region today? RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

There is a range of transit signal treatments in use around the world, from cautious and minimally effective to - travel time, p. 16
aggressive and highly effective. The Metro region uses a fairly aggressive signal treatment on the MAX light rail
system — preemption — but MAX has never run on a state-owned five-lane arterial, which could occur in some
segments of this project. TriMet uses several types of signal priority on the local bus system, including queue jumps - service frequency, p. 31
and green extensions, which are more cautious.

- reliability, p. 17

How would signal treatments differ between LRT and BRT?

LRT and BRT would have opportunities for enhanced transit signal treatments, but the type of treatments would likely
differ between the two transit modes and the transit treatments cannot supersede emergency vehicle preemption or
terminate an active pedestrian clearance phase.

If the selected mode is LRT, it may have the ability to preempt traffic signals, extend green time, and/or utilize other
signal treatments. The ability to skip side street or turn phases may be limited in some segments of the corridor to
avoid potential safety issues, such as queuing on I-5 exit ramps.

If the selected mode is BRT, the signal treatments would likely be less aggressive due to operational differences
between the modes. Serving the forecasted future transit demand in the corridor would require a high frequency of
BRT vehicles during the peak hour. Each instance of a bus receiving priority at a traffic signal would require a recovery
period in order to adequately serve cross traffic that has been held. Due to the high frequency needed for BRT (up
to every 3 minutes in each direction during rush hour) and projected signal cycle lengths of 1.5 to 2 minutes along
Barbur Boulevard, consistent signal preemption or priority would not be feasible. Some BRT vehicles would not receive
priority, likely resulting in slower and less reliable operations for BRT during peak periods compared to light rail. (This
is not expected to be an issue during off-peak periods due to less frequent BRT service.) LRT also would experience
this issue during peak periods, but to a lesser degree than BRT.

See travel time, p. 16, for an overview of the estimated 2035 travel times for each mode, including signal delay
time.

As the project progresses, it is expected that continued review, coordination, and analysis will determine the appropriate
transit signal treatments at specific locations throughout the corridor.

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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. Why does finance matter?
federal funding, p. 36

Both local and federal sources of funding for high capacity transit projects are becoming increasingly
¢ scarce and competitive. Although a detailed funding strategy for the Southwest Corridor project
local funding, p. 37 :  has not yet been developed and will continue to be discussed throughout the federal environmental
:  review process, it is important to begin to understand how the operating and capital costs of LRT and
BRT relate to the potential sources of funding.

Key questions:
¢ How would access to federal funding differ between BRT and LRT?

e Where has local funding come from for past high capacity transit projects in the region? How
would access to local funding sources differ between BRT and LRT?

Key findings:

¢ The Portland region’s history of receiving federal New Starts funding for MAX projects, paired with
the anticipated strength of a Southwest Corridor LRT line, suggests that LRT could be competitive
for federal funding. The absence of comparable high-level BRT projects in the United States makes

it more difficult to gauge the competitiveness of a Southwest Corridor BRT project for federal
funding.

e While a BRT project would cost less to construct than an LRT project, LRT would outperform BRT
in terms of ridership, travel time and capacity for future ridership growth. Due to this difference in
both costs and benefits between the two modes, it is difficult to assess the relative feasibility of
receiving the necessary local funding.
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How would access to federal funding differ between BRT and LRT? WHAT IS NEW STARTS?

Federal funding for high capacity transit projects typically comes from - Fixed guideway projects such as light
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) through their competitive New . rail, busway, subway and commuter rail
Starts and ISmaII Starts grant programs. New Starts requires a total - . y . Funded by FTA discretionary funding
project capital cost of over $250 million, and at least 50 percent of the . N -
alignment must be in exclusive transitway, while Small Starts is geared . o N + Very competitive program — five times
toward smaller projects with a maximum grant award of $75 million. : as many projects as funds available
Current New Starts practice allows projects to receive up to 50 percent "

federal funding fo.r the capital cost. The Portland region hgs been . . ] RELATED CONSIDERATIONS
successful at securing New Starts funding for all but one of its MAX . A

light rail projects. (Airport MAX Red Line did not apply for federal funds - ridership, p. 26

because a large portion of the project was privately funded.) Currently Location of high capacity transit projects Y

there are over 20 projects across the country that may be seeking New likely competing for New Starts funding

Starts funding in the near future (see map on the right). - operating and maintenance costs, p.

28
The communities in the Southwest Corridor already contain a high concentration of people and jobs, significant

traffic congestion and areas for future business and residential growth. These elements lead to strong transit ridership - local funding, p. 37
projections and support a project’s competitiveness nationally. The anticipated strength of an LRT project as currently

assumed, paired with the Portland region’s history of successful New Starts grant applications, suggests that a

Southwest Corridor LRT project could be competitive for federal funding. However, based on 50 percent local funding

match, a Southwest Corridor LRT alignment as envisioned currently could require a New Starts grant around $1 billion.

Although a number of light rail projects have been awarded around $1 billion from the New Starts program, many of

those have provided a local share greater than 50 percent.

BRT is a new concept for the Portland metro region, and a Southwest Corridor BRT line would be a larger investment
than other BRT projects considered for the United States so far. A BRT line is being concurrently planned for the Powell-
Division corridor, and C-TRAN is constructing The Vine BRT in Vancouver, but both of these are expected to operate
mostly in mixed traffic. As envisioned, a Southwest Corridor BRT line would achieve a higher standard due largely to
extensive exclusive busway operations — 84 percent in current assumptions. In fact, the Southwest Corridor BRT as
planned would likely score the highest in the United States on a scale developed by the Institute for Transportation &
Development Policy. Only five lines in the United States score highly enough on the scale to be ranked according to
the BRT Standard, with one line, the Cleveland Health Line, achieving the “silver” level and the other four achieving
“bronze.” The absence of comparable high-level true BRT projects in the United States makes it more difficult to
gauge likelihood of FTA funding. Over the last decade only three BRT projects have received funding in the New Starts
category of the FTA grant program, and those received $275 million from FTA. Based on 50 percent local match, a
Southwest Corridor BRT alignment as envisioned currently would require a $500 million New Starts grant.

return to the table of contents, p. 3



FINANCE | local funding

37/

Where has local funding come from for past high capacity transit projects in the region?

Current New Starts practice would allow
a Southwest Corridor HCT project to
receive up to 50 percent federal funding
for the capital cost, so the remaining half
would require local funding. Although
previous MAX light rail projects have
received up to 83 percent federal funding,
the federal share has decreased over
time, so the local share has increased.
(No federal funding was sought for the
Airport Red Line MAX because a large
portion was privately funded.)

The local funding share for past MAX light
rail projects’ construction costs has come
from a number of sources, including the

State of Oregon, TriMet, Metro, counties and local cities benefiting from a project. While recent projects in this region
did not rely on general obligation bonds for local funding, a bond measure may be necessary to contribute to the local

Local & federal funding shares
for TriMet MAX projects

local
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share of a Southwest Corridor HCT line and the associated roadway, bike and pedestrian projects.

How would access to local funding sources differ between BRT and LRT?

Both capital and operating requirements must be considered in comparing the local funding aspects of the alternative
modes. The capital finance plan for either LRT or BRT may include a regional funding measure, a state contribution and
local funding contributions. Funding plans in support of previous Portland region transit projects found that generally
each of these potential funding contributors preferred investing in light rail over bus alternatives. This preference must

be weighed against the additional local funding requirement associated with LRT.

While up to half of the capital cost is eligible for federal funding, operating costs are almost entirely locally funded for
the lifetime of service. The estimated annual operating costs of LRT and BRT are relatively similar for 2035, but by 2035
LRT would carry four to five million more riders annually than BRT (see operating and maintenance costs, p. 28).
Additionally, BRT would have little capacity to increase service after 2035, so future growth in the corridor would need
to be accommodated with regular bus service, which is less cost-efficient to operate than BRT or LRT. In comparison,
LRT would have substantial capacity for cost-efficient service increases beyond 2035 as ridership demand grows. (See
capacity for current & future demand, p. 19.)

RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

- road, bike & pedestrian projects, p.
20

- public opinion, p. 23
- capital cost, p. 27

- operating and maintenance costs, p.
28

- federal funding, p. 36

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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REFINEMENT PHASE OTHER DOCUMENTS
January Decision on HCT alignment and terminus options in Tigard and Tualatin ﬁ)Sﬁgacra;re]dmstmhgraggéessg:w%g;fioLrF:Tot:tri]c?r?sl
2016 Public feedback to inform decision on HCT mode and light rail tunnel to PCC Sylvania is being released concurrently with this
N g document, and can be accessed on the
( . . . . . . . ) project website at www.swcorridorplan.org.
Decision between light rail or bus rapid transit as the mode choice for the corridor By the end of January 2016 a staff
February - Decision on whether to continue studying light rail tunnel to PCC Sylvania recommendation memo will be released
2016 Recommendation on strategy to fund road, bikeway, sidewalk and trail projects to serve Lcérciz?(fnge?r;]u:r)C/Oanr:}iGtt(SEteeeiQnSgChC:drEEgtig
I the entire corridor and on land use and development strategy | consider which HCT mode to study further
p N and whether to continue studying the LRT
March to . . , - tunnel to PCC.
Aoril 2016 @®— Public feedback to inform adoption of Preferred Package of Alternatives N
pri - 7 After the February decision, the preferred
y ’ p
( ) transit mode will be incorporated into a
High Capacity Transit Preferred Package of Alternatives: Identify high capacity transit draft ‘Preferred Package’ of investments for
alignments and terminus options to receive further study, associated road, bikeway, sidewalk the Southwest Corridor for further public
May 2016 @ and trail projects, and choice between light rail or bus rapid transit review, which will be finalized at the May
Corridor Connections: Potential funding source and timeframe for each of the roadway, AVIO S el LS S )
bike, sidewalk and trail projects in the Shared Investment Strategy
\ J UPCOMING PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
OPPORTUNITIES
An online comment period will be open from
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PHASE early January through early February for
2017-2018 10% high capacity transit design, analysis of potential impacts, ongoing public outreach and tchoempmuﬁltlget,g prsevkl)?ﬁ;ypUtzfgtrhthedsetceiiig?]gs
selection of Locally Preferred Alternative regarding mode and whether to continue
study of an underground transit station to
serve the PCC Sylvania campus.
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PHASE Project staff will also be attending multlple
neighborhood, business and civic meetings
Local funding commitments, 30% high capacity transit design and application for federal in January and February to present
2019-2020 fundi information about the project and engage
unding Informa proj gag
with interested stakeholders. Please let us
know if you are interested in scheduling a
presentation by project staff by emailing
ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION PHASE sweorridorplan@oregonmetro.gov.
2021-2025 .—[ Final design and construction of high capacity transit line ]

return to the table of contents, p. 3
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Summary of options to improve
transit access to PCC Sylvania

January 7, 2016



Overview

There are several options currently under consideration for improving transit service to the
PCC Sylvania campus. High capacity transit could connect directly to the PCC Sylvania campus
via Capitol Highway or an underground transit tunnel, or could remain on Barbur Blvd If high
capacity transit remains on Barbur Blvd there are several options for utilizing a high capacity
transit investment to improve transit service to the campus.

Options include:

Light rail cut-and-cover tunnel directly to PCC Sylvania campus

Light rail bored tunnel directly to PCC Sylvania campus

Bus rapid transit on Capitol Hwy with station on PCC Sylvania campus

Bus rapid transit on Barbur Blvd + SW 53rd Ave walk/bike connection to campus

Light rail on Barbur Blvd + SW 53rd Ave walk/bike connection to campus. This could be
accompanied by one of the following:
+ aerial tram from Barbur to campus
+ “branded” bus routes that would include all day frequent service, use of the light
rail transitway on Barbur, signal prioritization and special signage

+ local bus hub on PCC Sylvania campus with buses timed at light rail arrivals, a
busway on campus, a bus-only bridge across I-5 and use of the light rail transitway
in central Tigard

The information in this summary is derived from reports previously published by project staff
and available on the project library (www.swcorridorplan.org) and via the links below.

Key Issues memo: PCC Sylvania area (4/13/15, updated 5/4/15). Describes the alignment
options for bus rapid transit and light rail in and around campus. Note that some
information has become outdated; e.g. the Key Issues memo only analyzes a cut and cover
tunnel option, whereas bored tunnel options are now under consideration.

PCC Sylvania Light Rail Connection Options technical memo (8/14/15). Reports on further
investigation of ways to reduce tunnel impacts, costs and risks while maintaining or
improving performance. Introduces the bored tunnel approach as an option and initial
concepts for improved connection between a station on Barbur Blvd and the campus.

PCC Sylvania Enhanced Connection Options technical memo (12/31/15). Describes
alternative connection options that could augment an HCT alignment remaining on
Barbur Boulevard or adjacent to I-5

In February 2016 the project steering committee will consider which connection options are
most promising for further study and whether any light rail tunnel to the campus will
continue to be studied.


http://www.swcorridorplan.org/
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/SWCP-KeyIsuess-PCC-ExecSum-Updated-20150504.pdf
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/SWCP-PCC-Tunnel-Technical-Memo-20150814-web.pdf
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/SWCP-PCCConnections-TechnicalMemo-20151231.pdf

Light rail to campus via bored tunnel options
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To serve PCC Sylvania campus directly with light rail (MAX) requires construction of an
underground transit tunnel due to steep grades. A short bored tunnel would depart Barbur
Blvd at a tunnel portal near SW 53rd Ave and exit at a portal near Lesser Road, with a bridge
over I-5 connecting to the Tigard Triangle. A long bored tunnel would begin at the same
location, travel under I-5 and exit in the Tigard Triangle.

* Anunderground station would serve PCC Sylvania near the northern edge of campus.

* Thelong bored tunnel option would have a shorter travel time and may cost less to
construct compared to a cut-and-cover tunnel.

* Both bored tunnel options would result in higher ridership, but slower travel times
compared to a Barbur light rail alignment, and significantly higher construction costs.

* A bored tunnel would have a shorter duration of construction and a reduced level of
community impacts (fewer property displacements and traffic impacts) than a cut-and-
cover tunnel. It would still have significant community impacts and construction risk.



Light rail to campus via cut-and-cover tunnel
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This was the tunnel alignment considered by the Southwest Corridor Steering Committee in
June 2015. A cut-and-cover tunnel would depart from Barbur Blvd, begin at a tunnel portal
near SW 53rd Ave and exit through a portal near Lesser Road.

* Anunderground station would serve PCC Sylvania near the northern edge of campus.

* This option increases ridership and a slightly slower travel time
compared to a Barbur light rail alignment; yet also significantly increases project costs.
* This option significantly increases construction risks and impacts

including residential displacements, traffic disruption during construction, and
complexities of the tunnel design and construction.

* Cut-and-cover tunnel construction involves excavating a trench and then covering up the
transit tracks after construction.



Bus rapid transit to PCC campus via Capitol
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This alignment is only being considered for bus rapid transit due to the steep slopes around
the PCC campus that prohibit light rail operation. The route would depart Barbur Blvd and
run in the center of Capitol Hwy and 49th Ave to the PCC Sylvania campus. Bus rapid transit
would travel west through the campus to a new bridge structure stretching from Lesser Road
across I-5 to the Tigard Triangle.

* The option could include conversion of one auto lane on Capitol Hwy in each direction for
exclusive bus rapid transit use to limit impacts to adjacent properties, or not converting
auto lanes with transit running in mixed traffic.

* A new bridge over I-5 could include bike and pedestrian facilities to provide a safe
connection for those modes between PCC and the Tigard Triangle.



Bus rapid transit on Barbur + walk/bike connection
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If bus rapid transit runs on or adjacent to Barbur Blvd between Capitol Highway and Tigard, a
station will be located near SW 53rd Avenue. SW 53rd Ave is an unimproved local roadway
north of campus that provides the shortest access to Barbur and is used informally as a route
for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel to PCC Sylvania. Investment would be necessary to
create a walkable and bikeable connection usable to the general public.

* The distance from Barbur/53rd to campus is approximately % mile with somewhat steep
grades and limited paving and sidewalks.

* Improvements would include new bike lanes and sidewalks, lighting, safety and storm
water management features; auto access would be maintained.

* Initial concepts for this walk/bike connection have been developed and would be refined
into preliminary designs during the environmental review phase.

e This option is unlikely to be accompanied by additional connection options such as an
aerial tram or enhanced bus service; a direct BRT connection to campus would cost less
than those options.



Light rail on Barbur + walk/bike connection
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HCT OPTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION
* Options for LRT

If light rail runs on or adjacent to Barbur Blvd between Capitol Highway and Tigard, a station
will be located near SW 53rd Avenue. SW 53rd Ave is an unimproved local roadway north of
campus that provides the shortest access to Barbur and is used informally as a route for
pedestrians and bicyclists to travel to PCC Sylvania. Investment would be necessary to create
a walkable and bikeable connection usable to the general public.

* The distance from Barbur/53rd to campus is approximately % mile with somewhat steep
grades and limited paving and sidewalks.

* Improvements would include new bike lanes and sidewalks, lighting, safety and storm
water management features; auto access would be maintained.

* Initial concepts for this walk/bike connection have been developed and would be refined
into preliminary designs during the environmental review phase.

e This option could be accompanied by an aerial tram to connect a HCT stop on Barbur to
campus.



Light rail on Barbur Blvd + new “branded” bus line to PCC
Sylvania on shared transitway
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This route would include additional
treatments for the buses and stops
(“branding”) to distinguish the line
from other frequent service routes.

This new bus line would run on the
light rail transitway from downtown
Portland to the Barbur Transit Center,
then continue in mixed traffic on
Capitol Hwy to PCC Sylvania.

The route could have five stops in the
shared transitway section and three
stops in the mixed traffic portion
south of Barbur Transit Center.

When on the shared transitway, the
branded line would utilize transit
signal improvements to enhance
travel times and reliability.

To share the transitway, longer and
wider station platforms are required
to accommodate buses, which
increases property impacts and
capital costs.

The branded line could terminate at
PCC Sylvania or extend to the Tigard
Transit Center.

Projected to improve travel times by
approximately 2-3 minutes over the
existing 44 line and increase bus
ridership by 4,000 new system
boardings per week.

This option would also include new
walk/bike improvements on SW 53rd
Ave to connect light rail with campus.
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Under this option the existing line 44
route would be upgraded to frequent
service (15 minutes or better all day)
and have access to the light rail
transitway between downtown
Portland and Hillsdale.

The route would include additional
treatments for the buses and stops
(“branding”) to distinguish the line
from other frequent service routes.

The route could have two stops in the
shared transitway section and
approximately eight stops in the
mixed traffic portion.

When on the shared transitway, the
44 line would utilize transit signal
improvements to enhance travel
times and reliability.

To share the transitway, longer and
wider station platforms are required
to accommodate buses, which
increases property impacts and
capital costs.

Possible terminus options for the
branded 44 line include PCC Sylvania,
Bridgeport Village and the Tigard
Transit Center.

Projected to improve travel times for
the line 44 by 3-4 minutes . Future
ridership has not yet been modeled.

This option would also include new
walk/bike improvements on SW 53rd
Ave to connect light rail with campus.
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This option would connect PCC
Sylvania with communities to the
north, south, east and west by
extending a combination of existing
local buses to create a bus hub on the
campus and share a portion of light
rail transitway west of [-5.

Buses would connect with each
incoming light rail vehicle at Barbur
Transit Center.

A busway could connect SW 49th Ave
to Lesser Road to provide a
designated path through campus and
a central location for buses.

A bus-only bridge would connect the
PCC busway to the light rail transitway
west of |-5.

If the light rail alignment in Tigard
constructs a new OR-217 crossing at
Beveland Street , buses connecting to
PCC could use it for additional time
savings.

Bus lines that could serve a PCC
Sylvania bus hub include the 44, 78,
93 and new line 97; another
combination of lines could be used.
Changes to the route or level of
service to any existing lines would
require extensive community
outreach and input.

This option would also include new
walk/bike improvements on SW 53rd
Ave to connect light rail with campus.
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What would bus rapid transit look like in the Southwest Corridor?

Southwest Corridor Plan partners are evaluating
whether light rail or bus rapid transit is the best high
capacity transit mode to serve Tualatin, Tigard, SW
Portland and the surrounding communities. The project
steering committee will decide at its February 29th
public meeting. While many people in the region have
seen or ridden on TriMet’s MAX light rail system, fewer
have experience with bus rapid transit systems.

Successful bus rapid transit systems are currently up
and running in both Seattle and Eugene. Portland and
Gresham-area planners are developing this region’s first
bus rapid transit system along the SE Powell-Division
Corridor, expected to be in operation by 2020. The Vine
bus rapid transit system in Vancouver, WA is currently
under construction.

Bus rapid transit can describe a broad range of
transit types, and the type of bus rapid transit system
envisioned for the Southwest Corridor would have
different features than other bus rapid transit systems
in this region. Here are a few features you could expect
if bus rapid transit is selected as the preferred high
capacity transit mode for the Southwest Corridor.

Potential features of
Southwest Corridor Bus Rapid Transit

« Longer, articulated buses that look distinct
from regular buses and carry 86 passengers
(compared to 51 on local bus)

. MAX-like stations with shelters, real time arrival
estimates, trash cans, more places to sit, bike
parking and information kiosks

«  Fastloading with electronic fare options
« Boarding through all doors (not just the front)

«  Operates mostly in its own dedicated bus lane
(current design indicates 80% dedicated lane)

« “Level boarding” where the floor of the bus
matches the height of the station platform, so
there are no stairs to climb during boarding

« Routes are fixed like MAX, but bus rapid transit
can navigate around obstacles, unlike MAX

«  “Signal priority”allows bus rapid transit vehicles
through intersections faster by using dedicated
traffic lights with sensors that know when a
vehicle is approaching, and whether it is on
time

«  “Curb extensions” widen the curb and narrow
the road at stops, which allows vehicles to
remain in the driving lane to unload and not
wait for a break in traffic to re-enter the lane.

www.swcorridorplan.org




METRO NEWS

February decisions in
Southwest: An overview

Light rail, bus rapid transit and Mt. Sylvania:
What's at stake Feb. 29.

Click on the image below to link to the Metro website for answers to frequently-asked questions about
rapid transit choice in the Southwest Corridor.

Jan 08, 2016 01:59pm

You asked, we answered: here are your top questions about the
opportunities and impacts of light rail and bus rapid transit in the
Southwest Corridor.


http://www.oregonmetro.gov/news/your-frequently-asked-questions-about-rapid-transit-choice-southwest

Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting.
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2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
Regional Leadership Forum
Trends, challenges and a vision for the future

SAVE THE DATE
Regional Leadership Forum 1

8 to 12 a.m., Friday, April 22, 2016
Oregon Convention Center

Metro Council, MPAC and JPACT members and alternates,

The region is looking ahead to how our transportation system will accommodate future
growth and change — and what investments we should make over the next 25 years to keep
our economy moving with a transportation system that is safe, reliable and affordable for all
users.

Join the Metro Council and regional leaders from the Metro Policy Advisory Committee and
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation along with invited business and
community leaders for the first of three Regional Leadership Forums this year to discuss the
big issues impacting future travel in the Portland metropolitan region.

! Trends, challenges and a vision for the future

R.T. Rybak, former three-term mayor of Minneapolis,
will set the stage for the first Regional Leadership
Forum on April 22. Rybak will share his experiences
leading a diverse metropolitan area and responding to
the collapse of the I-35W Mississippi River Bridge that
was rebuilt to expand travel options in his community.

He is currently head of Generation Next, a partnership
of education, community, government and business
P leaders working to close the achievement gap between
4».?\ - white and minority students.

Additional information and a link for RSVP to follow. For more information on the 2018
Regional Transportation Plan update, visit oregonmetro.gov/rtp.



file:///C:/Users/morell/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/TBYW2OA7/oregonmetro.gov/rtp

Regional Travel Options
Update: Strategic Plan &
Grant program

Presentation to TPAC
January 29, 2016

Dan Kaempff, Metro

@ Metro | Making a great place



RTO Strategic Plan

» First plan: 2003

 Set program goals & objectives,
established grant program

 Defined program coordination,
evaluation, grantmaking roles

- Updated twice, on 5-yr intervals

 Current plan extends out to 2017



Program evolution

2003 2016

Commute trips Multiple trips




Strategic plan update

process, timeline
 Begin process in early 2017, post-RTO
grant awards, RFFA project selection

- Engage stakeholders in identifying
program needs/goals/objectives —
Spring/Summer 2017

« Create/discuss plan — Autumn 2017
- Adoption of final plan — Winter 2017-18



Why it’s recommended to
delay updating the plan

« RFFA outcome may impact the RTO
program policy; Safe Routes to School/
Climate Smart Strategies

« 2018 RTP may provide new policy
direction for the RTO program’s role in
the region

» Coordination with ODOT TO plan
- Take a longer look — 10 years
» Staff bandwidth issues — Metro & TPAC



2017-19 RTO grant program
outline

- Follow 2012-17 Strategic Plan guidance

« Maintain 2015-17 criteria, evaluation
structure

« Discuss details of process adjustments,
funding levels at April TPAC meeting
prior to creating final grant program



2017-19 grant timeline

 April —June: TPAC review process,
develop criteria

- July: Project solicitation

- September: Proposals due
 October: Technical evaluation

« Nov./Dec.: Local priority projects id’d
- Jan. 2017: Final project list released

- July 2017: Projects begin



Questions?

Dan Kaempff
daniel.kaempff@oregonmetro.gov
503.813.7559

@ Metro | Making a great place




TOD Program
Strategic Plan Map & Work Plan Updates

TPAC
January 29, 2016




TOD Program Purpose __

Implements 2040
Growth Concept by
Investing in compact
mixed use projects near
high frequency transit
and in town and
regional centers.

Transfer
Station Graham
Oaks Nature

Venetian
Milwaukie Thealre
Farmers' -
Reynolds Fred Meyer
Industrial Distribution
e Park 1
Sullivans District Oregon
Gulch Convention
Center

Tualatin

River Trail Portland's

Grasham “ Portland
Expo

Downltown

Sherwoad | Wilsenville

Sellweod S 238th

Bridge
Corridor

Cully

Tigard Makn
Streetscape

MeLaughiin Blvd.
Streatscapo

ENTERPRISING PLACES

TRANSIT INVESTMENT AREAS
TRANSIT-OREINTED DEVELOPMENT
EQUITABLE HOUSING
ECONOMIC INVESTMENT AREAS

REGIONAL FLEXIBLE FUNDS » SYSTEM MANAGEMENT + TRAVEL OPTIONS

REGIONAL
COMMUNITY epait PARTNERSHIPS

STATE LAND USE

FEDERAL
TRANSPORTATION LEGISLATION
LEGISLATION
STATE CLIMATE REGIONAL LAND USE
PoLICY PLANS AND POLICIES

2040

REGIONAL VISION

TRANSPORTATION
SIX DESIRED
PLAN OUTCOMES
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2002

2005

2006

2007

2010

2011

2012

2001

2014
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dth Main

The Nexus
@@ Hub 9

& @ o vifla Capri West
Pacific University

Program accomplishments

Residential u

Commereial
space
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2,086

1998-2015

@ K Station
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TOD program investments
L TOD projects opened
L ] TOD projects completed

TOD

ind holdings

Areas eligible for TOD funding
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2040 urban center
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TOD & Regional Goals

®  Vibrant communities

» Opportunities to live, work, and shop in

transit served areas and centers

Safe and reliable transportation

» Housing options with low commuting costs

» Increased farebox support for transit
system

Economic prosperity

> Investment in downtowns, corridors, and

centers

» Construction related employment

= Equity
» Housing choices that serve a
range of income levels

» Transit access to jobs

m  (Clean air and water

» Reduced land consumption
and vehicle emissions

m Leadership on climate change
> Reduced VMT/carbon

emissions




Overview

® Background on TOD Program
» Purpose and context
» Results
» Methodology
» Strategic plan

m Updated Strategic Plan map

= Work Plan changes to
support Housing Choice

Northwood, Portland



Results

= Vibrant Communities
> 3,296 housing units
> 399,769 commercial SF built

= Equity
» 729 regulated affordable units at 60% AMI or less
» Additional units at 80% AMI

= Transportation choices
» 831,256 transit trips induced per year

= Environment

» 54 acres used versus 580 required for non-transit
served development

» Reduced VMT

=  Economy

> $582 million of direct investment from $42 million in = i
program expenditure (including overhead)

Pacific University Health Campus,
Hillsboro



Program approach

= Regional Flexible Funds

® Land acquisition and disposition wi]

- _ B s )
and development of key sites ety 2
= o P e Y R
® Purchase of TOD Easements Fourth Main Village, Hillsboro
based on:
» Induced transit trip value versus
base case

> Density/mixed use cost premiums
» Financial need
>

Typical easement value of $200k
to S500k

Acadia Gardens, Clackamas County



TOD Strategic Plan

= Created 2011

Transit-Oriented
Development Program

= Eligible areas:
> ¥ mile of MAX station

» 7 mile of frequent service
bus or street car
» 2040 Centers

= Approach tailored to TOD
readiness

» Market strength
» Transit orientation




Measuring TOD Readiness

people

. places
Potential

(market)

ped/bike
connectivity
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Measuring Market Strength

= Updated methodology

® Per square foot sales prices

 Apartments
e Commercial buildings

= Robust data set
® Consistent across region

B Ground truthing still needed:
» Areas with limited sales
» Areas with fast changing markets
» As projects come in TOD staff
verifies conditions with economist

15
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Station Community Typology




2016 Strategic Plan Update

® Changing market
conditions

= Expansion of TriMet
frequent service

= Updated market
methodology

17



Updated Typology Map

2016 S ;
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TOD Work Plan: Housing Choice

» The TOD Work Plan promotes equity via “Housing
Choice TOD Projects” that expand income diversity in an
area by producing affordable or workforce housing
without exacerbating concentration of poverty.

m 729 of 3,296 units are
regulated affordable at 8
60% AMI or less.

= Additional units at
80% AMI

Patton Park Apartments, Portland




Housing Choice Challenges

= Affordable projects desired
in close in and higher cost
areas but:

» Where rents support
development at maximum
allowed density, affordable
projects cannot demonstrate R . Y T cal - o
induced transit ridership. B AN e

> In high cost areas and Fillwred, o S
e . N Williams Street, Portland
gentrifying areas, affordable

developers cannot pay higher
land costs.

20



Housing Choice Changes

> In assessing value of transit
ridership: Utilize newly available data
indicating that lower income
households ride transit more.

> In assessing cost premiums:
Recognize the land cost premiums
associated with building affordable
housing in higher cost areas.

Funding eligibility for
affordable projects in higher
cost and zoning constrained

alreas. The Rose, Gateway, Portland

21



Coming TOD Activities
in 2016

Roll out Work Plan changes to
advisory committees and
stakeholders.

Furniture Store developer
selection

City of Milwaukie- Texaco site
developer selection

City of Beaverton- Westgate
disposition

Land acquisition

22



Discussion and comments

23



Infill & Enhance

Blue Line Yellow Line

= Hollywood = Prescott

= 6Ot = QOverlook Park 4
= 102" = Killingsworth

= Beaverton TC = Rosa Parks

= Beaverton Central " Lombard
Orange Line Portland City Center
= Clinton = All lines, all stations
= Rhine

= Bybee * Legend

= Tacoma/Springwater

* Moved up from catalyze
& connect

24



Catalyze & Connect

Blue Line

82nd ‘
Gateway

122nd

Civic Drive
Gresham City Hall
Cleveland Ave
Millikin way A
Orenco

Tuality
Washington/ SE 12t Ave. 4
Hatfield

Hillsboro central

Legend

* Moved up from Plan and Partner
¥ Moved down from Infill and Enhance

Green Line

® Main St.

®  Division

= Powell

= Holgate 4

Orange Line
= Holgate
= Lake

= Parkrose/Sumner *

Yellow Line
Kenton
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Plan & Partner

Blue Line
148t
162nd
172nd
181t @
Rockwood
Ruby Junction
Washington
Park
Sunset W
= Beaverton
Creek
= Merlo Road
= Elmonica

= Willow Creek

® Quatama

= Hawthorne
Farm

= Fairplex

Legend
Moved down

from Catalyze and
Connect

Green Line
B |ents

Flavel 4

[ |
= Fuller
m  (Clackamas

Orange Line
= Park Ave.

m (Cascades
= Mt. Hood Ave.
m  Portland Airport

Yellow Line

= Delta Park
®m  EXpo center

26



Objective: Increase funding eligibility
for affordable housing

= Proposed Work Plan change #2:

» Utilize expert financial analysis to recognize the
financial burdens unique to affordable projects.

6. Financial need
a. The project has cost premiums related to higher density, urban infill, or vertically

integrated mixed use development, OR the project has affordability covenants which
reduce the project's value compared to a similar unregulated project; AND




Plan & Partner Example

A developer partners with a local jurisdiction to build a 30

unit mixed use building as part of a revitalization strategy
in an area with low rents.

Density and mixed use cost premiums

Foregone land value due to affordability restriction
(Proposed Consideration)

Total of Cost Premiums and Forgone Land-"~

Induced Ridership =~ e

Ade _s1ip due to affordability restriction
(Proposed Consideration)

Total In._.ced Ridership

$200.000
NA

$200,000

$200,000
NA

$200,000

$200;000
$200,000

$200,000 )
SO

$200,000.)

$200,000.2
$125,000

$325,000 )

$200,000
$200,000



Catalyze & Connect Example

A developer is considering a 75 unit project, the first mixed
use project with moderate rents.

Density and mixed use cost premiums

Foregone land value due to affordability restriction
(Proposed Consideration)

Total of Cost Premiums and Forgoneag

Induced 2 Juse case

A 2&ast ridership due to affordability restriction
(Proposed Consideration)

Total Induced Ridership

S250,0CC
NA

$250,000
5300,600
NA

$300,000

$250,000
$250;000

$250,000 )
$200,000

$450,000)

$334,000

$634,000 )

$250,000
$450,000




Infill & Enhance Example

A developer is considering a project with high rents and
building to the maximum allowed density of 75 dwelling

units.

Density and mixed use cost premiums SO SO
Foregone land value due to affordability restriction NA $400,000
(Proposed Consideration)

Total of Cost Premiums and Forgone Lang secccceffee $400,000

Induced Rid = SG SO
Add I g NA $334,000

(Proposed Consideration) e
Total Induced Ridership o eeeeS0.. @
S SO SO

Proposed eligibility D AMAAAAALALALA LS SO $334,000



GREAT PLACES

B m[[idQL
Portland ¢ Sherwood ¢ Tigard « Tualatin
Beaverton ¢ Durham » King City » Lake Oswego

Multnomah County » Washington County
ODOQOT e TriMet « Metro

Southwest Corridor Plan Update

Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee

January 29, 2016



Wﬂm Investment areas in Metro

[ Planning & Development }

Elissa
REGIONAL PLANNING & PROJECT & RESOURCE
PARTNERSHIPS DEVELOPMENT

John, Tom, Jessica

Resource Development Development Center Investment Areas
Ted Megan

Malu




Metro Region High N
Capacity Transit Network  cnRS

Existing, under construction and currently planning

PDX o
AIRPORT

PCC
® CASCADE

°
..'000000......

PCC
SOUTHEAST

{ ]
«*‘e PCC
SYLVANIA

®
@° BRIDGEPORT

TUALATIN VILLAGE

EMPLOYMENTg

WILSONVILLE o
DRAFT 1/27/16 EMPLOYMENT

MHC(

es=s HCT: existing or under construction

eesee HCT: currently planning

Important regional destinations






‘ GREAT PLACES

~ Why Here, Why Now

 High travel demand within and
throughout the corridor

e Continued increases in residents
and jobs

* Increased traffic congestion and
unreliable travel times

e Lack of safe infrastructure and
connectivity for walk, bike, drive

 |nsufficient and unreliable transit




GREAT PLACES

) Corridor

Portland ¢ Sherwood e Tigard « Tualatin
Beaverton ¢ Durham e King City
Washington County « ODOT e TriMet « Metro

The Southwest Corridor Plan integrates high
capacity transit, local buses and roadway,
bicycle, pedestrian improvements to provide
more choices and improve access and safety
for all users of the transportation system



GREAT PLACES

P .

Vs

A\

Roadway, Bike and

orridor A package of solutions to
help you get around

ORIy .k \ Pedestrian Projects 4 m\ Local Bus Service Improvements ﬂ\ High Capacity Transit
3 ™\ High -
Pedestrians = ; : H
5 / b et e ansit
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Other Benefits

e Link WC workers to jobs in Portland,
and vice versa

e Spur high value development of the
Tigard Triangle

 Expand abilities of the regional
transit network

 More places for walkable, transit-
accessible housing for all incomes

 Help create great places




Wﬂm Place-Based Approach

South Portland
Hillsdale
Historic Barbur

PCC Sylvania
Downtown Tigard e s
South Tigard

Tualatin

0D 00O OO O
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GREAT PLACES

vv

Light rail or BRT?

MAX light rail in Portland

$$$$ Higher construction cost

Lower operating cost
per passenger

266 passengers
per vehicle

100% in its own
right-of-way

Attracts more new
transit riders

BUS RAPID:

DLLRA

R |

- —""‘H
EmX bus rapid transit in Eugene

$$ Lower construction cost

Higher operating cost
per passenger

86 passengers
per vehicle

50-80% in its own
right-of-way

Attracts fewer new
transit riders



CONSIDERATIONS: PROJECT GOALS

-LAND USE

land use and development

access to key places

~ COMMUNITY

public opinion

.

equity

- MOBILITY

reliability

rider experience

capacity for current & future demand

road, bike & pedestrian projects

local bus service

travel time

r COST-EFFECTIVENESS

capital cost

operating and maintenance costs




GREAT PLACES

operational logistics s H e

{see chart below for detail)
performance
O&M costs and ridership
alignment

and terminus federal funding

u}/x
I1 i\r

SIS projects public opinion




2035 TRAVEL TIME | PSU to Bridgeport Village

base
34 min
BRT :
PCC L
37 min
base .
i 30 min
LRT 3
PCC .
31 min:
10 20 30 40 50

I off-peak travel time



RIDERSHIP

2035 AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP

base

28,500 |
BRT : :

PCC 128,300

base

LRT

12,800

_ 39,700§
15,500 '

PCC

42,500

10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000

new transit trips e riders



CAPACITY FOR LONG-TERM RIDERSHIP GROWTH

RIDERS PER HOUR

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

-----------------------------------------------------------

----------------------

3 min headways =
5,300 riders/hour

------------------------------------

base

BRT

Pt

base

LRT

Pt

LONG-TERM
RIDERSHIP
CAPACITY



CAPACITY FOR LONG-TERM RIDERSHIP GROWTH

RIDERS PER HOUR

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

PROJECTED

..... C apacltyforabout R|DERSH|P
5000 o e e DEMAND
increased service IN 2035

----------------------------------------------------------

capacity for
demand about 200
exceeds more riders
capacity per hour

--------------------------------

2035 hourly ridership
demand during rush
hour at the busiest

...... e B ] point on the line
(Barbur Blvd & Gibbs St)

base PCC base PCC
BRT LRT



CAPITAL COST

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST

2014§% excluding finance & escalation

2.5 billion

2 billion

1.5 billion

1 billion

0.5 billion

----------------------------------------

capital cost range
(Bridgeport Village terminus)

I highest cost alignment
lowest cost alignment



OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

QD
O QQ 2035
< S+ cOST
: : PER
= BRT base LRT PCC
a $2.32_ $1.48 RIDER
V) $20 .LRTb. .....
: ase
= BRTPCC  :  §1.59 .
- $2.24 A\ O
§8 $15 . .............................
w O :
& |
_|E
<S $1O R R R R
- :
Z &
= s
" $5 .. .............................
o0 .
Q .
N z
5 10 15

2035 ANNUAL LINE RIDERSHIP
in millions



PUBLIC OPINION

ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS
December 2015, 600 responses December 201 5 Survey:

16% Over 2 to 1 support for

strong BRT support _ h |
0% ight rail over BRT

moderate BRT support
14%

neutral / don’t know

15% Further outreach:

moderate LR support Online comment period
in January and February

- will c;ontirye to gather

strong LRT support public opinion on mode
preference
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GREAT PLACES

SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR PLAN
BTC Shared Transit Way with New Branded Bus Line
Dec 31,2015

Naito provrg-es '
potential alternative
STW alignment

e TR S T R e v, ]
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i
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wlE
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254
e s

‘cent I—S_LF{T_provies ‘
potential alternative STW|

| alignment



SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR PLAN _
Capital Hwy Shared Transit way with Branded Line 44
Dec31, 2015

GREAT PLACES

e = N i
Naito provides -
potential alternative |

| STW alignment




@ ' Challenge — trip origination

Fall 2014 students at Sylvania campus by zip code (excluding distance learning)

wmsseumar .
e AMBER GLE' e
wussoro L by ML
. g
ST ALOHA
| > ﬂ | Ll

| b 4 PLEASANT
| ___'L _ ,' uf VALLEY

- R e

. i
MIJERAY |
SCHOLLS i - CLACKAMAS -
3 1 AKE LACK : "7,‘__1 HMP‘I’ .
." s CVALLEY
g @ — [_l

10 50 500 students



GREAT PLACES

‘ smmsr  Light Rail (Existing or Under-:Constwction]:
% e WES Commuter Rail [
e Stree'tc'ér_'[Exlsﬂng or Under Const'mcﬁoﬂ) '

sses  OHSU Aerial Tram A
=== CountyBoundary ! T

=== Urban Growth Boundary




GR

EAT PLACES

orn Upcoming Schedule

Spring 2016 (date TBD)

e Decision on mode

e Decision on whether to continue study
of direct light rail tunnel to PCC Sylvania

Summer 2016
* DEIS Scoping
e Advance HCT design (10%)



Wﬂm Future Schedule

Preferred Package Locally Preferred
Begin DEIS continues Alternative (LPA)
environmental Secure local funding
review (DEIS) commitment

Advanced engineering
CONSTRUCTION

Federal rating and funding
agreement
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