600 NE Grand Ave. www.oregonmetro.gov
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Metro | Agenda

Meeting: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC)

Date: Friday, July 29, 2016

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

e Oregonians Crossing safety campaign
e RTP work group meetings

9:45 AM 3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON AGENDA ITEMS
9:50 AM 4. CONSIDERATION OF THE TPAC MINUTES FOR
JUNE 24,2016
9:55 5.| * | TRANSPORTATION PRIORITY EQUITY OUTCOMES Grace Cho,
e Purpose - Provide an overview of the community priorities Metro

for the Transportation Equity Analysis; discuss system

evaluation measures. Information/Discussion

10:30 6. | * | MAP-21 RULEMAKING DRAFT COMMENTS Tyler Frisbee

Tl e Purpose - Provide an update on recent federal MAP-21 Tom Kloster, Metro
rulemaking, and recommend technical comments to JPACT
on the draft System Performance Rule. Recommendation to

[PACT

11:15 7. ADJOURN John Williams, Chair

Material will be emailed with meeting notice
Material will be emailed at a later date after notice
# Material will be distributed at the meeting.

Upcoming TPAC Meetings:
e Friday, August 26

e Friday, September 30

e Friday, October 28 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.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

2016 TPAC Work Program

Asof 7/22/16

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

July 29,2016
e 2018 RTP: Transportation Equity Priority Outcomes

Information/Discussion (Cho; 35 mins)

e Region’s Response to MAP-21 Rulemaking
Recommendation to JPACT (Frisbee, Kloster; 40 mins)

August 26,2016

e 2018 RTP: Background for Regional Leadership

Forum #2 Information/Discussion
(Kim Ellis, 30 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Update on Project Solicitation Approach
Information/Discussion (Kim Ellis; 40 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Draft Revenue Forecast
Information/Discussion (Leybold, Lobeck; 30 mins)

e Step 1 Active Transportation Project Development
Funding Proposal and Process (Leybold, 30 mins)
Event reminder: RTP Regional Leadership Forum #2

Navigating Our Funding Landscape (September 23, 8:00 a.m.
to noon)

September 30,2016

e 2018-2021 MTIP and 2018 RTP Air Quality
Conformity Consultation/Approval (Cho, 15 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Draft Performance Measures and Targets

Information/Discussion (John Mermin; 40 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Regional Transit Vision & Service

Enhancement Plans Update Information/Discussion
(Snook, Hesse, Lashbrook; 30 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Regional Freight Needs
Information/Discussion (Collins; 35 mins)

e Highway Freight Bottlenecks Information/Discussion
(0DOT, 40 mins)

October 28,2016

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional

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

e 2018 RTP: Performance Measures and Targets

Information/Discussion (Mermin, Cho, McTighe; 40

mins)

e 2018 RTP: Safety Strategies and Actions
Information/Discussion (McTighe; 25 mins)

¢ Regional Flexible Fund Allocation Discussion
(Ted Leybold/Dan Kaempff, 55 mins)

www.oregonmetro.gov




2016 TPAC Work Program
Asof 7/22/16

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

November 18, 2016

e December 16,2016
¢ Regional Flexible Fund Allocation

Recommendation to JPACT (Ted Leybold/Dan
Kaempff, 45 mins)

e 2018 RTP: Project Update Information/Discussion
(Ellis, 30 mins)

o Special Transportation Fund Allocation Process
Information/Discussion (Cho)

® Event: RTP Regional Leadership Forum #3 (December 2, 8:00
am to noon) Transforming Our Vision into Regional Priorities

Parking Lot

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

e Vehicle Electrification Project Options
Information/Discussion (Leybold, Winter)
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600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

www.oregonmetro.gov

2016 JPACT Work Program
As of 07/22/16

Items in italics are tentative; bold denotes required items
*Reflects new 2016 meeting schedule: 371 Thursday of each month*

August 18, 2016 - cancelled

Aug. 11, 7:30 - 9am: JPACT Finance Subcommittee
Metro Regional Center, Rooms 370 A&B

September 15, 2016

e Chair comments TBD (5+ min)

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional
Leadership Forum #2 and Draft RTP Revenue
Forecast (Kim Ellis, Ted Leybold, Ken Lobeck,
Metro; 40 min)

e Step 1 Active Transportation Project
Development Funding Proposal & Process -
Recommendation (Ted Leybold, Dan Kaempff,
Metro; 35 min)

Sept. 23, 8am - 12pm (OCC): RTP Regional Leadership

Forum #2 (Navigating Our Transportation Funding
Landscape)

October 20,2016

e Chair comments TBD (5+ min)

e 2018 RTP Update: Draft Regional Transit
Vision (Jamie Snook, Metro; Stephan
Lashbrook, SMART; Eric Hesse, TriMet; 35 min)

e 2018 RTP Update: Project Update (Kim Ellis,
Metro; 30 min)

Oct. 9-12: RailVolution 2016, Bay Area, CA

November 17,2016

e Chair comments TBD (5+ min)

e Regional Flexible Fund Allocation - Discussion
(Ted Leybold/Dan Kaempff, Metro; 30 min)

e 2018 RTP Update: Background for Regional
Leadership Forum #3 (Kim Ellis, Metro; 20 min)

e 2018 RTP Update: Safety Strategies & Actions
(Lake McTighe, Metro; 20 min)




December 15,2016 January 19, 2017

e Chair comments TBD (5+ min) e Chair comments TBD (5+ min)

e Regional Flexible Fund Allocation — Decision
(Ted Leybold/Dan Kaempff, Metro)

e HOLD for SW Corridor

Dec. 2, 8am - 12pm (OCC): RTP Regional Leadership

Forum #3 (Transforming Our Vision into Regional
Priorities)

2017-18 Events/Forums:
o October 2017: RTP Regional Leadership Forum #4 (Drafting Our Shared Plan for the Region)

e June 2018: RTP Regional Leadership Forum #5 (Finalizing Our Shared Plan for the Region)

Parking Lot:
e Southwest Corridor Plan

Land use & transportation connections

Prioritization of projects/programs

Westside Freight Study/ITS improvements & funding

All Roads Safety Program (ODOT)

Air Quality program status update

Washington County Transportation Futures Study (TBD)

Step 1 Active Transportation Project Development Funding Proposal & Process (Ted Leybold, Dan
Kaempff, Metro; 35 min)
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TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES COMMITTEE

MEMBERS PRESENT
John Williams
Nancy Kraushaar
Katherine Kelly
Chris Deffebach
Karen Buehrig
Don Odermott
Cora Potter
Adrian Esteban
Charity Fain
Patricia Kepler
Kelly Brooks

Eric Hesse

Judith Gray
Jared Franz

MEMBERS EXCUSED
Nick Fortey
Heidi Guenin

ALTERNATES PRESENT
Phil Healy

Todd Juhasz

Jessica Berry

Jason Gibben

Bob Hart

June 24, 2016

Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber

AFFILIATION

Metro

City of Wilsonville, representing Cities of Clackamas County
City of Gresham, representing Cities

Washington County

Clackamas County

City of Hillsboro, representing Cities of Washington County
Community Representative

Community Representative

Community Representative

Community Representative

ODOT

TriMet

City of Portland

Community Representative

AFFILIATION
Federal Highway Administration
Community Representative

AFFILIATION

Port of Portland

City of Beaverton, representing Cities of Washington County
Multnomah County

WSDOT

Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council

STAFF and GUESTS: Tom Kloster, Lake McTighe, Caleb Winter, Jodi Kotrlick, Caleb Winter, Tyler

Frisbee, Ted Leybold

1. CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM

Chair John Williams declared a quorum and called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m.

2. COMMENTS FROM THE CHAIR AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS

RTP Update - Chair Williams notes that there is status report provided in the packet which outlines
updates on the committees and progress towards milestones.



RFFA Update Mr. Dan Kaempff provided a reminder of flexible funds process and timeline:
e The schedule is very firm. [t's an aggressive timeline, but must be so in order to meet deadlines in

January.

e There will be two work groups formed to conduct the evaluations. One workgroup will be
comprised of Metro and ODOT project staff to ensure completeness and readiness and that work
can be obligated during the 2019-2021 time frame. The second workgroup will be comprised of
regional agency staff that are not applying for project funding, along with two TPAC citizen
representatives. This group will conduct a technical evaluation of the projects against the selection
criteria.

e The coordinating committee may provide comments and priorities to JPACT if they so choose.
Comments may be helpful when the balancing the projects’ goals with the regional flexible fund
policy objectives that may not be readily apparent during the application process.

o All projects will be put forward for public comment. JPACT will select a 100% list from all
information received, including technical evaluation information and public feedback.

e DMore staff work is ongoing to complete the Step 1 process and how investments will be selected.

e Committee members noted that some follow up with the applicants would be helpful prior to
public comment and broad distribution, and also remarked on the importance of ensuring that
technical committee members are familiar with entire region.

Smart Cities Application. Ms. Judith Gray noted that the City of Portland was not selected as the
winner of the Smart Cities grant. Columbus, Ohio was selected. The work that was invested in creating
the application will provide future opportunities.

3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON AGENDA ITEMS.

There were none.

4. CONSIDERATION OF THE TPAC MINUTES FOR MAY 27,2016.

MOTION: Ms. Nancy Kraushaar moved and Ms. Charity Fain seconded the motion to approve the TPAC
minutes for May 27, 2016.

ACTION: The motion passed, with Mr. Hesse and Mr. Gibben abstaining from the vote.

5. SW CORRIDOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PACKAGE

Mr. Matt Bihn and Ms. Noelle Dobson (Metro) provided an update on the SW Corridor project and Ms.
Noelle Dobson provided an overview of the public engagement process and the resolution being
considered. Mr. Bihn reminded the committee that in April, TPAC was updated on the steering
committee’s mode recommendations (light rail was preferred over bus rapid transit (BRT), the
tunnels would be removed from consideration for PCC Sylvania, and alternative connections to
campus would be studied). More recently, the steering committee approved staff reccommendations
for technical modifications of alignments in Tigard, adopted an updated Purpose & Need statement,
and endorsed the Preferred Range of Alternatives for environmental review.

The recently completed Proposed Range of Alternatives document defines the set of capital projects
proposed for study under NEPA, including light rail alignments and terminus, associated roadway,
bike, and pedestrian projects that provide connections to stations, are adjacent to the alignment, and
provide critical access to PCC-Sylvania and Marquam Hill. The schedule now through the end of 2017
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is the environmental review phase, including the work on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
advance project design, FTA Project Development, and corridor-wide planning strategy development
for land use and development, housing, and financing. The steering committee will adopt the final
Purpose & Need statement in Fall 2016.

Ms. Dobson discussed the public engagement process and focused the committee’s attention on the
summary provided in the packet and the major themes that developed from discussions with the
public during the project. She noted that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and project
design, and FTA project development were the concurrent activities that would be occurring in the
coming months.

MOTION: Ms. Chris Deffebach moved and Ms. Judith Gray seconded the motion to endorse the
Proposed Range of SW Corridor HCT Alternatives for Environmental Review, and the Updated Project
Purpose & Need Statement.

ACTION: With all in favor, the motion passed.

6. 2018 RTP: REVENUE FORECAST APPROACH

Mr. Ken Lobeck and Mr. Ted Leybold provided an update on the development of the finance plan
component of the RTP with a focus on the constrained revenue forecast. Mr. Lobeck noted that the
revenue forecast is updated every four years, based on the “reasonable availability of funds.” The
Metropolitan Transportation Plan must demonstrate that there is a balance between the expected
revenue sources for transportation investments and the estimated costs of the projects and programs
described in the plan. A Metropolitan Transportation Plan must be fiscally (or financially) constrained
to satisfy the regulatory requirements (23 CFR §450.322), Development and Content of the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

The 2018 RTP Finance Plan will consist of four core elements: (1) An economic outlook that helps
provide the justification for the revenue forecast, (2) a Financially Constrained Revenue Forecast, (3)
an Unconstrained Strategic component, and (4) methodologies and glossary.

Committee members appreciated the update and expressed that political leadership will be important
as the project moves forward and the discussion must be well framed so that leaders are inspired and
that those individuals understand the timeline and the cost of not investing. Other comments included
questions regarding the gas tax, how additional future capacity may be accommodated, how Climate
Smart goals and other policy commitments might be met and how that might resonate with the recent
cost of congestion study.

7. MAP 21 RULEMAKING DRAFT COMMENTS

Ms. Kim Ellis and Ms. Tyler Frisbee (Metro) discussed the memo provided in the packet and gave an
overview of the MAP 21 rulemaking updates. The committee was requested to provide TPAC input on
the draft comment letter on the draft System Performance Rule.

Members appreciated the update and agreed to stay connected as comments are developed. Metro
staff will prepare a draft cover letter from JPACT that would introduce technical comments that will be
provided in a separate letter. Individual agencies are encouraged to submit letters of comment as well.

Staff will return with a revised letter based on committee’s comments at the July TPAC meeting.

8. CMAQ FUNDING

Mr. Leybold and Ms. Grace Cho discussed the memo provided in the packet regarding potential
revisions to the allocation of CMAQ funds. Recently, the Portland region metropolitan planning
organization (MPO) learned that the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) will reconsider the
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statewide distribution of Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. The discussion has
been prompted by the addition of Salem and Eugene as areas where projects are eligible for CMAQ
funds. Atthe June JPACT meeting, JPACT members were briefed on the issue, and JPACT requested
that Metro staff submit a comment letter to ODOT requesting adequate opportunities for the affected
stakeholders to provide input to the different distribution formula options. Metro staff will continue to
gather input on technical factors that should be considered and will provide regular updates to JPACT,
TPAC, and other interested parties, and facilitate communication between ODOT and JPACT about the
CMAQ funding distribution process. This will include talking points for elected officials and policy
makers that effectively communicate key policy themes.

9. ADJOURN
Chair Williams noted that the next TPAC meeting would be convened on July 29, 2016. The meeting

was adjourned at 12:00 p.m.

A

Respectfully submitted,
I ),-1 f r:\—r—l .

[: : L

Lisa Hunrichs, Planning and Development
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE MEETING OF MAY 27, 2016

Doc
ITEM TYPE DATE DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT No.
1 Agenda 6/24/16 5/27/16 TPAC Agenda 062416T-01
Work
2 6/17/16 2016 TPAC Work Program 062416T-02
Program
Work
3 6/17/16 2016 JPACT Work Program 062416T-03
Program
Meeting .
4 Summary 05/27/16 4/29/16 TPAC meeting summary 062416T-04
5 Status Report | 6/17/16 %81%63 RTP Update - Status Report for May-June 062416T-05
6 Report June 2016 SW Corridor - October 2014-May 2016 Public 062416T-06
Engagement Summary
v Report 6/16/16 Sw Cor}‘ldor - Propose.d Range of Alternatives 062416T-07
for Environmental Review
To: TPAC and Interested parties
8 Memo 6/16/16 From: Ken Lobeck 062416T-08
Re: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Finance
Plan Revenue Forecast Approach and Update
To: TPAC and Interested parties
From: Tyler Frisbee, Tom Kloster, Kim Ellis
9 Memo 6/16/16 Re: MAP-21 FHWA National Performance 062416T-09
Measures Rulemaking
To: TPAC and Interested parties
From: Tom Kloster, Kim Ellis
10 Memo 6/16/16 Re: MAP-21 and FAST Act Rulemaking - Update | 062416T-10
and Comments on Draft System Performance
Rule
To: TPAC and Interested parties
From: Grace Cho, Ted Leybold
11 Memo 6/17/16 Re: Statewide Congestion Mitigation and Air 062416T-11
Quality (CMAQ) Funding Allocation - Technical
Considerations
To: John Williams, Ted Leybold, Daniel Kaempff
12 e-Mail 6/23/16 From: Katherine Kelly 062416T-12
Re: RFFA questions
13 Resolution n/a DRAFT Resolution 16-4713 062416T-13
14 Presentation | 6/24/16 SW Corridor Plan Update 062416T-14
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Doc

ITEM TYPE DATE DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT No.
15 Presentation | 6/24/16 2018 RTP Revenue Forecast Approach Update 062416T-15
16 | Presentation | 6/24/16 Top Things to Know about the MAP-21 062416T-16

Rulemaking
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Metro | Memo

DATE: July 22, 2016
TO: TPAC, MTAC and Interested Parties
FROM: Kim Ellis, RTP Project Manager
SUBJECT: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Update — Technical Work Group Meetings
sk ke sk sk sk sfe ke ske sk sk sfe ke sfe sk ske s ke sk skeosk sk skeosk
PURPOSE
Provide electronic copies of meeting notes from technical work group meetings. No action
requested.
BACKGROUND

At the January meeting, members of the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee
(TPAC) requested meeting notes from work group meetings be provided to TPAC and the
Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) to help TPAC and MTAC members stay
informed of the work group discussions and progress.

The current schedule of work group meetings and copies of meeting notes completed since
May 20 are attached.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

All work group meeting materials and other project related information are posted online
at: www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp.

Attachments

* Schedule of technical work group meetings (July 19, 2016)

* Regional Transit Technical Work Group Meeting #3 (June 9, 2016)

* Regional Transit Technical Work Group Special Work Session (July 11, 2016)
* Finance Work Group Meeting #3 (June 14, 2016)

* Transportation Equity Technical Work Group Meeting #4 (June 30, 2016)

* Performance Technical Work Group Meeting #3 (June 27, 2016)



2018 RTP UPDATE | Technical Work Group Meetings

m Equity Finance Transit Freight Performance Safety Design
Jan. 8 Jan. 7 Jan. 20
January 9-11a.m. 10 a.m.-noon 8-9:30 a.m.
Room 401, MRC Room 401, MRC Room 370, MRC
Feb. 18 Feb. 29 Feb. 24 Feb. 22
February 1-3 p.m. 2:30-4:30 p.m,, 1-3p.m, 2-4 p.m.
Room 401, MRC Room 501, MRC Room 401, MRC Room 501, MRC
March
April 25
April 2-4 p.m.
Room 501, MRC
May 12 May 12 May 23 May 20
May 1-3 p.m. 9-11 a.m., Council 10 a.m.-noon, 9 a.m.-noon
Room 401, MRC Chamber, MRC Council chamber Room 270, MRC
June 30 June 14 June 9 June 27
June 1-3 p.m., Council 9-11a.m,, 1-3 p.m., Room 2-4 p.m.
chamber, MRC Room 401, MRC 370A/B, MRC Room 401, MRC
July 19 July 26
July 9-11 a.m., Room 8:30-10:30 a.m.,
370A/B, MRC Room 401, MRC
Aug. 4 Aug. 10
August 9-11 a.m.,, 1-3 p.m., Room
Room 501, MRC 370A/B, MRC
Sept. 15 Sept. 13 Sept. 27 Sept. 12
September 1-3p.m. 2-4 p.m., Room 8-10 a.m., Council | 2-4 p.m.
Room 401, MRC 370A/B, MRC chamber, MRC Room 401, MRC
Oct. 5 Oct. 14 Oct. 20
October 1-3 p.m., Room 10 a.m.-noon 9-11 a.m.
370A/B, MRC Room 401, MRC Room 501, MRC
Nov. 17 Nov. 2 Nov. 15
November 1-3 p.m. 1-3 p.m., Room 9 a.m.-noon
Room 401, MRC 370A/B, MRC Room 401, MRC
Dec.?7
December 1-3 p.m., Room
370A/B, MRC

Meetings of the Policy Actions Work Group begin in 2017. Meeting materials will be posted at oregonmetro.gov/rtp and oregonmetro.gov/calendar

Updated 7/19/16
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I. INTRODUCTIONS
Members of the work group introduced themselves, described who they were talking to

about the transit Strategy and answered the ice breaker question.

Il. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) UPDATE

Kim Ellis provided a briefing on the April 22 Regional Leadership Forum. She urged the work
group to review the complete report from the forum, which provides detailed take-aways.
She noted that there was worry among leadership that we are making the wrong
investments, that uncertainty was a prevailing sentiment at the forum, and that elected,
community and business leaders will need support moving big ideas forward. One work
group member noted that the discussions at the forum were not as outcome driven as they
could have been. Kim noted that the work group needs to connect back to leadership.

There will be two more forums this year, September 23" and December 2™, that will focus
on funding and the regional vision to define the updated RTP project list. At the October
2017 forum, there will be a report back on the technical evaluation of the updated project
list. A final forum in June 2018 will be to reach final agreement on the project list and plan.

lll. RTP PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Jamie Snook provided an overview of the 2014 RTP targets, performance and system

measures, highlighting those directly related to transit. She asked the work group to
consider whether transit productivity and access to daily needs the right measures to focus
on in the RTP. There can be more measures considered in the overall Regional Transit
Strategy. Work group questions and comments:

* It'simportant to understand what is meant by affordability and what is really being
measured.

* The number of households and jobs drives the productivity of transit and should
be part of the measures.

* Just capturing the system wide does not adequately capture all elements of the
system. Single region wide numbers do not tell you enough. Good for seeing
trends.

* Missing measure: what are the barriers to increasing transit use (marketing,
technology, popularity of transit, competing with Uber, etc).

* Need to understand the impact of car sharing and other services that compete
with transit.

* Need accessibility measure.

* Transit mode share is an important measure.

* Need to simplify and reduce measures in RTP and focus on measures the provide
information on big regional outcomes. The Regional Transit Strategy can include
additional measures.

* Reliability should be a measure.

* We should measure access to different destinations (where the people, where do
they want to go) and what are the barriers.

* Look at the TriMet Equity Index for essential destinations.

6/9/2016 Regional Transit Work Group Meeting Summary 2



Grace Cho provided a brief overview of the equity work group’s draft performance

measures, which include several measures related to transit. The work group is interested

in measuring the equity impacts of transit costs (to the rider), access to transit and

provided by, and transit reliability.

* The C-TRAN member asked if anyone from Clark County was on the equity work

group. Grace responded no, but they are welcome to attend and can easily be

added to the group.

* The transit work group expressed interest in better understanding of the safety

exposure measure.

*  Would be helpful to measure transit access compared to transit travel time and

auto travel time.

* To measure accessibility, look at what destinations are accessible within a certain

time.

IV. REGIONAL TRANSIT VISION

There was not time for a full discussion of this agenda item. Jamie reminded the work
group of the draft vision is to make transit more frequent, convenient, accessible and

affordable.

V. PARTNER UPDATES

There was not time to provide additional partner updates by TriMet, Portland Streetcar

and SMART.

VI. NEXT STEPS

Jamie reviewed the next steps quickly, then adjourned the meeting.

VI. ADJOURN

The meeting at was adjourned at 3:05 p.m.

Attachments to the Record:

Document

Item | Topic Date Description
1 Agenda 6/9/16 June 9, 2016 Meeting Agenda
2 Meeting summary 2/24/16 February Regional Transit Work Group meeting Summary
3 RTP Update 5/20/16 RTP Regional Leadership Forum #1 Summary
4 RTP Web link 5/25/16 RTP Regional Leadership Forum #1 Report
5 RTP Performance 4/15/16 RTP Performance Measure Scoping Report

Measures
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I. INTRODUCTIONS
Members of the work group introduced themselves and answered the ice breaker question.

Il. REGIONAL TRANSIT STRATEGY VISION
Ms. Snook reminded the group of the overview of the transit strategy vision statement: to

make transit more frequent, convenient, accessible and affordable.

Illl. RTP PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Ms. Snook provided a quick overview of what performance measures are currently in the 2014

RTP and additional measures recommended through the Climate Smart Strategy.

IV. HCT PLAN EVALUATION CRITERIA/MEASURES
Ms. Snook provided a quick overview of the evaluation criteria or performance measures that

were used in the development of the 2009 HCT System Plan.

V. DISCUSSION
Ms. Snook concluded the overview and opened up the meeting for discussion. What measures

will best tell the story?

Performance measure vs screening criteria:

* The performance measures are to measure the entire system and not screen out
projects. Criteria for prioritizing projects will be identified through the Transit
System Expansion Policy phase. We have hired a consultant, through an ODOT TGM
grant, to support this effort and we will be discussing at a future date.

Telling the story:

* The numbers by themselves don’t mean as much, we need to be able to tell a
compelling story. Some of the measures don’t tell a story by themselves. We should
create a simple story that is more for general consumption.

* The fewer performance measures the better. Some of the others are more storied.

* A lot work went into the Climate Smart Strategy and we shouldn’t come up with
new measures just for the sake of new measures. We have most of this information
already.

* It was suggested to split the measures into different buckets: network access,
operations and customer service.

* We should be able to pull out pieces of the performance measures, see what they
tell us and collapse to remove redundancy.

* There is a desire to see how do these measures align with the goals of the RTP and
how the proposed investments help achieve these goals.

* There was discussion regarding coordination between the equity and transit work
groups.

Metro Model:

* Metro’s model is now 24 hours, which may make some of the analysis easier.

* Some things can’t be modeled. The first/last mile is particularly important. There
may things we want to do on a policy level that we can’t model very well.

Specific measures:

7/11/2016 Transit Performance Measure Work Session Meeting Summary
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We should have a region wide mode share measure as well as one that includes the
2040 mixed use areas.

Time based access and daily needs, who has access, how long take to get there...
those are important measures to include.

Mode share important to highlight a balanced system.

There was a question about what is frequent service: currently frequent service is
15 minutes or better. What is expected in 2040? Smaller providers will never get to
frequent service by 2040. So for us it's more about getting people out of their cars
and making the connections they need.

These measures are silent on the demand response portion of our transit system.
Additionally, the % mile capture area as part of the measures skews towards the
urbanized areas. In rural and suburban areas, there may not even be a major road
within % mile.

There is a desire to look at greenhouse gas emissions for transit, for example:
electric buses versus diesel powered and how the change in fleet impacts air quality.
We will develop transit scenarios in which we can compare current and future.

Basic accessibility needs to be addressed in the performance measure.

We should include accessibility and park and rides in how we measure the
performance.

There should be a land use measure: As a region, we should make sure we are
building housing, TOD, senior housing on transit lines and the land uses and transit
support each other.

Tie the performance measures to the vision statement and the three categories:
access, operations and customer service.

Revenue service hours and productivity are already being tracked.

There was concern that the economic development is not a part of the measures.
There is interest in identifying where that measure best fits, the RTS or eventually
through corridor planning and project development.

There was discussion about modeling versus monitoring, for example, reliability is
something that can be monitored easier than it can be modeled.

Ms. Snook committed to bringing a summary of this discussion and draft direction on the
performance measures to consider to the Transit Work Group on July 19th.

VI. NEXT STEPS
Ms. Snook reviewed the next steps with the group:

Recommend performance measures to consider regarding transit
Discuss the Regional Transit Vision
Prepare for the Regional Leadership #2

VI. ADJOURN
The meeting at was adjourned at 4:25 p.m.
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2018 RTP Finance Work Group - Meeting #3
June 14, 2016
9 -11 AM
Metro Regional Center, 401

Work Group Members Present

Name Affiliation

Tina Bailey City of Hillsboro
Rich Blackbum City of Forest Grove
Chris Deffebach Washington County
Eric Hesse TriMet

Ken Lee City of Portland
Mark Lear City of Portland

Ted Leybold Metro

Ken Lobeck Metro

John Lewis City of Oregon City
John Lewis City of Oregon City
Jaimie Lorenzini City of Happy Valley
Steve Kelley Washington County
Nancy Kraushaar City of Wilsonville
Lake McTighe Metro

Jamie Snook Metro

Joanna Valencia Multnomah County

Metro Staff Present: Ted Leybold, Ken Lobeck, Jamie Snook, Lake McTighe and Kim Ellis.
l. WELCOME
Ted Leybold welcomed members to the third meeting of the RTP Finance Work Group.

1. PARTNER UPDATES

* Jamie Lorenzini, City of Happy Valley, identified that the city of Happy Valley is
examining a transportation maintenance fee based on several factors. She indicated
the discussion currently is very preliminary and is really more in the feasibility stage.

* Jamie also identified that Clackamas County Commission may seek an eight cent gas
tax in the fall, but the item has not been referred. Again, the discussion is more in
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the feasibility stage. The advisory vote on the May ballot received 65% support. It
was included on a Transportation summit recently that provided an opportunity for
cities to describe their preferences including a VRF or gas tax. The County has
identified the revenue stream in support of maintenance needs. Discussions among
the cities for the possible measure will continue.

Richard Blackmum, city of Forest Grove identified that the city Council will also be
looking at road maintenance fee. People now recognize the impact of not having
sufficient funding to maintain the system. Discussions are beginning.

Ken Lee, city of Portland provided an update to their recently passed city gas tax.
The city of Portland is working through the administration requirements of the new
gas tax and demonstrating value to community. The business and truck fee details
are still being worked out.

UPDATE ON IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING LOCAL REVENUES

Ken Lobeck provided an update on the local revenue templates in development:

V.

* Work continues but development of the templates has been delayed due to
ongoing MTIP/STIP project delivery issues that are taking priority over the RTP
revenue templates.

* Washington County’s templates are nearly complete. Ken will continue working
with Multnomah and Clackamas counties into July.

* The goal is to finish all revenue templates by the end of July.

* The TSPs and budget summaries are being used as the source for the local
revenues, but many of the TSPs have revenue assumption shortcomings. As a
result, Ken encouraged staff to review the template revenues closely for logic
and accuracy.

RTP OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES AND COSTS

Ken Lobeck and Ted Leybold provided an update to the Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) exercise also underway:

* Based feedback from the May RTP Finance Group meeting, Metro developed a
summary worksheet to capture O&M costs to balance against the O&M
revenues being identified on the local revenue templates.

* Ken reviewed the O&M cost worksheet with group members.

* The primary goal is to capture at a summary high level if the identified annual
O&M revenues are sufficient to meet the transportation maintenance
requirements, or if a maintenance gap exists.

* The second goal is to identify again only at a high summary level how agencies
address the maintenance gap, and/or utilize deferred maintenance practices.

* Ted Leybold clarified that this intended to get at a view of the entire regional
transportation network because it impacts the ability to invest in local and
regional system capital needs. This information will help explain the depth of the
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deferred maintenance issue, and help policy makers better understand the
associated opportunity costs when considering new funding commitments to
capital or maintenance needs.

* Discussion then focused on specific O&M cost areas to ensure members
understand how to complete the worksheet. Topic areas included:

O

The impact of Washington County’s projected maintenance gap being on
the collectors and arterials.

How to have a complete O&M cost picture at a high level for Fall Regional
Leadership Forums when agencies may be defining their maintenance
programs differently.

How the County Coordinating Committees can help collect the O&M
costs data.

Defining if storm water maintenance should be included as a
transportation O&M category.

Discussing if street light replacement to LEDs and other maintenance
areas are maintenance or capital areas, and how to define the line
between the two.

Discussing ADA guidelines, plus how this adds another serious wrinkle to
the maintenance costs issue, and how ADA areas should be treated.
Considering for the Fall Regional Leadership Forums how to share agency
maintenance program information.

Addressing a request to provide additional guidance on how deferred
maintenance is defined, plus what is defined as an adequate level of
maintenance. The definitions may vary across jurisdictions. Ted clarified
that Metro is looking for a brief summary description of how each
jurisdiction defines their deferred maintenance program. Providing
extensive details are not required.

Washington County group members mentioned that they are updating
their ADA plan now. One key finding emerging is the cost of the upgrades
for ADA compliance. Others agreed that this should be highlighted as a
significant need. Discussion continued as to whether ADA compliance
projects are maintenance or capital improvements. Clarification is
needed here.

Bridge replacements are another big cost and O&M topic area discussed.
Ted Leybold confirmed that that ongoing annual maintenance to bridges
fit into the O&M logic. However, bridge replacements even if not
providing capacity improvements are considered capital improvements
rather than O&M.

* Due to the mixed opinions expressed as to what defines O&M costs, the group
requested Metro research several areas and provide additional clarification on
the final worksheet that will be released.
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VI.

UPDATE ON REGIONAL LEADERSHIP FORUMS AND NEXT STEPS:

Kim Ellis provided an overview of the key takeaways of the first Regional
Leadership Forum and the proposed schedule for the Fall Leadership Workshops.
There were six primary takeaways Kim passed on to the group that included:
o Our region is growing and changing and so is the world around us.
o The region’s transportation system is a shared experience and a shared
responsibility.
o We need to define a bold vision for the future of transportation and the
role it should play in our communities.
o Our transportation system must be inclusive and benefit all families,
communities, and economy.
o Technology and data will be transformational and are key to a bold
vision.
o We need partnerships and leadership to create a great future.

NEXT STEPS:

Several members expressed concerns about the use of the revenue data at the
Fall Leadership Forums. Ken reassured group members they would receive the
draft revenue forecast for review prior to the Fall Leadership Workshops. He also
cautioned that the initial revenue forecast will be extremely “soft” as many of
the identified revenues will require follow-on review and possible adjustments.
Once drafted, the financially constrained revenue forecast will be a living
document undergoing constant minor updating until formal approval occurs.
The next meeting will be Aug. 4. A meeting appointment will be sent out to
group members.

With no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at
approximately 3:40 pm.

Approved as written,

Ken Lobeck
Funding Programs Lead, Metro
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Cliff Higgins welcomed meeting attendees and walked through the agenda for the work group
meeting. He also gave a brief staff update on the progress of the spring engagement activities
and stated a summary report on the spring engagement will be available by the September work
group meeting.

Il. INTRODUCTIONS AND PARTNER UPDATES

In efforts to provide enough time for discussion on the third item in the agenda, Mr. Higgins
asked any new work group members to introduce themselves. Mr. Steven Nakana, from the
Port of Portland, introduced himself and provided a brief background on his work as the equity
officer at the Port. Following introductions of new members, Mr. Higgins asked if any members
had any updates or communication to the work group.

11l. 2018 RTP DRAFT TRANSPORTATION EQUITY SYSTEM EVALUATION MEASURES RESEARCH
AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Ms. Cho reminded members at the May work group meeting, the work group gave the “green
light” for staff to move into a research phase to identify how the priority areas identified by
historically underrepresented communities could be measured in a system-wide transportation
evaluation. She then explained the focus of this June work group meeting is to discuss the
results of the research phase and the staff recommendations for the 2018 RTP transportation
equity system evaluation measures. Prior to beginning the presentation on the research results,
she reminded the work group that the charge is to define system evaluation measures around
the priority topics identified by historically underrepresented communities. She then showed a
list of the priority topics which were discussed in May.

Following, Ms. Cho walked through the research process undertaken by PSU. She discussed the
research work was to identify system evaluation measures which could assess the priorities
identified by historically underserved communities. The PSU research efforts looked into three
different areas to identify measures: 1) equity assessments undertaken by other regional
agencies; 2) work published by think tank and advocacy organizations; and 3) academic
literature. The PSU work identified over 120 system evaluation and monitoring measures that
address the different priority topic areas identified by historically underrepresented
communities. The PSU team screened 120 system evaluation and monitoring measures for
those which could be used in a system evaluation of future transportation conditions, which
narrowed the number of measures. Upon further review, the PSU team determined many were
minor variations of approximately 20 system evaluation measures. These 20 system evaluation
measures were recommended to forward to Metro staff for further consideration.

Once the PSU team had brought forward a set of recommendations to Metro staff, Ms. Cho then
explained a screening process was used to determine which measures would be recommended
to the work group. Metro staff used four screening questions:
1) Is the measure able to assess future conditions and can the measure provide
information from an equity perspective in the future conditions?
2) Can the measure inform the 2018 RTP performance targets or system evaluation?
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3) Does the measure align and inform other 2018 RTP focus areas?
4) Can the system measure be completed in the timeframe of the 2018 RTP?

Based on the screening questions applied by Metro staff, Ms. Cho said 11 evaluation measures
were being recommended for the transportation equity analysis. Ms. Cho noted seven of the 11
measures are confirmed recommendations, while four recommendations remain pending at this
time because they warrant further discussion with public health partners and potential
partnership to conduct the analysis for the measure.

Ms. Cho also discussed several key assumptions for the overall system evaluation which are
necessary in order to conduct the transportation equity analysis with the 11 recommended
measures. She mentioned these are the key assumptions Metro staff has identified to date, but
others may emerge staff continues to develop and apply the system evaluation measures.

At this point, Mr. Higgins paused the presentation to allow work group members to ask any
questions regarding the information presented.

Mr. Hesse asked how the transportation equity analysis will consider the transportation needs
of people with disabilities. Ms. Cho responded with Metro staff’s struggle to with data related to
people with disabilities. She said the intention is to incorporate different recommendations and
considerations from TriMet’s Coordinated Transportation Plan for Seniors and Persons with
Disabilities into the work group recommendations.

Mr. Williams asked as to why the transportation equity analysis is considering the race and
ethnicity rather than emphasizing income as the main driver for the work. He suggested the
transportation needs are likely the same between people of different race and ethnicity, but of a
similar income group. He also asked for data to support difference in travel patterns by race and
ethnicity. He asked whether the Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS) indicates different
travel patterns by race and ethnicity. Ms. Phillips responded to Mr. Williams question about why
an income-only focused approach misses a number of the different institutional barriers which
are driven by race and ethnicity. Additionally, Mr. Golub cited different research which
illustrates differences in travel patterns based on race and ethnicity.

A work group member suggested the system evaluation measures take into account a person’s
preference for travel rather than how the person has to travel because of a lack of options. She
noted that the lack of viable options can force the use of a specific travel option and while
investment in that option may improve travel, it is not addressing or supporting the preferred
travel option.

Ms. Phillips made a comment about one of the key assumptions for the overall system
evaluation. She expressed concerns that community change is happening at a rapid pace and
that even making certain static assumptions about communities for the next ten-years maybe a
false assumption.
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Ms. Caldera commented on her support for proposed measure #9 which is taking a more
expansive look at environmental impacts.

Ms. Berry asked Metro staff to elaborate more about the underlying land use, population, and
employment forecast for the system evaluation. She asked more specifically how staff gathers
the data to understand where low-income populations shift or move to in the future. Ms. Cho
explained as part of Metro’s work related to the urban growth management decision process,
Metro uses a modeling tool which takes in land use and zoning information from local
jurisdictions and projects out information certain population, demographic, and employment
information in a spatial context.

Another work group member commented that some of the measures seemed circular.

Mr. Williams suggested the measures which have an air quality component should focus on
those air pollutants which are transportation-related and harmful to communities.

Mr. Ellis also asked for the specific reasons as to why the nine measures were not recommended
to move forward. Ms. Cho responded that many of these measures might have been duplicative
or were interesting system measures, but they did not make it through the screening process
applied by staff. Mr. Ellis asked that staff provide a document which illustrates the justification
for the nine measures which were removed from consideration. Ms. Schlosshauer concurred
with Mr. Ellis” suggestion.

IV. BREAK

Mr. Higgins excused everyone for a short stretch break.

V. 2018 RTP DRAFT TRANSPORTATION EQUITY SYSTEM EVALUATION MEASURES RESEARCH
AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Following the break, Ms. Cho continued with the presentation. She mentioned in addition to the
key assumptions for the overall system evaluation, there are a number of areas in need of
further resolution for each of the individual system evaluation measures. She noted some staff
has identified to date.

Ms. Cho also discussed how the work to define the transportation equity system evaluation
measures is intended to help shape and support discussions for the 2018 RTP performance
measures and targets. She outlined the request by the performance measures work group to
gather feedback on certain key performance targets and system evaluation measures. Ms. Cho
mentioned several of the transportation equity system evaluation measures overlap with the
performance measures work group request. She also said she would being a proposal forward at
the September work group meeting on refinements and suggestions for the performance
measures.

At the end of the presentation, Ms. Cho paused to take any questions.
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A work group member suggested including walking was not identified as part of the accessibility
measures which are looking at destinations reachable by different modes by different
timeframes.

Ms. Potter mentioned the accessibility measures should not solely focus on physical
accessibility, but also temporal accessibility. She noted that while a transportation option may
be available to someone during regular work hours, access may not be available at other times
limiting options.

Ms. Schlosshauer suggested adding medical care facilities into the list of essential destinations
for the accessibility measure. Another work group member suggested adding cultural venues
and cultural destinations to the essential destinations list.

Ms. Potter commented that the job profile selected for the access to jobs measure should
consider those jobs with wages that a single wage earner could support an average household.

Mr. Hesse commented that TriMet’s Transit Equity Advisory Committee has been working on
defining different essential destinations to access by transit. He offered to help bring that
information if interested by Metro.

Ms. Durtschi commented that travel to, from, and between, non-residential areas are incredibly
important and suggested this consideration be integrated into the accessibility measures.

Mr. Williams stated that in today’s society it is not possible to define what a family wage job.

Another work group member commented that access will differ by community because there
will be different barriers different communities face. These different barriers and considerations
of access should be incorporated as to how Metro conducts the accessibility analysis for the
system evaluation.

Mr. Hesse suggested that the transit access disadvantage measure be coupled with other
metrics, such as demand and productivity, to help provide a full picture.

Mr. Choi commented he appreciated that the accessibility measures to jobs and essential
destinations will be considering automobile travel. He noted that for people who have shift jobs,
the temporal considerations of traffic congestion during peak travel times may not be as
significant.

Mr. Ellis suggested reframing the recommended public health measures as all the system
evaluation measures proposed are considered a part of public health.

Another work group member asked how the consideration of street design and safety would be
considered as part of the transportation equity analysis system evaluation. Ms. Cho mentioned
that project specific details, such as the design will vary from project-to-project, and she
reiterated the work group charge. However, Ms. Cho also mentioned there will be future
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opportunity through the 2018 RTP process to provide input to staff on various policy
recommendations which can help influence design considerations in projects. Ms. Cho alluded
to the next item on the agenda in addressing the different opportunities.

Ms. Cho mentioned that at the end of the discussion, her ask of the work group is to give Metro
staff a “green light” to continue to move forward with the recommended transportation equity
system evaluation measures and work through a number of the areas in need of resolution.
Metro staff will report back the information at the September work group meeting.

Additionally, Ms. Cho mentioned for work group members interested digging into the details of
the different measures, she is holding an informal and optional work session at the end of July
to work through several of the areas in need of resolution.

Recognizing the remaining time for the agenda item is running short, Mr. Higgins took a
“thumbs up or thumbs down” vote to the ask put forward by Ms. Cho regarding moving the
recommended transportation equity system evaluation measures forward. Work group
members voted unanimously to move the work forward.

VI. PROPOSED PRODUCTS TO RESULT FROM THE TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ANALYSIS

Ms. Cho provided a brief overview of the proposed products to come from the transportation
equity analysis work. Ms. Cho noted, to date, six products have been identified. Ms. Cho walked
through the timeframe of when the proposed products are likely to be developed and noted the
work for these proposed products will kick off in 2017 after the assessment of the 2018 RTP
investment package.

At the end of the presentation, Ms. Cho asked the work group if they had questions or
comments regarding the proposed products.

Ms. Selin commented that the proposed products do not speak to broader audience aside from
technical and policy wonks. In recognizing the transportation equity work is intended to connect
community desires for the transportation system to policies, the work products should
somehow connect with a community audience as well.

VII. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS/NEXT STEPS

Ms. Cho asked if there were any further questions regarding the materials presented at the
work group meeting.

Ms. Schlosshauer asked how Metro staff is coordinating among the different work groups;
particularly she asked how the transportation equity work group is working with the finance
work group. Ms. Cho responded that the finance work group scope is fairly narrowly defined in
determining the overall financial projection for the 2018 RTP. She explained the process for
defining the financial projection usually entailing taking historical revenues the region has
received in the past and trending those revenues at an inflation rate into the future. Mr. Hesse
stepped in, as someone who has been sitting in as an alternate on the finance work group, by
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saying the projection of past revenue streams has been the main focus of the finance work
group, but as the discussion moves forward towards new revenue streams there is the
opportunity to discuss equity considerations of those revenue streams. Ms. Cho said she’d
follow up with the finance work group to get a better understanding of the work group’s scope
of work and report back at the following work group meeting.

Mr. Golub commented that the combined housing and transportation expenditure measure may
help identify the equity issues in the financing system. He also expressed progressive revenue
sources to fund the transportation system should be part of the discussions in the finance work
group.

Ms. Cho walked through a preview of the material to be covered at the September work group
meeting. She also confirmed the work group will be meeting in November. Lastly, Ms. Cho
walked through the homework assignments for the work group. She asked between the June
and September work group meeting, for members to complete the following “homework”
assighments:
e Report back to your people what was discussed at the work group meeting and bring
any feedback.
e Participate in the optional work session in late July.
e Lastly come prepared at the next work group meeting to make recommendations on the
draft transportation equity evaluation measures for the 2018 RTP investment package.

Vill. ADJOURN
There being no further business, Ms. Cho and Mr. Higgins adjourned the meeting at 3:00 p.m.

Meeting summary prepared by: Grace Cho, Transportation Equity Project Manager
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Meeting materials:

1 Agenda 05/12/16 Meeting Agenda

2 Meeting Overview | 05/12/16 Overview of what is covered in the packet
Memorandum of materials and anticipated for the

meeting.

3 Work Group 02/18/16 Summary of transportation equity work
Meeting 2 group meeting #2.

Summary

4 2018 RTP Status 04//16 Summary of 2018 RTP activities to date.
Report

5 Updated Schedule | 05/12/16 Updated schedule of Transportation

Equity work group meetings.

6 Federal, State, and | 04/06/16 Background information about federal,
Regional Policy state, and regional policies which address
Overview transportation and social equity.
Memorandum

7 Memorandum 05/12/16 Overview of findings of community
Synthesizing priorities and process for defining draft
Feedback, transportation equity measures.
Findings, and Draft
Measures

8 Memorandum 05/12/16 Overview of potential products to result
Outlining Potential from the Transportation Equity work.
Products

9 Presentation 05/12/16 TE Work Group Presentation

10 Mtg. Evaluation 05/12/16 TE Meeting #3 Meeting Evaluation
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Metro Regional Center, Room 401

Committee Members Present:

Name Affiliation

Steve Adams Wilsonville

Jessica Berry Multnomah County

Tom Bouillion Port of Portland

Denny Egner Milwaukie

Christina Fera-Thomas Hillsboro

Abbot Flatt Clackamas County

Eric Hesse TriMet

Bill Holstrom Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation & Development
Steve Kelley Washington County

Katherine Kelly Gresham

Karla Kingsley Kittleson & Associates Inc.

Lidwien Rahman Oregon Department of Transportation
Chris Rall Transportation 4 America

Kelly Rodgers Confluence Planning

Metro Staff Present
John Mermin

Kim Ellis

Cindy Pederson
Peter Bosa

Lake McTighe
Jamie Snook

Tim Collins

Caleb Winter

Others Present
John Charles, Cascade Policy Institute
Staff person, Oregon League of Conservation Voters
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Welcome and introductions
Kim Ellis kicked off the meeting with a quick overview and meeting purpose — to 1) continue the review
of 2014 RTP and Climate Smart model results and 2) begin discussion of refinement of measures.

Members of the work group introduced themselves and shared who they have been talking to about the
performance work and what have they heard. Chris Rall, from Transportation 4 America, mentioned that
Planning for a Healthier Future came out last week. Following the meeting, Chris provided a link to share
with the work group. (http://t4america.org/2016/06/22/introducing-planning-for-a-healthier-future/)

Review agenda and brief update on the 2018 RTP

Ms. Ellis reviewed the agenda and provided and update on the Regional Leadership Forum #1. Ms. Ellis
passed out an overview summary of the forum and mentioned that a more detailed report is online at
www.oregonmetro.gov/rtp. The second Leadership Forum is scheduled for September 23 and will focus
on the funding and partnerships needed to maintain and improve our transportation system.

Continued review of Climate Smart and 2014 RTP performance

John Mermin mentioned that Cindy Pederson shared measures of VMT per capita and truck delay per
truck trip, region-wide mode share for bike, walk and transit at our last meeting. Mr. Mermin then
reviewed the handout with non-single occupancy vehicle (SOV) mode share table, which included:

* The table (handout) describes the mode share for five scenarios: 2015 Base year, 2040 No build,
2040 Constrained, 2040 Strategic, and 2040 Climate Smart Strategy.

* The Portland Central City has the highest non-single occupancy vehicle mode share.

* The constrained, strategic and climate smart scenarios all show increases over the no build.

* The results did not show significant differences between constrained, strategic and climate
smart scenarios. Possible reasons are that the model needs more drastic differences to show
changes in mode share and that many underlying assumptions are the same under each
scenario (e.g. land use, parking costs, etc).

Work Group member discussions:

* There was discussion regarding what shared ride includes. It is the carpool element of the non
SOV mode share.

* Taking kids to school is included in the carpool, but kids on school bus are not included in the
transit mode share. This should be reconciled and clarified about what is included and what is
not.

* Pass through trips are not counted in the data reported. Within the table, the “Trips within”
column includes trips that occur within those centers and “all trips” includes trips that originate
or end within the center.

Mr. Mermin moved on to describe the Interim Regional Mobility Policy Maps that are in the packet:

* The maps in the handout present the model outputs showing levels of congestion for links in the
travel model and areas where we don’t meet our interim regional mobility policy.

* Since they’re based on a regional model, the maps don’t show the fine-grained level of exactly
how far vehicles back up, but depict areas that should be examined further in local analyses.

* The policy/maps are not intended to dictate solutions such as spot-fixes or widening of roads,
but rather point to locations where system-wide fixes are needed — including system & demand
mgmt, bike/ped/transit projects, land use strategies, and road capacity etc.

* The No-build shows the most congestion. The constrained shows a reduction. The strategic
shows a further reduction. The Climate smart scenario shows a level in between the
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constrained and the strategic (its network is composed of the constrained plus extra transit
investment.)

Work Group member discussions:

The maps do not capture how transit investments are providing a benefit; there should be a way
to show how we are moving people, particularly under the climate smart scenario versus the
constrained scenario.

Showing transit travel times might be useful in presenting moving people by transit.

Plots showing where the scenarios differ from each other (difference plots) would be helpful.
The 2015 base year congestion maps didn’t seem to match what might be experienced today.
For example, Highway 99W in Tigard and 1-205 from Glenn Jackson Bridget to Airport Way.
There should be some additional ground truth-ing done prior to publication for the public or
electeds. Staff explained the volume to capacity plots show travel demand a two-hour period,
which may be different than how people perceive the system they use today. In addition, ODOT
and local government staff reviewed the 2015 and No Build networks in Fall of 2015 as part of
background work to support the RTP update. Jurisdiction staff are encouraged to follow-up
directly with Metro modeling staff on any areas that need further checking to ensure the
assumed capacities are correct and that the model is assigning trips to the system properly.

Mr. Mermin then reviewed the schedule for measure refinement for the 2018 RTP:

We will be discussing refinements to measures in 2016 (June, September and October)

In 2017, we will be refining and setting targets for the measures.

In 2017 and 2018, we will be refining our monitoring approach.

To accomplish this schedule, we had to add an October meeting.

Part one of the handout presents the performance measures the work group is discussing
without input from another work group, part two are measures being reviewed by other work
groups prior to discussion at our work group, and part three includes a MAP-21 infrastructure
condition measure not recommended for discussion.

Part one is further refined into three categories: a) measures Metro staff is initially
recommending to be retained as is, b) measures staff recommends keeping with minor
refinements, and c) measures that need discussion.

Work Group member discussions:

There was a question regarding this process and the Regional Flexible Fund Allocation process.
This group will not be responsible for the project evaluation for the 2019-2021 RFFA process
that is already underway. However, our discussions will influence the next cycle of RFFA project
evaluation (in two years).

Reliability, pedestrians and people-moving measures should be included in our final list.

Ensure consistency between the federal performance measures and those in the RTP. Staff
explained that the federal measures are not yet final and are likely to change from the draft rule
under review now.

Mr. Mermin presented performance measure recommended to be retained:

There are several measures recommended to be retained, including greenhouse gases per
capita, vehicle miles traveled per capita, bicycle miles traveled per capita, motor vehicle travel
times between key origins & destinations, and number and percent of households within % mile
of a regional trail.
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Work Group member discussions:

There was some discussion regarding the definition of a regional trail. There are specific
criterions to define regional trails, and those are adopted in the current RTP and the Active
Transportation Plan (ATP). The criteria will be provided to the work group.

The work group would like to see how the performance measures relate back to the goals.
While there is a desire to reduce the number of measures, it is important that we are measuring
the right things and the evaluation is telling us what we need to know. This will be brought back
at the next meeting.

It’s important to measure the connectivity / completeness of the system.

It’s important to measure the programmatic elements in the performance measures, such as the
Regional Travel Options, and to identify a return on investment.

It is important to keep these measures at a high level, each of the modal area plans can dig
deeper.

Mr. Mermin presented performance measure recommended to be retained with minor adjustments:

There are two measures recommended to be retained with minor adjustments.

The first is mode share — currently walking, biking and transit are reported at a system-wide
level and Non-drive alone is reported for the 2040 design types (e.g. centers, industrial areas,
neighborhoods, etc.). The recommended adjustment is report non-driving shares instead of non
drive alone and to report for mixed use areas instead of all 2040 design types.

The second is the habitat impact — number and % of projects that intersect high value habitat.
The proposed adjustment is to report the % of projects that are road widening vs trail projects,
since they are different and have different scales of impacts.

Work Group member discussions:

There was conversation about reporting mode share for the 2040 Corridors. This is a challenge
because Corridors are long and narrow and don’t work well with the model’s transportation
analysis zones. Mode share within mobility corridors (which are much broader than 2040
Corridors) could be tracked as a monitoring measure.

We should continue to report the system wide mode share and mixed use area mode shares.
Another tool we have is the State of Centers which shows how the centers are performing on
transit accessibility and completion of the bike and pedestrian system.

There was a suggestion to continue exploring whether to report industrial areas and
employment areas as these may be areas where shared ride becomes important in the future if
there are not directly served by transit.

Ride sharing could be an important measure for health, congestion and first/last mile
connections for transit. Ride sharing could open up the conversation regarding travel behavior
and the unpredictability about how much that might grow (e.g. Uber, Lyft, etc).

Members requested reporting of mode shares by mode for each center and industrial area,
including shared ride to provide a better sense of differences that may exist before finalizing a
recommendation on this measure.

Currently, projects that intersect habitat are flagged on the RTP project for informational
purposes for the public and for the project sponsor. The comment was made that this measure
may be more appropriate for informing project development activities rather than system
performance.
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Mr. Mermin presented measures recommended for further discussion and refinement: congestion and
interim regional mobility policy

There is a strong desire to shift from measuring V/C and vehicle hours of delay as the primary
congestion measures toward measuring reliability and people and goods moving capacity in
regardless of mode. Many critiques of congestion as a primary performance measure —it’s
correlation with strong economies, conflict other goals of region, it ignores biking and walking,
often used to justify costly road widening.
As for the interim regional mobility policy, we are not able to overhaul this (due to the
complications of local jurisdictions and ODOT using its thresholds to require developers to help
fund local transportation projects — when development is projected to increase congestion) as
well as staff capacity limitations. However our work group will spend time in 2017
recommending guidance for how to use it (clarifying what facilities are of primary concern and
how the table relates to other targets in the RTP).
Questions posed to the group to spark discussion

o What do we really want to achieve, uncongested peak periods vs increased reliability?

o If we want reliability, what is best way to measure it?

o How can we measure reliability of all modes, not just driving?
Desire to move towards reliability measures (the current regional model can’t forecast
reliability, but it can be monitored with though observed speed data — variations day to day)
What is the best way to measure congestion in RTP scenarios in the interim?
Research center staff have begun to explore different measures:

o Vehicle hours of delay per person (current measure)

o Congested vehicle miles traveled per person

o Number of hours each day that the system is full

o Number of hours of congestion during the shoulder periods (either side of peaks)
Research center staff have begun exploring different thresholds for “congestion”

o Adopted interim mobility policy (current policy tailored by location)

o V/C>.90 (current performance target)

o MAP-21 draft rule — proposed speeds (35 mph for freeways, 15 mph for non-freeway

NHS routes)
o 70% of posted speed limit (WSDOT system efficiency speed)

Work Group member discussions:

The measure should relate back to goals/outcomes that we’re trying to achieve.

Travel distance and travel time by mode over time would be interesting to track investments.
Average speed could measure mobility.

Reliability and access are important to this measure. Reliability is an important framework for a
complete system. This should be used for all modes. A complete system is a reliable system.
The V/C and LOS are a hindrance and getting in the way of development.

Desire for more discussion/background of why V/C>1.0 was discarded as a threshold to test
during modeling staff analysis. This information will be provided to the work group.

Break out the freeways from arterials as the USDOT has done for the national performance
measures. There could be different measures for freeways than arterials.

The region is growing quickly again. All around the region people are feeling the pressure from
growing congestion; this is a problem in areas not accustomed to urban levels of traffic, e.g.
Wilsonville.
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Our current policy acknowledges that we can’t build our way out of congestion during the peak
periods, but we aspire to protect the off-peak periods for freight to help ensure access to
industrial and intermodal facilities.

Freight trucks try to travel at off-peak periods to avoid congestion. The freight working group is
working through the issues of congestion and reliability too. Freight moving from California to
Seattle often time route based on Seattle or Bay area traffic not Portland traffic.

A work group member suggested a memo describing the types and uses for performance
measures (e.g. to evaluate packages of projects (as is done in RTP), identify deficiencies in
system (as done by ODOT), development review (local jurisdiction and ODOT), etc. The
Washington County performance measures work was suggested as a good model for this
overview.

Next Steps
John Mermin provided next steps and adjourned the meeting.

Continue discussing performance measures in September and October.

Continue to discuss new ways to measure congestion

Develop system reliability measure(s)

Other working groups are working through performance measures and will share with this work
group at the September and October meetings.

We will send out to the group today’s powerpoint slides and Transportation 4 America’s
Planning for a Healthier Future report will be shared with the work group.

Next Steps for work group:

Next meeting September 12" at 2pm to continue discussion of measure refinements
The following meeting will be Friday October 14.

Meeting summary prepared by Jamie Snook.

Meeting materials:

1 Agenda 06/27/16 Meeting Agenda
2 Summary from April 25" 04/25/16 Meeting summary
meeting
3 Schedule for RTP measure 06/20/16 timeline
refinement discussion
4 Considerations for congestion | 06/20/16 Memo to inform refining
and reliability memo measures for congestion and
reliability
5 Non-drive along mode share in | 06/20/16 Mode share for walking,
Regional Centers table biking transit and shared ride
by centers
6 2018 RTP update hours of 06/23/16 Maps showing hours of
congestion congestion
7 Regional Leadership Forum #1 | May 2016 Summary
summary
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Metro | Memo

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Date: July 22,2016
To: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee and Interested Parties
From: Grace Cho, Associate Transportation Planner

Subject: 2018 RTP Transportation Equity Analysis - Community Priorities and System

Evaluation Measures - Update

Purpose

Provide TPAC an overview of the community priorities identified for the Transportation Equity
Analysis work, and discuss progress to date on system evaluation measures.

Introduction

As the Portland region prepares to make its next set of investments in the transportation system, an

equity analysis can help inform how transportation investments affect the communities where
people have the fewest options for travel to meet everyday needs. Understanding these effects
helps the region make more informed, equitable decisions about where transportation dollars go,
especially as the region weighs many competing priorities for the transportation system.

The Transportation Equity Analysis (TEA) for the 2018 RTP and the 2018-2021 MTIP focuses to
provide a better understanding of how near and long-term transportation investments effect:

e Communities of color;
e Households with lower-income;
e Communities with limited English

proficiency;
e Older adults; and
e Youth

Identifying Community Priorities

A central tenant to the Transportation Equity
Analysis for the 2018 RTP and the 2018-2021 MTIP
is to connect what matters most to historically
underrepresented communities when it comes to the
transportation system and evaluate how those
matters are being addressed in near and long-term
investments. In looking to define what is evaluated
from a transportation equity perspective, Metro staff
utilized multiple approaches to identify the different
transportation needs, issues, and concerns expressed
by historically underrepresented communities as
well as older adults and youth.

How are individuals with
disabilities being accounted for
in the Transportation Equity
Analysis?

The transportation needs and
priorities of individuals with
disabilities (physical and
cognitive) are also being
considered in the TEA through
TriMet's recently adopted
Coordinated Transportation Plan
for Seniors and People with
Disabilities (CTP). The CTP held a
robust stakeholder engagement
process and in light of this
recently adopted effort Metro
staff plans to incorporate the CTP
findings into the TEA and the
resulting products.

www.oregonmetro.gov
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These approaches consisted of:
e Public comment retrospective
e Transportation and equity online questionnaire
e Transportation equity work group exercise

The work at the outset resulted in long list of community priorities, which varied across topics from
public engagement, community stabilization, traffic enforcement, access to transportation options,
and environmental impacts. These different community priorities were then taken through a
screening process to identify initial transportation priorities for the TEA. The process focused on
the following questions:

1. Can this community priority be further informed through a transportation system
evaluation?

2. How can this priority be measured across the transportation system?

For the community priorities which did not make it through the screening and no longer being
further explored through the 2018 RTP transportation equity evaluation, these are being collected
to inform a potential suite of recommendations from the transportation equity analysis and/or
inform other elements of transportation planning, such as communications and messaging and
designing a public process.

The draft set of transportation equity measures were proposed to the work group. These measures
are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Proposed Draft 2018 RTP Transportation Equity Measures for Further Exploration

Theme Sub-Themes
Affordability Housing and transportation costs Transportation costs
Accessibility Access to places | Infrastructure Travel options Travel time and

reliability

Transportation Infrastructure Infrastructure disparities
Safety
Environmental and Disproportionate environmental and health impacts
Social Impacts
Transit* Transit costs | Transit access | Transit reliability
Community Involuntary displacement Mitigation
Stabilization**

* Consolidates the transit-related community identified priorities, which were initially categorized under other
themes.
**Represents work group recommendation for further review.

Following the identification of community priorities, as it pertains to transportation, Metro
planning staff, working closely with Metro communications and public relations staff, conducted
focused engagement over the course of the spring to reaffirm the topic areas identified are
community priorities as it relates to transportation.

Further detail of the community findings can be found as part of the Transportation Equity work
group materials on the work group webpage at: http://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-
projects/2018-regional-transportation-plan/equity
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Taking Community Priorities and Creating System Evaluation Measures

To determine the system evaluation measures (see callout box), Metro staff collaborated with a
small team from PSU Nohad A. Toulan School of Urban Studies and Planning to define the measures
associated with the proposed priority measures identified in Table 1. The emphasis on evaluation
measures is driven by the task to define how to assess the 2018 RTP and the 2018-2021 MTIP
transportation investment packages with an equity lens. Recognizing this emphasis, the PSU work
focused on the identification of system evaluation measures and was not asked to identify
monitoring measures at this time. System monitoring measures will also be part of the
recommendation package to emerge from the transportation equity analysis work, but the
discussion of the system monitoring measures is scheduled to take place after the evaluation of the
2018 RTP investment package (in 2017) and will identify what should be monitored to assess
progress over time and capture those priority issues unable to be addressed through a system
evaluation.

The PSU team presented a research paper which outlines 20 potential system evaluation measures
which address the community identified priorities and fit within the context of the transportation
equity analysis for the 2018 RTP and the 2018-2021 MTIP. Further information and detail about
the research paper can be found on the work group webpage at:

Metro staff then reviewed the potential 20 system evaluation measures using a set of factors to
determine whether the measure should be included
in a staff recommended list of transportation equity
system evaluation measures. These factors are:

The strength of the system evaluation
measure’s ability to inform the priority
outcome from an equity perspective (e.g.
ability to parse the measure to look at
differences across communities);

The potential alignment with and ability to
inform the 2018 RTP performance targets;
The potential alignment with other 2018
RTP focus areas (e.g. transportation safety,
transit) and ability to inform those efforts;
and

Metro staff’s ability to conduct analysis of the
system evaluation measure in the timeframe
of the 2018 RTP.

Metro staff also modified certain system evaluation
measures which emerged from the research to tailor
the measure more towards the community identified
priorities. For example, the access to places measure
was divided to separate jobs from other existing essential destinations because there was
significant feedback from historically underrepresented communities about the importance of
getting to work.

System Evaluation vs.
Monitoring Measures

System Evaluation Measure
Compares the base year
conditions with an alternative,
future scenario to document
how well that future scenario
performs to the base year
conditions.

System Monitoring Measure
Relies on collected and
observed data to compare past
conditions with base year
conditions to compare and
assess progress.

From the factors, Metro staff has narrowed the set of 20 potential measures to 11 recommended
system evaluation measures to pursue as part of the transportation equity analysis for the 2018
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RTP and 2018-2021 MTIP. The recommended system evaluation measures can be seen in Table 2.
These recommended system evaluation measures are still in need of defining a number of
methodology considerations and must undergo beta testing to determine how effectively the
measures align and capture community identified priorities. Nonetheless, through the research
from PSU and initial discussions with technical staff, the 11 recommended system evaluation
measures remain promising metrics to assess transportation equity in the proposed 2018 RTP
investment package and the 2018-2021 MTIP.

Table 2. Recommended Transportation Equity System Evaluation Measures for the 2018 RTP and
2018-2021 MTIP

No. Communit . S Other
s . y System Evaluation Measure Description . .
Priority Consideration
1. Combined Housing and Transportation Coordination with
Expenditure: The sum of the housing and other Metro
transportation expenditures in a given geography planning and
and key communities. Determine a potential cost development
- burden to assess which households are efforts including
Affordability o . . . .
experiencing the greatest combined expenditure. equitable housing
Assess the change of the expenditures in the given and urban growth
geography and key communities with added management
transportation investments. Look at the change of process.
combined housing and transportation expenditure.
2. Access to Jobs: The sum of the total number of Must be
- family wage jobs which are accessible to key coordinated in
Accessibility - . X . , N
Access to community geographies by automobile, transit, and | detail with the
« bicycle in a given commute time window. Assess the | Regional Transit
Places . . . :
change in key community geographies with added Strategy & Work
transportation investments. Group
3. Access to Existing Essential Destinations OR
Existing Daily Needs: The sum of the total number
of existing essential destinations or existing daily
- needs which are accessible to key community
Accessibility - . : . : .
Access to geographies by automobile, transit, and bicycle in a
given travel time window. Depending on whether
Places . - .
essential destinations or daily needs are selected,
the travel times will change. Assess the change in
key community geographies with added
transportation investments.
4. Transit Access Disadvantage: The sum of the total
number of existing essential destinations or existing
daily needs which are accessible to key community
Accessibility - geographles by automobile and tran51.t. For each l.<ey
community geography, look at the ratio of essential
Access to A . .
Places destinations accessible by transit compared to

automobile. Attention is paid to lower
transit/automobile access ratio community
geographies to determine how the ratio changes
with added future transportation investments.
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No. Com_m u_mty System Evaluation Measure Description cher .
Priority Consideration
5. Intersection of Transportation Investments, Timing, | Must be
and Communities: Transportation investments are | coordinated with
mapped to illustrate which overlap with key the broad 2018
Accessibility - | community geographies. Transportation RTP work program.
Infrastructure | investments are also categorized by timeframe to
assess whether investments are being made evenly
over time in certain communities and addressing
near-term transportation needs.
6. Safety Investments on the High Injury Network: Must be
Identified transportation safety investments are coordinated in
Safety - mapped to illustrate which overlap with the high detail with the
Infrastructure | injury network and key community geographies. Regional
Disparities Assess whether investments are being made evenly | Transportation
in certain communities with evident transportation | Safety Action Plan
safety issues (as indicated by the categorization asa | & Safety Work
high injury network facility). Group
7. Non-Interstate Vehicles Miles Traveled Exposure:
The sum of all non-interstate vehicle miles traveled
Safety - (VMT) would be totaled for key community
Exposure geographies and based on the transportation
investment program, look at how VMT changes in
key community geographies and correlate traffic
safety exposure.
8. Vehicles Miles Traveled Exposure: The sum of all These measures
. vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be totaled fora | may or may not
Public Health - . .
Environmental key commu.nlty. geographies and based on the move forward as
and Health transportatlor_l investment program, look at hgw part of the .
Impacts VMT changes in the key community geographies transportation
and correlate air pollution emissions concentration | equity analysis if
exposure. the partnership
9. Intersection of Transportation Investments, with Multnomah
Resource Habitats, and Communities: County Public
Public Health - | Transportation investments are mapped to Health happens.
Environmental | illustrate which overlap with key community
and Health geographies and resource habitats to determine
Impacts* whether environmental quality degradation from
transportation is overly represented in certain
communities.
10. Assessing Directional Change: Use public health These would be
. literature findings to assess the transportation conducted in
Public Health - | . . R . L
. investments package and its role in directional partnership with
Environmental . .
and Health _change in health qutcomes. Based on mapping of_ Mult_nomah County
Impacts** 1nvestmepts r?latlve to key co_mmunlty geographles Public Health and
and the directional relationship, determine whether | others.

health outcome disparities would widen or narrow
as a result.
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No. Community . .. Other
Priority System Evaluation Measure Description Consideration
11. Assessing the Magnitude of Transportation Impact

to Public Health (Burden of Disease and Premature
Public Health - | Death): Utilize the Integrated Transportation ad

Environmental | Health Impacts Model (ITHIM) to look at the

and Health transportation investment effects to public health
Impacts** under the lens of disease burden and premature
death in the context of air quality, physical activity,
and traffic safety conditions.

*Indicates staff adjusted modification
**Indicates the system evaluation measure is pending based on potential partnerships and resources.

Next Steps and Future Considerations for TPAC

Metro staff received support from the transportation equity work group to move forward with the
11 recommended transportation equity system evaluation measures. Throughout the remainder of
the summer, Metro staff will be working through different methodological details for each of the
system evaluation measures and will host an informal working session to shape the technical
details on these different methodology considerations. Additionally, Metro staff will continue to
coordinate with the other 2018 RTP work groups to understand their approaches and
recommendations on overlapping topics and develop a strategy to support analyses across the
work groups. For example, work with the lead of the Transportation Safety work group to
determine whether the proposed safety measures for the transportation equity work aligns with
analysis work taking place as part of the update to the Transportation Safety Action Plan.

Staff will develop a recommended methodology for each measure for the September 15t
transportation equity work group meeting. The draft methodology for the measures will be
available when the 2018 RTP solicitation process begins in 2017.

A test run of the system evaluation measures will take place as part of the 2018-2021 MTIP to
assess how these measures work in an applied setting and with a smaller batch of transportation
projects. Some measures may be proposed for removal from the analysis of the 2018 RTP
investment packages because the technical process may show the evaluation measure as
duplicative, not able provide meaningful information, or not effectively addressing the community
priority. Metro staff will report back what is learned through the methodology development and the
test run process.

Intersection of Transportation Equity Work and Metro’s Equity Strategy

In June 2016, the Metro Council adopted the agency’s Strategic Plan to Advance Racial Equity,
Diversity and Inclusion, (referred to as the Strategic Plan). The development of this plan, initiated
through Council action in 2010, is the culmination of Metro’s efforts to articulate how the agency
intends to advance equity in its work in the Portland metropolitan region.

A core tenant of the Strategic Plan is to focus on eliminating the disparities that people of color
experience, especially in those related to Metro’s policies, programs, services and destinations.
While the work recognizes the disparities and inequities faced by other historically marginalized
groups (e.g. people with low income, people with disabilities, LGBTQ communities, women, older
adults and young people), the Strategic Plan concentrates of addressing those disparities
experienced by people of color because they are barriers that are shared with other historically
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marginalized groups. Additionally, the barriers faced by people of color are more deeply
experienced due to the pervasive and systemic nature of racism. By addressing the barriers
experienced by people of color, the plan will also effectively identify solutions and remove barriers
for other disadvantaged groups. The result will be that all people in the 24 cities and three counties
of the Portland region will experience better outcomes.

Within the Strategic Plan are five long-term goals. These goals are:

Metro convenes and supports regional partners to advance racial equity
Metro meaningfully engages communities of color

Metro hires, trains and promotes a racially diverse workforce

Metro creates safe and welcoming services, programs and destinations
Metro's resource allocation advances racial equity

Ui Wi

Each goal has several related objectives and action items. The actions involve areas such as
engagement, procurement, resource allocation, communications, hiring, retention and accessibility
of facilities. Each Metro department and venue is expected to develop its own equity action plan to
make progress in achieving the five long-term goals. The development of each department and
venue’s action plan will be a multistep process involving staff and community stakeholders, with
support from Metro's Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Program (DEI) staff.

For Metro’s Planning and Development department, the Strategic Plan provides a unified strategic
direction and additional focus for the equity work the department has previously undertaken and
continues to expand upon. Moving forward, the development of the Planning and Development
department equity action plan will help identify concrete actions that the department will commit
to implementing and evaluating over the next five years.

The Transportation Equity Analysis and the products that result are intended to serve as one
component to inform the Planning and Development department equity action plan. As identified in
the Transportation Equity work plan, Metro staff, work group members, and community will help
to identify and shape a number of policy recommendations and/or refinements for the 2018 RTP.
These recommendations and/or refinements will identify actions for Metro to take in addressing
equitable outcomes as it pertains to the transportation system for historically underrepresented
communities, particularly communities of color. Potential examples of these recommendations
and/or refinements include, actions directed to Metro in monitoring and data collection, additional
policy direction for the allocation of various grant funding programs, and updates to sections of the
Regional Transportation Functional Plan and/or the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.
Because the work plan for the Planning and Development department equity action plan has yet to
be initiated and the recommendation work for Transportation Equity Analysis will not begin until
2017, further details of how the two pieces of work will align and coordinate will be brought
forward at future TPAC meetings.

TPAC Discussion Questions
Metro staff seeks input from the TPAC members on the following questions:

1. Isthere agreement around the staff recommendation for the transportation equity system
evaluation measures? Are there concerns pertaining to particular transportation equity
system evaluation measures?
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2.

Are there other methodological concerns for the system evaluation measures which need to
be addressed that have not been identified or reflected?

[s there additional clarification or feedback needed regarding the Transportation Equity
Analysis relationship to the Planning and Development department equity action plan?

3.
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MAP-21 and FAST Act Rulemaking - Update and Next Steps
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e Seek input on draft comment letter on the draft National Performance Rule.
e Seek input on draft comment letter on MPO Planning Rules.
e Update activity regarding the National Freight Network Rule

ACTION REQUESTED
e Do you have questions or comments on the draft comment letter on the draft National System
Performance Management Measures Rule!?
e Does TPAC recommend moving the draft letter on the National System Performance Management
Measures forward to JPACT in August?
e Do you have questions or comments on the proposed response to the draft Metropolitan Planning
Organization Coordination and Planning Area Reform Rule??
e Does TPAC recommend moving the draft letter on the Metropolitan Planning Organizaton
Coordination and Planning Area Reform Rule forward to JPACT in August?
e Do you have questions or comments on the proposed response to the draft Establishment of Interim
National Freight Network Rule3?

BACKGROUND

www.oregonmetro.gov

Significant federal rulemaking activities to implement the performance provisions first included in the
Moving Ahead in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) Act and subsequent provisions contained in the Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act have been underway for nearly 4 years by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). These activities will
impact state and regional transportation planning and programming responsibilities in the months and

years ahead.

1 https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-08014
2 https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-14854
3 https://federalregister.gov/a/2016-13261
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MAP-21 required FHWA to establish measures covering a wide range of goal areas, including safety,
infrastructure condition, congestion reduction, system reliability and environmental sustainability.
These measures were broken into three groups with separate notices of proposed rulemaking. The
original intent of this process was to roll the three proposed rules into one final rule, but due to the
length of time that it has taken to propose and finalize each rule, FHWA decided to implement these
rules at separate stages. FHWA finalized safety performance measures on March 16, 2016 and is
expected to finalize the infrastructure condition measures in November 2016.

FHWA released the last set of performance measures required by MAP-21 on April 22, which would
measure system performance, including system reliability for the National Highway System (NHS),
Interstate freight reliability, congestion and on-road mobile source emissions.

In addition, FHWA released two rules on June 6 and June 27, respectively. The rules relate to designation
of the national freight network and updating planning requirements for urbanized areas with multiple
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).

Background on each rule and a summary of next steps follows.

NATIONAL SYSTEM PERFORMANCE RULEMAKING BACKGROUND

MAP-21 directed the FHWA to craft performance measures for the national highway system, interstate
system, and the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) program. These measures are not attached to
specific funding at this time, but state departments of transportation (DOTs) and MPOs are expected to
use these measures and the data generated in reporting progress toward targets to make better
informed planning and investment decisions.

FHWA issued a proposed rule for congestion, reliability, goods movement, and air quality performance
measures, with a heavy emphasis on vehicle speed on the National Highway System. Comments on the
proposed rule, including whether to include a greenhouse gas emissions performance measure are due
by August 20.

It should be noted that these measures have generated more concern amongst state DOTs and MPOs
than previous rulemakings, resulting in a significantly delayed rulemaking schedule when compared to
safety or infrastructure condition performance measures rules going into effect this year. Once the
measures are finalized, state DOTs and MPOs will be allowed to set their own targets. State DOTs will be
required to report their progress in meeting those targets to FHWA every two years. There are no
punitive measures associated with the failure to meet those targets, given the language in MAP-21 and
the FAST Act. Regional target-setting for this rule will depend on when the rule is finalized and its
effective date. As proposed, the region would have 1.5 years from the effective draft of the final rule to
establish targets.

Traditionally after a comment period closes, FHWA may either take comments into consideration and
release a final set of rules, or release a second set of draft comments and incorporate another round of
feedback. State DOTSs, national organizations such as Transportation for America, and other MPOs have
already weighed during this round of rulemaking. Nearly 4,800 comments have been submitted to date.
Given the significant concerns regarding the rule as proposed, there could be a second comment
opportunity on a revised draft rule. USDOT staff have expressed a desire to finalize the rule by the end
of 2016.
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The rule, as proposed, focuses mostly on vehicle speed and delay as primary measures of congestion
and reliability. While Metro has advocated for the incorporation of reliability into federal metrics for a
long time, and strongly supports its inclusion in this round, staff are concerned that the rest of the
metrics, as proposed, overly focus on traffic speed. Metro’s most significant concerns are:

1.) The measures are narrowly focused on a small set of measures, which is at odds with the
region’s trajectory to a broader set of metrics that measure outcomes as varied as reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, improving accessibility, reducing reliance on the automobile,
increasing transportation choices, and supporting economic development.

2.) The focus on congestion and vehicle speed could result in the favoring of projects that increase
vehicle miles traveled and expand roadway capacity at the expense of other modes, which could
impede our ability to meet regional goals and our 2040 Growth Concept vision.

3.) The measures are narrowly focused on the National Highway System, which means that the
majority of roadway miles in our region would not be included. This makes measuring goals such
as greenhouse gas emissions, economic vitality, and accessibility difficult.

4.) The measures fail to count multimodal trips, which can make up to one third of the “traffic” on
some of the region’s busiest corridors. This means that our region would not get credit for much
of the work that we’ve done, particularly as our region continues to grow.

These proposed performance measures matter for several reasons.

1.) If the final measures align with adopted regional goals and related performance measures, it
positions us well to seek additional funding at the state and federal levels.

2.) While these performance measures are merely perfunctory at this time, it is likely that in the
future they will be incorporated into decisions regarding federal grant funding and formula
funding, as intended when MAP-21 required an outcomes-based, performance driven approach
to transportation planning and investment decisions. The more consistent the final measures
are with regional performance measures and goals, the better positioned the region will be to
seek funding.

3.) As proposed, many of the proposed measures come with significant data collection and
management responsibilities for DOTs and MPOs, which, in addition to the performance metrics
we have already agreed on as a region and a state, could be burdensome and expensive.

Metro staff are preparing a technical analysis of the performance measures, along with responses to
several questions raised by FHWA in the proposed rulemaking. That analysis, along with the attached
draft cover letter, make up our proposed response to FHWA. We are seeking TPAC’'s recommendation as
to whether or not to move that letter forward to JPACT, as well as any feedback you have on the
content of the letter itself.

MPO COORDINATION AND PLANNING AREA REFORM RULEMAKING BACKGROUND

As part of the final MAP-21 rulemaking process (discussed above), FHWA released draft rulemaking
regarding MPO planning requirements on June 20, 2016. This rulemaking process was also authorized by
MAP-21 and supported in the FAST Act. The majority of the rule will have little impact on our region, as
it solidifies practices and processes our region and ODOT have already adopted. However, in an attempt
to ensure that MPOs are actually regional in nature (rather than local), the draft rule updates
requirements for census designated urbanized areas with multiple MPOs. The census designated
urbanized area for the greater Portland region includes Clark County and Vancouver, Washington and,
as a result two MPOs.
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Metro staff are concerned that this proposed rule creates significant logistical and practical problems.
For example, Metro has statute-designated land use authority under Oregon law, Clark County’s MPO,
the Regional Transportation Council (RTC), does not. A portion of Metro’s MPO governing body (the
Metro Council) is directly elected; Clark County’s governing body is not.

Metro staff are currently preparing a response to USDOT focused on concerns about the alignment of
urbanized areas with MPO boundaries when the urbanized areas includes two or more states and the
requirement that Metro, JPACT and the RTC would need to adopt a single metropolitan long-range
regional transportation plan (RTP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and jointly established
set of performance targets. Staff believe that focusing our response on the narrow swath of MPOs in
urbanized areas that include two or more states is the strongest response.

Metro staff are seeking feedback on the draft letter, and a recommendation as to whether or not we
should move the letter forward to JPACT. The text of the letter will be delivered in a supplemental to the
packet early the week of July 25", due to feedback and conversations with FHWA staff late the
afternoon of Friday, July 22" and scheduled conversations with RTC staff on the 25™ itself. We apologize
for the delay, but look forward to feedback.

INTERIM NATIONAL FREIGHT NETWORK RULEMAKING BACKGROUND

The FAST Act directs the USDOT to establish a National Multimodal Freight Network to help direct states
and USDOT to strategically direct funding and attention to support efficient freight movement. USDOT
released the draft rule on June 6, 2016; the final rule must be released by December 4, 2016. There are
two primary objectives of the rulemaking: one is to establish the interim National Multimodal Freight
Network (NMFN), and the data points used to establish the NMFN. The current interim proposed NMFN
consists of the primary highway freight system (including I-5 and 1-84 in Oregon), all Class I rail lines
(over 1,100 miles in Oregon), rail lines that connect to ports in the NMFN, and routes on the Strategic
Rail Corridor Network, ports with an annual trade of at least 2 million short tons (including the Port of
Portland), inland and intracoastal waterways, and 56 airports (including Portland International Airport).
USDOT is specifically seeking comment on the following issues:

= Highway: What is the size and composition of the highway freight network that should be
considered?

= Rail: What is the appropriate rail network?

=  Maritime: What ports are unique in handling cargo that should be included despite low overall
total freight handling?

= Aviation: What is the most appropriate data to guide what airports should be included?

Metro staff are reviewing the draft network and rule in coordination with staff from ODOT, the Port of
Portland and the City of Portland, and will submit technical comments consistent with the adopted
Regional Transportation Plan and 2010 Regional Freight Plan. These comments will also be provided to
JPACT and the Metro Council as an informational item once completed. Comments are due to the
Federal docket by September 6, 2016.

ATTACHMENTS

e Draft letter to USDOT regarding the proposed rules for National System Performance measures
e Draft letter to USDOT regarding the proposed rules for MPO Coordination and Planning Area
Reform (this will be provided to TPAC in a supplemental mailing)
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August 20, 2016

Secretary Anthony Foxx

U.S. Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590

RE: Federal Docket No. FHWA-2013-0054

Dear Secretary Foxx:

For nearly 50 years, the Portland region has been exploring new ways to efficiently invest
our limited transportation funds in ways that reinforce our regional goals:

Quality jobs, living wages and a strong economy;

Vibrant communities'with stable and affordable housing opportunities;
Safe and reliable travel options;

Clean air and water and a healthy environment;

Leadership on climate change; and

AN

Equity for all our residents and communities relative to the benefits and burdens of
growth and change to the region.

Meeting these ambitious goals requires outcomes-based, performance-driven metrics that
focus on the movement of people and goods and their access to destinations, regardless of
mode of transportation. To that end, we strongly support the move toward an outcomes-
based federal policy for transportation planning. However, we are concerned that FHWA is
actually taking a step backward, toward a single measure of success that focuses only on
highways and vehicle speed, rather than the suite of performance measures that are
representative of how people and freight truly experience a transportation system.

In the past ten years, our region has intentionally moved away from measuring success
using one or two narrow measures, and has instead focused on a comprehensive array of
outcomes that provide a better assessment of where we have been, where we are going, and
where we could do better. This broader array of outcomes allows Metro and our partners to
better understand the needs of the region, and implement a variety of tools to meet the
region’s goals.
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In particular, the Portland region intentionally does not define success in our transportation
investments by using auto congestion as our only measure of success. While the draft rule
released by the USDOT seems to include a range of congestion measures, these measures
are all simply variations on vehicle speed and delay, which we have found to be an
insufficient barometer of the performance of the entire system, including freight movement.
While auto congestion is an important indicator that we consider in our system
performance, it is one of many which are designed to reflect the suite of performance goals
our region has adopted, including reliability, freight travel time, accessibility, greenhouse
gas emissions, and throughput. In our experience, vehicle speed and delay alone are
insufficient indicators of whether the broader transportation system is working to move
goods, provide access to jobs and other destinations and protect air quality.

Sole reliance on vehicular-based speed and congestion measures to evaluate transportation
system performance could incentivize states and MPOs to adopt strategies that prioritize
adding highway capacity for single occupant vehicles rather than a more holistic approach.
Roadway capacity focused strategies often have price tags that are unachievable and
unsupported by taxpayers, and can result in unintended environmental and equity
consequences. This is true both for our region and the national system, and highlights the
importance of measuring and managing data that will help support decision makers in
identifying best policies and investment decisions.

As written, the draft is mostly silent onactually moving people, goods, and accessibility, and
instead proposes measures that tend to drive outcomes that are at odds with the USDOT’s
stated goals of safety, providing transportation options, minimizing transportation-related
fuel consumption and air pollution and using transportation services to provide access to
ladders of opportunity in an inclusive manner.

We urge you to make significant changes to the draft rule to expand its focus to include the
movement of actual‘people and goods and their access to destinations, regardless of
transportation mode, rather than vehicles and speed. Our region is developing a more
balanced set performance measures that are focused on understanding the functioning of
the integrated, multi-modal transportation system and whether it is delivering desired
outcomes; we encourage you to consider these factors in your national performance
measures. Our regional measures include:

e Reliability and safety in the region’s multi-modal freight network, which includes
moving goods in the highway corridors that serve our industry and ports;

e Accessibility to safe, reliable and affordable connections to essential destinations
such as jobs, education, and healthcare, particularly our region’s most underserved
populations which include people of color, households with lower incomes, people
with disabilities, older adults and youth;

e (Capacity and modal options in our most traveled corridors so that we can move
more people and provide them real choices in selecting their preferred method of
travel. This includes transit and bicycling, which carry up to one third of travelers in
some of our busiest corridors;

e Existence of persistent bottlenecks, and ability of transportation demand
management, improved street connectivity, and systems operations to minimize
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bottlenecks where continued highway widening would have limited long-term
benefit; and

e Changes in regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per capita, greenhouse gas
emissions, and public health outcomes in order to better link our transportation and
land use decisions.

We have directed our MPO staff to provide more specific technical comments on the draft
rule in a separate correspondence. We hope these comments will lead to a more effective
set of performance measurements that support the national transportation vision we all
share and appreciate the opportunity to participate in this review.

Sincerely,

Tom Hughes, President
Metro

Craig Dirksen, Chair
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)
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DATE: July 25, 2016
TO: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee and Interested Parties
FROM: Tyler Frisbee, Policy Development Manager

Chris Myers, Regional Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: USDOT MPO Rulemaking Letter

Attached is the draft letter to USDOT in regards to the proposed draft Metropolitan Planning
Organization Coordination and Planning Area Reform Rule. Metro staff are seeking a recommendation
to move this letter forward to JPACT, as well as feedback on the letter itself. As a reminder, the overview
of the proposed rules is below. This is the same language as is included in the larger Rulemaking memo
included in the TPAC packet.

MPO COORDINATION AND PLANNING AREA REFORM RULEMAKING BACKGROUND (from 7.22.16
TPAC Packet)

As part of the final MAP-21 rulemaking process (discussed above), FHWA released draft rulemaking
regarding MPO planning requirements on June 20, 2016. This rulemaking process was also authorized by
MAP-21 and supported in the FAST Act. The majority of the rule will have little impact on our region, as
it solidifies practices and processes our region and ODOT have already adopted. However, in an attempt
to ensure that MPOs are actually regional in nature (rather than local), the draft rule updates
requirements for census designated urbanized areas with multiple MPOs. The census designated
urbanized area for the greater Portland region includes Clark County and Vancouver, Washington and,
as a result two MPOs.

Metro staff are concerned that this proposed rule creates significant logistical and practical problems.
For example, Metro has statute-designated land use authority under Oregon law, Clark County’s MPO,
the Regional Transportation Council (RTC), does not. A portion of Metro’s MPO governing body (the
Metro Council) is directly elected; Clark County’s governing body is not.

Metro staff are currently preparing a response to USDOT focused on concerns about the alignment of
urbanized areas with MPO boundaries when the urbanized areas includes two or more states and the
requirement that Metro, JPACT and the RTC would need to adopt a single metropolitan long-range
regional transportation plan (RTP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and jointly established
set of performance targets. Staff believe that focusing our response on the narrow swath of MPOs in
urbanized areas that include two or more states is the strongest response.

Metro staff are seeking feedback on the draft letter, and a recommendation as to whether or not we
should move the letter forward to JPACT. The text of the letter will be delivered in a supplemental to the
packet early the week of July 25", due to feedback and conversations with FHWA staff late the
afternoon of Friday, July 22" and scheduled conversations with RTC staff on the 25™ itself. We apologize
for the delay, but look forward to feedback.



The Honorable Anthony Foxx

Secretary of Transportation

United States Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20590

August 20, 2016
Dear Secretary Foxx:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the regulations aimed at promoting more efficient and
effective regional planning as well as enabling unified planning products for each urbanized area (UZA)
is, at its core, a needed reform to current day policy. Metro, the Portland Region’s Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPQO), views the proposed coordination and planning area reform as a return to
the origins and essence of regional planning. Metro agrees with USDOT that transportation and the
related challenges within urbanized areas are inherently regional in nature and therefore the best way
to address these challenges is action and coordination at the regional level. The efficiencies gained by
unifying such planning efforts allow for the improved use of tax-payer dollars and result in more
comprehensive regional transportation plans. We support the USDOT’s recognition of the importance of
Metropolitan Planning Organizations and the value of a regional approach to transportation planning,
which is reflected in the majority of the text of the current Metropolitan Planning Organization and
Planning Area Reform rule and the National Performance Measures rule. We would also encourage the
USDOT to specifically include a comprehensive Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), in addition to
the other MPO responsibilities already listed in the draft rule.

However, while Metro supports most of the proposed rule, we have one significant concern regarding
the reform language requiring urbanized areas to act as one MPO or have unified planning documents
when the urbanized area includes two or more states. Requiring two states to reconcile different MPO
land use authorities, governance structures, and other state or regionally mandated requirements
through a unified planning process is unrealistic and creates significant political and practical challenges,
which may result in lower quality planning products. This is particularly concerning for the Portland
region, which has a very specific set of authorities granted to our MPO through state legislation, as well
as an elected council, and a significant set of planning requirements and goals that we are statutorily
required to incorporate into our planning processes, including the Regional Transportation Plan.
Merging these state authorities and requirements with the Regional Transportation Council (RTC),
Vancouver Washington’s MPO, would significantly undermine Oregon Metro’s work and ability to
deliver on already committed goals and work products.

Transportation planning is a complex and politically charged process that requires support from citizens,
local, county, and state jurisdictions. The support necessary for quality planning needs to account for the
political will of all engaged jurisdictions, including at the state level, and must include support from
corresponding federal agencies, FHWA and FTA, as well as state DOTs. Even USDOT has acknowledged
that reality, locating their regional FHWA and FTA offices within state boundaries, rather than based on



population centers. This does not preclude coordination between neighboring federal and state
agencies, but rather acknowledges that state policies and politics have a significant impact on how
MPOs can operate and what tasks they are expected to perform. State laws, complex and differing
political environments, as well as differing desires of citizens within different states all lend themselves
to continue coordinating with neighboring MPOs within different states rather than consolidation.

In order to avoid mandating bi-state areas to negotiate significant structural differences while still
encouraging bi-state coordination, we recommend an exemption to the Coordination and Planning Area
Reform rule for bi-state urbanized areas if a number of criteria are met. Below, we include examples of
our current coordination with Washington State’s Regional Transportation Council (RTC). These
examples serve as specific coordination measures that USDOT could require.

Our current coordination with RTC allows each MPO to work within their state’s goals, structures, and
authorities, while ensuring that there is sufficient coordination across state boundaries to achieve good
transportation outcomes. Metro and the RTC currently employ the following practices to maintain
strong bi-state coordination:

=  Coordinated Transportation Decision Making: Metro’s Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) is chaired by a Metro Councilor and includes two additional Metro
Councilors, seven locally elected officials representing cities and counties, and appointed
officials from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), TriMet, the Port of
Portland, and the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The State of Washington is
also represented with three seats that are traditionally filled by two locally elected officials
and an appointed official from the Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT),
who have full voting rights on all decisions. All transportation-related actions (including
Federal MPO actions) are recommended by JPACT to the Metro Council. JPACT is primarily
involved in periodic updates to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), and review of ongoing studies and financial
issues affecting transportation planning in the region.

= Standing Bi-State Coordination Committee: Based on a recommendation from the I-5
Transportation & Trade Partnership Strategic Plan, the Bi-State Transportation Committee
became the Bi-State Coordination Committee in early 2004. The Bi-State Coordination
Committee is made up of representatives from Metro, Multnomah County, the cities of
Portland and Gresham, TriMet, ODOT, the Port of Portland, Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Council (RTC), Clark County, C-Tran, Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) and the Port of Vancouver. The standing Committee meets
quarterly and is charged with reviewing and coordinating all issues of bi-state significance
for transportation and land use. The Bi-State Coordination Committee has its own charter
and is included in the bylaws of both MPOs.

= Regional Policy Making: Both the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and the
Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (TPAC) provide recommendations to JPACT and
the Metro Council. They were established by Metro Charter to provide a vehicle for local
government involvement in Metro’s growth management planning activities. Both councils
include two officials from Clark County (in Washington State). Under Metro Charter, this
committee has responsibility for recommending to the Metro Council adoption of, or
amendment to, any element of the Charter-required Regional Framework Plan.



= Regional Framework Plan: The Regional Framework Plan, first adopted in December 1997,
addresses transportation, land use (including the urban growth boundary), open space and
parks, water supply and watershed management, natural hazards, and coordination with
Clark County. The document must be adopted by the JPACT and MPAC council, in order to
ensure regional bi-state cooperation.

e Delineation of Roles: A Memorandum of Understanding between Metro and the Southwest
Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC) delineates areas of responsibility and
coordination. Last executed in April 2012.

To ensure that bi-state urbanized areas engage in coordinated planning processes (such as those listed
above), without requiring consolidation, Metro recommends the following change to the proposed rule:

In situations in which multiple MPOs are located within one urbanized area and are also located in
different states the recognized MPOs may continue to operate as separate agencies and with separate
planning products. However, Bi-state coordination must be represented in a permanent structure such
as by-laws, charter amendment, resolution, or a memorandum of understanding in order to avoid
changes in coordination. As part of the coordination agreement each state must be represented on
charter-recognized decision making committees and boards, with voting rights intact.

Metro, as an agency, is supportive of the general concept and principles of the proposed Metropolitan
Planning Organization Coordination and Planning Area Reform. Our comments and position focus on the
issue of MPO consolidation in urbanized areas that cross state boundaries. Through the years Metro and
RTC have enjoyed successful coordination that does not merit consolidation. We have members from
our respective MPOs that sit on advisory committees, with full voting privileges, in each regional
jurisdiction both technical staff and elected officials. In the case of the Portland/Vancouver urbanized
area it is best to encourage jurisdictional coordination rather than force a consolidation that will
potentially cause legal challenges and political gridlock. We urge you to consider the suggestion included
in this letter, to ensure that bi-state urbanized areas have coordinated planning processes and the
flexibility to meet the needs of their state and constituency.

Sincerely,
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USDOT Performance Measures, Metro Staff Technical Comments
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Attached are draft technical comments that Metro staff has prepared regarding the proposed National
System Performance Rules released by USDOT. These technical comments have been prepared as an

addendum to provide additional substantive detail for the letter to USDOT Secretary Foxx that TPAC is
considering on Friday, June 29, 2016.

As a reminder, Metro staff are not asking for JPACT or the Metro Council to sign these technical
comments. However, if TPAC members have questions, suggestions, or comments, please reach out to
Tyler Frisbee, Kim Ellis or other Metro staff.
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MAP-21 NPRM Part 490 for National Performance Management Measures; Assessing Performance
of the National Highway System, Freight Movement on the Interstate System, and Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program

Docket Number: FHWA-2013-0054

Metro appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft rule to support effective implementation
of both the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Act and the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act. Metro strongly supports the transition toward an outcomes-based federal policy for
transportation planning and the use of outcomes-based, performance-driven metrics to increase
accountability and transparency, improve project decision-making and inform efficient investment of limited
transportation funds. We believe this will help better communicate the value and need for increased
investment in all parts of the transportation system.

On behalf of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Portland.metropolitan region, Metro
submits the comments that follow to strengthen the proposed rule and ensure that it supports regions in
meeting their goals and the expressed goals of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT). The comments
highlight key concerns and seek specific changes to the draft rule toprovide more focus on the movement of
actual people and goods and their access to destinations. The comments alsorespond to specific questions
raised by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in the proposed rule.

Our comments are organized in five parts:

TABLE OF CONTENTS PAGE

PART L. KEY CONCERNS SUMMARIZED 2

PART Il. DATA, METHODS AND REPORTING TIMELINE 3

PART IIl. PROPOSED PERFORMANCE MEASURES 6
National Highway System and Interstate System Performance (Subpart E) 6
Freight movement on the Interstate System (Subpart F) 8
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program — Traffic congestion 10
(Subpart G)
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program — On-road mobile source 11
emissions (Subpart H)

PARTIV. NEW.PERFORMANCE MEASURES RECOMMENDED FOR THE FINAL RULE 13
1:Greenhouse gas emissions 13
2. Vehicle miles traveled per capita 15
3. Journey-to-work‘mode share 16
4. Multimodal accessibility 17

PART V. DETAILS ON PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO ORIGINAL NPRM METRICS & MEASURES 18
1. Use 15-minute data bins rather than 5-minute data bins 18
2. Replace all use of “Posted Speed” in the measures with “Reference Speed” 18
3. Use “Maximum-Throughput Speed” thresholds rather than fixed speed thresholds 18
4. Use “Maximum-Throughput Travel Time” as part of setting formula-based peak 18

period start and end times

5. Set peak period start and end times by formula rather than fixed times 18
6. Proposed changes to the general reliability (LOTTR) measure 19
7. Proposed changes to the freight truck travel reliability measure 20
8. Proposed changes to the freight truck bottleneck measure 20
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This rulemaking should be viewed as an initial step towards implementing performance-based planning, rather
than the final step of implementation of MAP-21 and FAST Act. There are sufficient concerns that are unlikely
to be resolved through the rulemaking process alone that USDOT should understand the value of additional
testing and pilot programs to identify the best metrics. In addition, further development of data resources and
refinement of requirements will be necessary prior to using these measures to inform how future federal
funds are allocated. We hope these comments lead to a more effective performance-based planning process
for states and metropolitan areas and appreciate the opportunity to participate in this review. We look
forward to continuing to work with the USDOT and others to advance performance-based planning across the
nation and in our region.

PART I. KEY CONCERNS SUMMARIZED

The draft rule is a missed opportunity to advance the USDOT’s stated goals of improving safety, providing
transportation options, minimizing transportation-related fuel consumption and air pollution, and using
transportation investments and services to provide access to ladders of opportunity in an inclusive manner.
Except for one measure, the draft rule proposes measures and thresholds that essentially focus on vehicle
speed and delay. Equating performance of the NHS to the speed of vehicles and reliability of roads (as
measured through travel time) creates unintended consequences for other modes and devalues the
importance of efficiently moving people and freight trucks.

As written, the proposed measures:

1. ignore people and the community building role of transportation;

2. do not capture the full performance of an integrated multimodal transportation system;

3. do not capture the role of transportation in providing access to jobs, education and other
opportunities;

4. do not capture the contributions of increased biking, walking, shared ride and use of transit and other
freight modes provide toward-reduced delay and improved system reliability;

5. are based on insufficient data to accurately assess multi-modal system performance;

do not take into account Title VI, social-equity or environmental justice; and

7. areinconsistently defined and duplicative which makes the measures overly complicated to calculate,
creating an unnecessary burden on state DOTs and MPOs.

o

If FHWA intends to use these rules to guide future funding decisions, as expressed in MAP-21, statute, it must
ensure that the full range of multimodal transportation modes are recognized and data quality issues are
sufficiently addressed prior to implementing the final rule. Equally importantly, FHWA must clearly identify the
uses to which'it expects all agencies to put the proposed “metrics” and “measures”: are they intended to
identify entire states or entire regions as having performance issues from a purely national perspective, or are
they intended to enable states and regions to diagnose what specific parts of their respective transportation
systems—a single stretch of roadway, for example--need the most attention to achieve performance goals?

In addition, justifying the selection of certain performance measures based on FHWA'’s currently available data
in the NPRMDS is flawed. We agree existing data is not perfect and USDOT needs time to enhance and grow
existing data collection and management systems to support reporting on all modes of travel and address
other gaps. However, there are data sets available that can at least provide preliminary guidance as USDOT
approaches these questions.

For example, data does exist to incorporate other modes of transportation into these measures now, including
commute times or commute mode shares, which are annually reported by the U.S. Census Bureau through the
American Community Survey. Similarly, vehicle miles traveled data and traffic volume data necessary to
estimate system performance are regularly collected by state DOTs. Other data sources include the Federal
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Transit Administration’s (FTA) National Transit Database. These data provide valuable information on how the
overall system is performing and the conditions experienced by people using the transportation system, and
should not be ignored.

To leverage and take advantage of existing datasets and data collection efforts, we urge the USDOT to focus on
and invest in enhancing existing datasets or developing a multimodal data set suitable to measure. USDOT
should explore ways to partner with the Transportation Research Board, the U.S. Census Bureau, FTA and
others. This work will undoubtedly improve USDOT’s own National Household Travel Survey as well as require
further coordination and collaboration between FHWA, FTA, and other federal agencies.

In addition, we recommend that the final rule describe an action plan for USDOT to improve datasets related
to roadway and truck volumes, vehicle occupancy rates, and bike and pedestrian and‘transit travel to support
development and implementation of accessibility and people moving capacity measures. As part of this work,
USDOT should develop an integrated multimodal corridor approach to measuring person throughput and
congestion that includes HOV lanes, public transit, and biking and walking facilities. We have identified such a
policy framework for our region and work is underway to better link local, regional and state data collection
and reporting to advance this concept. The Washington Department of Transportation has advanced data
collection and reporting to this end and provides a model for other'state DOTs.

We view these measures as a base for reporting trends and multi-modal system performance and appreciate
the flexibility for monitoring and reporting other measures. However, the final rule must do better. Our
comments are intended to make the proposed rule more effective and useful to our region’s performance-
based planning efforts.

PART II. DATA, METHODS AND REPORTING TIMELINE

We have significant concerns around the proposed data management system, the reporting methods, and
timelines. In addition, we encourage FHWA to address concerns about the substance of the rule itself by
incorporating additional data sets into the reporting process. Our specific concerns follow.

1. Insufficient NPMRDS data and unnecessarily complex data management and calculations.

* NPMRDS data gaps and inconsistencies with other data sets raise serious questions about its
efficacy as the main performance measure resource at this time. Our review of the NPRMRDS data
and foundssignificant gaps in the data for our region. For example, the NPMRDS data has
significant gaps in the 5-minute bins across many facilities and times-of-day for our region. Our
understanding is that these gaps are consistent nationwide. Such significant gaps in the data
present a range of problems including a mischaracterization of current and future system
performance as the result of data imputation and coverage improving over time.

* The proposed rule'would require different data preparation for each measure, ranging from
handling null and outlier values differently, to using different percentiles for general traffic and
freight, to using a different level of decimal places for each step in a calculation. Asking for a metric
to be reported at thousandth, hundredth, and tenth decimal places implies a level of accuracy in
the dataset that does not exist.

* States and MPOs will need to develop their own process and tools for conflating roadway network,
processing NPMRDS data (or alternate data approved by FHWA) and calculating those metrics as
proposed in the rule — this does not represent an efficient use of resources.

Recommendations:

1. FHWA should prepare the national data set and develop (or make available) a national level tool
for calculating proposed measures for all states and MPOs to minimize burden and extensive
substitution methods, and ensure consistency in the process. This would recognize the NPMRDS is
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a national data set and address the inefficiency of each state or MPO developing its own process
and tools, and would lend itself to a more meaningful and consistent way to draw national
trends/conclusions.

If NPMRDS must be used, we recommend computing the NPMRDS metrics in 15-minute bins,
which are sufficient for system-level measures; 5-minute bins seem more detailed than is
necessary for the system performance measures.

USDOT should develop a software platform or tool to analyze multimodal system performance
data to ensure that all states are measuring and reporting national metrics consistently. Encourage
states to use the same data set for consistent measurement and reporting once the data gaps have
been filled. Different data sources might result in discrepancies in reported performance.

To facilitate consistent methodology throughout the rule, State DOTs and MPOs should be able to
prepare the dataset once and use it for all proposed measures. Nulls and outliers should be
removed or replaced consistently across all measures, similar thresholds should be used for similar
measures, and decimal places should be kept consistent.

2. Inconsistent travel time periods, days of the week and reporting geographies for measures

throughout the rule for reporting different measures.

For example, the performance measures would require. some vehicle measures to be performed
for multi-hour time periods, and some for individual hours, whiletrucks are assessed for an entire
day. In addition, certain measures cover weekdays, others.include weekends and some exclude
holidays while others do not. These distinctions in time periods as currently proposed do not
provide additional information and increase the burden of analysis.

Measuring reliability within peak and off-peak periods as the NPRM proposes is consistent with
national reliability research, but defining fixed peak hour periods for all parts of the U.S. will create
inconsistent results. For example, a region with a one-hour peak period from 4pm to 5pm could
actually report more unreliability within the 3pmto 6pm proposed PM period than a region that
has a three-hour peak period that actually runs from 3pm to 6pm because the denominators (the
50" percentile speeds) will be calculated on'very different bases.

Section 490.103e(5)(iv) (Data Requirements - Travel Time Data Set) of the rule states the
equivalent data source shall: “Include for each segment at 5 minute intervals throughout a full day
(24 hours) for each day of the year, the average travel time, to the nearest second.” This is too long
for a daily average travel time reporting requirement for all travel segments within a State.

Recommendations:
1.

Revise rule to reconcile the reporting periods and reporting geographies to be consistent across all
measures to streamline data management and calculations. The reporting geography should be
the urbanized area.

Use the National Highway System as the system extent for all measures.

A rule-based definition of peak periods should define the peaks specifically for each region to avoid
the biases caused by using fixed time periods nationwide. See Part V below for the Metro-
proposed peak period definition rule.

Base travel time calculations for all system performance and freight measures on data
observations within the rule-specified time periods rather than across the entire day. This is
consistent with national reliability research and the proposed LOTTR metric and will help to
distinguish the reliability measures from the congestion measure. See Part V below for specific
calculation recommendations.

3. Directional-mileage measures should be volume-weighted.

Measuring performance based on directional-mileage is biased against metropolitan areas. Urban
areas often have many more lane-miles and person-miles of travel on their roads than non-urban
areas. Even within a region, congestion and reliability issues vary and can be concentrated in
certain locations and high-volume corridors are not weighted more heavily in the proposed

Page 4 of 22




Technical comments to be submitted on behalf of the MPO for the Portland metropolitan region  7/18/16
Docket No. FHWA-2013-0054

measures. This also applies to the freight measures and means that the goods movement
measures are simply variants of the other measures proposed, rather than reflecting the real-
world conditions that freight trucks experience.

* FHWA asserts on one hand that volume data is insufficiently available to volume-weight reliability
or travel time measures, but then proposes to use volumes in the excessive delay calculation in
Subpart G. If the volume data available are sufficient to calculate excessive delay then the data are
sufficient to use for volume-weighting in the other measures

Recommendations:

1. Use segment volume-weighting with all system performance and freight measures.

2. FHWA should fund better volume data collection if data collected by state DOTs and others is not
adequate.

4, Managed lanes appear omitted in system performance calculations.
* As written, the measures in the proposed rule will likely mask benefits from HOV, HOT, toll roads,
and other operational enhancements and could discourage investment in these strategies.

Recommendation:
1. Determine a way to differentiate the data with the data provider, or to account for HOV, HOT, toll
roads, and other managed lanes somehow in the final system performance measures.

5. Effective dates and reporting timelines are too short and inconsistent across measures.

* The NPRM proposes Jan. 1, 2018 for the first performance period for this rule to align with the
infrastructure condition and safety rules. The proposed timeline is too short for initial reporting
and phasing in implementation of this rule, given the complexity of integrating these new
requirements into an already complex transportation planning process, significant gaps in NPRMDS
data and tools to access the data, the complexity of the calculations and required coordination
related to support target-setting.

* State DOTs and MPOs will needadditional resources (e.g., staffing, skillsets, and funding) to
complete the extensive workload that is necessary to accomplish the multi-agency coordination
and collaboration required by 